DATED: DECEMBER 2, 1997 SIGNED BY: HUGH L. THOWPSON, JR

Ms. Yvonne Sylva, Adm nistrator
State Heal th Division

Nevada Departnent of Human Resources
505 East King Street, Room 201
Carson City, NV 89701-4797

Dear Ms. Sylva:

On Novenber 18, 1997 the Management Revi ew Board (MRB) net to consider the
proposed final Integrated Materials Performance Eval uati on Program (| MPEP)
report on the Nevada Agreenent State Program The MRB found the Nevada
program adequate to protect public health and safety and conpatible with NRC s
program

Section 5.0, page 19, of the enclosed final report presents the | MPEP team s
suggesti ons and recomrendati ons. W request your evaluation and response to
recommendations 1, 2, and 4 within 30 days fromreceipt of this letter.

Based on the results of the current | MPEP review, the next review w |l be
schedul ed in four years, unless program concerns devel op that require an
earlier evaluation.

| appreciate the courtesy and cooperati on extended to the | MPEP team duri ng
the revi ew and your support of the Radiation Control Program | |ook forward
to our agencies continuing to work cooperatively in the future.

Si ncerely, /RA/

Hugh L. Thonmpson, Jr.
Deputy Executive Director
for Regul atory Prograns

Encl osur e:
As stated

cc: Sharon Ezell, Deputy Adm nistrator
State Heal th Division

Stanley R Marshall, Supervisor
Radi ol ogi cal Health Section

Robert R Loux, Director
Nucl ear Waste Project Ofice
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1.0 | NTRODUCTI ON

This report presents the results of the review of the Nevada radiation contro
program The revi ew was conducted during the period August 25-29, 1997, by a
revi ew team conpri sed of technical staff menbers fromthe Nucl ear Regul atory
Conmi ssion (NRC) and the Agreenent State of California. Team nenbers are
identified in Appendix A. The review was conducted in accordance with the
“InterimInplenmentation of the Integrated Materials Performance Eval uation
Program Pendi ng Fi nal Comm ssi on Approval of the Statement of Principles and
Policy for the Agreement State Program and the Policy Statement on Adequacy
and Conpatibility of Agreement State Prograns," published in the Federa

Regi ster on Cctober 25, 1995, and the September 12, 1995, NRC Managenent
Directive 5.6, "Integrated Materials Performance Eval uation Program (| MPEP)."
Prelimnary results of the review, which covered the period March 6, 1993 to
August 24, 1997 were discussed with Nevada management on August 29, 1997.

A draft of this report was issued to Nevada for factual conment on Septenber
30, 1997. The State of Nevada responded in a letter dated Cctober 27, 1997
(Attachment 1). The State's factual conments were incorporated in the fina
report. The Managenment Revi ew Board (MRB) nmet on Novenmber 18, 1997 to

consi der the proposed final report. The MRB found the Nevada radiation
control program was adequate to protect public health and safety and
conpatible with NRC s program

The Nevada Agreenment State programis adm nistered by the Radiol ogical Health
Section (RHS) of the Bureau of Health Protection Services (BHPS), State Health
Di vi si on, Nevada Departnent of Human Resources. Nevada's statute designates
the State Health Division as the radiation control agency. Organization
charts for the Division, the BHPS, and RHS are included as Appendi x B

At the time of the review, the Nevada program regul ated 196 specific |icenses,
i ncluding a maj or decontam nation service, broad academ ¢ prograns, nedical
prograns, radiopharmacies, radiographers, a small self-contained irradiator
and a non-operating | owlevel radioactive waste burial site. The program grew
during the review period at a rate of about 6 percent per year, as evi denced
by the increase in the number of |icenses.

The review focused on the material’s programas it is carried out under the
Section 274b. (of the Atom c Energy Act of 1954, as anended) Agreenent between
the NRC and the State of Nevada.

In preparation for the review, a questionnaire addressing the common and non-
conmon indicators was sent to the State on March 28, 1997. The State provided
a response to the questionnaire on July 30, 1997. During the review

di scussions with the State staff resulted in the responses being further

devel oped. A copy of the final response is included in Appendix Cto this
report.

The revi ew team s general approach for conduct of this review consisted of:
(1) exam nation of Nevada's response to the questionnaire; (2) review of
appl i cabl e Nevada statutes and regul ations; (3) analysis of quantitative
information fromthe radiation control programlicensing and inspection data
base; (4) technical review of selected |icensing and i nspection actions; (5)
field acconmpani ments of two Nevada inspectors; and (6) interviews with staff
and managenent to answer questions or clarify issues. The team evaluated the
information that it gathered agai nst the | MPEP performance criteria for each
conmon and non-comon i ndicator and nade a prelimnary assessment of the

radi ati on control program s performance.
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Section 2 bel ow discusses the State's actions in response to reconmendati ons
made foll owing the previous review Results of the current review for the

| MPEP common performance indicators are presented in Section 3. Section 4

di scusses results of the applicable non-comon indicators, and Section 5
summari zes the review team s findings and recomrendati ons. Suggesti ons made
by the review team are coments that the review team believes could enhance
the State's program The State is requested to consider suggestions, but no
response is requested. Recomendations relate directly to program perfornance
by the State. A response is requested fromthe State to all reconmendati ons
in the final report.

2.0 STATUS OF | TEMS | DENTI FI ED I N PREVI QUS REVI EWS

During the previous routine review, which concluded on March 5, 1993, eight
conments and recomrendations were made in five programindicators. Because of
the significance of sone of the review findings, a foll owup review was
conducted in April 1994 and the results transmitted to Ms. Yvonne Syl va,

Admi ni strator, Nevada State Health Division, on Septenmber 21, 1994. The
followup reviewresulted in the closure of six of the eight recommendati ons
and the addition of two new recommendations. The team s review of the current
status of these recommendations is as follows:

(1) Al though the State's witten enforcenment procedures prescribed
escal ated actions in general terms, they did not directly address
serious first-time violations and | acked specific action |levels
for violations of varying degrees of severity. The NRC
recormended that the enforcenent procedures be strengthened by
requiring escalated enforcement if the |icensee has one or nore
serious violations directly relating to occupational or public
health or safety, and by adding specific actions to be taken for
viol ations of various levels of severity.

Current Status: The enforcenent procedures were revised and
further strengthened by new procedures dated August 7, 1997. The
new procedures address the problem of a single, serious violation
Escal ated enforcement actions prescribed by various severity

| evel s include nanagenent -1 evel neetings with the |icensee,

foll owup inspections, license restrictions, and tenporary
suspensi on or revocation of the license. This reconmendation is
cl osed.

