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DECOMMISSIONING THE UHTREX REACTOR FACIIJTY
AT LOS ALAMOS, NEW MEXICO

by
Miguel Salazar and John Elder

ABSTRACT

The Ultra-High Temperature Reactor Experiment
(UHTREX) facility was constructed in the late
1960s to advance high-temperature and gas-
cooled reactor technology. The 3-Mw reactor
was graphite moderated and helium cooled and
used 93% enriched uranium as its fuel. The
reactor was run for approximately one year
and was shut down in February 1970. The
decommissioning of the facility involved
removing the reactor and its associated
ccaponents Planning for the decommissioning
operations included characterizing the
facility, -t’i.matingthe costs of
decommissioning, preparing environmental
documentation, establishing a system to track
costs and work progress, and preplanning to
correct health and safety concerns in the
facility. Work to decommission the facility
began in 1988 and was completed in Soptembox
1990 at a cost of $2.9 million. The facility
was released to Department of Energy for
other uses in its Los Alamos pzogru.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 History of the Facility

The Ultra-High Temperature Reactor Experiment (UHTREX)
facility was ccxstructed for the Atomic Energy Commission in
the late 1960s at Los Alamos, New Mexico. The reactor was
operated by Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory (now Los Alamcs
National Laboratory) for approximately one year.
Experiments were conduct~d to advance the state of gas-
cooled reactors.

The 3-MW reactor was graphite-moderated. It used helium in
the primary and secondary cooling loops (Fig. 1). The fuel
was 93% enriched uranium. A unique feature was the rotating
reactor core that could be fueled while in operation (Fig.
2). The coolant oprrat.ng temperatk~reranged from 871° to
i316° C (1600° to 2:,uO”F), and pressure ranged fz.om475 to
500 psi.
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In February 1970, the reascor was shut down and defueleci.
Some reactor-related equ].pment:was removed at the time; the
rest was secured in controllefi areas to prevent radiation
exposure to personnel. qyle :eactor room, fuel discharge
room, and hot cell rooms inside the secondary containment
boundary were locked and posted to prevent accidental entry
(Fig. 3). The rest of the btl.lldingwas used by Q Division
(later N Division) and oth:rs as office and nonradiological
experiment spa~”e.

1.2 Decommissioning Compliance Documents for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

Action Description Memorandum, The Laboratory submitted an
Action Description Memorandum (ADM), ADM 86-37 (July 1988),
for the UHTREX decommissioning to assess the potential
environmental impact of the decommissioning operations. The
ADM also described the proposed decontamination and
decommissioning (D&O) activities. The ADM and its
references in the Annual Surveillance Reportl veri.ied the
overall lack of environmental impact by Laboratory
operations and pleaged adherence to the Los Alamos National
Laboratory Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The ADM
was submitted to support a categorical exclusion for the
UHTREX project.

Memorandum to File. Department of Energy (DOE) Headquarters
approved a memorandum to file to comply with regulations of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It summarized
the decommissioning plan and referenced the project
management plan and ADM in support of approval.z

1.3 Project Authorization

Criteria in the DOE’s Surplus Facility Management Program
(SFMP)3 require that Nuclear Energy (NE) programs be
responsible for at least 50% of the contamination at a
facility. Because the UHTREX facility was constructed to
advance civilian nuclear research, all the radioactive
contamination in the facility resulted from NE work. UHTREX
D&D efforts were completely funded by the SFMP (DOE NE-20).

1.4 DOE and Laboratory Readiness Review

Before beginning decommissioning efforts, a readiness review
meeting was held November 1, 1989, to assure DOE that all
NEPA documentation was in order; cost and schedules were
acceptable; controls for cost and schedules, quality
assurance program, and a health, safety, and environment
program were in place; and the scope of the work and cleanup
criteria were well-defined. An additional readiness review
meeting was held to discuss removing and transp~rting the
reactor vessel.

4
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2.0 FACILITY DESCRIPTION

2.1 Site

Layout. Los Alamos National Laboratory is located in Los
Alamos County in north-central New Mexico approximately 40
km (25 miles) northwest of Santa Fe, the state capital. The
Laboratory site covers an area of 111 km2 (43 mi.2).
Adjacent Los Alamos communities are cm the Pajarito Plateau.
The plateau consists of finger-like mesas separated by
canyons orientated east and west. Intermittent streams flow
through the canyons. The mesa-top elevations range from
2400 m (7800 ft) close to the Jemez Mountains on the west to
1900 m (6200 ft) at the east end above the Rio Grande.

Location. The UHTREX facility is at Technical Area 52 (TA-
52). It is approximately 4 kilometers (2.5 miles) southeast
of downtown Los Alamos and 7.2 km (4.5 miles) west of White
Rock (Fig. 4).

The townsite is mainly residential with some ligh.
commercial services and establishments that serve the local
population or the Laboratory. Farming and ranching are
limited and not considered of commercial importance to the
Los Alamos area. Most of the area within Los Alamos is
owned and controlled by the DOE. This land was originally
acquired by the Atomic Energy Commission during the
Manhattan Project in the early 1940s.

The DOE controls the area within the Laboratory. Access to
most sites is restricted. TA-52 is open during normal
working hours but is enclosed within a security fence and
locked gate during nonworking hours and days. The DOE has
the option to completely restrict access to TA-52.

Population. Los Alamos county has an estimated 1988
population of 19,400. About one-third of Laboratory
employees commute from other counties. The Los Alaxnos
townsite has approximately 12,200 residents, and White Rock
has 7200 residents. The Laboratory employs approximately
7600 full- and part-time personnel, and its maintenance
subcontractor, Johnson Controls, Inc. (JCI), employs
approximately 1400.

Precipitation and Temperature. Los Alamos has a semiarid,
temperate mountain climate. Average annual precipitation is
about 45 cm (18 in). Thundershowers during July and August
contribute to 40% of the precipitation. Winter snow
averages 130 om (51 in.) annually.

Summer
during
Winter

6

temperatures usually reach a high of 32° C (90° F)
the day and can drop to below 15° C (59° F) at night.
temperatures typically range from -9° to -4° C (15°
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to 25° F) at night and -10 to 100 c (30° to 50° F) during
the day.

Hydrology and Geology. The main constituent of the Pajarito
Plateau is Bandelier tuff, which is a solidified ashfall
that was deposited from an erupting volcano over a million
years ago. The nonwelded and welded thff is over 300 m
(1000 ftj thick on the west and 80 m (260 ft) on the east.
‘l’hehydraulic conductivity of the tuff has been reported at
1.5 x 10-4 cm:day at 10% of saturation. The moisture in the
soil varies from 2% to 8% at a depth of O to 3 m (O to 10
ft), and below 3 m the soil moisture varies 0.5% to 2% by
weight.4

Surface water flows intermittently in the canyons. Spring
flow in the mountains does not provide enough water to
prevent evaporation, transpiration, and infiltration losses
from drying up the stream before it reaches the Rio Grande.

Groundwater in Los Alamos occurs as water in the shallow
alluvium canyons from intermittent streams; perched water 37
to 50 m (120 to 200 ft) below the surface; and the main
aquifer 180 to 360 m (600 to 1200 ft) below the surface.4

Erosion. Horizontal erosion rates have been reported at 1.4
x 10-2cm/y {4.5 x 10-4ft/y). Vertical down-slumping in the
canyons has been estimated to occur at a rate of 5.8 x 10-3
cm/y (1.9 x 10-4ft/y).

Seismicity. Laboratory-published reports indicating an
earthquake of 5.5 magnitude (Richter) has a probability of 1
in 100 years. Active faulting has been reported in terms of
rate of deformation as 0.008 cm/y. If an earthquake did
occur, the ground would shift or crack with little or no
vertical displacement. These cracks seal up with eroded
materials.s

2.2 Project Facilities

The UHTREX facility includes the main reactor building
(Reactor Development Building 1, RD-1, or TA-52-1). This
building provided a gas-tight secondary containment
enclosing the reactor, primary cooling system, and the gas
cleanup system. Other space in the building housed
auxiliary equipment, Suel-handling systems, utility systems,
the control room, staff offices, and minor maintenance
laboratories.

Outside structures of the facility included the
neutralization/pump station, a 30.5-m (100-ft) high
ventilation exhaust stack, a heat exchanger pump and heat
dump building, a filtez pit, and the contaminated waste
lines that conveyed liquids to the pump station and then to
the main radioactive waste liquid treatment plant at TA-50.



Detailed descriptions are provided in the project management
plan.? See Fig. 5 for a general view.

The fol”.owjng describes the components of the work breakdown
structure applied to decommissioning and decontamination of
the UHTREX facility.

Outside Structures

Contaminated waste lines (Lines 65 and 66) - Approximately
975 m (3200 ft) of 10 cm (4 in.) diameter cast iron pipe
were use to transfer low-level contaminated liquid wastes
from the reactor building to the treatment plant at TA-50.
These lines were buried at least 1.5 m (5 ft) below the
surface (Fig. 6). Construction drawings indicated a drain
line (66-A) from the pump station to daylight in the canyon.
Excavation during the removal of the pump station revealed
that it was never constructed.

Neutralization/Pump Station (RD-2) - A two-story
neutralization/pump station or waste treatment building
contained two concrete waste-holding tanks, various pumps, a
metal storage t nk for sodium hydroxide solution, and a
metal mixing or neutralizing tank (Fig. 7). The aboveground
masonry room housed assorted electronic and mechanical
equipment and instrumentation.

Heat Dump Building and Heat Exchanger (RD-15 and RD-16) - A
small metal building housed valves, pumps, instrumentation?
mechanical equipment that monitored and regulated the
coolant (helium) temperature in the secondary loop system
between the heat exchangers (Fig. 8). The secondary loop
consisted of 20--cm-diameter (8-in.) stainless steel pipe
that was connected to a heat exchanger located ofi the heat
dump building. The concrete pad for this heat exchanger
(RO-15) was also called the heat dump pad. The loop entered
a tunnel and ther passed tnrough the building wall into Room
3’0, the reactor room.

Filter Pit (RD-14) - A belowground reinforced concrete
structure 3.3 m (11 ft) square and 3.7 m (12 ft) deep housed
four high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters and four
charcoal absorber units. Air from the secondary containment
portion of the UHTREX building entered on the side of the
structure (pit), passed through the filters and absorbers to
the bottom of the pit, and was routed by duct to Room 105 in
RD-1 . Then the air was either recirculated to the reactor
room or, during shutdown periods, exhausted out the stack
(Fig. 9).

Stack (RD-7) - A 30.5-m (100 ft) high steel stack with a
1.2-m [4-ft) diameter, 0.8-cm (5/16 inch) thick wall, and
2.6-m (8-1/2 ft) tapered base served as the stack (Fig. 10).
A reinforced steel concrete foundation supported the stack. 9
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UHTREX Building (RD-1)

Reactor vessel and associated systems - The reactor vessel
was in Room 310. It was a spherical carbon steel vessel 4 m
(13 ft) in diameter with minimum wall thickness of 4.5 cm
(1.75 in.). Dense carbon and graphite formed the inner
core. It weighed approx~mately 100 metric tons (110 tons).
The reactor was fueled ox defueled by loading rams in Room
217; its indexing core was rotated by the core motor drive
in Room 309. Twelve control rods entered the core
vertically from above.

Associated systems consisted of the following (Fig. 11):

● the primary and secondary loops, consisting of 20-cm
(8-in.) diameter stainless steel piping;

● a cylindrical recuperator 0.9 m (3 ft) in diameter
and 4.6 m (15 ft) long with internal graphite
material, and

● the heat exchan~er vessel, 0.6 m (2 ft) in diameter
and 6.1 m (20 ft) long.

