€«

S 000 NWWW@W
SDP/EA REQUEST & STRATEGY FORM
ETT T L

Disputed: |:|

Case Data

|| SDP/EA No.: ?’2004-065 { Number-IZl Docket No.: 403
Request Date: [4/28M04 57 Regorcfl;  Case Type: ,M;gﬁﬁj’ Sma)lEnhty'lleo
Licensee: Wf’i}nemaﬁ&;f ne:ns :

License No.: SUB-526

Insp. RptNo::  £::4,%.2004-003 - 25 ES:Fgkm -
) S B0 Lo g S S Bty ETITIT

Facts 0n12/2203,ﬂleﬁoerseehaddedaredanSAEnmpmseto 'potentxalpffsnetele ofwhatwaslate"rdetenmmedtobq

Wrongdoin ﬁ" IZI No [ ]ves

Ol Ref. R Ol Rpt &

DOJ Referral? ¥ie]No [€]Yes Ret.Date o _ :

Addiional Of 10 Investigating [Jotmoscstobanotied ] OVOE dispuiomemonesced
DAddibonalcoordnahonneeded [J Awatting Doy [ Needs coordination with DOJ

EEs“éélated Actlon

Consequence: Elmlilpotenw [xIreg impact [ Jwatuiness

PriorEsc. Acton? [xIde  [ves e~ Date:
ID Credit? [xIo [ves  [ltap st:0unl
CA Credit? Ol [xlves  [Creo Supp:Lvi]

CP? E]NoCPEIBase [CJooubieBase [_] other:
Discretion or Order?: [xIN [ Jves Egan:

Future Actlon ;il"'_f;i
Conferenoe'? [xlvo  [ves EOpe [Jciose  Additonal

/E-fn? [ Jno viokation Repanel |_|PECLetr [ ] Choiceleter Ecmcew SLVNOV B
R

legion Issue Esc. Action Full Package Review by HQ DEDR Review
Other Action?
Participants:  Region S.Sparks, C.Evans, D.Collins, J.Henson, D.H ariand
Ot F.Congel, G.Morell, C.Nolan OoGCO
ProgramOffice  R.Nelson,G.Janosko, M.Burgess Other
Remarks/Commentsiessons Leamed:

On 4/23/04, an enforcement re pane! was convened to determine the appropriate enforcement action in reference to the offisite release and
procedural related issues described above. The first panel (conducted on 3/24/04) concluded that two SL Il violations and a Choice call to the
licensee was appropriate. This decision was based on the Policy (no previous escalated enforcement) and the comective actions the licensee
had taken to prevent recurrence.
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Based on HQ's review ef the Choice Letter, it was detenmu t this case rther 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 Rl staft involved in the AIT to
provide more information in regards to the potential injuries that did/could have resulted to members of the public from exposure to UF as well
as HF. Predicated on the information provided by Rt 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
corrective actions went well beyond the regulatory requirements and that this information would need to be articulated in the letter to the licensee
issuing the enforcement action 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 icensee will be given credit for comective action which will result in a SLIII violation with no CP
(Supplement VI C.11 a).