(2) During the March 1993 review, three inspections were identified in
whi ch appropriate escal ated enforcement actions were not taken in
response to nunmerous violations, including several repeats. At
the tine of the April 1994 followup review, the State had
verified that the two |icensees had taken corrective actions;
however, the third case renai ned open.

Current Status: The State followed through with the enforcenment
on this medical private practice |licensee by termnating the
license and replacing it with a nore restrictive nedical facility
license with requirenments for a quality management plan program a
radi ati on safety commttee with quarterly neetings, and an outside
expert to serve as radiation safety officer. This recomrendation
is closed.

(3) Nevada hospitals are required by regulation to provide dose
cal cul ati ons when reporting nisadnmnistration to the State so that
each event may be anal yzed and reported as necessary. However, in
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three m sadm nistration cases cal cul ati ons were not provided;
thus, the events could not be eval uated agai nst the reporting
criteria. W recomended that the State's administrative
procedures be revised to inprove instructions for evaluating,

foll owi ng and reporting m sadm nistration and that letters be sent
to all Nevada hospitals rem nding them of the m sadm nistration
reporting criteria, including the requirenent for dose

cal cul ati on.

Current Status: The review teamverified that the State revised
and i nmproved the instructions for handling m sadm nistration. All
medi cal |icensees, including hospitals, were sent letters

rem ndi ng them of the reporting requirenents in the regul ations.
This recomendation is closed.

(4) Several inadequacies were found in the State's system for tracking
i ncidents and misadninistration: (a) the incident |og was
i nconpl ete; (b) sone incidents shown as closed in the incident |og
| acked documentation in the files justifying closure; and (c) in
some cases, copies of correspondence were found in the Las Vegas
regional Office on events handl ed by that office that was not in
t he headquarters office files in Carson City. W recommended that
the State inprove their events tracking systemto ensure conplete
incident logs, to ensure that all open itens are properly
docunent ed before closure and to ensure proper dissemn nation of
regi onal event correspondence to headquarters files.

Current Status: The teamreviewed the incident files for the

revi ew period and found that all incidents were included in their
tracking system that all open items were properly docunented
before closure, and that all regional office event documentation
is duplicated in headquarters files. This reconmendation is

cl osed.

3.0 COVMON PERFCORMANCE | NDI CATORS

| MPEP identifies five conmon performance indicators to be used in review ng
both NRC Regi onal and Agreenent State prograns. These indicators are:

(1) Status of Materials Inspection Program (2) Technical Staffing and
Training; (3) Technical Quality of Licensing Actions; (4) Technical Quality of
I nspections; and (5) Response to Incidents and Allegations.

3.1 Status of Materials Inspection Program

The team focused on four factors in reviewing this indicator: inspection
frequency, overdue inspections, initial inspection of new licenses, and tinely
di spatch of inspection findings to licensees. This evaluation is based on the
Nevada questionnaire responses relative to this indicator, data gathered

i ndependently fromthe State's |icensing and i nspection data tracki ng system

t he exam nation of conpleted licensing and inspection casework, and interviews
wi th managers and staff.

The State maintains a |icensee data base that can sort by a variety of data.
During the review the teamwas provided various lists including: a priority
listing for all licenses, licenses due for inspection during a given period in
the future, inspections conpleted over a given tinme period, and reciprocity

i censee inspections conpleted for a given period. The data base does not,
however, retain historical data. As a result, the teamwas only able to
obtain detailed inspection statistics fromthe data base for the current year
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According to the program manager, prior year statistics could be devel oped
only by a manual search of the files. Biyearly statistics for budgeting
purposes are generated prior to |legislative sessions, however, the program
does not retain the information in a readily available formdue to infrequent
demand. Based on the inspection program performance during the past year and
the performance of the radiation control program generally during the review
peri od, the team did not request or conduct a manual search

The printout of the current year inspections showed 89 conmpleted. This
printout shows the inspection date, the date of the violation notice, the date
of the licensee's response, and the date of the State’'s acknow edgment letter
or inspection closing date.

The State’'s inspection frequencies were conpared to | MC 2800 and verified to
be of equal, or in nost cases nore frequent than, |IMC 2800. The State
requires nore frequent inspection in sone |icense categories as foll ows:
hospital s and nucl ear nmedicine private practice |licenses are inspected on a
two-year frequency as conpared to NRC t hree-year frequency; portable gauge
licenses are inspected at a three-year frequency as conpared to NRC five-year
frequency; and teletherapy |icensees are inspected on a one-year frequency as
conpared to NRC s three-year frequency.

Two teletherapy license files were reviewed. One license was inspected at 1-
1% year intervals nom nally; one inspection of the same |icense was conducted
approximately three years after the previous inspection. The State priority
was 1 for both licenses. The NRC inspection priority for a tel etherapy
programis 3. The RHS Supervisor indicated that the State will consider
changi ng the inspection priority for teletherapy licenses to a 3.

The radi oactive material’s |ow1level waste (RAM LLW program nanager provided
the followi ng information on reciprocity, which is maintai ned separately from
the Iicensee database. The State issued 187 reciprocity authorizations to 23
out-of-state industrial radi ography |icensees for the period March 3, 1993,

t hrough June 9, 1997. During that period, six inspections were conpleted and
one was attenpted. All six conpleted inspections were of radi ography
Iicensees operating in the Las Vegas or Reno/ Sparks areas. One licensee from
Ut ah was granted authorization to enter the State 68 tines, however, it was
not inspected during the period because of the difficulty of travel to the
renote areas of the State in which the Iicensee was working.

During the last 14 nonths, 18 radi ography |icensees were granted reciprocity.
Ten conducted operations in urban areas and eight in rural areas of the State.
There were four inspections of the Iicensees who operated in urban areas of

the State and none of the licensees who operated in rural areas of the State.

The review teamfinds that the State has not net the frequency of | MC 1220 for
the inspection of reciprocity licensees. The reviewteamrecomends that the
State inspect a higher percentage of reciprocity |licensees, including high
priority industrial radiography |licensees operating in rural areas.

New | i censes are usually inspected six nonths after they are issued, provided
radi oactive material has been received by the licensee. The State tel ephones
the licensee to determine if material has been received. |If it has not, they
defer the inspection until material has been received. Only one Nevada

i censee experienced a delay of greater than one year in receiving material
This licensee was inspected within one year after the |icense was issued, but
bef ore radi oactive material was received, which is sooner than required by the
State's procedure.
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The University of Nevada, Reno, was the only licensee identified by the team
as overdue for inspection by the program s standards. Review of the file

i ndicated that the |ast conplete inspection was in Septenber 1991. The
University is an Acadenic Type B Broad |icensee, assigned inspection priority
2, and it should have been inspected no later than April 1994. The State made
a nunber of partial inspections at the University since 1991, but none of

t hese inspections were brought to closure, or conbined to forma conplete

i nspection by State standards.