The combined weight of the recuperator and heat exchanger
was 15 tons.

Support systems - These systems consisted cf
nonradioactively contaminated equipment, instrumentation,
control cabinets, air sampling lines, air supply fans, and
filter housings. These materials and equipment were in
various rooms of the facility.

Auxiliary systems - The reactor auxiliary systems consisted
of radioactively contaminated equipment, instrumentation,
and material used to support the reactor. All of these
systems were in the secondary containment area.

Hot cells - The enriched uranium fuel elements were brought
in and out through the hot cells (Rooms 212 and 213) . The
fuel elements were loaded in a cask that traveled by
motorized cart into Room 212. The fuel was then transferred
remotely with a manipulator from the cask to a dry box.
Fuel was then transferred to the reactor on the fuel
conveyor system, which consisted of a cable and tray that
traveled inside an enclosed metal pipe. Spent fuel elements
from the reactor traveled on ‘thefuel conveyor system back
to the dry box.

16
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2.3 Project Facilities Status Prior to Decommissioning

The reactor had been shut down since 1970. In the interim,
the secondary containment boundary was restricted, and
office areas were used by Laboratory personnel.

Initial radiological conditions - Before decommissioning
operations, physical, radiological, and hazardous conditions
of the facility were investigated. A summary of those
conditions follows.

Most of the residual radioactive contamination was in the
reactor vessel, recuperator, heat exchanger, primary 100P,
gas cleanup system, and the fuel loading system. Structural
steel close to the reactor was activated. The main
radionuclide contaminants were 90sr , 137CS , 60co and 225(J0

Gases generated from the operation--argon-4l, krypton,
xenon, and tritium--had decayed or had been dissipated
considerably and were therefore not detected inside the
building. A tag on a compressor indicated previous tritium
contaminantion. A survey with a Johnston Triton portable
tritium detector indicated no tritium present. Europium-152
was found in the reactor and cooling loop during
decommissioning operations. Exposure rates of up to 75 mR/h
were found at contact with the vessel. Exposure rates
varied from 5 to 10 mR/h inside the reactor room (Room 310).

Alpha activity up to 80,000 dpm/100 cmz was detected as
surface conta!llinationat the transition between the
horizontal exhaust ventilation duct and the vertical stack.
This alpha activity was near the exhaust duct of the fuel-
handling cells 212 and 213.

Table I summarizes residual radioactivity amounts detected
in the preliminary survey.

Hazardous materials - Approximately 48 metric tons (53 tons)
of uncontaminated lead, mostly lead bricks, had been
identified for removal from the facility. The lead bricks,
lead shot, and lead wool had been used as shielding material
in wall penet.rations, instrument locations, a.ldcrevices
under the reactor.

Although not classified as a hazardous material, asbestos
used to insulate some reactor components was removed.

Soil samples from the waste line and surrounding building
area, liquid samples from the reactor glycol cooling system
and sump tank, and oil samples from the leaded glass
shielding windows and cell door hydraulic system were
submitted for analysis. They showed no known or suspected
hazardous material present. See also Section 4.0, Work
Performed.
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A 1000-1 (300-gal.) metal tank was used to store sodium
hydroxide solution in the pump station. This tank and its
associated piping were rinsed before disposal.

3.0 DECOMMISSIONING OBJECTIVE AND WORK SCOPE

3.1 Goal

T’hegoal of the project was to decommission and
~contaminate (D&D) the UHTREX facility in a safe and cost
tfective manner in accordance with DOE Order 5820.2A,

.hapter 5.6 All work was to be accomplished in a manner
that maintained worker dose as low as reasonably achievable
(ALAM) . The project freed space for use by other DOE
projects. Approximately 1115 m2 (12,000 ftz) of previously
unavailable space was made available for other Laboratory
activities. The expense of continued surveillance and
maintenance of the facility was eliminated.

3.2 Scope

Decommissioning activities included the following:

●

●

●

●

●

☛

removing contaminated components and equipment from
the facility;

decontaminating walls, floors, and accessible
surfaces;

removing ha?ardaus materials from the facility
associated with the reactor;

removing excess reactor-related peripheral
structures that were decaying and that represented
an environmental and safety liability;

removing reactor-related systems that would not have
future use because of obsolescence or inability to
meet current design criteria; and

removing uncontaminated reactor support equipment
that occupied reusable space or that had salvage
value.

See also Section 4.0, Work Performed, for details of the
~~epe of work.

3.3 Final Release Criteria

The objective of the D&D project was to leave the facility
in a safe condition as defined by the following criteria.

Residual Soil Contamination Guidelines. As described in
22 ;ubsection 5.2, results of soil sampling along the Line 65



I

station [RD-2) ~h~ f t. i pit (RD-14), and the heat dump
(RD-15) demorticratcJ that radioactivity left in the top 1 m
(3 ft) layer of -O! did not exceed any of the following
guidelines:

137r, 60 pCi/g
60co 13 pci/g
90s= 405 pCi/g
234u L11O pCi/g
235u ~.60 pCi/g
238u 800 pCi/g
)38p , 325 pCi/g,.J(-

Lu 295 pCi/g

These ql.~ldelineswere based on calculations using site-
s~-ci~~c data in the RESRAD (residual radioactivity) code,7
as specified in DOE 5400.5.8 The RESRAD code yields soil
--nce]~trationsin surface soil that cause exposures no
higher than 100 mrem/y to members of the public exposed to
the soil under several scenarios of exposure pathway. The
input parameters and output for the appropriate scenarios at
Los Alamos are in Appendix A. These limits may appear to be
high compared with other DOE sites; the RESRAD calculation
shows only minor dose cont~”ibution from ingestion because of
limited groundwater at the UHTREX site. However, the RESRAD
exposure scenarios are largely academic because the
Laboratory does not intend to release the site to the public
soon and would not release it in the future without
additional surveillance and certification.

Tritium in soil was a special case in which no soil
guideline was estimated. The HSE-8 de minimus soil cleanup
guideline for tritium is 100 nCi/1 of soil moisture.
Analysis for tritium was conducted on the same samples taken
for other radionuclides. Tritium encountered at above-
background levels is discussed in Subsection 5.2.

Residual Surface Radioactivity Guidelines. The predominant
radionuclides

fs$
e&do~osurfaces within the UHTREX

facility were Sr. Cesium-137 is a fission
product that emits a 0.51-Mev (maximum) beta and a 0.66-Mev
x-ray; its radioactive half-life is 30 years. Strontium-90
is a fission product that emits a 0.55 Mev (maximum) beta;
+.tsradioactive half-life is 28 years. Guidelines for these
radionuclides were taken from DOE Guidelines for Residual
Radioactive Materials at Former+y Utilized Sites Remedial
Action Program and Remote Surplus Facilities Management
Program Sites (March 1987).9 Surface contamination
guidelines for 137Csand 9oSr are taken from Table 1 of the
=eport, which has been modified to show only Cs and Sr
radionuclides (Table
and ‘%r was unknown,

II). Where the activi~y ratio of 137CS
the lower guideline (g%r) was used.
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Limits on External Gamma Radiation. The DOE guideline for
gamma radiation rates (average area exposure rates) of 20
flR/habove background was not to be exceeded.

Limits on Nonradiological Contaminants in Soils. Cleanup
criteria for nonradiological contaminants in soils have not
been provided by DOE for implementation. Soil samples for
chemical analysis were taken along the Line 65 excavation
route and external structure locations. Results are
discussed in Section 6.0, Hazardous Chemical Conditions
after Decommissioning.

3.4 Restoration

Major repairs or refurbishment were beyond the scope of this
project. Restoration to the facility consisted of the
following minor work:

●
I

●

the roof was repaired over Room 104 to prevent water
leaks after the removal of the roof hatch;

a few walls were painted to restore their general
appearance where panels or miscellaneous items were
removed;

minor repairs were made to the hot-cell
it operational;

life safety codes were met by repairing
installing emergency and exit fixtures;

door to make

and
and

safety hazards were eliminated by repairing floors
to prevent tripping hazards.

4.0 WORK PERFORMED

The work breakdown dictionary (Appendix A) and the task list
(Appendix B) in the UHTREX project management plan (PMR)
provide details of the work performed.

The following discussion summarizes the work performed under
the PMP. Deviations are documented under Configuration
Control Board (CCB) action in Subsection 10.2.

4.1 Project Management

Project management was split into two work breakdown
structures (WBS). Laboratory management personnel costs
were tracked under Project Support. These full-time
personnel included one construction project manager, one
construction inspector, and one field D&D management
coordinator. Part-time personnel from engineering design,
procurement, safety, environmental protection, and
industrial hygiene worked on the project as needed. 25



Management personnel by the contractor were tracked under
Construction Support: the project field superintendent, the
clerk-typist, the part-time computer and time keeper, the
draftsperson, and the labor foreman. The for training the
contractor’s field personnel was also included under this
management activity. See the organizational chart in Fig.
12.

4.2 Planning Phase (Phase I)

The project planning phase consisted of obtaining
radiological surveys, hazardous material surveys, and
building and room utility identification. After these
characterization surveys were completed, work plans and
estimates were produced. From these plans and estimates,
critical path schedules were determined. From all these
activities a cost and schedule baseline was developed.

The planning phase began in May 1989 with the preparation of
the pr~ject management plan and ended in January 1990 when
major ~&D operations began.

Characterization Surveys. Work performed included initial
radiological and hazardous materials surveys. Preliminary
identification of required health, environmental, and safety
operating procedures was made. Sequences and concepts for
performing the work were prepared. The facility was
physically assessed to determine the condition of the
utilities and other facility systems.

Plans and Estimates. Based on the characterization surveys,
detailed work plans and estimates were made. Each room
generally had its own work plan and estimate, which were
combined with similar activities to define a work breakdown
str’~cture (WBS) element. The work plans and estimates were
used to develop the critical paths method (CPM) for the WBS
elements. costs , resources, materials, and CPMS were then
used with a computer management program to develop the
project cost and schedule baseline. Leveling of personnel
(optimizing personnel by minimizing demand and short work
loads) was done, and appropriate work was scheduled that
would depend on other factors, such as contract documents,
wozk sequence, or material or equipment procurement.

Project k?lans. A project management plan (PMP) was
developed to establish the project scope, technical
performance requirements, costs and schedule, levels of
responsibility and authority, organizational interfaces, and
quality control requirements.

Engineering. During the Phase I planning, no engineering
work was done other than preparing estimates, schedules, and
scope of work.
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A typical approach to decommission? ~ work was first to
rer.ovethe greatest hazard or source t cont~mlnation to
limit the potentjal of airborne or dit~ct-radiation exposure
to personnel. ‘l’heapproach revolved on schtxlulingthe
remov~l a~~dtransport of the reactor v(”ssel. The greatest
amount of time was spent preparing the l.?cc~sarybid
documents, soliciting, reviewing, and ac~”~ptin~the bid.
Procurement took about a year. Removing and transporting
the vessel took six weeks.

Other considerations included removing complete systems in a
room. Equipment and piping removal could occur concurrently in
separate rooms where craft personnel would not interfere with
each other. Adequate lighting, ventilation, access to each room,
and an alternate emergency exit route had to be provided and
maintained.

Outside work was scheduled during the spring, summer, and
fall to elirlinatepotential problems in cold weather or with
snow.

Environmental Compliance. An ADM and memo to file (see
Section 1.2) were issued in compliance with NEPA
regulations.

