
Meyer, Karen 

From: Lynch, James 
Sent: Monday, November 15,20101:57 PM 
To: Meyer, Karen 
Subject: FW: Oklahoma response 

From: Broderick, Mike [mailto:Mike.Broderick@deq.ok.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2010 8:40 AM 
To: Lynch, James 
Subject: Oklahoma response 

Mr: lynch: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Oklahoma Draft Report. In general, Oklahoma agrees with the findings of 
the report. We do have some comments on the finding regarding "Status of Materials Inspection Program", however. 
We agree with the factual data on this finding, and agree with Recommendation 1. However, we disagree with the 
rating for that indicator, which was "Satisfactory but needs improvement." Although we did numerically achieve that 
rating, as we discussed with you during the IMPEP review, the overwhelming majority of these late inspections occurred 
due to technical problems early in this IMPEP review period. Oklahoma self-identified the problem and undertook an 
effective corrective program. Since the Oklahoma program has had active and effective corrective measure in place well 
before the IMPEP, we believe that a lower rating does nothing to improve the program, or encourage the program to 
improve, and will have an unjustified negative effect on the program by lowering the image of the program in the eyes 
of agency management, elected officials, and the public. We believe a rating of "satisfactory" is appropriate. 

As discussed during the review, in 2006 we saw the retirement of Pam Bishop, the employee who had been assigning 
inspections using a very dated computer program which she had written herself and only she understood well, and also 
saw our transition to RADMAN, a computer program written by agency IT staff and a consultant. We use RADMAN to 
track and manage inspections and licensing activities. We encountered several problems in this transition, including a 
mistaken belief that Ms. Bishop had assigned inspections before she left to give us a cushion of assigned inspections for 
a year, and significant problems in data entry caused by relying on inspectors and license writers to enter dates 
inspections were completed and licenses were issued so we would know that initial inspections and recurring 
inspections were due. These problems were exacerbated by logic errors in the RADMAN reports that showed 
inspections due. Tracking down these problems took a sustained effort over a long period of time, but it is complete. 
The attached graph, showing inspections assigned after the latest possible due date, shows the sudden explosion of the 
problem starting in 2006, and the decline over succeeding years as we identified various causes and implemented 
corrective measures. I believe this problem may have affected Oklahoma more than it would a typical agreement state 
because of the large number of radiography licenses we have, which gave us a short term between inspections for a 
large number of our licenses. As we discussed, and you confirmed during your interviews with staff during the IMPEP, 
we have a strong corrective program using two different employees to check for unassigned inspections on a regular 
basis, using two different methods (manual scanning by "eyeball" and a separate electronic search ofthe database for 
empty fields in the "inspector assigned to next inspection" field. The enclosed graphic tells the story very well, including 
the rapid onset of the problem, our immediate corrective measures, and the decline in these inspections as we 
identified additional root causes and instituted countermeasures. 

Our work, with the support of NRC Region IV, to respond effectively to the problems identified in medical licenSing is 
bearing fruit. Jackie Cook of Region IV worked with our staff for two and a half days November 2-4 to give us a refresher 
on authorized user qualifications. We spent two days on authorized user qualifications, including reviews of actual 
casework in this area, and half a day with questions on other licensing areas. Our entire technical staff (including myself) 

1 

mailto:mailto:Mike.Broderick@deq.ok.gov


plus our staff attorney attended the two days of medical training. Ms. Cook was well-prepared and we greatly 
appreciate her going "above and beyond" to assist us with this. 

Be aware that we are working to minimize future problems that may be created by the medical licensing issues 
discovered by the IMPEP review. In general, we are working with licensees to acquire proper documentation 
for the medical authorized users that were erroneously approved, and we believe we will be able to accomplish 
that over time. For licenses where the licensee cannot or will not arrange for proper documentation, our 
attorney has indicated we may be able to amend the license to remove the improperly authorized AU. If this 
happens, we will ask the licensee to destroy all copies of the license that show the improper authorization. This 
is a work in progress, and will probably stretch out over several months. We commenced this effort in earnest 
after the medical training mentioned above was complete. 

Again, thank you for the work done by you and by the IMPEP review team. Feel free to contact me with any 
questions about this response, or about other aspects of our program. 
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Program Manager 
Oklahoma DEQ 
Radiation Management Section 
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