A review of the inspections conpleted printout showed that the State has

i nspected other licenses within their assigned frequency. The team finds that
only one license was overdue for inspection during the review period. Overdue
i nspections thus do not exceed the evaluation criteria.

The State, by policy, does not extend the inspection interval for good

i censee performance. Licensees may be inspected at nore frequent intervals
as the result of escalated enforcenment action. |Inspection intervals are
returned to normal after the |icensee shows inprovenent.

In 4 of the 26 files evaluated, a letter to the licensee informing of

viol ations was mailed nore than 30 days followi ng the inspection. 1In one
case, the letter was mailed 70 days after the inspection, the other three
letters were nail ed between 30 and 60 days after the inspection. Licensees
are usually given 20 days to respond, and if their response is satisfactory,
an acknow edgment letter is sent by the State and the inspection is closed.

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
Nevada's performance with respect to the indicator, Status of the Materials
I nspection Program be found satisfactory.

3.2 Technical Staffing and Training

| ssues central to the evaluation of this indicator include the radioactive
materials programstaffing level, technical qualifications of the staff,
training and staff turnover. To evaluate these issues, the review team

exami ned the State's questionnaire responses relative to this indicator

i ntervi ewed program managenent and staff, and consi dered any possi bl e workl oad
backl ogs.

The RHS organi zation chart shows that the section has a total of 14 positions,
i ncluding the secretarial positions and the Las Vegas Regional Ofice. The
Radi oactive Material s/Low Level Radioactive Waste (RAM LLW program manager
and the Mammography/ X-ray program manager in Carson City are classified as
Radi ol ogi cal Staff Specialist, while the Las Vegas office manager is
classified as a Supervising Radiati on Physicist. These positions report to
the RHS Supervisor. The five technical staff nenbers are classified as

Radi ati on Control Specialists.

Four of the technical staff nenbers are cross-trained between the x-ray and
RAM LLW progranms. All technical staff nenbers participate in event response
activities. The RAM LLW Radi ol ogi cal Staff Specialist and one Radiation
Control Specialist in Las Vegas are primarily devoted to |icense reviews and
i nspection of radioactive material l|icensees, including the | owlevel waste
di sposal site and |licensees authorized to possess and use materials not
subject to the Atomic Energy Act. The remmining technical staff menbers are
assigned primarily to other prograns, and devote | ess than 50 percent of their
time each to the agreenent program The distribution of effort results in
2.95 technical staff FTE dedicated to the RAM LLW program The RHS al so has
3.5 FTE of secretarial staff. The FTE distribution between |icensing and

i nspection effort appears bal anced, as evidenced by the |lack of significant
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backl ogs. At the tinme of the review, there were no vacant positions. The
team notes that the RHS technical staff has been stable during the review
period, with only one departure (due to retirement) and two new hires. Based
on the program s | ack of significant backlogs, the staffing level is
sufficient to assure public health and safety.

The revi ew team found that the technical staff positions require a bachelor’s
degree in the sciences, or an equival ent conbi nati on of training and

experi ence. New staff nenbers are assigned basic responsibilities until the
trai ning and experience necessary to handl e nore advanced responsibilities are
obtained. They are provided training in the core NRC courses. They are al so
assigned to work with senior staff nmenbers to gain experience. Progression

t hrough the training and experience warrants their assignment to nore conpl ex
responsi bilities, however, they nmust denonstrate satisfactory performance in a
formal assessment prior to being authorized to conduct independent inspections
or license reviews. This general procedure is not, however, delineated in
witten form The RHS Supervisor does devel op an individual training and
qualification plan, usually in meno form for each new staff menber. The

i ndi vidual plan considers the past training and experience of the new staff
menber, and the performance requirenments of the specific position. Senior
staff nenmbers have conpleted their training and qualification plans.

The two new staff menmbers hired during the review period hold associate
degrees and have considerabl e experience in a radiation field. One staff
menber has 14 years experience in a non-Agreenment State radiation contro
program including nine years as the programdirector; the other has 15 years
experience in medical x-ray. The teamfinds that the qualifications of

the new hires are adequate. The teamalso finds that the lack of a witten
general training and qualification procedure has not adversely affected the
devel opnent of the new staff menmbers during the review period. The review
team reconmends that the general training and qualification procedure be
adopted in witing. During the onsite review, the team suggested that the
State wait until the NRC-OAS joint working group on training issues their
final recommendations. The working group recomrendati ons shoul d be consi dered
when devel oping the witten plan. It was noted at the MRB neeting that the
wor ki ng group report was issued October, 1997 and was provided to all States
at the Cctober 1977 Agreenent State Meeting.

The RHS, with the support of the BHPS and the State Health Division, has
received for the first time a budgetary allotment for training. The State
plans to use this funding to conplete the training of the new staff nenbers,
and to provide continuing training for experienced staff nenbers.

Based on the team s finding and the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review team
recomends that Nevada's performance with respect to this indicator, Technica
Staffing and Training, be found satisfactory.

3.3 Technical Quality of Licensing Actions

The revi ew team exam ned conpl eted |icensing casework and interviewed the
reviewers for 24 specific licenses. Licensing actions were evaluated for
conpl et eness, consi stency, proper isotopes and quantities used, qualifications
of authorized users, adequate facilities and equi prent, and operating and

emer gency procedures sufficient to establish the basis for |icensing actions.
Li censes were reviewed for accuracy, appropriateness of the Iicense and of its
conditions and tie-down conditions, and overall technical quality. Casework
was eval uated for tineliness, adherence to good health physics practices,
reference to appropriate regul ati ons, documentation of safety eval uation
reports, product certifications or other supporting docunents, consideration
of enforcement history on renewals, pre-licensing visits, peer or supervisory
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review as indicated, and proper signature authorities. The files were checked
for retention of necessary docunments and supporting data.

The licensing casework was selected to provide a representative sanple of
licensing actions which had been conpleted in the review period and to include
work by all reviewers. The cross-section sanpling included all of the State's
maj or |icenses as defined by the State in the questionnaire and included the
following types: broad academ c; decontam nation services; in vitro

| aboratory; industrial radiography; small irradiator; medical (private
practice, teletherapy, and high dose renote afterloader); nuclear pharnacy;
wel | | oggi ng; ordnance testing; and |low |l evel radioactive waste di sposal

Li censing actions included 10 new |l icenses, 4 renewals, 5 amendnments, and 5
termnations. A list of these licenses with case-specific coments can be
found in Appendix D

The review team found that the quality of the State's |licensing actions is
excellent. No discrepancies were found in the 24 files reviewed. The
licensing actions were also tinmely, with unconplicated actions conpl eted
within 60 days, including the exchange of correspondence. Unusual or conpl ex
license actions required |onger conpletion tinmes.

