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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D .C. 20556

i 2 ks December 23, 1993 e

SECRETARY

OFFICE OF THE 4 W

MEMORANDUM FOR: B. Paul Cotter, Jr.
Chief Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing rd P el

FROM: Samuel J. Chilk, s.crctaryﬁ

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR HEARING SUBMI 4
CAMEO DIAGNOSTIC CENTRE, INQG.

Attached is a request for hearing dated Decamber 17, 1993 ind
submitted by Cameo Diagnostic Centre, Inc. (Docket No. 30-29567)
in response to an "Order Imposing A Civil Monetary Penalty"”
issued by the WRC sStaff on November 24, 1993. The Order was
published in the Federal Register at S58FR64341 (December 6,
1993). (Copy Attached)

The request for hearing is being referred to you for appropriate

actian in accordarce with 10 C.F.R. Sec. 2.772(3).
Attachaents: as stated

cec: Commission Legal Assistants
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Paul Rosenbaum, President

Cameo Diagnostic Centre, Inc.
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CAMEO DIAGNOSTIC CENTRE, INC.
SPECIALIZED MEDICAL IMAGING AND MEASUREMENTS
155 MAPLE STREET / SPRINGFIELD. MA 01108

93 OG0 21 Pé A

(413) 788-7000

Director, Office of Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cammission
washington, D.C. 20555

REQUEST FOR AN ENFORCEMENT “EARING

Docket No. 030-29567
License No. 20~-27908-01
EA 93-005

Licensee submits this request in response to the ORDER IMPOSING A CIVIL MONETARY
PENALTY.

Licensee claims such order is unreasonable; is yet further harassment of licensee.

Licensee proposes Enforcement Hearing be held in the Federal Building, 1550 Main
Street, Springfield, Massachusetts.

Licensee, as the appelant, should have and does demand the right to broaden the
scope of issues to be considerea at the hearing; to include distorted or omitted
facts thereby inducing the Commission to charge licensee with Violation I.A and
1.B of the NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY; also
whether malice toward licensee was the factor influencing the Commission's de-
cision to declare licensee as having been in violation of its requirements.

Licensee will, in accordance with 2CFR 2.720, exercise his rights to request is-
suance of subpoenas to secure evidence and documents; to compel testimony, oral
or written, from certain NRC staff :nd NRC Cammssioners.
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4. A

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Mh&wm Byprocct dasiriahe
Licenss Mo, 34 1 ERS-01]

Receipt of Petition for Dirsctor's
Decision Under 10 CFR 2.208
Agvanced Medical Sysiemas, INC.

Notice is hereby given thet the
Nuciser Regulatory Commission Staff
has received s Petition dated August 2,
1993, fled by William B. Schatz on
bet - 'f of the Northeast Ohio Regional
Sewer District ["Pstiticner”™ or
*District”). The Prtition requests
pursuant to 10 (FR 2.206, that the NRC
{nstitute & procesding to modify the
Loense of Advanced Medical Sysiemms,
Inc {“AMS”) to require, inter alig, that
AMS provide adequate fnancial
gssurance 1o cover public Dahility
pursuant to sectios 170 of the Atomic
Energy Ant of 1854, as amended. 42
U.S.C 2210, Ths Distnict aliepes s
{ollowing beses kar Lhus request: (1)
There is ¢ larpe volume of svidenos
indicsting prior discharge of cobalt-60
the sanitary sewer, and (2) bundreds
loose cobalt-60 remeln i

AMS's London Road facility
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This portion of Petitioner's request is
peing treated as & seperste matter from
ristrict's Petiticn pursuant to 10
of March 3, 1993, receipt of

ensess LD 1

jistrict fom NRC Lic
befare relesse of

{ipastivity into Lhe sarutary sewer, Ir
view ol Lhe s larity of Lhus issue 1O Lhe
subject of 8 rulemaking peUTOD already
fln rel 1 150 dsted August
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Camea Disgrostic Cantri, .,
Springheld, Meusach setty; Onder
imposing & Chvil Monetary Penatly

[Docket No. C30-29567 e Lioanse Mo, 30~
780801 and EA B-008]

