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Daniel J. Holody, Enforcement Officer

Jenny Johansen, Senior Enforcement Specialist
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Conference Summary

a. Introductions were made, and the representatives of lsomedix, Inac
were welcomed to Region | by Malcolm R, Knapp, Director, Division of
Radiation Safety and Safequards. Or. Knapp explained the purpose and
format of the conference. He indicated that the apparent violations
would be reviewed one at a time, therefore providing the ' ensee an
opportunity to describe the underlying cause of each viuvl. " 1.
provide any miti?ating circumstances, and describe the correct se
action that 1s planned or has been implemented.

b. John J, Miller, Senior Health Physicist, presented the findings ~f
the inspections conducted at the licensee's Northborough, Massachusetts
and Parsippany, New Jersey facilities on August 19, 20, and 25, 1987,
After each apparent violation was statea, the licensee discussed the
causal factors and their proposed corrective action.

c. George Dietz, Exerutive Vice President of Isomedix, Inc., stated that
the violations cited in the inspection report were factually accurate,
but he felt the Investigation Report Synopsis could have bien supple~
mented to more accurately characterize his actions. He stated the
licensees actions were not intended to compromise safety but were a
substitution of an alternative procedure for the radiation monitor.
Mr, Dietz stated that although the maze mc.  or and associated
iateriock were removed from the Parsippan. “«cility, several other
safety systems and access procedures remained in place, He indicated
the following for consideration:

¢ Operators were instructed to check the position of the source
hoist cylinder near the console to determine the source position
prior to entering the irradiater.
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. The 1ights on the control console panel indicate the posftion of
the source.

. The source hoist cylinder must be seated praperly in the down
position to trip the microswitch that unlocks access der.

. There 15 a warning ©'ght at access door.

. Operators are instructed to take a radiation measurement at the
access door prior to entering.

. The pneumatic hose that supplies air to the source hofst
cylinder must be uncoupled to enter cell.

. The "two man-two survey meter" entry procedure, though not valid
relative .o regulatory requirements, was required to enter cell;
and the survey meters were equipped with audible indicators.

Mr. Dfetz stated that the licensee was misguided in thinking that these
safeguards and procedures yrovided adequate coverage while the maze
monitor was being repaired,

d.

John R. White, Chief, Nuclea: Materials Safety Section C, asked

Mr. Dietz if Isomedix had ever implemented the “two man-two survey
meter" entry procedure in lieu of the maze monitor interlock at any
of their other facilities. Mr. Dietz stated that this procedure had
been implemented in « facility in Canada, but not at any facilities
in the U.5. , except Parsippany.

Jonathan Young addressed the other two apparent viplations that
occurred at the Parsippany facility. He stated that the licensee
under went & reorganization involving personnel transfers during
the period when the surveillances were not maintained current,

George Dietz described the circumstances concerning the by-passing
cf the ventilation system interlock at the Northborough facility.

He stated that the use of jumper co%les was unknown to the plant
manager as well as the corporate staff. It was an unautharized use
by a maintenance man. Mr, Dietz stated that he described the event
to all his plant managers and he forbid the use of jumper cables.
Mr. Dietz agree to submit to John White copies of correspondence he
had issued addressin/ this incident.

Mr. Dietz stated that as a corrective action, the ‘icensee had
implemented an aggressive self audit program to assure compliunce.
He stated that their goal was to audit each facility at least once
each year. He furnished the NRC a copy of audit check)ist that was
being used as a basis for the audits.

At the ronclusion of the Enforcement Conference, Daniel Holody,
Enforcement Specialist, reviewed the enforcement options available
to the NRC.
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