The State's license termination procedures are based on the NRC' s Site
Decomi ssi oni ng Managenent Plan (SDMP) cleanup criteria, the tables in NRC
Regul atory Guide 1.86 on acceptable surface contami nation |evels and ot her
gui dance such as NUREG CR-5849 on Conducting Radi ol ogi cal Surveys in Support
of License Term nation and NRC PGD FC 83-23, “Ternination of Byproduct,

Source, and SNM Material Licensees.” One mpjor facility was decomm ssi oned
and the license term nated during the review period when Aerojet-Genera
cl osed the ordnance testing site at Nellis Air Force Base. |In reviewi ng the

casework, the teamfound that the State had required an extensive
deconm ssi oning plan and had carefully nmonitored the work perforned by the
i censee and the contractor. All records of transfer of material were on
file, as well as the State's confirnmatory nmeasurenments taken during severa
on-site inspections during the decomi ssioning activities.

From di scussions with the reviewers and from casework reviews, the team found
that the State makes pre-licensing visits for conplex |icensing actions. It
was al so noted that conplex new | icenses or renewals are personally delivered
so that licensees have the opportunity to discuss the |license and their
obligations with a State representative.

Li censes are issued for five years and State policy requires a conplete new
application each time the license is renewed. The team noted during the
eval uation of the casework that supporting docunmentation for new and renewed
licenses was current and conplete. It was noted that every new or renewed
license is tied through license condition to an attached cover letter which
clearly explains the licensee's responsibilities when the |licensee receives
the Iicense. The MRB noted that this cover letter is a good practice.

The review team found that the State uses the [ atest NRC standard |icense
conditions as the basis for their own standard conditions. The review team

al so noted that the reviewers use |icensing checklists based on the NRC s
current checklists. The State has copies of the current |icensing guidance,

i ncl udi ng NRC Regul atory Cui des, NUREGS, and information notices, supplenented
with other professionally recognized health physics reference docunments. The
team noted fromreviewing the Iicensing checklists that the licensee's
conpliance history is reviewed before |icense amendnents or renewals are
approved.
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The team found that the deficiency letters, cover letters, and other types of
i censing correspondence were conplete and well-witten with proper regul atory
| anguage and were issued pronptly.

Al'l staff, including those in the Las Vegas office have |icensing
responsibilities. After the license is witten, the |icense and copies of the
application and all background docurments are forwarded to the | ead reviewer in
Carson City for peer and supervisory review. Mjor actions are also revi ewed
by the Supervising Radiation Physicist in the Las Vegas office. After the
peer and supervisory reviews, the license is again reviewed and signed by the
RHS Supervisor. |In his absence, the | ead reviewer has signature authority.

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamrecomends that
Nevada's performance with respect to the indicator, Technical Quality of
Li censi ng Actions, be found satisfactory.

3.4 Technical Quality of Inspections

The teamrevi ewed the inspection reports, enforcement docunentation, and

i nspection field notes and interviewed inspectors for 26 materials inspections
conducted during the review period. The casework included all six of the
State's materials |license inspectors, and covered inspections of various types
i ncl udi ng radi ography, nedical, academ c, portable gauge, nuclear pharnacy,
and tel etherapy. Appendix E lists the inspection files reviewed in depth with
case-specific comments. During the week of August 11-18, 1997, a review team
menber perforned acconpani nents of two State inspectors on separate

i nspections of licensed facilities.

The State's inspection fornms are tailored to the type of license inspected.
The forms were conplete except for a section to remind the inspector to review
previous incidents by the |icensee. The forns contain questionnaires for use
by the inspector to test the know edge and understandi ng of the users. The
guestionnaires assure that the inspector asks questions appropriate to the
type of licensee. The reports eval uated denonstrated that the inspectors
conplete the inspection forms. The teamfinds that the inspectors foll owed
establ i shed State inspection procedures.

O the 26 inspection reports evaluated, only four inspections were announced.
The State's policy is to count any inspection in which the |licensee was given
| ess than 24 hours notice, as an unannounced inspection. The State notes that
some |icensees do not performlicensed operations daily, and believes that it
is a nore efficient use of inspection effort to assure that |icensed
operations will be in progress during an inspection. The State believes that
significant problens in a licensed programwould be difficult to conceal from
i nspectors when the licensee is given less than 24 hours notice of an

i nspection. Although this practice differs from NRC gui dance, it is a
reasonabl e approach. The review team found this policy acceptable.

I nspection reports were very high quality and the files were conplete with al
docunents including letters, tel ephone call logs, |license docunents and
amendment requests. Each report has the signature of the Radiol ogical Staff
Speci al i st or the Supervising Radiation Physicist indicating it was revi ewed,
and all correspondence is signed by the RHS Supervi sor

VWhen viol ati ons are uncovered during an inspection, the inspector drafts a
violation notice for the RHS Supervisor's signature. A standard letter
addressed to the licensee with the violation notice appended, is mailed to the
licensee. The violation notice may also identify itenms of concern which are
not violations (but for which a response fromthe |icensee is expected), or
contai n recomendations, (for which a response is not expected).
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Dependi ng of the nature of the violations, the |icensee's response, and the
i nspector's recomendation, the State may take additional mneasures to bring
the licensee into conpliance. For serious or repeated violations, a neeting
with |licensee managenent may be scheduled in the State office. For |ess
serious violations, a repeat inspection at a reduced interval may be
scheduled. |If these methods fail, the State enforcement policy provides for
an adm nistrative hearing to revoke the license. There were no admnistrative
hearings during the review period. The RCP does not have authority to |evy
and collect civil penalties (adm nistrative fines) for violations of the
radi ati on control regulations. Monetary penalties nmust be collected through
action of the civil court.

Enforcenent letters are witten in appropriate regulatory |anguage and are
di spatched in a tinmely manner. The date the letter is sent is entered into
the data base so that response due dates can be easily tracked.

If no violations are found during an inspection, the inspection is closed at
the exit and the State does not notify the licensee of the findings in
witing. The review team suggests that the State provide a letter, or a short
formsimlar to the NRC Form 591, to the licensee indicating that no

viol ations were found as the result of the inspection, when appropriate.

