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THE UNIVERSITY OF hilCHIGAN
.

Scnoot or l'untic Hestru
Ann Annon, hilCulGAN 48109

Department of Environmental
and Ir.dustrial IIcahh

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert Alexander

FROM: Phillip Plato

DATE: July 6, 1979

RE: Progress Report No. 21, Contract No. NRC-01-77-180, June, 1979.

Results of Test 42

To date, 36 of the 59 processors (61%) have submitted their reported
doses for Test #2. The atta hed tables show the individual performance
of all processors for whoa 5a have results.

Although the number of processors reporting results for Test #2 has
doubled since last conth, the average performance for the various inter-
vals and categories has not changed significantly as shoun in Table 4.
Substantial laprovement in Test 92 co:apared to Test #1 can be seen in
Categories I, II, III, and IV.

The pilot study has provided' calibration sources that, for some pro-
cessors, were not previously available. A good example is the accident
intervals in Categories I and II. Test fl reflected the state of the
art before the pilot study when few processors bothered to calibrate above
a few rem. The improvenant in the accident intervals (interval 1 in Cate-
gories I and II) reflects calibration c :ta provided to the processors during
Test #1.

Pleese note the Test #2 results for processor f18. They are the first

processor to pass all eight categories!

_ Cal i b ra ti on s_

During June, we sent a report to NBS on our calibration of our two
ShonLa-Uychoff ionization chambcrs. Since we did not know the calibra-
tion factors previously deternined by NBS for these two chachers, our
report to "BS was reant to wrve as a quality control check on our cali-
bration abilitier. Ue recently lenrncd that most of our calibration
factors agreed t o uithin 11 of those r'easured by ':BS. Ue discovered one
error of omission made by ::RS and w4 differed uith NES by about 3% for
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one of our calibrations. In view of the latter two problems, we are re-

peating all cf our calibraticns.

Pilot Test Phase Report

Our contract for the pilot study requires that we submit a Pilot
Test Phase Report which contains the delivered and reported doses and
pass / fail analysis for each of the 21,000 dosimeters rradiated as part
of the pilot study. We Mve altered our computer prot am so it can pro-
duce a processor's rel (delivered and reported doses, together with

all of the pass / fail sf istical calculations) uithout the processor's

nane appearing. We have begun making these no-name copics for you as
part of the Pilot Test Phase Report which will be a 3500 page document.

Conplaints

Two processors questioned our delivered doses in Category II (high
energy X rays) and in Category III (low energy X rays). In cach case
the processors who were also irradiated at the same time were checked.
'Ibc results of our review supported our delive.ed doses. Our procedure
of irradiating dosimeters from six different processors simultaneously
continues to be helpful when a processor challanges a delivered dose.

Site Visits

During May, Dr. Iludson and I visited eight of the major commercial
processors to deternine uhy they were not showing a significant improve-
ment in Test "2 over Test #1. Our report on these visits was sent to
you with a copy to each of the eight processors we visited. We recently
received a letter from one of the eight processors in which they expressed
some problems uith our report. A copy of their letter, with the processor's
name removed, is attached.

The processor asked if clerical errors made by the contractor (us)
were included in our analysis. Our policy concerning clerical errors has
alunya been that:

1. If the error is out ; and is called to our attention, ue vill either
correct the probica or void the dosimeters in question.

2. If the error is the processor's, we will not change their reported-

d o s e :. -: in c e this icould undoubtedly not be allowed in a future man-
dator) tealing prograa.
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The processor also criticized he tone of our report which they thoughtconcluded that there is nothing wrong with the HPSSC Standard, only with
the processors. Our report summarized our observations and, in fact, this
processor was an exception to the general summary. Although we are not
prepared to retract any of our conclusions in the report, we are concerned
that the site visit report is being viewed as the final report on the
pilot study. It is not. It only summarizes our general observations
of these eight processais. We are still analyzing the mountains of data
the pilot study has g nerated and we are listening to the comments of the
processors such as the comments expressed in the attached letter. Our
final report, due in September, will contain all of our reconmendations
and conclusions concerning the Standard.

Finally, the processor has a ruggestion for a national standard
dosimeter which you aight find interesting.

Summary

The pilot study is on schedule. We are continuing our data anlysisef f orts required for Tast: 3.
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