Procurement. Equipment literature searches and possible
contractors listings were made to provide future input for
procurements. No procurements chargeable to the project
were made during the planning phase. The Laboratory bought
a computer software management program for general and
ongoing Laboratory work that had applications at UHTREX.

4.3 Decommissioning Operations (Phase 11)

After a DOE readiness review, approval was given to remove
the contaminated waste lines. Work began in fall 1989 with
excavation of these lines. Traditional backhoe excavation
methods were used.

Before work began inside the facility, the existing building
ventilation for the secondary containment was made
operational. The building’s HEPA filters in RD-14 (9000
cfm) (256 m31min.) were changed, and the system was tested.
Portable HEFA-filtered exhaust units (500-1000 cfm) (14-28
m3/min.) prov~.dedprimary ventilation control to reduce
airborne release at a work area.

Outside 8tructures

Contaminated waste lines (Lines 65 and 66) - Line 65 from
the pump station to the holding tank WM-3 at TA-50 was
completely removed. WM-3 was also removed as a separate

28 project of the treatment p~dnt maintenance program at !rA-50.



Line 66 from the neutralize Lon!pump stdtion (RD-2) to the
UHTREX building (RD-1) was ~nved, Ac~cssible sections
within the building were a?sc emoved. Sections uilderthe
building floor slabs leadinr to the sump in Room 303 were
left in place. NO contarni]i~~ )n was found at either end of
this pipe (Appendix H). All e]-iswere pluggea with
concrete.

Engineering drawings showed a S!sortsection of pipe, Line
66A, from the pump station Y.othe ]nyon; it was not found.
Exploratory excavating along the s;des of the pump station
did not reveal any pipe. The excav. .Idtrench was
backfilled and the area graded and re’regetatedwith native
grasses.

Neutralization/pump st~tion (1’”2) - This structure was
completely demolished with a backhoe and w~ -king ball. It
was excavated below the foui Iatic: to solid Luff and all
materials were disposed of. The area was backfill~d,
graded, and revegetated with ntltivegrasses.

Heat dump building (?lD-15)and heat dump pad and excha]ger
(RD-16) - Both structures and the concrete foundation pad
for the heat exchanger were removed. The concrete tunnel
from the heat dump building to the main building was left in
place after surveys indicated no radioactive contamination
(Fig. 8). The tunnel walls were removed 15 cm (6 in.) below
grade before backfilling began. The disturbed areas were
graded and paved with asphalt to match the existing area.

Unnumbered instrumentation sheds - TWO small cinder block
sheds attached to the east and south eide of the building
(’CA-52-1)were removed. The concrete foundations, wiring,
and equipment for these sheds were also removed.

stack (RD-7) - The exhaust stack north of the building was
removed and disposed of. The foundation was broken to a
depth of six inches below the surface (Fig. 10). The area
was then repaved to match the existing parking lot.

Filter pit (RD-14) - Approximately 9.1 m (30 ft) of the duct
from the side wall of the pit,leading to Room 401 at the
elbow was removed (Fig. 9). Part of the elbow and
approximately 10.7 m (35 ft) of the duct on the side wall
next to Room 401 was left in place. The exhaust duct
leading from the pit floor to Room 105 was left in place.
No contamination was detected from the pit floor to the duct
leading to Room 105. The duct to Room 401 showed minor
contamination. See Appendix C for the duct exception.

The inside of the filter pit was decontaminated below RESRAD
guidelines and backfilled. The area was asphalted.
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Manifold (RD-17) - The manifold was a reinforced concrete
dock , approximately 6 m long nnf 1..? m hiqb (20 ft lonq and
4 ft high), that provided support to tl~c!~eliumlines and
gas manifold. Transport tube trailers had been connected to
the dock to deliver gas to the gas cleanup system. ‘1’his
wall and associated piping were completely removed. The
area was asphalted to match the eximting area.

Removal of Haaardous Mat.rials

All hazardous materials associated with the UHTRJX facility
were removed. Most material, including lead, was recycled
within the Laboratory. Small amounts of lead were sent to
the Laboratory’s hazardous waste storage facility at TA-54.
A small quantity of mercury from pressure switches and
thermostats was also sent to TA-54.

All asbestos in the UHTREX building secondary containment
boundary (Rooms 106, 216, 217,307, 308, 309, 401, 402, and
403) and all asbestos used on the reactor support or
auxiliary equipment was removed. Asbestos used in other
parts”of the building on water lines was left in place to be
included in the Laboratory’s ongoing asbestos removal
program.

The lead windows and oil reservoirs were left h place in
Rooms 212, 213, and 216. Analysis of the oil indicates PCB
levels less than 1.5 ppb.

Removal of support systems and equipment - Uncontaminated
equipment in Rooms 101, 102, 103, 105, 107, 202, 214, 215,
303, 304, 305, and 306 was removed, except for a return duct
and heating and coil pressure vessel (heating and cooling
coils) and fans E-1 and E-2 in Room 105. The sump tank and
connecting drain lines in Room 303 was decontaminated and
left in place (Fig. 13).

Decommissioning the hot cell area - All manipulator
equipment, dry box, crane, and miscellaneous equipment were
stzipped from Rooms 212 and 213 and sent to TA-54 for
disposal. The cell doors were deactivated and the
interlocks bypassed. The cell doors can be used only by
activating the electrical and hydraulic controls in Room
305.

Removing auxiliary systems - These systems were in Roams
106, 216, 307, 401, 402 and 403. All rooms were stripped of
equipment. Operation equipment for the 30-ton crdna in Room
106 was left intact. The floor in Room 4Q2 U8S s.~led ~
reach RESRAD guidelines. Most light fixWN’Qs werd~qpyall,
but minimal lighting was left in place tb psoV~~try
visibility.
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4.4 Removing the Reactor Vessel

The reactor vessel, reactor heat exchanger, and recuperator
were removed from Room 310. The primary loop system and
part of the secondary loop system, cooiing panels, and lead
bricks lining the east and south walls also were removed.
The fuel-loading rams, fuel-leading system, and a small fan
were removed from Room 217. The reactor core indexing motor
end some associated components were removed from Rooms 309
and 217.

Removing the Reactor, Heat Exchanger and Recuperator. This
activity provided the greatest challenges.

Dismantling the reactor, heat exchanger, and recuperator
posed the greatest potential for radioactive contamination
and exposure to personnel. Background exposure rates in
Room 310 (reactor and recuperator room) varied from 5 to 10
mR/h. The radiation field came from the activation of G°Co
in the reactor steel, magnetite concrete, and steel
reinforcement in the concrete walls. The surface exposure
rates at contact with the reactor vessel walls varied from
15 to 75 mR/h. Maximum surface exposure rates on the heat
exchanger and heat recuperator were 43 mR/h and 19 mR/h,
respectively. Loose external beta-gamma sur:ace
contamination was 100-2000 dpm/100 cmz in Room 310.

Metal samples were obtained from the reactor vessel wall and
the metal wall liner adjacent to the vessel. Laboratory
analysis of both samples showed SOCO as the only significant
activation product. The calculated total radioactivity of
other radionuclides in the vessel was estimated to be

@ 215 pCi 137Cs,

● 2.2 Ci 6QC0,

● 7 mCi 14c,and

● 1230 #Ci ‘OSr/gOY.

The analysis confirmed the initial classification of the
vessel containing low specific activity for
transportation.lo.11 This classification allowed using the
vessels themselves as transport containers, provided that
all openings were sealed.

Vessel Preparation. Physical preparations consisted of
removing all piping and auxiliary equipment attached to the
vessels. The control rods, fuel-loading rams, reactor core
indexing motor, and shaft were cut near the surface of the
reactor with a band saw. Metal caps were then welded to the
openings to seal the reactor, heat exchanger, and

32 recuperator. When possible, the flanged connections were



unbolted, and blind flanges were bolted on to seal the
openings. When the vessel was installed, all large flanged
connections had been ~ealed with welded C-section rings that
were difficult to cut with saws. These rings were cut with
an oxygen acetylene torch. Enclosures and local ventilation
prevented spreading contamination during the cutting and
burning operations.

A wood/plastic sheet enclosure was constructed over the
reactor and recuperator connection before separation. This
joint was unbolted, the C-ring cut, and the vessel separated
enough to expose the internal carbon and graphite parts. A
two-person handsaw was used cut the carbon material neatly.
Heavy metal covers were bolted over the open flanges.

Precleaning the vessel surfaces brought loose surface
contamination levels well below the transportation limits of
1000 dpm/100cm~ beta-gamma and 20 dpm/100 cmz alpha.

Vessel Safety Documents. A separate internal standard
operating procedure (SOP) was written and submitted for
approval, according to procedures outlined in the
Environment, Safety, and Health Manual (ES&H Manual)t
Chapter 1 of the Laboratory Manual. This SOP provided
guidance on removal and transportation of the reactor, heat
exchanger, and recuperator vessel.

The heat exchanger and recuperator were removed and
transported as a unit to reduce time and occupational
exposure. This composite unit was transported to TA-54 on a
lowboy trailer pulled by a truck.

A traffic plan was written for transporting the reactor
vessel. The SOP for transport operation was submitted to
the Laboratory’s Radioactive Materials Transport (RAM)
officer for review and approval to transport the vessel.

Transportation Contract for the Reactor Vessel. The 110-ton
vessel required special transportation methods. Personnel
in the Facilities Engineering Division and various Health,
Environmental, and Safety personnel provided the scope of
work, safety requirements, schedules, and assistance in the
bid preparation and evaluation. A bid of $129,000 was
accepted for the transportation contract issued: removing
the vessel from the reactor room and UHTREX facility,
transporting the vessel from the UHTREX facility to the
active disposal site (6.4 km or approximately 4 miles), and
placing the reactor vessel into a disposal pit.

The contract was a Uniform Tender of Rates and/or Charges
for Transportation Services, which is common to the
commercial transportation system. This contract allowed a
flexible timetable for the contractor to perform the work
within specific time frames. This contract also shifted the 33



burden to the contractor to visit the site and determine the
method for performing the work.

Removing, Transporting, and Disposing of the Reactor Vessel.
The moving contractor welded a circular lifting bracket on
one side of the reactor vessel. This bracket and the
protruding circular connection to the vessel/recuperator
flange were lifting points. A lifting and rigging tower that
could travel on tracks and with a lifting capacity of
approximately 250 tons was erected. The vessel was lifted
from Room 310 and then rotated 90° onto its side. The vessel
was lowered and welded onto a prefabricated metal skid
similar to a sled. The vessel on the skid was then pulled
from the building through the 5 m x 5 m (16 ft x 16 ft)
opening in the south wall of Room 106 (Fig. 14-15).

The rigging and lifting tower was then disassembled from
inside the building and reassembled twice more to lift the
vessel onto the transportation trailer and unload it at TA-
54 (Fig. 16).

The roadway between TA-50 and TA-54 was closed for about an
hour on Saturday, March 31, 1990, to transport the vessel.
The closure eliminated potential road hazards and allowed
personnel to work unhampered if a problem occurred. The
vessel was transported without difficulty on a multi-tired
Scheuerle platform trailer (Fig. 17). The trailer
distributed the load to comply with AASHTO HS20 highway
loading. Each axle on the trailer could be independently
steered for sharp cornering. The trailer, or load platform,
also adjusted itself to provide a continuous horizontal and
level platform for the load. Maximum grade was
approximately 4 percent (4 ft vertical per 100 ft
horizontal) with one sharp turn into a side road. The
trailer negotiated a reverse curve of approximately 30-ft
radius.