According to programstaff, there is an anple supply of radiation survey
instruments at both the Carson City and Las Vegas offices. At Carson City
there are 3 Victoreen 450P ion chanbers, 4 Ludlumnicro/R neters, 3 Ludlum
nodel 12 or 14c meters with 6 pancake probes for contam nation surveys, 2
Eberline energency kits with al pha, pancake, and end w ndow probes. In
addition, each office has an Apter COdyssey 6 portable nulti-channel analyzer
for isotope identification.

Al'l survey neters are calibrated annually and are rotated so that they are
calibrated at least at the frequency of the licensee inspected. The neters
are calibrated by a private firmthat uses N ST traceabl e standards.

Al'l six inspectors have had supervisor acconpani ments at |east annually. The
Conpl i ance | nspection Fieldwork |Inspector Evaluation formis maintained in the
i nspector’s file.

A menber of the review team conducted acconpani nents of two Nevada inspectors
prior to the teamreview. On August 13, 1997, one inspector was acconpanied
during an inspection of a portable gauge licensee in Carson City. The second
i nspector was acconpani ed on August 18, 1997, during an inspection of a
portabl e gauge licensee in Reno. Both inspectors have extensive experience in
Xx-ray progranms, and at the tinme of the review, were being trained in

i nspecting radioactive materials |licensees. Both inspectors had qualified to
i ndependently performinspections of the gauge |icensees, but had not yet
qualified to i nspect nore conpl ex |icensees.

Both inspectors prepared well and performed thorough inspections of the
licensees’ radiation safety prograns. The inspectors denonstrated appropriate
i nspection techni ques including observations, interviews, review of records,
and knowl edge of regul ations, although one inspector was renm nded to cite the
regul ation or license condition for each item of non-conpliance. The

techni cal performance of the inspectors was satisfactory, and their

i nspections were adequate to assess the radiol ogical health and safety program
of the licensee. The results of the acconpani nents were di scussed with the

i nspectors and their supervisors. The acconmpaninments are identified in
Appendi x E
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Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
Nevada's performance with respect to the indicator, Technical Quality of

I nspections, be found satisfactory.

3.5 Response to Incidents and All egations

In evaluating the effectiveness of the State's actions in responding to

i ncidents and all egations, the review team exam ned the State's response to
the questionnaire relative to this indicator and revi ewed the incidents
reported for Nevada in the "Nuclear Material Events Database (NVED)" agai nst
those contained in the Nevada casework and license files, and supporting
docunent ati on, as appropriate for ten incidents. The teamreviewed the
State's response to six allegations, of which NRC referred two all egations. A
list of the incident casework with comrents is included in Appendix F

State procedures require an on-site investigation for significant incidents.
The procedures do not distinguish between incidents and all egations. The RHS
Supervi sor coordinates with the Las Vegas field office Supervising Radiation
Physici st on incident response. All incident reports and sunmaries are

revi ewed by the RHS Supervisor for close-out.

The review team found that, with the exception of reporting incidents to NRC
the State responses were within the performance criteria. Notification to the
NRC was provided in 1993 through the first half of 1995, for incidents that
require reporting under State regulations. Although the State incident report
| og contains an entry space for recording notification to NRC, notifications
were not made for incidents occurring in the second half of 1995 through the
end of the review period. The reporting of incident information was discussed
with the program managerment, who indicated that a conbination of problens with
t he NMED conputer software and altered priorities related to the office
relocation resulted in a decision to delay the reporting to NRC of events the
State considered to be of |ow significance. The State did not consider any of
the events that occurred during this period to be of high significance,
however, the teamreviewed reports of one danaged and five |ost or stolen

noi sture/density gauges. The team reconmended that the State review the
incident files back to the last event reported to NRC in 1995, and submt
reports to NMED as appropriate. At the MRB neeting, the State conmented that
they had conpleted their review and had subnitted the appropriate reports. No
additional action is necessary and the State does not need to address this
recomrendati on further

Responses were pronpt and wel |l -coordinated, and the level of effort was
conmensurate with health and safety significance. Inspectors were di spatched
for on-site inspections when appropriate. 1In general, the State took suitable
corrective and enforcenment actions and foll owed the progress of the inspection
until cl ose out.

The teamreviewed the files of six allegations. Two of the allegations were
referred to the State by NRC Region IV. The records indicated a response to
t he Regi on when requested. All six allegations were responded to pronptly
with appropriate inspections, followup, and close-out actions. The quality
of the State’'s response was adequate. Persons making allegations are advised
that their identity can be protected under State |law, but the alleger nust
request the identity protection in witing.

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamrecomends that
Nevada's performance with respect to the indicator, Response to |Incidents and
Al l egations, be found satisfactory.
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4.0 NON- COMMVON PERFORMANCE | NDI CATORS

| MPEP identifies four non-comon perfornmance indicators to be used in

revi ewi ng Agreenent State programs: (1) Legislation and Regul ations; (2)
Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uation Program (3) Low Level Radioactive Waste
Di sposal Program and (4) Uranium Recovery. Nevada's agreenment does not cover
urani umrecovery, so only the first three non-comon performance indicators
were applicable to this review

4.1 Leqgi sl ati on and Requl ati ons

4.1.1 Leqgislative and Legal Authority

Along with their response to the questionnaire, the State provided the review
teamw th the opportunity to review copies of legislation that affects the
radi ati on control program Legi sl ative authority to create an agency and
enter into an agreement with the NRC is granted in Nevada Revised Statute
Section 459. The Nevada State Health Division is designated as the State's
radi ati on control agency. The review teamnnoted that the |egislation had not
changed since being found adequate during the previous review, and found that
the State legislation is adequate.

4.1.2 Status and Conpatibility of Regul ati ons

The Nevada Regul ations for Control of Radiation, found in Chapter 459 of the
Nevada Admini strative Code (NAC), apply to all ionizing radiation, whether
emtted fromradionuclides or devices. Nevada requires a license for
possessi on, and use, of all radioactive material including naturally occurring
material s, such as radium and accel erator-produced radionuclides. Nevada

al so requires registration of all equi prent designed to produce x-rays or

ot her ionizing radiations.

The revi ew team exam ned the procedures used in the State's regul atory process
and found that Nevada offers the public the opportunity to coment on proposed
regul ations and participate in public hearings before the Board of Health.
Procedures al so require the proposed regul ations, and proposed hearing date,
be publicized. Witten response to all witten public coments nust be part
of the staff presentation to the Board.

