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AGREEMENT STATE RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM REVIEW

STAFF REPORT AND EVALUATION |,
'

CALIF 9RNIA 3987 I
8

STAFF REPORT AND EVALUATION OF THE CALIFORNIA RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM FOR THE
PERIOD MARCH 25. 2986 TO MARCH 34, 1987. The 25th regulatory program review
meeting with California representatives was held during the period March 16
to March 27. 1987, in Sacramento. California. The State was represented by ,

1Jack McGurk. Chief. Local Environmental Health Services Branch, Joseph 0. Ward.
Chief. Radiological Health Branch. Gerard Wong. Ph.D.. Chief. Radioactive
Materials Section, and the Radioactive Materials Section staff. The program
review was conducted by Jack Hornor and Beth Riedlinger. NRC Region V. The
review meeting in Sacramento was preceded by meetings held during the period ,

February 17 to February 27 in Los Angeles. Orange and San Diego Counties. |

These meetings, between Mr. Hornor and the management and staff of the regional ,

offices and agencies contracted by the State to inspect agreement materials,
were for the purpose of reviewing their programs, conducting field evaluations ,

of inspectors and providing technical assistance. Mr. Hornor also set with Don |
J. Womeldorf. Chief. Vector Surveillance and Control Branch, who has the |

'responsibility for the proposed low-level radioactive waste site in California.
A summary meeting was held on March 27th to discuss the results of the
regulatory program review with Alexander Kelter. M.D. Acting Deputy Director.
Public Health. Harvey F. Colline. Ph.D., Chief. Environmental Health Division.
Mr. McGurk. Mr. Ward and staff. Along with Mr. Hornor, the NRC was represented
at this meeting by Carlton Kammerer. Director. State. Local and Indian Tribe
Programs and Joel 0. Lubenau. Senior Projects Manager. State Agreement
Programs.

|

Included in this review were examinations of selected license and compliance
files the program indicators specified in the NRC " Guidelines for NRC Review
of Agreement State Radiation Control Programs." seven field accompaniments of
State inspectors. the review of all licenses issued by California since March
1986 and our continuing exchange of information program. Sixteen hours of
technical assistance were provided by the NRC staff at the request of the
California program management and the San Diego County representatives.

Conclusions:

The State's program for controlling agreement materials continues to be
adequate to protect the public health and safety and is now compatible with the
regulatory programs of the NRC and the Agreement States.

These conclusions are based on the review of the technical and administrative
aspects of the State's regulatory program for controlling agreement material.
Further discussion of the findings may be found in the attached confirmatory
letter sent to the State Health Officer following the review.

_ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ . _ _ . ,
_ - - ,
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Summary Discussion with State Representatives

During the summary meeting held on March 27. 1987. Dr. Kenneth Kfzer Direc, tor. |
Department of Health Services, was represented by Alexander Kelter. M:D..
Acting Deputy Director. Public Health. Dr. Kelter and the other State
representatives were complemented on the significant improvements made in the
program and on the findings of adequacy and compatibility. The staff of thei

Radioactive Materials Section was praised for maintaining a quality inspection
program while virtually eliminating a large backlog of overdue inspections. {
The State was also commended for completing the revision of their regulations
to achieve compatibility and for developing a computer system to track the
licensing and compliance programs.

Program Changes Related to Previous NRC Comments and Recommendations

I. MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
.

A. Administrative Procedures and Management

t

comment

The Radiation Control Program (RCP) should have procedures that
assure the staff performs its duties as required with a high degree
of uniformity and continuity in regulatory practices, and program
management should receive information from the staff pertaining to
backlogs, problem cases. Inquiries, etc. NRC reviewers found in
this and past reviews that insufficient communication between !

Ilevels of management in the Department. Division and Branch
diminishes effectiveness of the RCP. In some cases upper level
management is not aware of problems within the Branch, and within
the Branch information necessary for proper. program functioning is-
not always made available to either the staff or supervisors.

Recommendation

We recommend periodic staff meetings at appropriate levels be used
to discuss information, policies. Ideas and problems. Within the
Branch, periodic meetings should be held by the Branch Chief and
the supervisory staff and between the supervisors and the licensing
and compliance staffs. While the semi-annual meetings held by the
Branch with the regional and contract personnel have been
beneficial, we believe more frequent meetings of the headquarters
staff are indicated.

State Response

Staff meetings, attended by the Branch Chief. supervisors and
licensing and compliance personnel, are held on an "as needed"
basis but not less than an average of once a month.

Present Status

The communication within the Branch appears to have improved with
the-increased frequency of staff meetings. The headquarters staff

. _ _. - _ _ _ .. -
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|has been meeting once a month with the Branch Chief and
supervisors. As of February, the license reviewers and supervisors !

meet weekly and the compliance staff meets monthly. The semi-
annual meeting of all headquarters, regional and contract. personnel
has continued. The communication between the Branch supervision
and Department and Division management was improved by temporarily
assigning other Division managers to assist the Branch Chief. The
permanent effect of this action will be evaluated in later reviews.