The reactor vessel was unloaded at the entrance to the
disposal pit. One tractor/bulldozer pulled the vessel on
its skid and another tractor/bulldozer pushed it down the
4:1 (4 ft horizontal, 1 ft vertical) entrance ramp. The
reactor was placed at the bottom of the pit and eventually
was covered with approximately 7 m (23 ft) of soil. Its
burial location as noted on the Laboratory’s Radioactive
Solid Waste Disposal form, RSWD 902546, is Pit 37, position
north, between post markers 32 and 34 (Fig. 18).

4.5 Wasto Disposal

All radioactively contaminated solid waste was buried at the
Laboratory’s active solid waste disposal site, TA-54. Each
load was documented with a Radioactive Solid Waste Disposal
(RSWD) form that indicates the load volume, weight, waste

34 description, radionuclide contamination, and record of
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Fig. 18. Final disposal location.
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I disposal. All waste was classified as Class A, defined in
10 CFR 61.55.

I 4.6 Transportation

Guidelines for the on-site transportation sf radioactive
waste were obtained from the Laboratory’s On-site
Transportation lfanua112 and the Laboratory’s Environment,
Safety, and Health Manual.13 All waste was classified as
LSA, low specific activity. Waste with specific activity
less than 2 nCi/g was treated as contaminated and the same
precautions were-taken as

5.0 POST-DECOMMISSIONING
RBSULTS

5.1 Surface Monitoring

for LSA amounts.

RADIOLOGICAL SURVEY PROCEDURW4 AND

Surface residual radioactivity measurements for the final
survey wee taken on a grid layout, which typically fit the
following criteria. Floor plans appear in Appendix D.

Rooms with known fixed or removablo surfaoa
contamination

Grid: l-m grid with measurements taken at the
approximate center and at four other locations midway
to the corners from the center of each grid block

Rooms : 105, 106, 212, 213, 216, 217, 307, 308, 309,
310, 401, 402, 403

ROOmS with potential surfacm contamination but likely
well below limits

Grid: 2-m grid at least one wall typical of surface
most likely to have received contamination; at least
five other random readings were taken on all other
surfaces.

Rooms : 104, 107, 211, 214, 215, 303, 305, 306

Rooms with low potential for surface contamination:

Grid: No grid; documented #R meter surveys and large-
area swipes.

.Rooms: offices, utility rooms, mechanical and
electrical equipment rooms unrelated to the reactor
operation, and lunch rooms: 100, 101, 102, 103, 108,
109, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209,
210, 211A, 219, 221, 223, ?25, 301, 302, 304, 311, 312~
313, 314, 315, 316, 317
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Removable 8urface Activity Xeafiuxemonta. The results of
removable surface activity measurements appear in Table 111.
Removable radioactivity surveys wese performed with standard
swipes over a nominal 100 cmz area. Final survey swipes
were taken at the center of each grid block. These swipes
were analyzed by the Laboratory’s Health Physics Analysis
Laboratory (HPAL). Swipes from the final survey were
counted for both alpha and beta-gamma activity. The
approximate number of swipes taken in the final survey was
3800.

Fixed Beta-gamma 8urfaao Measurements. Results of the fixed
beta-gamma surveys appear in Table 111. All locations met
Table II guidelines except those described in the Exception
Memo, Appendix C. Approximately 10,000 fixed radioactivity
measurements were taken in the final survey for comparison
with the residual radioactivity guidelines in Table II.
Approximately 1600 person-hours of radiation protection
technician (RPT) time went into the final survey. This
total does not include the analysis effort by the analysis
laboratory.

Instruments tion - Beta-gamma measurements of fixed surface
activity were done with Eberline ESP-1 instruments and HP-
260 Geiger-MUller pancake probes. The scalar capability of
the ESP-1 permitted additional sensitivity by extended count
times, one minute for the UHTREX measurements. The area of
the HP-260 probe was 15 cmz. Measurements were taken within
1 cm of the surface.

Calibration - These ESP-1 instruments were calibrated at
least twice annually to yield 100% efficiency for the true
surface emission rate from an HBS-traceable SGC1 source;
disintegrations per minute were converted to dpm/100 cmz by
multiplying by 13.3, the ratio of 100 cmz standard area to
15 cmz probe area, times a factor of 2, which converts
surface emission rate from a 2 pi measurement to a 4 pi
measurement. Conversion yields dpm/100cmz, which is
compatible with the guideline unit for residual activity.

~ Source checks - Source checks were done at least once daily
by taking 10-min. counts of a gOSr standard source; if the
count agreed with reference counts within t20%, the
instrument was placed into service.

Background measurements - Background measurements varied
somewhat with time of day because of cosmic ray activity and
with location in the facility. Background was most affected
by normal radioactivity constituents in cinder block walls,
a common building material in the support portion of the
building. Average background applied to ESP-1/HP-260
measurements was 144 dpm (SD 19 dpm); background ranged from
120 cpm to 223 dpm.

41



—
.

.
—

.
—

—

0dv

0dv
alr+

N?
+v

C
Q

N
u

)
0?+

0c
+

04N
0d

r-
r-

f-
f-

m
al

0c
o

r-0d

lNr-
Nc

-

1
4

k
dh

a
l
Gi
?

0

$dN—

In0m

I-0N

c
o

0(
u

A82



●

m1+vmc
+

—ra

..—Indv—m1+N0-4
md

.
—

Ind0wi!

In—er
+

m
l

dwm0dr
+

—————

—
—

.

——a
l

?
+

—(N—l
a
kNom—

——wr
-

——a
l

dC
-4

——

—04v——md
’

d——u0m—

—c
o

d—
.

NNF—0dd—wmm
l

—4k—a
l

ci?—dt+m

Nr
+wmO
J

4m

NNm—wm————m4F1

Indt-0wmdd*dm

—mdmr
+

—1-—0w

0dc
+

d—r
-4h1-dm

4
3

—



—

Atsai

—
—

—1

—
.—

—

—r
-

r
-

0NN

0NdC
4

2-
d

.—
—

.

———————

—0N—04

————

0f
+v

*—
.

C
G

=
?

—add—E—al5z-.NDN—

mr
+

1-0w+

4
4



..——04v

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
.

—
—

—
-_—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

._—

mv—m

wv
mC

-4
cov

—
—

—
—

—
—Ind

01+
ar+

(N

I
n

—
—

—

Inc+
r-

0
r-m

*
*

(Nd—in0;

P

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

,
—

NY4
Inwwv

corlco
$mv

$r)v

mmN

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

Inww

wco4

mo1-

m0!m

mww

U
)

Ind

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—

i%
i5

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

EN

o

—
—

—
—

—
—

—

mo(l

mom

Inom

wom

mom

—
—

—
—

—



—
—

—
.

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

●

—
—

—

0Nv

mv
m04v

cov
04v

0F
4v

0d
tn

0d
0r+

0
co

m
Nd

—
—

—
—

—
—

—

mr+
In

Inm04

0d
r-

C
o

r+

--%2

0c-l

‘4az

=
?

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—

codI-

C
g.

cu1-
C

O
(J

00N

mmdv—mmd

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—

r-Lnmd

lNmr-

N1-m

—

)-7
$4

lac)

—#

i%

—
—fj

u
—

—

Inod

004

wod

$00?4

NdN

(udC
N

NdN

—
—

—
—

—
—

—



—
—

—
—

—

of+
odv

os
+v

o4v—od—c
o

m

os
+v

odmd

oo
-
i

v—od—Inm

oNv
odv

mv
dd

—

0N
ad

a
t

—

0
m

r

0c1mv

-
-
-

0r)m

—~

mmd

0F
1m

0mm
0mmE

E
J

—

m4N

md01

I-dCN

—



—
—

—c
ov.—a

0Nv
md

co

0d
coN

—
—

—

U)Nwv

wcomv

—
—

‘gf
z

—
—

—

E

.,

I
i
J

r-d(N—

PdN

4
8

—



T

—
—>u/

o(-1v

(NI N
:

om
l

omv

0mv

0mv

1-*$mv

—

rr(.

..-

r-(N

—
—

0nxv—

(1
mm10

1
—

1
C

94!2
u0

—
—

—

—
—

—
co0F

1

m0n
m079

—
—



—
—

—
—

II@
-

da‘!?
!

!i!-

—
.

—

!?4

=
?

d0dlJ

*dvd’dm0m

—

—(Nvm0m

—

****i!

—**—f-—u—*——0r+m

—**
*

*—*——*———c)dr?

*—*—In—*—*—~—a)G0c—0dm—
.
—

—Ind—0N—mmInv——————

—dPd

—0)wf-d

—comw

———cod—t
j
l

——



–-+
-

I

1
n

1

#
I

.—
id

0Nv0Nv0c
+

$f-0mm9+

-.—G

0Nv

0Nv0mv

0wv0Nv
0Nv

n1



—

0m
l

v
0m

l

v

0Nv
*

t-d

—

0N
*

ac1at
●

LI
n

vi
+

pO
w

00

mN
ml-l

—t-C
N

..-*0!-4

InA

—

C
N

ed

od
at-l

,,,

02*v

mK
)

m

mmmv

In0U
)

v

m1-dv
—

w0m

Q0t-l

t-O
a

mmm

u)0m

dIn0r+

--l-ah

mr.d

IImt+d

mmdlau—N

—

N
(N

—

r+
)
0e

m0*
m0e

C
N
0e

—
52



—
—

—
—

4-J

1%

gz

—
.

‘4nz—
.

J14

.—4c)z4c1z.
—

Ine(0.—ar+0r-l

.—

53



00In

●w
“t!oac

-t

28’

;



Fixed Alpha Surface Maasurernents. Fixed alpha activity was
not routinely measured because above-background readings
were seldom detected in preliminary surveys. Alpha activity
was measured routinely by counting all swipe samples for
alpha activity. Because the alpha activity was
insignificant, the data were not included in this report.
Alpha emitters fixed on surfaces were measured with the
Eberline ESP-1 and AC 3-7 probe. The verification surveys
performed by Oak Ridge Associated Universities confirmed the
absence of alpha contamination.

Area Gamma Radiation Measurements. Gamma radiation
measurements were taken on approximately the same grid
system as the fixed readings but at 5-6 cm distance from the
surface. Results of these measurements appear in Table III.
Room 310 contained readings obviously above the 20 j4Rabove-
background limit and are addressed in the Exception Memo
(Appendix C). Several readings were marginally above the
limit but were believed to result from natural background
fluctuations, not from contamination that could be addressed
with further cleaning.

Instrumentation - The pR meter measurements were taken with
the Ludlum 12S or 19S gamma scintillation detector. Where
gamma radiation levels exceeded the range of the jlRmeter,
such as in Room 310, an Eberline R03 pressurized ionization
chamber detector was used. See also Appendix B DOE
Exception Approval Memo.

Calibration - The Ludlum #R meters were calibrated against a
226Ra source. Later comparison with 6°Co and 137CSsources
indicated the #R meter readings were approximately 50% of
what they should have been for 60Co; for 137CS,81%. All PR
meter readings above background were adjusted for these
differences and were doubled before comparing with the 20+R
limit.

Background - Meter readings for #R in uncontaminated areas
ranged from 16 to 26 #R/h. An average background of 20 #R/h
was applied to pR meter readings. Comparison measurements
from other facilities were consistent with these values.
Some variation in background with location and time of day
was noted.

5.2 soil Samp’.ing

Soil samples of approximately 70 g for alpha and beta and
500 g for gamma were taken at 6-3a (20-ft) intervals along
the route of Lines 65 and 66. These samples were generally
taken from the bottom of the excavation; the samples were
designated surface samples if they were taken in the top 1.5
m (5 ft) of soil and subsurface if they were taken deeper
thari1.5 m.
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Soil monitoring results - Appendix F shows the locations of
the 173 soil samples taken along Line 65 (between RD-2 and
TA-50-3) that were removed by excavation with a backhoe.
Depth of the excavations ranged from 1.5 m to 2 m.