Regul ati ons must be reviewed by the State Legislative Council Bureau before
they becone final. Regulations may be submitted at any tine to the Nevada
State Board of Health for adoption; however, adoption during certain periods
of the bienniumrequires a second adopti on hearing to create permanent

regul ations, nmaking it difficult for the State to adopt all NRC anendnments
within the 3-year tinme period during which Agreenment States are generally
expected to adopt conpatible rules. The team noted that while sonme of the
regul ati ons adopted during the review period were adopted after the 3-year
peri od had expired, Nevada has other |egally binding nmethods of applying
regul atory requirenents on a tenporary basis as needed.

The team eval uated Nevada's responses to the questionnaire and reviewed the
regul ati ons adopted by the State since the 1993 review to determ ne the status
of the Nevada regul ati ons under the Comnm ssion’s new adequacy and
conpatibility policy. The teamfound that the State addressed the foll ow ng
NRC regul ati on amendnents:

° "Qual ity Managenent Program and M sadnministration," 10 CFR Part 35
amendment (56 FR 34104) which becanme effective on January 27, 1992. The
St ate adopted equival ent regulations for the quality managenent and
m sadm nistration rules prior to the current NRC decision to defer
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consi deration of these rules in making conpatibility findings for
Agreenent States. Nevada intends to revisit the matter when NRC i ssues
a revised Part 35 rule, compatibility designations for the newrule are
establ i shed, and an effective date for Agreement State inplenmentation
has been set.

“Li censing and Radi ation Safety Requirenments for Irradiators,” 10 CFR
Part 36 amendnent (58 FR 7715) which becane effective on July 1, 1993.
There are no current Nevada |icensees that are affected by this rule.
The State plans to apply the requirements by license condition and adopt
an equivalent rule if an application for an irradiator is received. NRC
has previously found this approach to be conpati bl e.

“Definition of Land Disposal and Waste Site Quality Assurance Prograns,”
10 CFR Part 61 amendnent (58 FR 33886) which becane effective on July
22, 1993. In consideration of the closed status of the Beatty site, the
State does not plan to adopt an equival ent regul ation.

“Decomm ssi oni ng Record Keepi ng Docunmentation of Restricted Areas and
Spill Sites," 10 CFR Parts 30 and 40 (58 FR 39628) that became effective
on Cctober 25, 1993. It should be noted that this rule applies to al
licensees, rather than just those licensees required to file a
deconmi ssi oni ng pl an

"Sel f-CGuarantee as an Additional Financial Mechanism" 10 CFR Parts 30,
40, and 70 amendrments (58 FR 68726 and 59 FR 1618) that becane effective
on January 28, 1994. Note, this rule is designated as a Division 2
matter of conpatibility. Division 2 conpatibility allows the Agreenent
States flexibility to be nore stringent (i.e., the State could choose
not to adopt self-guarantee as a nethod of financial assurance.) |If a
State chooses not to adopt this regulation, the State’'s regul ation,
however, must contain provisions for financial assurance that include at
| east a subset of those provided in NRC s regul ations; e.g., prepaynent,
surety method (letter of credit or Iine of credit), insurance or other
guarantee nethod (e.g., a parent conmpany guarantee). This rule has been
redesi gnated as category D under the Conmi ssion’s new adequacy and
conpatibility policy. The rule affects only one Nevada |icensee and is
bei ng adopted by license condition.

“Uanium M || Tailings Regul ations: Conform ng NRC Requirenents to EPA
St andards,” 10 CFR Part 40 anendrment (59 FR 36026) that became effective
on July 1, 1994. This rule is not applicable as Nevada does not

regul ate section 11(e).2 material under the Agreenent.

“"Timeliness in Decommi ssioning of Materials Facilities," 10 CFR Parts
30, 40, and 70 amendnents (59 FR 36026) that becane effective on August
15, 1994. It should be noted that this rule applies to all I|icensees,
rather than just those licensees required to file a decomi ssioni ng

pl an.

The State has expressed the intent to adopt the followi ng regul ati ons on or

about

March 1, 1998:

"Preparation, Transfer for Commercial Distribution and Use of Byproduct
Material for Medical Use," 10 CFR Parts 30, 32 and 35 anmendnments (59 FR
61767, 59 FR 65243, 60 FR 322) that becane effective on January 1, 1995.
The State will tenporarily adopt the rule by license condition as
necessary.
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° “"Low Level WAste Shipnment Manifest Information and Reporting," 10 CFR
Parts 20 and 61 anmendnents (60 FR 15649, 60 FR 25983) that will becone
effective March 1, 1998. Agreement States are expected to have an
effective rule on the same date.

° “Frequency of Medical Exam nations for Use of Respiratory Protection
Equi prent,” 10 CFR Part 20 anendments (60 FR7900) that becane effective
on March 13, 1995. Note, this rule is designated as a Division 2 matter
of compatibility. Division 2 conpatibility allows the Agreenment States
flexibility to be nore stringent (i.e., the State could choose to
continue to require annual medical exam nations).

Nevada has not started to address the foll ow ng RULEMAKI NGS, but indicated the
intent to adopt the rules prior to the due date (three years after the
ef fective date given):

° “Performance Requirements for Radi ography Equi pment,” 10 CFR Parts 34,
(60 FR 28323) that becane effective on June 30, 1995.

° "Radi ati on Protection Requirenments: Anended Definitions and Criteria,"
10 CFR Parts 19 and 20 amendnents (60 FR 36038) that becane effective
August 14, 1995.

° “Clarification of Decomn ssioning Funding Requirenents," 10 CFR Parts
30, 40, and 70 anendnents (60 FR 38235) that becanme effective
Novenber 24, 1995.

° “"Conpatibility with the International Atom c Energy Agency," 10 CFR Part
71 anmendnment (60 FR 50248) that becane effective April 1, 1996.

o “Medi cal Administration of Radiation and Radi oactive Materials,” 10 CFR
Part 20.35 amendnment (60 FR 48623) that becane effective on Cctober 20,
1995.

° “Termi nation or Transfer of Licensed Activities: Record Keeping

Requirenments,” 10 CFR Parts 20, 30, 40, 61, 70 (61 FR 24669) that becane
effective on May 19, 1996. This requirenment need not be in effect unti
May 19, 1999.

° “Resol ution of Dual Regul ation of Airborne Effluents of Radioactive
Materials; Clean Air Act,” 10 CFR Part 20 amendnment (61 FR 65119) t hat
became effective January 9, 1997.

° “Recognition of Agreement State Licenses in Areas Under Excl usive
Federal Jurisdiction Wthin an Agreenent State,” 10 CFR Part 150
amendment (62 FR 1662) that becane effective on January 13, 1997.

