


Notice of

Violation 2

These statements by the licensee's representative were not accurate,
in that the computer log would not record all entries into the irra-
diator cell. Specifically, the computer would not record cell entries
when the source was in the down position., These statements during the
Enforcement Conference were material because they could have influ=-
enced the NRC review and investigation concerning whether the licensee
had the capability of detecting all entries into the irradiator cell
and whether there was the possibility that there had been keyless
entries which had not been detected and recorded.

During an Enforcement Conference with the NRC on April 26, 1989,
information provided by the licensee was inaccurate in that a licensee
representative in response to questions regarding when he first
became aware ot possible damage to the irradiator cell door knob wh.ch
led in part to the possibility of the door being forced open, stated
that he was not aware of any damage to the cell door knob until an
internal audit conducted on February 13, 1989. This statement was
inaccurate in that the licensee representative subsequently admitted
to an NRC investigator on June 22, 1989, that he was actually informed
of the damage to the door knob during the week prior to February 13,
1989. Furthermore, the information provided by the licensee was
inaccurate in that, in response to questions regarding whether the
licensee was aware that the door to the irradiator cell had been
forced open without the use of the key prior to the internal audit
conducted on February 13, 1989, licensee representatives denied having
such knowledge. This information was inaccurate i1n that one licensee
representative subsequently admitted to the NRC investigator on

June 22, 1989, that he had been informed by the licensee's former
Shift Supervisor/Irradiator Operator (Operator) prior to the audit
that the Operator had forced the door open and a second licensee
representative, although initially denying having knowledge of such an
entry, in interviews with the NRC investigator on June 21 and July 7,
1989, subsequentily admitted on July 7, 1989, that he had in fact been
told by the Operator prior to the Enforcement Conference that the
Operator had been able to force the door open without a key prior to
the February audit. These statements were material because they

could have affaectea the NRC's review of the adequacy of management's
response to «xisting deficiencies and problems.

During an investigation interview with an NRC inspector and
investigator on April 11, 1989, a former Shift Supervisor/Irradiator
Operator (Operator) provided information that was not accurate in all
material respects. The Operator volunteered information that he was
aware that two Operators had entered the irradiator cell by forcing
the loosened knob on the locked access door. This statement by the
Operator was inaccurate in that the Operator subsequently admitted to
the NRC investigator on June 8, 1989, that the Operators had actualiy
entered the cell by climbing over the cell door rather than .. forcing
the door open. This statement was material because it directly
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Notice of Violation 6

Contrary to the above, on March 23, 1989, the audible alarm
installed above the storage pool was only audible in the storage
pool room, and was not audible ir the control room.

2. Procedure 10.2.E.3. submitted in the letter dated June 7, 1988,
requires that the radiation monitor on the water treatment system
be checked for proper functioning monthly using a por. ble
radiation survey instrument.

Contrary to the ahove, for at least the three months prior to
March 1989, the menitor on the water treatment system had not
been checked for proper functioning using a portable survey
instrument,

These vic’ations have bean classifiec n the aggregate at Severity
Level II1 (Suaplements IV and VI1).

Cumulative Civil Peralty = $5,000 (4ssessed $1,000 for Violation A, $1,000
for Violation B, $1,000 for Violation C, $450 for Violation D, $100 for
Violation &, $100 for Violatiun F, $450 for Violation G, $450 for
Vinslation H.1, $450 for V.olation KH.2.)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Process Technology North Jersey
(Licensee) is heredy required to subait & written stztement or explanation to
the Director, Office of Enforcement., U.S. Nuclear Reguiatory Commission, within
30 days of the date of this Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civi)
Penalties (Notice). The reply should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice
of Violation" and should include for each alleged violation: (1) admission or
denial of the alleged violation, (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted,
and if denied, the reasons why, (3) the corrective steps that have been taken
and the results achieved, (4) the corrective steps that will be taken to avoid
further violations, and (5) the date when ful! compliance will be achieved. If
an adequate reply is not received within the time specified in this Notice, an
order may be issued to show cause why the license should not be modified,
suspended, or revoked or why such other action as may be proper should nct be
taken, Consideration may be given to extending the response time for good cause
shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, this
response shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10 CHR
2.201, the Licensee may pay the civil penalties by letter addressec to the
Director, Office of Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis<for, with a
check, draft, money order or electronic transfer payable to the Ti-easurer of
the United States in the amount of the civil penalty proposed above, or the
cumulative amount of the civil penalties if more than one civil pen:liy is
proposed, or may protest imposition of the civil penalties in whole or in part
by a written answer addressed to the Director, Office of Enforcemerc, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Should the Licensee fail to answer within the
time specified, an ovder imposing the civil penalties will be issued. Should
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