NOTICE OF gIOLATION
AN
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

P.X. Engineering Company, Inc. Docket No. 030-08572
Boston, Massachusetts License No. 20~15102-01
EA 90065

During an NRC inspection conducted on June 28-29, 1988, at the licensee's
facility in Boston, Massachusetts, and a subsequent investigation by the NRC
Office of Investigations, violations of NRC requirements were identified.

In accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC
Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1988), the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission proposes to impose a civil penalty pursuant to Section 234 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (Act), 42 U.S.C. 2282, and 10 CFR 2.205.
The particular vicolations and associated civi) penalty are set forth below.

A. 10 CFR 34 .44 requires that whenever a Radiographer's Ass’stant uses
radiographic exposure devicet, uses sealed sources or related source
handling tools, or conducts radiation surveys required by 10 CFR 34.43(b)
to determine that the sealed source has returned to the shielded position
after an exposure, he shal)l be under the persona)l supervision of a radio=
grapher The personal supervision shall include: (&) the radiographer's
personal presence at the site where the sealed sources are being used,
(b) the ability of the radiographer to give immediate assistance 1f
required, ind (c) the radiographer's watching the assistant's performance
of the operations referred to in this section.

Contrary to “he above, on a number of occasions between November 1987 and
June 28, 1988, an individual acted as a Radiographer's Assistant,
utilized a radiographic exposure device and was not adequately supervised
b{ a radiographer, in that the radiographer/Radiation Safety Officer
(RSO) was not watching the performance of operations including exposure
of the source.

B. 10 CFR 30.9 (a) requires, in part, that information provided to the
Commission by & licensee, or infcrmation required by the Commission's
regulations to be maintained by tne licensee, shall be complete and
accurate in all neterial respects.

Contray to the above, information provided by the licensee's RSO during
an interview with two NRC inspectors on June 28, 1988, was inaccurate in
that the RSO, in response to questions by the inspectors regarding the
RSO's personal presence during the performance of radiography by two
Ticensee employees, stated that he was personally present during all
radiographic exposures performed by both individuals. This statement by
the RSO was not accurate in that the RSO was not personally present at al!
times on all occasions when one of the individuals performed radiographic
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