° “Criteria for the Rel ease of Individuals Adm ni stered Radi oactive
Material ,” 10 CFR Part 20.35 anmendnent (62 FR 4120) that becane
ef fective on January 29, 1997.

As noted above, the rul es “Decomi ssioning Record Keepi ng Docunent ati on of
Restricted Areas and Spill Sites," and "Tineliness in Deconm ssioning of
Materials Facilities," apply to all licensees, rather than only to those
licensees required to file a decomi ssioning plan. The State has applied the
regul atory requirenents of the rules as license conditions on the one Nevada
licensee required to file a deconmm ssioning plan, but has not addressed the
requirements for the other licensees. The inconsistency was not identified
until after the on-site review was conpl eted and therefore was not discussed
during the exit nmeeting. The issue was discussed during follow up tel ephone
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conversations with the State. On this basis, the teamfinds that the State
needs to adopt both rules, or other generic legally binding requirements, in
order to assure consistency with the conmpatibility designations of the new
adequacy and conpatibility policy.

The team recomends that, as provided by the inplenenting procedures
(“Adequacy and Conpatibility of Agreement State Programs,” draft NRC
Managenment Directive 5.9, Handbook Part V), State regul ations or other generic
| egal |y binding requirenents equivalent to the NRC rul es be adopted as

expedi tiously as possible but not |ater than Septenber 3, 2000 (three years
after the Septenber 3, 1997, [62 FR 46517] publication of the final policy).

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamrecomends that
Nevada' s performance with respect to the indicator, Legislation and
Regul ati ons, be found satisfactory.

4.2 Seal ed Source and Device (SS&D) Eval uation Program

At the tine of the review, Nevada had no seal ed source or device manufacturers
nor were any applicants anticipated in the near future. The State, however,
does not wish to relinquish the authority to regul ate SS& manufacturers in
the future. The RHS Supervisor explained the State's provisionary plan as
fol |l ows:

Upon recei pt of an application for a sealed source or device
review by any licensee or after State licensure of a manufacturing
conpany in Nevada, BHPS will begin to take steps to devel op
proposed regul ati ons as appropriate, acquire additional staff
and/or train existing staff and devel op procedures to conduct
timely seal ed source/device review in accordance with NRC
criteria. Considerations to hire new staff or train existing BHPS
staff will address all technical disciplines such as nechanica
and/ or civil engineering expertise, radiation physics, etc., as
necessary for this program

Options for imrediate inplementation prior to full review program
devel opnent include: (a) informal or contractual arrangenents
with other Agreenent State(s) to conduct reviews or assist Nevada
as they devel op various conmponents of the mininum program (b)
contract with an outside consultant to conduct the review, or (c)
contract with NRC to conduct the review

Fundi ng for any of these options would be fromrevenue collected
fromthe applicant.

The review team finds this approach acceptable and recomends that Nevada's
performance with respect to the indicator, Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uation
Program be found satisfactory.

4.3 Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW Di sposal Program

The State has no separate LLRW program but instead regulates the LLRWIicense
in the same manner as any other conplex specific licensee. In the process of
eval uating this performance indicator, the review team studied the State's
responses to the questionnaire, evaluated the qualifications of the technica
staff, reviewed the State's witten procedures and pl ans, exani ned parts of
the site closure plan and associ ated docunments, reviewed surveillance and

i nspection reports, and interviewed the principal staff and nanagers assigned
to the LLRW project.
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The US Ecol ogy LLRWsite, located 11 miles south of Beatty, stopped receiving
LLRWon January 1, 1993. This decision was formalized by a settl enent
agreement signed by the Governor on Septenber 24, 1993. The site license

expi red Decenber 31, 1992, but will remain in effect until the licensee
conpletes their obligations specified in their |icense and regulations, in the
“Beatty, Nevada, Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility — Stabilization
and Closure Plan - Rev 1,” and in the | ease agreenent. Upon conpletion of the
licensee’s obligations, the US Ecology license will be transferred to the
State of Nevada which will assume all oversight responsibilities and becone
custodi an of the site. This transfer, according to State managenent, is
expected to take place later this year or sonme tine in 1998. Meanwhile, it
was verified through file evaluations that the State continues to closely

noni tor closure activities such as final trench capping, conpletion of
security fencing, and installation of trench markers. It is noted that this
LLRWsite pre-dates the waste site standards adopted in 10 CFR 61

The team verified by evaluation of State records and the settlement agreenent
that the State has the funding (approximately nine nillion dollars) and plans
to continue surveillance and necessary repair through inspections and
environnental monitoring for 100 years. The State currently owns the 80 acre
LLRWsite and | eases a 400 acre buffer zone surrounding the site fromthe U. S
Bureau of Land Managenment (BLM . The |ease expires in 2007; however, the
State is currently in negotiation to buy, trade for, or extend the |ease
before the expiration date. According to State managenent, upon transfer of
the license to a yet to be named State agency, that agency will assunme the
responsibility for control of all activities on the site indefinitely.

4.3.1 Status of Low Level Radioactive Waste Di sposal | nspection

The State continues to inspect the facility periodically for trench slunping,
security, posting, environmental sanpling, and other requirements inposed on
the Iicensee by the license, the regulations and the closure plan. The
State’'s frequency of inspection for the Beatty site is one year, the sanme as
specified in I MC 2800 and | MC 2401. However, due to public and politica
interests and the potential for changing conditions, the State often visits
the site on a nore frequent basis, conducting additional inspections during
nost visits. The annual inspection is considered conplete when all elenments
required for closure and/or long termsurveillance are covered. The review
t eam exam ned the reports for nine inspections conpleted during the review
period. There were no inspections in 1993. There were five inspections in
1994 to observe inmportant closure activities such as trench filling and
cappi ng. Conplete inspections were conducted in 1995, 1996, and 1997.

It is Nevada's policy to send witten confirmation of inspection findings to
the Iicensee within 30 days after the inspection, but only if items of non-
conpliance are found or if the licensee specifically requests the witten
confirmation. |If there are no findings or concerns, the State policy is to
present the results orally during the exit nmeeting. This was the case for the
ni ne i nspections conducted during the review period.

4.3.2 Technical Staffing and Training

In April 1995, the LLRW project nanager retired and, because the site was no
| onger accepting waste, he was not replaced. LLRWfunctions are now handl ed
by the RHS staff, under the direction of the RHS Supervisor. |In addition to
his other technical qualifications, the RHS Supervisor has taken all the NRC
LLRW speci alty courses and has 17 year’s experience in regulating the site,
both as a reviewer and inspector. The basic qualifications for the LLRW
program staff are the same as for the RAM program staff, as described in
Section 3.2, Technical Staffing and Training.
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Because of its proximty to the site, the Las Vegas office perforns nost of
the licensing and inspection activities, with their work reviewed by the RHS
Supervi sor. The Las Vegas Supervising Radiation Physicist has been directly
involved in regulating the site since 1978. He was trai ned and acconpani ed on
many inspections by the retired LLRWproject manager. He has taken all of the
pertinent courses and workshops given by the NRC and EPA. He, in turn, has
trai ned and assessed another Las Vegas technical staff menber to conduct

i nspection duties. This inspector now has five years of on-site inspection
experi ence.

