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On 4/23/04, an enforcement re panel was convened to determine the appropriate enforcement action in reference to the offisite release and
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prooedural relatedlss_uesd%.crbedabove. The first panel (conducted on 3/24/04) concluded that two SL 1l violations and a Choice call to the

licensee was appropriate. This decision was based on the Policy (no previous escalated enforcement) and the corrective actions the icensee
had taken to prevent recurrence.
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Based on HQ's review of the Choi : determined that this case merited further discussion in regards to the severity level and

possible reconsideration to exercise discretion and/or propose a CP. A request was made to members of the Rll staff involved in the AIT to
provide more information in regards to the potential injuries that did/could have resutted to members of the public from exposure to UF, as well
as HF. Predicated on the information provided by Rl AIT members, the panel determined that there were no injuries/significant uptake and that
the potential for significant injuries from this event was not probable. Additionally, the panel concluded that the licensee’s response in regards to
cormective actions went well beyond the regulatory requirements and that this information would need to be articulated in the Choice letter to the
Tcensee as a basis for our rationale in not proposing a CP due to the offsite release of radioactive material. In accordance with the Policy and
the aforementioned, the ficensee will be given credit for comective action which will resutt in a SUII violation with no CP (Supplement VI C.11 a).