Analyses were performed at the laboratory at HsE-8,
Environmental Protection, according to procedures described
in “The HSE-8 Plan ‘forEnvironmental Sampling.”14 Average
and maximum results among the 173 samples taken were as
follows:

Average (SD) (pCi/g) Malctmum (pci/g)

Gross alpha 10 (24) 125
Gross beta -lo (28) 182
Gross gamma 0.57 (0.28) 3.0

Tritium in Soil. No unusual concentration of tritium was
found in the soil excavated for removal of Line 66 or under
structures RD-2, RD-14, or RD-15. Five soil samples from
the Line 65 route were randomly selected for tritium
analysis. One of these samples had a higher reading: 42,000
pCi per liter of soil moisture, compared with the average of
the four other samples, 15,000 pCi/1. Although this reading
appears to be significantly above the 2600 pCi/1 22300
background, the de minimus level given by HSE-8 for soil
cleanup is 100,000 pCi/1 soil moisture. The Naticnal
Drinking Water Standard for tritium is 20,000 pCi per liter.
Because it is unlikely that UHTREX operations contributed to
the tritium concentration at that location, further
investigation or soil removal was considered unwarranted.

Alpha Bmitters in soil. Alpha-emitter concentrations in
soil above background and above the 25 pCi/g de minimus
cleanup concentration were found at several locations along
Line 65 between Building RD-2 and the Liquid Waste Treatment
Site at TA-50. Background concentrations are 0.007 pCi/g
average for ZJ9PU,240Puand 2.6 pg/g for total uranium.~s
Although alpha spectrometry of soil samples from these areas
was not performed (these samples were disposed of early, as
described in Section 9.o), regardless of which alpha emitter
contributed the activity, the lowest site-specific residual
activity guideline (267 pCi/g) for alpha emitters (Z38PU,
239pu , Z3%J,and others) developed by RESRAD modeling was not
exceeded. See also the RESRAD results in Appendix A. The
maximum among the 12 samples above 25 pCi/g among 173 total
samples was 126 pCi/g; the average was 67 pCi/g.

Alpha-counting of soil samples taken at the sites of
external facilities showed no activity above the residual
radioactivity guidelines.
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Beta-gamma Emitters in Soils. The 173 soil samples were
also analyzed for gross beta and gross gamma emitters. None
of gamma-screening counts detected any gamma emitters that
exceeded the lowest of the guidelines in Subsection 3.3.
Only three samples exceeded 1.u pCi/g gamma emitter; the
maximum was 3.0 pCi/g. The sensitivity of the counting
method was adequate to detect the 137Csx-ray well below its
guideline. Beta screening showed none of the 173 samples
exceeded the guidelines. Of these, the maximum activity was
183 pCi/g. The sensitivity of the counting method was
adequate to detect the 90Sr beta well below its guideline.
Beta and gamma screening of soil samples at external
facilities showed no samples exceeding the guidelines.

600 HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL CONDITIONS AYTER DECOMMISSIONING

Soil samples were also analyzed for toxic chemicals on the
Hazardous Substances List (HSL) of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). These analyses were done with the
cooperation of the Environmental Restoration (ER) program
and its subcontractor, Weston, Inc. Samples were collected
from a background area and from three sites along Line 66.
The background area was located immediately east of the
abandoned TA-5, which is approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi.) east
of TA-52, RD-1.

The analyses for metals found several metals--Ba, Cr, Mg,
Ni, V, and Zn--were above background at the waste line
locations, especially near RD-2. However, all but vanadium
were found to be within the range of background found at
other Los Alamos areas by non-UHTREX sampling programs. The
concentrations of vanadium were considered common to this
area and not high enough to be a cause for any remedial
action. In any case, there is no reason to suspect that the
above-background concentrations were related in any way to
operations at the UHTREX facility.

The analyses for organics found that all but four of the HSL
organics were undetectable or detectable but unquantifiable
at all stations. Tetrachloroethene was quantifiable (5 ppb
by weight) at the background station. Di-n-butylphtha late
was quantifiable at all locations but was also found in the
analytical blank; levels in the UHTREX samples ranged from
360 to 910 ppb above the blank levels, with the higher
levels being found along the Line 65 route. B!ethlylene
chloride (16 ppb maximum) and acetone (13 ppb maximum) were
also quantifiable.

These quantities were all considered low and indicate,~:that
toxic chemical contamination did not need to be addressed by
the UHTREX D&D project.
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7.0 COST AND 8CNENLES

Budgeted costs of work scheduled, actual cost of work
scheduled, and budgeted costs of work performed methods and
formulation are summarized below. Project totals are noted
in Fig. 19 and Appen(lix E. Waste disposal costs are
noticeably missing from the major cost elements. The
project was fortunate to be billed only for the pit space
required by waste management operations. The costs
associated with packaging and transportation of the wastes
were considered part of the dismantling costs.

7.1 Tracking Methods

Budgeted Costs. Estimated cost for each work breakdown
structure (WBS) was determined at the beginning of the
project. Each WBS element described a block of work that
would be performed and was reported (Appendix E).

These estimated costs and schedule reflected the budgeted
cost of work scheduled (BCWS). This information was input
to the Lotus spreadsheet software program to generate the
baseline.

Aotual Costa. Actual cost of work performed (ACWP) was
tracked by several systems. Laboratory charges were
recorded by the Laboratory’s accounting group and reports
submitted once a month. The D&D subcontractor, Johnson
Controls, had its own internal accounting section that
reports personnel cost on a weekly report and a monthly
report that included personnel, materials, and equipment.
From these two monthly reports, the data were input to
Lotus . Another ❑ethod of tracking the actual cost is
described below in “Computer Tracking Methods.”

Work Performed Costs (Earned Value). - Budgeted costs of
work performed (BCWP) represent the value attached to the
work performed. This value was obtained by estimating the
actual physical work completed and attaching a percentage to
that work. If 50% of the line was removed, then 50% of the
budgeted cost for line removal was used as the 13CWP. For a
WBS that included several rooms, the physical work completed
per room was estimated and then the BCWP per room was rolled
up to determine the total BCWP for that WBS element
reported. The method to determine the physical work
completed required a subjective estimate and agreement
between the Laboratory and the contractor management teams.
This value was within *5%.

Cost and Schedulo Variances. BCWSS for the project life
were determined before beginning work. BCWP and ACWP were
determined monthly and input to the computer program. Cost
and schedule variances were reported monthly and

5a explanations noted when the variance exceeded 10%, either
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favorable or unfavorable. The program then automatically
determined the cost and schedule variance.

% schedule variance = WP Bcws) ● 100
BCWS

% cost variance =
.

P A- ● 100
BCWP

Variances for the month and for the projeet as a whole were
tracked.

Computer Tracking Methods. Viewpoint (VP) software used on
construction projects established the project baseline and
generated critical-path diagrams. This program helped
optimize the workforce and work schedules.

Hourly wages, equipment costs, etc. , can be input. However,
because these costs are not fixed but may vary within a
craft, the monthly VP report can give only an approximation
of t-hetrue cost. Laboratory and Johnson Controls
accounting reports reconciled differences.

After months of use, this method of determining XWP was
found to be too difficult to use. A full-time person was
required to adequately track the input data and reconcile
planned work schedule frcm actual work schedules. The
contractor could not provide adequate support. The
Laboratory project manager did not feel justified in
continued use of the system.

8.0 WASTE VOLUMES, WBIC3HTS,MD CURIBS

8.1 Radiological Waste

All of the UHTREX radioactive waste was determined to be
Class A waste for burial purposes or to contain LSA
quantities fox transportation purposes. Table IV summarizes
quantities transported to the disposal area at TA-54.

Table XV. Summary of Contaminated Waste.

Calendax yoax Volume Curies
m3 ft3

1988 230 8,121 0.96

1989 378 13,347 2.2

1990 171 6,038 601

Historical data, assays of samples, and field measurement
were used to determine the waste classification.
Radionuclides present i#wJuded ~Co, 13~Cs,g%r, ZS%J,Zfhan,
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and 15ZEU. The U, Am,
quantities inside the

0.2 Hazardous Waste

and Eu were
reactor and

—

found in very small
primary loop-015

one uncontaminated lead shield block enclosed in
liner and approximately 200 ml of uncontaminated
from thermostats and pressure switches, in glass
sent to the Laboratory’s hazardous waste storage
TA-54 .

a steel
mercury
vials, were
facility at

0.3 Mixel Waste

Approximately 1.8 metric tons (2 tons) of lead bricks, lead
shot, lead wool, and odd-shaped lead and steel containers
contaminated mainly with ‘3~Csand ‘°Cowere sent to the mixed
waste storage facility at TA-54 for future disposal.
Volumes and contaminants were documented on the Laboratory’s
Radioactive Solid Waste Disposal (RSWD) Form.

0.4 Sanitary Landfill Waste.

Approximately 25 m3 (883 ft3) of clean waste was sent to the
sanitary landfill for burial, including construction debris
and unsalvageable items from the building. This waste was
surveyed to ensure that it was free of contamination.

8.5 Salvage Material

Approximately 8.2 metric tons (9 tons) of clean lead bricks
of assorted sizes, lead wool, and lead shot were sent to the
Uohnson Controls salvage center for resale. The lead was
surveyed and swipes taken to verify that it was not
contaminated. Items salvaged included electronic equipment,
metal cabinets, and miscellaneous metals. Property transfer
forms documented the surveys and transfer.

8.6 Recycled Material

Approximately 38 metric tons (42 tons) of clean bricks were
recycled within the Laboratory. Most of the lead was
transferred to TA-53 Meson Physics for use in a radiological
controlled area. Prcperty transfer forms documented the
surveys and transfer.

9.0 HEALTH, SAFETY, AND ENVIROMMRBITALREQUIRl!tMBBITS

9.3 Occupational Exposure

Pexsonnel Monitoring. Personnel monitoring was addressed by
continuous assignment of one or more radiation protection
technicians (RPTs) to the D&D activities at UHTREX. When
such an assignment to each of sevexal work looations was not
possible, personnel monitoring was provided at a level in 61
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proportion to the potential for contamination spread. Self-
monitor.ing was used when the potential for contamination
spreading was low.

Personnel monitoring was done with portable GM survey meters
or ionization chambers. All personnel assigned to the
project wore thermoluminescent dosimeter badges, which were
returned monthly to the Radiation Protection Group for
evaluation. Self-reading dosimeters were use~ to keep
exposures as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) in areas
of higher direct radiation, such as Room 310, when large
components were removed.

The results of occupational dosimetry measurements appear in
Table V. The maximum total body dose was 0.85 rem to a
laborer accumulated over the 24-month term of D&D operations
at UHTREX. The average dose was 0.49 rem to seven regular
crew members. This average excludes the RPT, who received
0.24 rem total, and other workers, such as riggers, who
participated only occasionally. Integrated exposure o= all
crew members over the 24 months of active D&D work was 4.99
person-rem. No worker received more than the 1 rem/y ALARA
goal established for the project.

9.2 Airboxne Activity Monitoring

Potential airborne releases in work areas were monitored by
fixed continuous beta-gamma air monitors (CAMS) in Rooms 106
and Room 310. A fixed-filter sampler (giraffe) with an air
pump was run routinely near work locations and the filter
counted at the end of the day to check for releases.

