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St. Francis Hospital
3401 Ludington Street * Escanaba, MI 49829 * 906/786-3311

5-16-94

Inspection Department
Region III
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Dear Sirs:
..

Orb,O-G-93 wd sent letter concerning the results of p'dafsty-inspectiona

chrrtis'd out by Mr. Thomas Young from your department o g8-23-93. ,As of yet i

we have not received a reply informing us if our instrument 3tton and
explanation is adequate or not.

We would like to have some type of documentation on file regarding this
matter in the event of another inspection and/or need to purchase a fourth
survey meter.

I have enclosed copies of the prior correspondence on this matter.

Sincerely,

/'
Roy P. Die f
Huclear Medi ine Technologist
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LICENSEE:
The inspection was an examination of the activities conducted under your license as they relate to radiation safety and to compliance with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) rules and regulations and the conditions of your license. The inspection consisted of selective examinations of
procedures and representative records, interviews with personnel, and observations by the inspector. The findings as a result of this inspection are as
follows:

1. Within the scope of this inspection, no violations were observed.

2. The inspector a!so verified the steps you have taken to correct the violations identified during the last inspection. We have no further
questions on those actions at this time.

3. During this inspection certain of your activities, as described below or attached, were in violation of NRC requirements. This form is a
NOTICE OF VIOLATION, which is required to be posted in accordance with 10 CFR 19.11.

A. was not properly posted to

indicate the presence of a 10 CFR 20.203(b),(c),(d),(e) or 34 A2.

B. of sealed sources were not

performed at the proper frequencies.10 CFR or License Condition Number

C. Records of were not properly maintained.

10 CFR or Ucense Condition Number

D. Documents were not property posted or otherwise made available.10 CFR 19.11.

E. Reports or notification of ,
were rot made in accordance with

10 CFR or Ucense Condition Number
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I hirtby state that, within 30 days, the actions described by me to the inspector will be taken to correct the violations identified in the items checked
cbovs TNs statement of corrective actions is made in accoraance with the requirements of 10 CFR 2.201. No further response will be submitted
unliss required by the NRC.

IGNATURE - UCENSEE DATE SIGN URE - NRC INSPECTOR DATE
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St. Francis Hospital License No. 21-16481-01
ATTN: Jesse Weaster Docket No. 030-11102

Director of Radiology
3401 Ludington St.
Escanaba, MI 49829

Dear Mr. Weaster:

As a result of the inspection conducted on August 23, 1993, the enclosed
NRC Form 591, SAFETY INSPECTION, is issued for License No. 21-16481-01.
The form sets fcrth the violation (s) noted. Please acknowledge receipt of
this form by signing and dating in the appropriate space on all copies. You

are requested to retain the original and return four signed and dated copies
to this office within ten days of the receipt of this letter.

I wish to express my appreciation for the cooperation extended to me during
the inspection.

Sinc rely,

NMbV}W
--

Thomas F. Young /
Radiation Specialist

Enclosure: NRC Form 591
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/ St. Francis Hospital
3401 LUDINGToN STREET <

ESCANABA, MICHIGAN 49829 - 0787
90G78fr3311
THE SISTERS OF THE THIRD ORDER OF ST, FRANCIS

October 6, 1993 ,

Thomas F. Young
Inspection Department
Region III
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137

RE: Response to Notice of Violation for NRC Radioactive Material
License #21-16481-01

Dear Mr. Young:

This letter is in response to the Notice of Violation noted
during your inspection on August 23, 1993 and noted in your
inspection report dated September 13, 1993.

Per your inspection report you stated that we do not possess a
portable radiation survey meter capable of detecting dose rates
over the range of 0.1 mR/hr to 100 mR/hr as required by 10 CFR
Part 35.220. We realize that the regulations state this fact,
but according to our license renewal application dated January 5,
1990, the NRC Region III Licensing Section approved of our
instrumentation which includes the following.

Manufacturer Model # Range

Eon PSM-700 0-50 mR/hr
Atomic Products 069-701 0-50 mR/hr
Victoreen 740-F 0-2500 mR/hr

We feel that the dose ranges of 0.1-100 mR/hr and 1-1000 mR/hr
outlined in 10 CFR 35.220 are being sufficiently covered by the
combined use of the two (2) geiger mueller instruments and the
one (1) ion chamber. In addition, we have not exceeded the dose
range of 50 mR/hr when performing surveys, but we do have the
capability to cover the range over 50 mR/hr by using the ion~

chamber.
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We feel that the ion chamber is sufficient to cover the dose |
range between 50 mR/hr and 100 mR/hr, if dose rates would ever !

reach this level. The use of the ion chamber does not cause any |
radiological hazard to employees or the general public, i

Taking into account the small Nuclear Medicine Department in our i

facility and that we already possess three (3) functioning survey
instruments, we do not feel the purchase of a new survey
instrument is a very cost effective way to spend money that can
be put to better use in an area of patient care. In addition our
license renewal application approved of our survey instrument, so
we do not feel a license amendment is needed or cost effective.

We hope this response is sufficient to correct this item. If you
have any questions please feel free to call me or Roy Djerf in
the Nuclear Medicine Department.

Sincerely,

Leon Kingsiewicz, M.D.
Radiation Safety Officer
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