Camoo Disgnostic Centre, Inc.
(Licenses), Springfield, Massachusetts,
is the nolder of Byproduct/Source
Maeterial License No. 201790801
(License), issued by the U.S. Nuciear
Kegulstory Commission (NRC or
Commission) on Janusry 80, 1987, The
Licsnss suthorizes the Licenses to
peiform diegnostic proosdures with
redicective byproduct material and to
store Promethium-147, io sccordance
with the conditions specified therein
o

On December 28, 1992, the NRC
periormed an inspection of Licensed
sctivities at the Licanses & facility
During the inypection, nine violations of
ARC reguirements were identified. A
written Notice of Violstion and
Proposed lmposition of Civil Penalty
(Notice) was served upon the Licenses
by letter dated April 16, 1983, The
Notice states the nature of the
violations, the provisions of the NRC's
requirements that the Licenses had
violsted, and the amount of the civil
penalty proposed for the violstions
The Licensee responded 10 the Notics

June 11 and July 23,1993, In its
response. the Licenses objects to the
charscterization of Vicletions LA and
LB as “willful”, and to the clessification
of these viclations st Severity Level IIL
protests the civil penalty essessed for
Viclstions LA and LE, and requests
remission of that penalty

b e
[ore)

‘:__‘e-vr
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~ i
giaff bas derermined. &s sot forth in the
Appendix to this Order, thet the
vicistions occurred s steted (o the
} 2. the Severity Level classificztion
s epproprisie. and the penelty propased
for Violetions LA and LB shouid be
el
\"'
D View ¢ W forepoing ant pursuant
84 fc e A Eoergy At

of 1954, s umended (Act), €2 USLC
2222, and 10 CFR 2208, Bt &s haredy
ardered that
The Licenses pey & civil penalty o
the emount of $1.750 within 30 deys of
the date of this Order, by check, drafl,
order, or slectronic trensfer,
10 ths Treesurer of the United
snd mailed to the Directar, Office
of Enforosment, U.S. Nuclesr Regulatory
Commissian, ATTN: Document Control
Deck, Washington, DC 20355

v

The Licenses msy request ¢ bewing
within 30 days of the date of this Orger
A request for @ hearing should be cleariy
merked ss 8 “Raquest for an
Enforcement Hearing™ and shall be
sddressed 1o the Directar, Offics of
Enforcement, U.S. Nuclesr Fegulatory
Commission, Washingion, DC 20535
with & copy to the Commission’s
Document Control Desk, Washington,
DC 20555, Copies also shall be sant 10
the Assistant General Counsel for
Hearings and Enforcement &t Lhe sme
sddress and to the Regional
Administratar, NKC Region L 475
Allendale Road, Kiug of Prussis,
Pennsyivanis 19406

If » bearing is requestad, the
Commission will issue an Order
designsting the time and place of the
bearing. If the Licensee fuils Lo request
s hearing within 30 days of the date of
this Order, the provisions of U der
shall be effective without furths
proceedings. If peyment bas oot been
made by that iine, the matier mey be
referred (o the Attorney General for
collection

In the svent the Licenses requesis &
hearing as provided above, e issues (O
be considersd at such heanng shall be

(a) Whether the Licenses was in
violation of the Comumission s
requirements s set forth (o Viciations
LA and LB of the Notice referenced in
Section [ sbove, end

(b) Whether, on the besis of suct
violstions, this Order should be
pusteined

Deted st Rockvills, Maryiand, this 2410 Qa)y
of Novembey 1981

For the Nuciear Keguisiory
Hugh L Thompeen. Jr..
Deputy Executrve Derector for Wuclear
Motenais Safety, Sofeguards and Uperauons
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licanses to the Notice in two  support of its contention that the two
Istters, dated June 11 and July 23, 1993, _vio were poi willful, the licensee
and objects to the charectenzationof states that it informed the NRC staff on
Viclations LA and LB as “willhd”, Octobsr 21, 1992, tha! the licenses was
objects to the classification of Violations moving the facility to 8 new sddress,
LA and LB at Severity Level I protests and again on November 10, 1992, after
mavﬂpnd?wbwohum the move was completed. The licenses
LA and LB, and requests remission of contends that gince the NRC did not
thast ty. The NRC's evaluations and issus &0 immediste “cease and desist
conclusious .ag the Licsnses's order”, the change in locaticn of
request arw &s follows: lsc&:!ndgvtudidna:l‘nm
radiologl cance, and therefare
1. Restatement of Vialations Assessed @ o000 o an example of & Severity