The stack was monitored with a 0.057-m3/3uin.(2-cfm) fixed-
filter sampler that was analyzed each week for beta-gamma
and alpha emitters. No releases of radioactivity above
normal background occurred.

9.3 Environmental Compliance

Strict segregation, packaging, and transportation of waste
were adhered to provide proper waste management. All loads
were checked for radiological contamination with field
instruments, swipes, or both. Hazardous material was
identified by previous surveys or, occasionally, additional
laboratory analysis. All waste liquids generated were
collected in steel drums, sampled and analyzed for gross
alpha and gross beta/gamma activity, and sent to the
radioactive liquid treatment plant or the sanitary treatment
plant. Radioactive contaminated solid waste was documented
on a Solid Radioactive Waste Disposal form and a Radioactive
Materials Transfer Tag. Material sent to Johnson Controls
salvage was documented with an Equipuent/14aterial
Pickup/Transfer form. Recycled waste to other Laboratmy
groups was documented with the Property Transfer Slip. All
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transportation of hazardous and mixed waste was documented
on a Hazardous Materials On-Site Transfer form.

10.0 FINAL FACILITY OR SITE CONDITION

10.1 Facility 6ystems

Heating and Ventilating. The heating and ventilation system
was left in place to serve the inhabited portion of the
building. The stack was replaced with a new exhaust duct.
The exhaust ventilat.icjnsystem for the secondary confinement
area was completely removed.

Lighting. Most of the light fixtures in the contaminated
areas were removed. Some lighting was left to assist entry
to the rooms in the secondary confinement boundary. No
other changes was made.

Fire Protection. The exit signs and emergency lights were
maintained and left operable. Some portable emergency
lights were placed in Room 307 and 402. No change was made
to any of the heat detectors.

Utilities. Electrical breakers in panels that served
equipment were removed, closed off, and labeled as spares.
No change was made to the water system or sanitary system.

10.2 Configuration Control BOaXd

A Configuration Control Board (CCB) was established to
review cost underruns or overruns and changes in the scope
of work (Appendix G). CCB reviewed and approved variances
in cost and schedule at Level 2 i~ the p~oject. The SPMP
required additional review and approval for changes to the
cost and schedule baseline and the project management plan.
Membership of the board included the following: the
Laboratory Construction Project Manager, the Laboratory
Health Physics Representative, the Laboratory Program
Manager, and DOE/LAAO Construction Project Manager.

Approved submittals for technical changes to the board are
summarized below.

Change Proposal 1: Abandon the heat dump tunnel in
place after verifying that it meets criteria in Table
I. Underuun $11,000~

Change Proposal 2: Change to increase the funding
WBS 1.4.6 (Remove Reactor Auxiliary Systems) to
accomplish additional work as follows: clean up
unknown mercury contamination present in Room 106,
drain liquid frcm gas cleanup.vessels in Room 308.

of

fabricate and install flange-d-invarious rooms, remove
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piping in Room 308, upgrade paging system, and provide
support to HPT. !)verrun $47,396.

Change Proposal 3: Change to increase the funding of
WBS 1.4.6 (Remove Reactor Auxiliary Systems) to
accomplish additional work as follows: fabricate and
install guard rails and hand rails in addition to those
planned, remove extra wjring and piping in Rooms 401
and 402, decontaminate Morn 403, drain water in
electrical conduit, remove lead shot in Room 307,
prepare for DOE inspection, perform subbasement work
that took twice the effort. Overrun $57,637.

Change Proposal 4: Change to increase the funding of
WBS 1.4.3 (Remove Hazardous Materials) to accomplish
additional work. The work included removing the liner
and lead bricks in Rooms 310 and 402. Overrun $79,463.

Chang~ Proposal 5: Change to increase the funding of
WBS 1.4.8 (Construction Support) to extend the work
activity period by two months, August and September
1990. Overrun $35,000.

Change Proposal 6: Increase the funding of WBS 1.1
(Project Support) to extend work activity period by
three months, July, August, and September 1990.
Over.:un $75,000.

Change Proposal 7: Increase the funding of WBS 1.3
(Decontamination) for additional decontamination work.
Overrun $30,000.

10.3 Supplemental c3uidelAnoo/Exooptions

The Laboratory requested an Exception (Appendix B) for the
reactor-recuperator room (Room 310); the ducts from Room 217
tc Room 402; the duct from Room 401 to the filter pit; and
the floor drains in Rooms 401, 402, and 403. The fixed-
surface activity exceeded the residual radioactivity
guidelines noted in Section 3.3. DOE approved this request
(Appendix C). Two other as-left conditions are described in
memorandums: a section of uncontaminated piping (part of
Line 66) and two uncontaminated ducts left under the UHTREX
building (Appendix H).

10.4 Independent Verification Coatraetor (XVC)

Oak Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU) was the independent
verification contractor (IVC). The ORAU verification report
will be submitted to DOE/Headquarters. A COPY will be
retained and archived with UHTRE% documentation when It
becomes available.
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The IVC made several site visits. The Laboratory and the
IVC used telephone conversations and written communication
to exchange requests or furnish data for review.

10.5 Data Package

The project data package is archived under the Laboratory~s
Job Number 9530-52 with the Facilities Engineering Division.
This package consists of correspondence data, drawings, and
any written documentation that came to the project office.

10.6 Record of Completion

‘is report is the record of completion.

10,2 Tho Laboratory As-Left Drawings

me cc “truction as-built drawings (Laboratory Drawings ENG-
C 2LS::, “)1932)have been marked and referenced as the D&D
fi:;..~~~~‘irawings. These have retained by the Planning
Grcupf ::G-2.

7.3,i’ L!Y:’60NSLBARNED RBCOHXBNDATIONS

11.1 T~’hnical Problems

Mare clefailed preli-minary surveys and engineering studies
)]~-f~l~[.finalizing baselines might have alloved the specific
1,:..b~>~msdiscussed below to be avoided. The project began
:n~xpectedly when SFMP allocated the resources at mid year
F’Y87, The unexpected opportunity to begin the project and
the knowledge that contamination levels were generally very
low resulted in some characterization shortcuts. By
expanding the surveys and characterization, the Laboratory
and the SFMP can make informed decisions in the planning
stage. The project could have been improved by the
following.

100* Scanning. Many advantages could have been gained in
the preliminary and final surveys by scanning with large
probe survey instruments. Some isolated hot spots were not
discovered until the IVC final survey. The IVC performed
almost 100% scans with large surface area gas-flow
proportional counters. These instruments maintain their
accuracy for several hours without a recharge of P-10 gas.
This feature allows greater portability than was thought
possible with the gas-flow proportional counter and provides
greater sensitivity and speed of scanning.

Id.ntifhation of Radionuclides. The radionuclides present
should be completely characterized well before preparation
of the project management plan (PHP). Identification of
both 137CSand 9°Srmight have alleviated an unrecognized

66 problem earlier in the project.



Pre-D&D characterization of residual radioactivity on
surfaces in UHTREX rooms was done using beta spectrometry.
These measurements were made from swipes from drains in Room
402 and from swipes taken directly from the primary loop.lG
An apparei~tpredominance (>90%) of ~37Csover other
radionuclides present led to including the residual activity
guidelines of only 137CS in the PMP. Only after the IVC
demonstrated the contribution of another beta emitter on the
floor of Room 402 (Subsection 11.2) did it become apparent
that the lower guideline of gOSr should be in force.

Cora sampling of Aotivated Surfa60so Core sampling of Room
310 surfaces would have shown the level of activation of the
walls, floor, and slabs at an earlier stage of the project,
allowing better scheduling of the extra effort required
(Appendix B). It is unlikely that the date of completion of
the project would have differed significantly but, as with
the ‘OSr contamination problem, the PMP could have addressed
these issues at an earlier date.

8aBlphlArchiving. Soil surveys at TA-52 and along the
pipeline routes were extensive and required careful sample
management. However, most of the soil samples were
unintentionally disposed of earlier than intended. It was
intended to archive the seil samples for at least one year
after the final report was issued; however, HSE-8 understood
the date to be one year after taking the samples and
disposed of them in August 1990.

11.2 Unusual Safety Problems

Gas Explosion in a Stagnant Cooling ??acor 6yatem. A gas
explosion (possibly deflagration of methane or hydrogen
sulfide) occurred in Room 305 during gas torch cutting of
piping. The piping served the wall-cooling panel system in
the reactor-recuperator room (Room 310) and was an
uncontaminated cooling water system. The source of the gas
appeared to have been microbial generation of gas in
stagnant water in the system. Although the system had been
drained long ago, enough water apparently remained to cause
collection of gas. The event could have injured the worker
doing the cutting; however, no one was injured, and no
property was damaged. A Lessons Learned report was
submitted to SFMP for inclusion in the Information Exchange
Bulletin.

Fir@ in ROOB 402. A small fire was accidentally started in
Room 402 in potentially contaminated cleaning rags awaithg
disposal. The resulting smoke led to prompt evacuation of
the building and summoning of the Fire Department. No one
was injured; no airborne contamination was detected at the
CAM in Room 106 above Raom 310; surface contamination was
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detected only on the floor and walls in Room 402 near the
site of the fire. No property was lost.

The fire was started by slag from a torch cutting operation
in Room 310 falling through an opening in the floor and
rebounding into a pile of rags stored in the southeast
corner of Room 402.

Investigation of the causes indicated no negligence by the
fitter doing the cutting; the rags were not in sight from
his location. The event was addressed as a housekeephq
issue, with instructions issued to the crew not to allow
combustibles to collect anywhere in the building unless they
were stored in covered metal drums.

11.3 CW3eral Comments

Productivity. Using an on-site maintenance contractor
provided quick response and flexibility to varying
decontamination efforts. The on-site contractor could
readily provide additional staffing from many crafts; the o
contractor could also accommoda(:ereduced staffing. Thus ,
trained and experienced personnel were available for
decommissioning efforts. Because of the varied equipment
available to the contractor, tne contractor was able to use
and charge for equipment on as-needed basis during
nonradiological operations or when the potential for
contamination was minimal.

Reporting. The earned value system tracks costs and
schedules and provides a measurement of work performance,
which is used as a management tool. The usefulness and the
detail required versus the implementation requirements
deserves serious evaluation by the project management team.
The system should not indiscriminately drive the field work
when field work will hi,’performed only to keep up wi%h the
planned cost and schedules. Large and small cost anfl
schedule variances are expected to occur in deconta~~ination
and decommissioning work.

The computer program for tracking costs for the UHTREX
management incorporated detailed estimates, plans, and
schedules. ))ailycraft hours ar,dequipment usage was input
to the computer program. At th~gend of each month, the
computer outpuz data wer.~reconciled with the accounting
reports from the Laboratory and Johnson Controls. Two
separate systems (computer program and accounting) were
used. After the first yecr, the computer program was
eliminated, and the weekly and monthly accounting reports
were used to do the earned value reporting. Essentially,
the work breakdown activities vere reported ’atahigher
level. This system vas easier and required less manpover
perform earned value.

68

to



I -——.
llquipmont. Laboratory-owned equipment dedicated to D&D
operations was used extensively in this project: portable
HEPA filters, backhoe, Bobcat with front loader, scissor
lift, and self-articulating lift. The only costs incurred
were for minor maintenance, fuel, and upkeep of the
equipment. This system eliminated the Laboratory~s
liability should rented equipment become contaminated during
D&D.

I
A portable power hacksaw provided a way to reduce personnel
exposure during pipe-cutting in the facility. A simple bag
enclosure for this szuallpiece of equipment avoided
spreading of contamination.

I A hand-held electric band saw quickly cut pipes, metal
angles, and assorted metal hangers or connections.

