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Rulemaking Comments (74FR20235)

From: MacDougall, Robert
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2009 9:08 AM
To: Rulemaking Comments
Cc: Horn, Merri
Subject: FW: RIN 3150-AI12 comments

DOCKETED
USNRC

June 22, 2009 (2:00pm)

From: Caldwell, Brian [mailto:Brian.Caldwell@bakerhughes.com] OFFICE OF SECRETARY

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2009 8:59 AM RULEMAKINGS AND

To: MacDougall, Robert

Cc: Davis, Don L; Olivarez, Jose M "Joe"; Huber, David
Subject: RIN 3150-AI12 comments

Mr. MacDougall,
Baker Hughes Oilfield Operations Inc. has reviewed the draft language proposed for enhanced security requirements
regarding sealed radioactive sources used for oil and gas service logging, and have compiled the following comments
for your consideration.

1. Notification to NRC of changes to status of storage quantities within the required time frames (number of days
prior to aggregating a quantity equal to category 2 for example) is expected to hamper operational flexibility. In
some cases movements of applicable quantities requiring pre-notification may be required in much less timing
than 90 days. Baker Hughes would propose that as long as a corporate security plan addresses appropriate
security provisions for Category 1 and 2 sources, that the agency will allow greater flexibility in terms of reporting
time frames.

2. Under §37.1213 the requirement to notify a LLEA at least three days prior to beginning work at a temporary job
site for more than seven consecutive days. In some cases Baker Hughes service crews will not know a job will
last beyond 7 days until they actually deploy to the field and determine the specific job field conditions, effectively
creating a conflict with the draft requirement of 3 day notification to LLEA prior to the job. Most gas and oil
service providers using radioactive logging sources will face the same challenges. Baker Hughes recommends
changing the LLEA notification requirement criteria from seven consecutive days to 10 consecutive days, which
would allow enough operational flexibility to prevent LLEA notification conflicts. There should also be a
modification to the policy that outlines the requirements for notification if a well service provider finds themselves
in an unforeseen extended time at a rig site (in other words, a job which suddenly and for unforeseen reasons
becomes a job longer than 10 days). Oil field operations are typically faster than this time period with most jobs
taking less than 10 consecutive days. However, there are many factors once the job starts that can result in
extended time spent at the rig site. This is unforeseen and prior notifications based on this dynamic are not
practical.

3. The requirement for disabling transport vehicles should be modified as an exception for oil and gas field service
vehicles that may have to quickly evacuate the work area due to extreme hazard. Under certain operating
conditions such as fire or loss of well head pressure control, taking the extra time to overcome a vehicle disabling
feature could delay timely evacuation and result in bodily harm or death.

4. The requirement to have an alarm system monitored by a third party (see below draft wording) along with having
the video system monitored will result in substantial financial impact. Most Baker Hughes locations are not
manned all the time. Baker Hughes suggests clarifying wording that better answers the questions, would this new
requirement require service companies to have the video system monitored by a third party if the monitoring
station procedure (upon receiving an alarm) is to call LLEA?

(2) Monitoring and detection shall be performed by:
(A) A monitored intrusion detection system that is linked to an on-site or off-site central monitoring
facility,
(B) Electronic devices for intrusion detection alarms that will alert nearby facility personnel; or
(C) Visual monitoring by video surveillance cameras or visual inspection by approved individuals
or both.

5. What is the metric that will be used to determine compliance with §37.1209 (b) assessment?
6. A template for agency security program reviews would be helpful to ensure compliance with NRC expectations.
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Please don't hesitate to contact me at the numbers below should you have questions or need clarification on our
comments above. Thanking you in advance for the opportunity to comment.

Brian Caldwell
Global Radiation Safety Manager
Baker Hughes
1020 Rankin Road
Houston, Texas 77073
Office:713-966-3057 I mobile:832-451-0754
Email: brian.caldwell~bakerhuqhes.com
http: //www.bakerhucihes.com
Advancing Reservoir Performance
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