Qivil Penaity

LA 10 CFR 35.13(s) requires that &
licensee apply for and must receive &
license emendment before it edds to or

s the sreas of use or sddress or
addresses of use identified i the
cp&?tlon or on the license. .

trary 1o the above, as of November
3.19962, the licensee changed the
sddress and location st which
byproduct material wes used from 110
Mapie Street. Springfield.
Messachusetts to 155 Maple Street,
Springfield. Massachuseris, and toe
licensee did not receive an amencment
to suthorize the change of Jocation untl
January 12, 1983,

LE. 10 CFR 30.9(e) requires, in part,
thet information provided to the
Comumission by & licenses be cotplete
and accurste in ell material respects.

Contrary to the sbove, the licensee did
ot provide to the Commission,
information thet was complets and
accurete in all meterial respects.
Specifically, the licenser did not inform
the Commission thet it bad begun using
licensed material et its new jocation
(155 Maple Street, Springfield.
Massachusetts), even though the
licensee was reminded. io telephone
convarsstions with the NRC on
November 12, 19, and 25,1982, and in
@ letter dated November 13, 1982, that
licensed materials could not be used at
the new location until & license
amendment was obtained. This
informetion was material because, had
the correct information been known, it
would bave resulted in scton by the
NRC to prohibit licensed activity et the
new sdcress until 8 Lcense amendment
bad been granied

These violstions represent & Seventy
Level I problem (Supplements VI and
VII.

Civil Penairy--§1.750

2 Summary of Licensee Response
Contesting the Seventy Level I
Classificcuon of the Violations in
Section |

The licensee, in its responsa, argues
that Vicletions 1.A and 1 B do not £ the
Sevenity Level I classificstion «nd that
the vicletions were =~ .urul. In

&(;.wdlhcﬂlc -

orcement Policy). In pertinent part,
that example states: “* * * & change in
the location where licensed activities
we conducted, or where Licensed
meterial is being stored whers the new
facilities do not meet safety guidelines;
or & change io the quantity or type of
ndxo-mvommwbt:rpmudc
used thet bas recuological significance.”

3. NRC Evalugtion of Licensee Response

Somes medical sctivities

cenducted by Cameo Diagnostic Cantre

ire &n license while others do
pot The issue is not whether the
licenses informed NRC that it was
moving (or bad moved), but rather -
whether the Licenses willfully
conducted NRC-licensed scuvities st the
pew address before i received & License
amendment that sutharized it to do so.

During the time period wheo the
Licenses informed the NRC staff that it
was mooving (and that it bad moved), the
NRC staff communicated with the
licenses repeatedly to ensure thst the
licenses was not conducting NRG-
licensed activities st the new sddress.
These communications occurred during
& face-to-face meeting with Mz, Paul
Rosenbaum, the licenses's President on
October 21, 1962, and, after the move,
during telephone conversations with
Mr. Rosspbeum on November 12, 19,
and 2%, 1992, and in & letter dated
November 13, 1982, Despite thess
communications, Mr. Rosenbsum
continued to conduct NRC-licensed
activities st the new sddress, which was
not an suthorized location of use on the
NRC licanse (Violstion LA), and failed
to inform the NRC staff that he was
doing so {Violstion 1.B}.

When the NRC staff did learn that
NRC-licenssd material was baing used
st the new sddress in violstion of the
NRC license, the NRC staff put an
{mmediste stop to this unsuthorized use
by notifying the licenses's dally
suppliers of NRC licer.sed material that
License No. 20-27808-01 did not
authorize receipt or use of NRC-licensed
material st the new sddress. Thus, there
was Do oeed to issue au Order.

Level [T viclation given in Supplement
Enforcemsnt Policy

informed by the NRC staff that NRC-
lcensed material could not be used

& new location without s license
amendment Nonethelsss, Mr.
Rosenbaum continued the use of
licensed material at the unsuthorized
pew location, and did pot inform the
NRC that such use was ocowrring This
unsuthorized use of meterial. and the
fallure to report such use to the NRC,
potwithstanding the multiple
potifications from the

demonstrates. &t @ minimum, & careless
disregard for NRC requirements, if oot 8
delibersts sttempt to circumvent the
reguletions by Mz. Psul Rosenbaum, the
Licensee's President. Therefore, the
violations were clearly willful, as that
term is used in the Enforcament Policy.