I
Small portable lead-lined blankets covered sections of the
reactor and fuel transfer line to reduce radiation exposure.
The blankets were suspended with rope or draped over the

i area being worked on.

Lead C3uide.ine. Although the DOE asks for a chemical
survey, a hazardo’~smaterial survey is more appropriate.
The survey should include materials, such as asbestos, that
may not be regulated by the Resource Conservation and
R9covery Act (RCRA). Currently no federal or state surface
guidelines exist for acceptable residual lead. Guidelines
would be helpful for future projects.

Decontaminating Surfaoes in Room 402. Room 402 presented
the most challenging decontamination problem encountered in
the project. It had been the site of several spills of
fuel/fission product when UHTREX was operating. Trouble-
shooting the problems in the fuel transfer system caused the
system to be opened several times at the gas lock valves and
conveyor at the reactor fuel discharge. Spills were cleaned
in 1969. However, contamination had apparently penetrated
the paint, and although contamination could be washed from
the painted surfaces, it remained under the paint.
Strontium-90 was detected in Room 402, primarily at broken
patches of paint. Further removal of paint uncovered more
contamination. Contamination was removed by extensive paint
removal and scabbling.

I 1200 CONCLUSIONS

The UHTREX D&D Project released the facility for reuse
without radiological restriction. An exception was
requested and granted by DOE/iieadquarters for the reactor
room and for a few ventilation ducts and floor drains
embedded in the concrete surfaces.
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The site and the facility will be under DOE control and will
be used by the Laboratory for ongoing DOE-sponsored
programs. Access to the facility will be controlled by the
Laboratoryls N Division. The Laboratory Siting and Space
Control Committee will review change of user groups.
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LOSAlamos NahonalLabo?alor”i
ds Alamos New Mexico87%$5

:.tc December 20, 1990
.,ntp~~Dc#cOro HSE-7C-90-180

.,UILSTOP E518
“ELU-ONE ( 505)665-3454

David Padilla
Los Alanos Area Off iCe
US Department of Energy
Los Alamos, NM 87544

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF AN EXCEPTSON AT M$TREX:
ROOM 310 AND DUCTS AND DR%INS IN ROOMS 401, 402, AND
403

Dear Mr. Padilla:

fieference 1: DOE Guidelines for Residual Radioactive Material
at Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action PrOgran and Remote
Surplus Facilities Management Program Sites, Revision 2, 14arch
1987.

Reference 2: UHTREX Project Management Plan, February, 1989,
Document Control Number DAD-HsE-7-PMP-01, ROO.

Reference 3: Los Alamos Environment, Safety, and Health
Manual Administrative Requirement AR 3-8 (draft), ALARA
Program, and Technical Bulletin 302, ALARA Guide.

Reference 4: Los Alamos Environment, Safety, and Health
Manual Administrative Requirement AR 3-7 (draft), Radioactive
Contamination Control.

An Exception is requested to allow leaving small quantities of
fixed radioactive contamination in the UHTREX Reactor-
Recuperator Roosn (Room 310) and in several ventilation ducts
and floor drains in other Iocatiens. These c:~antitiesexceed
DOE residual radioactive materials guidelines but are lcw in
quantity and difficult to access. Eliminating the minor
hazard associated with the fixed contamination in these
locations does not justify the estimated cost required to meet
the guidelines.

INTRODUCTION

DOE residual radioactivity guidelines (Ref. 1) can be met at
the UHTREX facility except for small quantities of fixed
activation products in Room 310 walls, shielding slabs, and 79

flcor: fixed fission products in Rooms 401, 402, and 403 floor



drains; and fixed fission products in ventilation ducts
between Rooms 217 and 402 and between Room 401 and the Filter
Pit (see Figure 1). The need for an Exception according to
Section F of Ref. 1 is described in this request.

~oo,n310. The Reactor-RecuDerator Room

We are requesting your approval to complete the UHTREX project
with this Exception imposed on fu.~ureuse of Room 310 in
Bv.ildingTA-52-1.

Activation by neutrons cf impurities in iron and steel in the
concrece walls, floor, and shield slabs o

i%
rhead in Room 310,

the reactor-recuperator room, has caused Co radiation levels
which are low (see Table 1) but above the residual
radioactivity guidelines in Ref. 1. as adopted for the Ultra
High Temperature Reactor Experiment (UHTREX) decommissioning
project (see Ref.2). Contact dose rates of 0.2 mrad/h
(average) and 1.0 mrad/h (maximum) and general area exposure
rates of 20 micro R/h above background are exceeded. Because
this radiation source cannot be reduced without extensive
removal of structural material or addition of extensive
shielding, ve request an exception.

Adequate protection of workers, the environment, and the
public can be maintained under an Exception. Room 310 has
been left in a safe condition (described later) and the
Exception under which future occupancy of the room would be
restricted is being submitted in accordance with Section F of
Ref. 1.

Room 310 does not qualify as a radiation area by the DOE
5480.1}.definition; however, access control will be
implemented to ensure that as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA) guidelines under AR-3.8 (Ref. 3) are obsened.

The conditions requirina this exception are expected to
persist for an extended period. The radioactive decay of 6oCo
(halflife 5.3 y) would yield an average contact reading within
the 0.2 mrad/h guideline after approximately 15 years and
within the 20 micro R/h guideline after approximately 35

88
ars. Other activation products with longer halflives (e.g.,
Ni) were not present in d ectable quantities; their

contribution to dose after ZiCO has fully decayed is not
expected to be significant.

Cts Dra~ns
.

and in Ro m~o 401. 402. and 403

Residual fixed fission product activity (mostly %?r) above
80 guidelines remains in several locations vithln ducts and

drains which cannot be accessed for direct decontamination
without major concrete removal and concrete repatr. The level



TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF RAOIATION MEASUREMENTS IN ROOM 310

10N CHAMBER ION CRAXBER TLD (LiF)
AT CONTACT (mR/h)* AT 1 METER (aU%/h)* AT CONTACT

(mrad/h)
Mean (SDJ Max. Mean (SD~ Max . oan l!!!!lL

:IorchWall 1.95(1.30) 5.5 1.64(0.88) 3.6 1.58 3.60

EasY !Vall 0.39(0.15) 1.0 0.41(0.08) 0.6 oc35 064a

South Wall 0.93(0.42) 2.3 0.99(0.48) 2.2 0.78 1.07

West Wall 2.16(0.69) 3.5 1093(0.59) 3.3 1.42 1.61

Floor 1.17(0.45) 1.7 0.98(0.37) 1.6 0.97 1.31

Shield Slabs 1.89(0.96) 3.3 1.47(0.62) 2.4 1.46 1.90

*Units of exposure rate (mR/h) and absorbed dose rate (mrad/h) from photon

radiation can be considered equivalent.
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of radioactivity does not pose a hazard to workers under any
circumstances of intrusion, due to the inaccessibility of the
locations. Extensive decontamination efforts have removed all
removable activity to the extent that water flow or other
postulated means could not accidently cause radioactivity to
leave the ducts and drains.

Table 2 summarizes the fixed contamination on the ducts and
drain. Figures 1 through 4 show the locations listed in the
table.

The average and maximum contact (1 cm) exposure rates in Room
310 are 1.3 mR/h and 5.5 mR/h, respectively. Maximum area
exposure rate is approximately 200 micro R/h. These exposure
rates indicate its occupancy must be restricted to limit
exposure of Laboratory personnel. This Exception further
dictates that Room 31o in its present condition should
continue to be used for Laboratory purposes and not be
released to the public.

Mechanisms are in place for conducting Laboratory activities
in the facility under this ExceEtion. Durable signs stating
entry requirements are posted on the upper surface of the
bottom layer of shielding slabs above Room 310 (only the
bottom layer received any activation) and on the metal covers
over the floor opening from Room 402. Posting of Room 310
follows DOE 5480.11 guidelines in accordance with AR 3-7 (Ref.
4). Future occupants will be required &o establish an
operating condition statement describing how access to the
room will be controlled to limit personnel exposure to leVelS
that are ALARA. Radiation exposure durifig routine access
thereafter will be monitored by the Radiation Protection
Group, through normal dosimeter requirements.

The restrictions associated with this Exception ars expected
to protect any worker who may enter Room 310. The residual
activity allowed by the Exception causes no hazard to the
public or to personnel working outside this room.

Cts Drains
.

and .
n Rooms 401. 402. and 403

Small qua tities of fixed fission product activity (37,000
9dpm/100cm maximum) will be left in place in seven locations

within ducts and drains at UHTREX (see Table 2). Extensive
decontamination effort has failed o bring the fix

82 5 !!8
residual

activity within the 3000 dpm/100cm guideline for Sr. The
fixed contamination is concentrated along the welded seams
that joined sections of ductw~rk. As a remedial action, the
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ducts we?e sealed at both ends with welded steel plates. The
drains were plugged with concrete. Metal tags were placed at
these sealed locations to mark them as radioactively
contaminated. The locations were marked on as-left
engineering drawings.

BASIS OR JUSTZFICATIC)~

Room 310

Most of the radiation in Room 310 is fixed activity from 60Co,
a Product of activation of small quantities of natural cobalt
in steel or iron ore in the shie
reactor. Determinations of the

~g walls which surrounded the
Co source were made with

gamma spectrometry instrumentation at multiple locations. The
high iron content of the magnetite concrete is producing most
of the radiation: the steel reinforcing bars in the concrete
walls are 5 cm (2 in.) below the surface and were nc.t
significantly activated.

Only after removal of the reactor vessel, the major source of
radiation in the room, was it possible to properly determine
the level of other radiation sources in the room. Direct
radiation was measured using thermoluminescent dosimeter chips
and ion chamber instruments. Figure 5 and Figure 6 show the
locations and quantities of radiatio. ‘n the north and west
walls, both of which were constructed Lth magnetite concrete.
The south and east walls were constructed with normal
reinforced concrete and exhibited lower levels of activation.
Table 1 summarizes the average, standard deviation, and
maximum measurements. The highest levels appear along the
north wall (3.6 mR/h at 1 meter and 5.5 mR/h at contact).

Incidental to the radiation in Room 310, localized areas of
elevated radiation existed in the room below it (Room 402),
due to shine through one major opening and four smaller
openings in the floor of Room 310. These openings were
cove~ed with steel plates which reduced the radiation levels
in Room 402 below the guideline exposure rate of 20 micro R/h.

Two layers of removable shielding slabs, each 0.76 m (2.5 ft)
thick, separate Room 106 from Room 310. These slabs will not
be removed permanently because they will be needed to prevent
the residual radiation guideline of 20 micro R/h being
exceeded in Room 106. Normal care will be used to limit
exposure of personnel in Room 106 when these shield slabs are
removed for access to Room 310.

QuCts and Dr~ns ],nRooms 401.
. .

402. and 403
84

Removal of the contaminated ducts and drains would require
major breakup of the reinforced concrete floor 1.37 m (4.5 ft



thick) along the drain line and removal of a reinforced
concrete wall approximately 0.61 m (2 ft) thick and up to
9.15 m (30 ft) long and extensive concrete repair to gain only
a minor reduction of a minor hazard.

COST/BENEFXT ANALYSIS

m om 310

Additional cost to the project to reduce dose rates in Room
310 and bring it up to all safety requirements for normal
occupancy is prohibitive. To add approximately 26 cm. ~12
in.) of normal concrete shielding to the magnetite surfaces
would cost approximately $74,000; cost to remove two or more
inches of the activated surfaces would exceed $74,000. Even
after thu elimination of the dose rates, other modifications
would be necessary for normal occupancy. These include life
safety improvements (lighting, dual egress, fire protection,
ventilation, and possibly others) ; their cost should be passed
on to future occupants.

