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All correspondence with the Nuclear Regulatory Agency (NRC) will be reviewed first
by the department manager, then by the RSO and finally by the President of the Company.

In order to assure ourselves that all personnel involved with licensed activities
understands our license requirements and their responsibilities to the NRC , a letter has
been submitted to each of them which outlines these responsibilities and requirements , All
personal are required to return this document, their signature indicating that they understand
their responsibilities to the NRC and understand the company's license requirements.

To re-affirm the importance we place on complying with all regulations and procedures
and to make sure that every employee is committed to following these regulations, a formal
disciplinary policy has been established. The disciplinary action that could be taken ranges
from a written reprimand placed in the employees personnel file which would effect future
reviews, days off without pay and finally dismissal. This policy applies to all levels of
employment.

Since January, 1988 the NRC has inspected us three times; one by R.H. Ludun on
December 14,1988, the second by David J. Callus on August 9, 1989 and the third by Eric
H. Reber on May 31,1990, It appears that many of the changes we have initiated are
positive ones since all of these inspections revealed no violations.

In closing, 1 wish to state that we fully intend to provide you with complete and
accurate information at all times and have to best of our ability tried to instill this attitude in
each and every employe ., from management down to the technicians,

The response to the Notice of Violation is attached. If there are any questions please
feel free to contact me at my office,

Sincerely youts,
David §. Campbell
President



The following are the responses for the violations of the NRC regulation , as identified
during your inspection conducted on January 21 and 22, 1988,

Violation A

Violation B

We agree that the violation as stated did ocour. When the
radiographer, who is no longer with Briggs Assoc.ies, was asked why
he did not properly survey the exposure device his responce was that he
was nervous due to the prescence of the NRC inspectors and that when
he placed the survey meter against the side of the projector the mr/hr
reading obtained was the same as it was prior to the exposure.

In order to assure that the correct procedures are utilized, all of our
radiographers and radiographic assistants were reirained with regard to
the procedures used to survey the exposure device. In, addition, the
procedure as stated in our Operating and Emergency Procedure was
highlighted.

Since the date of the inspection we have performed 15
Radiographic Field Audits and in all cases the proper procedures in
performing this and all surveys have been utilized by out technicians. We
are in full compliance as of this date.

We agree that the violation did occur, The reason the cell was not
posted with a " Ceation - High Radiation " sign was due to a
misinterpretation of the regulations. The sign was not posted since the
high radiation area was inside the cell, this area is inaccessible , the sign
is not visible when the interior of the cell is a high radiation area, and the
cell is under continous survelliance when in use.

Upon notification of this violation the " Caution - High
Radiation " sign was immediately attached to the inside of the cell. To
avoid future violations, during the required monthly checks of the cell
alarm system, the posting of all required signs is also checked,

We have been in full compliance since January , 1988,



Violation C

Violation D

Violation E

L./

We agree that our shipping papers did not contain all of the
required information, Their are two reasons fot this, first of all we did
not fully understand the Dept. of Transportations Regulations and
during previous inspections these papers were reviewed and no mention
was ever made as to their incompleteness.

The Bill of Lading form has been revised to include all of the
information required by 49 CFR 172.202 and 172.203. These new
forms have been used since August, 1989 and all of our personnel have
been instructed in how to properly complete them.

The Radiographic Audits performed since November 1989 have
shown that the Bill of Lading Reports have been properly completed.
We have been in full compliance since August, 1989,

W @ agree with the violation. We did not retain the Utilization
Record because the activity was performed for the sole purpose of a
safety audit and the exposure device did not leave the cell.

In order to avoid any future violations we have revised our
Radiographic Field Audit Report to include a statement that if an
exposure device is assigned te any of our personnel for the
purpose of performing a safety audit then a copy of the utilization form
will be attached to the audit report.

Since the time of the inspection il audited activities have been
performed during scheduled raiographic inspections and required
Uti'ization Reports have been completed and maintained. We have been
in compliance since February ,1988.

We agree that the violation did occur, According to our records the
individual in question performed radiography as a trainee on during the
mont} of December 1987, He abruptly left our employment in January,
1988 giving us no notice or forwarding address. He did not turn in the
film badge which was assigned to him nor did he record his daily
dosimeter readings on the required form, because of this we did not
have his exposure history when the inspection occurred on January
21,1988,
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Violation F
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To correct the situation we have estimated his exposure »ased on
the exposures of the radiographer and the radiographic assistant who
were training this individual on the days for which no exposure history
is available.

In order to assure that this situation does not happen again , all
personnel have been instructed to submit their radiation exposures daily.
In addition, more stringent controls over the iss' ==, retrival and
shipment of all film badges have been institute v assure that radiation
history for all personnel are complete and accurate.

A review of the film badge and dosimeter logs which is performed
monthly has revealed that all records of exposure are complete and that
we have been in compliance since February, 1988,

We agree that 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20 nor a document
describing their location was not posted on January 22, 1988, At the
time of the inspection we were in the process of relocating the Non-
Destructive Testing Department ( Radiography) to « differnet area of the
building and al! of the material incluaing the above which had been
previously posted had been removed and had not been reposted.

In order to assure that we have no future violations with respect to
this regulation we have posted the required materials in thiee separate
locations within the building. As of this date we are in full compliance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 19.11(a) (1) and (b).