4. Summary of Licer ee Response
Requesting Mitigation of the Qivil
Penalty

The licenses protests the civil penaity
and requests remission on the basis that
the violations in Section | of the Notice
were not willful, aznd did not represent
s Seventy Level [II problem. The
licenses also states that the $1.750 civil
penelty, being & 250% increase over the
$500 buse ty, was sutirely
unfustified, and was based oo personel
animus.

8. NRC Evaluation of Licensee Response

The reasoning that the NRC staff used
in determining that the two violstions
were willful, and incressing the seventy
level classificstion to Seventy Level I
based on the willfulness, is explained in
Section 3 sbovs.

The Enforcement Policy, Section VIEB.
siates that civil penalties are proposed
(ebsent mitigeti* g circumstances) for
Severity Level IIl violstions and mey be
pm?aud for any willful violastion. As

xp ained in the NRC's April 16, 1883
letter, in azsessing the civil penaity
erpount, the base civil penaity was
escaleted by 250% because: (1) NRC
identified the violstions (50%); (2) the
licenses had extensive prior opportunity
to correct the violstions because of the
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no:mpmddb_vtbomg,l mhdaylmmdm Restotemnerd of Viclation LD
telephone communications, and letisr “Hves. ‘ require
documented above (100%); and (3) the Contrary to the sbove, an hay 51, ~ ﬂﬁ,ﬁﬂ‘;’?ﬂa m.mn.'u;
durstion of the violstions continued 1968, July 5, 1988, August 29, 1988, ts used to show compliance

frome Novamber 3, 1963, through -
Decermber 11, 1963, and the NRC stalf
had 1o (otervens to put & stop to them?
(100% ). These escelutiog faciors ware
applied in sccordance with the
Enforcement Policy, Section VIB.2
While the Boensee assarted that the
enforcement action was based oo
“personal animus”, the licenses did not
mn the application of the
wscaletion/mingation factors in the
Exforcement Policy

With respact 1o the Licenses s
contention that this soforonment scian
was based on “parsonal animus’”,
sscaleted anforcement actians, such as
the ore iovoived hers, are arved at
aftar & multi-disciplicary and muit-
leve! management review, whicl
includes legal and technical parsonnel
&t both the NRC Regiooal and
Headgquarters level. This review ensures
that & proposed enforcement sCLOD 18
taken 10 sccardance wilh the guidance
in the Exforcement Policy: and that he
acLion is fir, objective and

mmensurate with the seventy of the
viclstions.

8. NRC Conclusion

The NRC concludes tha! the Licenses
has not provided an sdequate bems for
changing the charscterization of
Viclations LA or 1.B as wvailhul, changing
the classibcaton of Lthess violstons &t
Seventy Level [T, or mitigeting the cvil
peneity. Accordingly, the NKC has
determined that & monetary civil
persity in the amoun! of $1.750 should

08 LT DOseC

Evaluation of Viclations Not Assessed &
Civil Fenalty

Of the violations no! assessed » cvil
penalty, the Lcenses sdmitted

P -
YiG.e s UA

CE DE andll
denied Violslic

vy

e N T "
nE .

A, ARG LG
Restotement of Vicloton O.C

0 CFR 35.82(s

S eonsaoesd
@ Ol DYDP X

permits 8 Loentes io
3 uet materiel with o

physical balf-Life of less thaz 65 cays in

oréinary trash, provided. in part, that

the Licenses first holds suck byproduct

As documenied r & Demand for Information
{srued 10 the Loanses op Decmuber 17, 1993 (BA
$2-348 the NRL 3l lewrned of the voiaLons 00
Decammter 15,1982, snd sabed My Rossnbeum W0
volus an!y agree W $10p using NRI » Lsed
WEErali &' e uneuldor 2ad l0CeL o howers
M Foseubeums refused The NRT slall Den had &

bl & $10p 10 U Molatowts by powlying the
anses 5 daly suppliers et the Lomnee did B2
euthorizs recmp! or use of NRO Loansed malerial ol

AL L 50 OTERL

Decsmbeyr 20, 1990, June 28, 1981,
Decembar 8, 1991, and May 28, 1982,
the licensew disposed of techoetium-
#0m in ordinary trash without first
holding scane of this material for decsy
& miniown of ten half-lives
Specifically, licunses persctinel
informed inspectors during the
inspsction that for all of these datss
when the wasts materia] was di
some of the waste material had been
5-mm-d during scans

uring the 60 hours prior to the
disposel, and thersfore that materisl was
not beld for & minimum of 10 hali-lives
(80 bours for tschostium-$0m) prioe (o
disposal.