The loss to the Laboratory due to restricted occupancy times
in the room is difficult to estimate; the Exception would
allow 5OO-1OOO hours/year of occupancy by Laboratory workers.
This occupancy would be consistent ‘withuse of Room 320 as a
storage area for actively--used contaminated equipment or as an
operating area for radiation-producing equipment or sources
which would not require continuous attendance.

Ventilation Ducts and Fl,oor ~r~
.

Removal of the two ventilation air ducts imbedded in the
concrete wall between Room 402 and 217 6 to 9 m (20 to 3C ft)
runs and the air duct in Room 401 leading to the filter pit
wot~ldcost over $loOKO Repair of the walls would be required
afterwards.

Removal of the floor drains and drain lines 1.37 m (4.5 ft)
below the concrete floor) in Rooms 401, 402, and 403 might be
accomplished for $1OOK. However, complete removal of the
drain pipe from these rooms to Room 303 (sump room) would be a
major task. This pipe travels approximately 4.58 m (15 ft)
below the floor in Room 305. Cost of this work could exceed
$20”K.

Again, the same health and safety haproveaa.ntsnoted fox Room
310 will be required: the costs would be similar.
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The site (TA-52) and the facility is under DOE control and is
utilized by the Laboratory for ongoing DOE=-sponsoredprograms.
The site is inside a fenced area and locked after working
hours. Access to the facility is controlled by the Laboratory
Group N-DO through the issuance of numbered keys. Usage of
the rooms is reviewed and granted by the user group. Change
of user groups is also reviewed by the Laboratory Siting and
Space Control Committee. Refurbishment of ruoms is
accomplished by initiation of a work order control document
that is reviewed by the Radiation Protection and Engineering
Groups. Major renovations to a facility are also reviewed by
appropriate groups in Health, Safety and Environmental
Division and Engineering and Facility Division. Thus, current
ongoing Laboratory administrative procedures restrict usage of
the facility.

Entry to the sealed ducts would require heavy metal cutting
tools or methods. The floor drains are plugged and cou?i only
be opened by concrete removal.

In summary, we feel this Exception is the most feasible course
of action to take florthis facility, and ask for your
concurrence. Copies of this memorandum are being distributed
to all interested parties simultaneously, to expedite a quick
formal DOE response. Delays will preclude the completion of
the final report resulting in unnecessary use of contigeracy
funding. Department of Energy denial of this Exception will
require additional FY91 funding to remove the radiation
sources and will seriously impact Laboratory plans to utilize
the facility for waste Container testing in the very near
future.

,,

3*

Project Manager
Waste Management Group

RG:ls

-,

.1

Cy w/attachment:
M. SalaZar, HSE-7, MS E518
J. Elder, HSE-3, MS J566
L. Andrews, HSE-1, MS K483
T. Buhl, HSE-8, MS K490
D. Hohner, ENG-5, MS M713
D. Gutier%ez, E?#G-l,MS M721
R. Sena, DOE-AL
M. Iandis, ORAU
J. Tureck, DOE/Weston OTS



J. Hansen, N-DO, MS E547
N. King, HSE-3, MS G726
M. McCorkle, ENG-5, MS M713
-rtie Madrid, Siting and Space Committee, MS K319
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united Slates Government t)~partment of Energy

memorandum
REPLY TO

AITN OF EM-45 (J. Sands, 3538192)

SUWECT Approval of an Exception at the U1tra High Temperature
Reactor Experiment Facility

:0 R. Sena, AL

I have revipitiedthe “Request for Approval of Exception at the
(J1tra High “Iemperature Reactor Experiment Faci1ity (UHTREX): Room 310 and
Ducts and brains in Rooms 401, 402, and 403” dated f)ecember20, 1990.
Although these areas are not intended for public access, the cleanup
criteria were based upon the guidelines for the general public as given in
“U.S. Departmentof Energy (DOE)guidelinesfor ResidualRadioactive
Material at Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program and Remote
Surplus Facilities Management Program Sites” dated March 1987 and also
contained in DOE Order 5400.5. Therefore,the proceduresin
DOE Order 5400.5 for requestingan exception are appropriate.

I agree with the requestthat the cost of removing the small quantitiesof
residual contaminationin these areas is not justified and~ therefore,
approve this request for the exception. This approval is based on
maintainingadequateprotectionof workers using Room 310 by restricting
access to and controllingfuture use of the room. In addition,the
approval for the use of Rooms 401, 402, and 403 is based on the
inaccessibilityand markingof ducts and drains in these areas. The
potential doses to the public are insignificantsince the contaminationin
all the areas is fixed and both UHTREX and the entire Los Alamos National
Laboratoryhave access controls.

Access t6 Room 310 will be limitedand restrictedto radiationworkers as
defined in DOE Order 5840.11. The exposure limits for these workers will
be based on the guidelinesgiven in DOE Order 5840.11 using the average
and maximum contact readingsof 1.3 mll~hand 5.5 mR/h, respectively,and
the maximum area exposurerate of 200 urad/h. These readingsare
documented in the requestof exception.

The requestdid not specificallyprovide the dose as a result of the
contaminationin the floor drains and ducts. However,post radiological
surveys on..thesealedducts and drains-show-that-all-locations:areat or
below background. Tnese surveysare reproduced in the UHTREX Final
Report. -

DOE

APPENDIXC

EXCEPTIONAPPROVAL
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9
G

The approval of this exeption is also based on strict compliancewith all
the requirements for an exception as given in DOE Order 5400.5 including
those for control of residual radioactive material as set forth in
Paragraph IV.6. This paragraph specifies the controls of residual
radioactive material including those requirements of Chapter 11 of the
order. In addition,Paragraph IV.6 discusses the requirementsfor
operations and controls,interim storage, interimmanagement, and
long-termmanagementof the excepted areas.

If You have any westions, please call me or J. Sands of my staff at
FTS-233-8192.- -

.

;!”Padilla, LAAC
R. Kaiser, AL
S. McBee, AL
lba&adc*L: ~

Ral$h G. Lightner
Director
Division of SouthwesternArea Programs
Office of EnvironmentalRestoration

I
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LOTUS RUN OF UHTREX BASELINETRACKING
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APPENDIXE

LOTUS RUN ON L’HTREXBASELISE TRACKIXL
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APPENDIXE

LOTUSRUN ON UHTREXBASELINETRACKING
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APPENDIX G

CONFIGURATION CONTROL BOARD CHARTER
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Appendix G

CONFIGURATION CONTROL 8CAd0(CC8)

A CCB shall be established for each Line Item project. The CC6 wIII review
and approve changes as descrtbed below from Title I through the completion of
construction. All changes that affect the Oesfgn Crlterla or the construction
documents must be revtewed by the ConstructIon Project Manager (CPM) for Oes\gn
Review Record (DDR) appllcabll!’y wtth respect to Engineering, tieaithSafety
and Environment (HSE), Operational Security and Safeguards (OS), .;er, and
spectf!c disctpllnes. The CPM presents the change to the CCB and asstires
coordination with affected organizations pr!or to CCB presentation. The CCB
meets as frequently as needed to provfde change c:ntrol and to accomplish
management of the project basel{ries.

TYPE I CHANGE

Type I cnanges are those changes that deviate from the requirements set forth
In the Conqress\onal Project Data Sheet (CPDS) or exceed the fiscal ilm~ts
Imposed by the CpOS.

Type I changes are also those changes that exceed $1OO,JOO 01 extend the
approved schedule more than 30 days, W do not effect the CPOS.
Implementation of Type I chan~es rcqulre the full applwal of the CCB.

TYPE II CHANGt

Type 11 changes are any changes that are less than $100,000 but more than
S5,000, does not require a change in the CPOS, and lmpose~ a delay fn the
approve< schedule of less than 30 days. Type 11 changes rewire review by the
entire CCB and approval by the major~ty c~ the CC8.

TYPE 111 CHANGES

Changes that are $S,000or less iind dG not effect th~ CPOSor schedule require
the approval of th~ CPM.
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Appendix L

CONFIGURA”;ON CONTROL 80AR0 ACTION OOCWKNTATICN

I
AUTHORIZtGti_ION i,u. Aid T!rbt:

(iANGE TYPE AND TITLE: DATE:—.

SERIAL NO. : CHANGE PRC’P05AL : MOOIFICATION 10:—.

I
INSCRIPTION:

I
Justification:

I
GOVERNHEMT ZSTI14ATE:

I
SCttEDULL IMPACT:

I — ——
DISPOSITION:

APPQOUEO OISAWWUEO

}2B ACTION:

S16MATURE

Ffle L.J. , MS U703
File ENG-1~ - J

—

CHEW
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LINE LEFT UNDER UHTREX
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Appendix H I
I

.

‘“s“iikmms—..-.——
us Names (NahonalLaboratory
.;s Alamos New Me~!co 87545 memorandum

I

“O Nix Gaccie, -ME-7 , KS E518 ~A,CMay 15. 1989. .

Leiide r

UNDER BUILDING R&l AT TA-52

Lkne 66, a%h stainless steel pipe between R&l and I?&2, has been
removed exceot for a 36-ft sectlm under a slab north of P&l and under the
‘wlldinq :ts; lf. Contamination in this section of pipe has been shown to
& under reslduai radioactivityguidelinesby swipe samples ac either end.
This new is provtded for documentationof its location and justification
for not rwc~lng it with the balance of t!!e pipeiine.

Removal of Line 66 was accomplishedwithout difficulty up to the point
where :K went under a concrete apron at the roll-up door enteringRoom 102.
3epth of tile pipe at this point was 4 ft; however, within 2 ft of the
subsurface building -11, t!!e pipe turns vertically downward for
approximately 22 ft. then tu:ns southward for approximately 12 ft under the
base pad of the building where it enters the sump tank in Room 303. It is
this long vertical leg and 12-ft horizontalleg (36 ft total remaining)
that %as left aiter plugging the end of the pipe outside the building and
backfilling the trench.

Health physics su~eys of the pipe showed no detectable activity at either
~nd of t!!e pipe by large area swipe. Had the pipe exhibited a high level
ot contamination, it might have been justifiable to remove the concrete
a~rcn and :emove as much of the vertical leg as passible. However, removal
of the vertical leg (22 ft) would have rewired shoring a ve~ deep hole or
opening up a very large hole in the asphalt parking lot to allow safe
excavation. Removing the horizontal leg under the building would have
recmired either tunneling under ‘&e building or cutting through the base
paciv either option ve~ expensive and involvinq significant safety hazards.
:-eav).ng the pi_p& in place causes “n&.”ide-ntified hazard.

,s~~..”,-; ~= “ lzi+ arb’~-swipes inside the pipe are on CiIe at the HPAL
~r.(~- -“ 1~~ j ,- “i~ti*b”-9cotectiontechnician. The nferification
.-..n: ... @le &ndis) has been notified by phone of this

~, Lti-. ‘:”- ~W-C:31G33 {Lcyoutand utility ?ian) and -31894
t wdJ~””G’”ti@ated to reflect the status of Line 66.2e.-tjCt” ~.<”.;’’.:’

JE:’E

xc-: H. 5ala~& HSE-7 ;IScK556 D. Pxiilla, W, rISA316
G. timne~,”klw-s; I’S ;:?13 J. 8ecger, GKAl),Oak Ridge
;,. Soho:t, ME-A, W; Ko:Q CXR(2), msA15~
r G3:c:a, KSE-1, MS K536 H~E_A File 113-.
p. ‘:.~nkay,Weston OrS, Germantown
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