In addition, RHS has ready access to geol ogists, civil engineers,
hydr ol ogi sts, and environmentalists within various State agencies or by
contract. The review team believes that the technical staffing and training
is adequate to neet the criteria for this indicator

4.3.3 Technical Quality of Licensing Actions

As expl ained previously, the site |license expired December 31, 1992, but will
remain in effect until the |licensee conpletes their obligations set forth in
the closure plan incorporated as a |icense condition on December 21, 1989, the
regul ations and the | ease agreenent. A licensee performance assessment was
performed at the time the plan was submtted.

Only two licensing anendnments were conpl eted during the review period, and
both were evaluated. The amendnents were ninor, involving a change of

address, deleting sone operational procedures, and clarifying by tie-down
exactly what activities the Iicensee nmust conplete prior to transfer of the
license to the State. These licensing actions were done by senior staff and
were fully acceptable to the review team Details of the reviews are included
i n Appendi x D

The team found through observation in Carson City and interviews with the Las
Vegas staff that applicable gui dance docunments such as the NUREGs that support
10 CFR 61 are avail abl e and used as needed.

4.3.4 Technical Quality of Inspections

The revi ew team eval uated all nine of the on-site inspections conducted by the
State during the review period. Two were evaluated in depth, and included in
Appendi x E. The Supervi sing Radi ati on Physicist and the inspector were

eval uated during the two casework reviews. The inspection reports were

conpl ete, thorough, and in accordance with NRC gui dance. Both had been

revi ewed by the supervisors in Las Vegas and Carson City.

No LLRW enforcenent actions were needed during the review period because the

i nspections revealed no itens of non-conpliance. However, the State does have
in place enforcement procedures with severity levels triggering specific

escal ated actions. These have been used effectively in the past to maintain
i censee conmpliance, and the RHS Supervisor assured the review teamthat the
enf orcenent procedures woul d be used as necessary.

Because of site closure, reduced activity, and the use of only senior

i nspectors, supervisory acconpani mnents specific to the LLRW program were no

| onger justifiable. However, the sane inspectors are acconpani ed annually by
policy for the radioactive material program The review teamfinds this
pol i cy acceptabl e.
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4.3.5 Response to Incidents and Al l egations

There were no incidents or allegations pertaining to the LLRW program duri ng
this review period. There have been reports by the U S. Geol ogical Survey
that they have found tritiumat a nonitoring well they operate in the buffer
zone outside the fence. These reports, however, were never formally submtted
to the State, only to the nmedia. According to program managenent, RHS, the
licensee, and a disinterested third party have continuously and i ndependently
nonitored for tritiumand other isotope migration and have found no evidence
of release on or off-site. The review team eval uated records including the
August 14, 1997, “Site Environmental Data Summary,” which included nore than
2,700 environmental sanple results taken by several different parties,
including State inspectors and contractors, during the period 1962 to 1997,
and found no support for the USGS report. These environnmental sanples include
soil, water, air, vegetation, and direct radiation, both on and off site.

Based on the | MPEP evaluation criteria for the above five performance areas,
the review team recomrends that Nevada's performance with respect to the

i ndi cator, Low | evel Radi oactive Waste Disposal Program be found

sati sfactory.

5.0 SUMVARY

As noted in Sections 3 and 4 above, the review team found that Nevada's
performance with respect to each of the performance indicators to be

sati sfactory. Accordingly, the review teamrecomended and the MRB
concurred, in finding the Nevada programto be adequate to protect public
heal th and safety, and conpatible with NRC s program

Below is a sunmary |ist of suggestions and reconmendations, as nentioned in
earlier sections of the report, for evaluation and inplenmentation, as
appropriate, by the State.

RECOMVENDATI ONS:

1. The review teamfinds that the State has not net the frequency of |IMC
1220 for the inspection of reciprocity licensees. The review team
recormmends that the State inspect a higher percentage of reciprocity
licensees, including high priority industrial radiography |icensees
operating in rural areas. (Section 3.1)

2. The revi ew team recomrends that the general training and qualification
procedure be adopted in witing. (Section 3.2)

3. The team recomended that the State review the incident files back to
the last event reported to NRC in 1995, and submit reports to NMED as
appropriate. At the MRB neeting, the State conmented that they had
conpleted their review and had subnmitted the appropriate reports. No
addi tional action is necessary and the State does not need to address
this reconmendation further. (Section 3.5)

4. The team recomends that, as provided by the inplenenting procedures
(“Adequacy and Conpatibility of Agreement State Programs,” draft NRC
Managenment Directive 5.9, Handbook Part V), State regul ations or other
generic legally binding requirements equivalent to the NRC rul es be
adopted as expeditiously as possible but not |later than Septenber 3,
2000 (three years after the Septenber 3, 1997, [62 FR 46517] publication
of the final policy.) (Section 4.1.2)
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SUGGESTI ONS:

1. The revi ew team suggests that the State provide a letter, or a short
formsimlar to the NRC Form 591, to the licensee indicating that no
viol ations were found as the result of the inspection, when appropriate.
(Section 3.4)

Good Practi ce:
It was noted that every new or renewed license is tied through |icense

condition to an attached cover letter which clearly explains the licensee’'s
responsibilities when the |icensee receives the |license.
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| MPEP REVI EW TEAM MEMBERS

Narme Area of Responsibility

Ri chard Bl anton, OSP On- Site Team Leader
Techni cal Staffing and Training
Response to Incidents and All egations
Legi sl ati on and Regul ati ons

Donald E. Bunn, California Status of Materials Inspection
Technical Quality of Inspections

Jack Hornor, RV, WCFO Technical Quality of Licensing Actions
Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uati ons
Low-| evel Radi oactive Waste Di sposa
Program



APPENDI X B
NEVADA
BUREAU OF HEALTH PROTECTI ON SERVI CES
HEALTH DI VI SI ON
RADI OLCd CAL HEALTH SECTI ON
ORGANI ZATI ON CHARTS
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| NTEGRATED MATERI ALS PERFORMANCE EVALUATI ON PROGRAM
(I MPEP) QUESTI ONNAI RE