This is & Severity Lavel V viclation
(Supplement VI).

Summary of Licanses Response Danying
Violation 0.C

The licenses denies that it violsted
the requirement to hold byproduct
matenial with & physical half-life of iess
than 6% days for decay s minimum of
ten ball-lives before disposal in ordinary
trash. The licenses indicated thet NRC
lnspeciors made an sassumption that
waste discarded on deys other than &
Monday had less than 60 hours (ten
times the half life of technetium-90m
commonly used by the licenses) old
byproduct material waste

NRC Evaluation of Licensee Response to
Violotan 0.C

During the inspection, Mr
Rosenbeum indicated to the inspectors
that be did not snsure that technetium-
99m waste hed decaved for ten ball-
lives prior to disposing of it.
Specifically, Mr. Rosenbeurn stated that,
if be disposed of werte at the end of the
dav end a patient procedurs had been
petormaed thet day, then the wasts from
the procedure was (u the waste that be
dusered, Mr. Rosenbsum stated that, so
long as & survey of the beg containin
the waste indicated background levais
the bag wes disposed as ordinery waste
The inspectars determined fom e
review of the licensee's records that
disposals bad been mads on certain
dstes and that a technetium-99m patient
procedure had besn performed without
60 hours prior to those disposals. Thus
the vicletion is bised on Mr
Rosenbeum's statements end the
ingpectors’ review of the licenses's
rocords. and not mere “sssumption” as
Lhe licensee argues. Accordingly, the
NRC staff muuntains that the viclstion
did occur

with 10 CFR part 33 on all scales with
readings up to 1000 millirem per bour
with & radiation source, and tmun
licanses mnspmicumnly pots on the
{nstrumsnt spparent exposure rale
from & dedicsted check source as
determined at the time of calibration.

Coptrury to the above, as of December
28, 1992, fouwr COV-700 Geiger-Muslier
survey iostruments used by the licsuses
to show compliance with 10 CFR part
35, had not bean calibreted oo the
lowest scale, which has & maximum
reading of 0.5 millirem per hour, end
that is the scale most commonly used at
the Licanses's facility. Furthermors, the
:_gpu‘m exposure rete from s dedicated

ock source as determined et the ime
of calibretion was not canspicucusly
noted on the instrument from April §
1987 through December 29, 1062

This is & Severity Level IV viclation
(Supplement VI).

Summary of Licenses Response Denying
Violation 1.D

The licenses denisd the violation
{ovolving survey instruments not
calibrated on the lowsst scals (with &
meximum reeding of 0.8 mr/hr) that is
most commonly used et the fecility. The
licenses wdmits that the lowest scale
wes pot calibrated, but denjes tha! it
was the most commonly used scale.

NRC Evalustion of Licensee Response o
Violotion O.D

10 CFR 35.51(a)(3) requires that the
Licensee calibrate all sczies of survey
instruments which measure rscisticn
levels up to 1000 millirem per bour in
the mweanner descnibed. From March 1888
to the time of the inspection, the
Licenses did not have the lowest scale of
its four COV-700 Gelger-Mueller survey
instruments calibrated. Furthermaore,
when, during the ingpection, the
tecinologists demonstrated their
method of performing the various
routine surveys, they indicated
specifically that they use the most
sensitive scals of thess survey
instruments which is the lowest scale
Therefors, the NRC concludes that
failure 10 calibrete the lowest scale of
rurvey instruments constitutes &
viclation of 10 CFR 35.51(a)(1)
Restatemnent of Violation .G

Condition 14 of Amendment 3 of
License No. 202790801 requires Loa!
licensed msterinl be possessed and used
in sccordance with statements,
representations, and procedures
contained {n an application dated
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{nvolving its {ailure to perform &rea
surveys of the dispensing, preparsuon.
and imagng aree afler sach ure
involving use of Licensed waterisl The
Licenses contends that the term “sach
procedure” axd the violation ss written
are too vegue and without substastive
meaning.

NRC Evaluation of Licensee Response 1o
Vialotion 0.G

The licensoe's lotier dsted November
20, 1986 stated thal “'area sUIveys will
be performed afier sach procedurs”. The
licenses's epplication, dated October 8,
1986, in ltem 17, requires that ares
gurveys include dispensing.
preparstion, injection, and imeaging
aress. In the context of this Licenses
submitial. the NRC understands the
term “procedurs” 1o refer to & patient
{maging procedure. As documented in
the inspection report, during the
inspecticn, the licensee's technologist
reported to the NRC inspectors that only
the injection aree was surveyed after
sach pstient imaging procedure. Ths
licenses did not meet the requirement
because the dispensing, preparstion,
and imsgiog areas where NRC-licensed
material was used for the patient
imeging procedure were Dot surveyed &t
the conciusion of the patient procedure.

The violstion uses the same words &s
the licensee did in its submittal Henos,
the Licensee's questio of the
meaning of the term “ea procedure”
and the argument that the vicletion is
vague are withou! ment Therefore, the
NRC muntains that the violation
sccurred as stated in the Notice.

NEC Conclusion

The licensee bas not provided an
sdequate basis for withdrawal of
Violaticas 0.C, ILD or ILG. Therefors,

nzﬂdn.mon other that the
nses is subject to all .
regulations, and orders of the
Commimnovuhmmm
Ths facilities consist of two
mmﬂudwwmannnudonho
ﬁm‘ 's two sites, Turkey Point Units
8 and ¢ located {n Dede Oountx. Florida,
«nd St Lucie Plent Units 3 and 2
loaudln&udlc:mny.ﬂcuh

Tytle 10 CFR 73.88, “Requirerents for
&hyﬂml protection of licensed activities

nuclear reactors against
rediclogical sabotage.” parsgre b (a), in
part, states that “The licenses
establish and maintain en onsite
physical protection system and security
orgenization which will have as its
objective to provide
activities kovol
waterial are not
defense and security and do not
constituts an unreasonable risk to the
public beaith and safety.”
R.:?.x.:a" 73.55(d). "Mh {1), specid

irements,” parsgraph (1), specifies
that “The licenses shall control all
points of personnel and vehicle acosss
into s groucud ares.” 10 CFR
73.55(d)(5) requires that “A pumbered
&cmn bedge identification rystem shall
used for all individuals who are

suthorized access 1o protected arwas
without escort.” 30 CFR 73.55(d)(5) also
siates that an individual not smployed
by the licensee {i.e.. contraciors) mey
suthorized access to protected areas
without escort provided the individual
“receives & picturs badge upon entrance
[oto the protecied ares which must be
returned upon exit from the protected
wed T8 aw

The licenses proposed to impisment
an alternative unescorted scoess control

. A4
October 8, 1986, and & letiar dated - the NRC staff comciudes that these system which would sliminsts the need
mmzo;ng:m;vdmm& viclations ocourTed as mated. . uw.::‘nuimu.::u-nh
dated Novem 1988, requires Doc. §3-36727 Plled 13-3-63. 8:45 sl location and would allow
area FUIVOYS De after sach :'u.n'na.“ all individuals with unescorted access
og;:mmm-ppumm to keop thair badge them when
d Octobe u.uu.nqnfm aree e . v o
preperunan. injection. snd imagiog % ¢ 73.85(d)(8) s to allow
Conmtothubon.no!n-mbc NI '°'mm“:d‘"" mc"u;m nhthdl o!:;lmm of 5
2.:.‘1’:‘92'.‘:;'0( ey 4, 5L Lucie Plant Units 1 and 23 lstiors dated October 13, Non:blty
araticn, and imaging areas afisr Exemption 2, 1993, the licenses an
Tk procedure. . the 1 | exas “ﬁ?mhmmwwf
licauses performed surveys of anly the Florids Power and Company 10 CFR 73.85(d)(3) purpose.
injection ares mgtuchpmdm. (the umm)hmmofhdhﬂ m
This is o Sevarity Lavel IV vislation gmmmlumumlnd Pursusst to 10 CFR 73.5, “Specific
(Supplement V1. R-41, which suthorizs operation of exsmptions.” the Commission may.
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