B. Management

1

consent |

Program management should perform periodic reviews of selected ,

license cases handled by each reviewer and document the results. |

This type of quality assurance review is not being performed by the
Branch.

,

|
Recommendation,

| ,

We recommend program management perform selected reviews of
'

licenses issued by each reviewer, focusing on as many different
types of licenses as possible and document them.

, State Response

I
The licensing supervisor has been reviewing all licensing actions i

issued by every license reviewer on a regular basis for purposes of |
quality assurance.

*
In addition to this regular review: ,

| (1) The licensing supervisor will select the work of one reviewer

| at a time and perform a thorough'and complete review once
i each week.
|

(2) The Chief of the Radiation Management Section w'111 perform
the same once a month.

These reviews will be documented.

Present Status

The work of the license reviewers is being per iodically reviewed by
the Chief of the Radiation Management Section end the staff
supervisors.

C. Office Equipment and Support Services

1. Comment

The RCP should have adequate secretarial and clerical support. The

| size of the support staff has not kept abreast of increased
workloads, such as occurred when the materials inspection staffI

I

l

1
. -- , , ._ ._ . . _ .
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transferred to Sacramento from Berkeley and when the number of j
!technical staff increased. As a result, backlogs of typing and

filing are occurring which impede functioning of the program. This
; ;matter was also discussed at the last follow-up review. ,

!

Recommendation

The support staff should be increased sufficiently to cope with the
increased workload.

State Response |

The Program Management and Consultation Section is reviewing the ;

| RHB support staffing level requirement to determine the need for
additional staff. Paid overtime has been authorized for support
staff as an interin measure, j

!.

Present Status
-

)
!

! The backlog of typing and filing had been eliminated.by the use of |+

| overtime and temporary help from other Branches. A supervisor
responsible for organizing the clerical work flow was added at the-
beginning of February, but otherwise,.the staff was not increased.
Of the 6.5 clerical positions. currently approved.- only three |

|
(including supervisors) were filled at the time of the review. . j

; I
| 2. Comment ;

| |

| Large programs, such as California's.'should have automatic data |

| processing and retrieval capabilities. A system using fBN PC's was !

| delivered in August 1984. but the software is not fully functional |
| and the staff has not been adequately trained. The assistance
| obtained thus far has not been successful in solving this problem.

| As a result the State is having difficulties in assessing the
status of the inspection program, tracking compliance his, tories of j
licensees and otherwise obtaining the benefits of a fully'

| operational system.

|. Recommendation
'

We recommend assistance be-sought from sources with the proper
expertise. An alternate measure would be to-provide in-depth
training to a current member of the RCP staff who'would then.be
responsible for the development and use of the system, as well as
training other staff members.

State Resoonee j

i

The Environmental Health Division arranged a panel'of experts
within the Department.to meet with RHB to discuss RHB's data . ;

processing needs on June 10 1986. A list of RHB data processing |

needs was. prepared-to help in the assessment of the
~

software / hardware and consultation necessary to make RHB's data'
processing system fully functional'. j

l

|
m._ _. _.-. - . ~ . ., . _ . . . _ . . _ _ , _ _ _ . . . _ _ .- -. .a
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Present Status

The ADP capability of the program was significantly improved. Some
*

of the newly added capabilities are: -

f a. the ability to track licensing actions from the time they are
f

received until they are completed.

|

b. the tracking and projection of due and overdue inspections.

c. various administrative and accounting functions.

d. automatic print-out of renewal notices. ;

|

e. the ability to generate ad hoc reports by selecting one or
more parameters.

~

f. the ability to track open and closed in estigations.

|

All of the programs are now being integrated into a user. friendly |
program which will require the entry of data only once. Upon !
completion of this project, all staff will be trained according to
their level of need. |

|

II. PERSONNEL

A. Staffine Level

Comment

The staffing level should be approximately 1-1,5 person-years per |
100 licenses in effect. California is a large state with many I

complex licenses and sealed source and device evaluations. A |
staffing level close to the higher figure may be needed to properly
administer the program. The current professional staffin,g level in
the Agreement Materials program is 0.83 staff per 100 licenses.
Three of the professional staff positions are temporary. There is
a current backlog of overdue inspections and a projected schedule
of approximately 650 routine inspections per year. Without ;

'

additional inspection staff, it does not appear that the inspection
schedule can be met.

Recommendation

We recommend the temporary staff positions be made permanent,
existing vacancies be filled, and the staff be increased to a level
adequate to meet the inspection frequency schedule.

State Response

The Office of Personnel Services has authorized RHB to fill the j

three limited tern health physicist positions on a permanent' basis.
~

New certified hiring lists for Associate and Assistance Health
Physicists are expected in the next few days. There are four

.

*

. - . . _ . . , . - , - . - - , . . - - - - ,
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health physicist vacancies in licensing. Filling these vacancies
will bring the professional staff level to 0.91 per 100 licenses.
Additional staff positions will be proposed for FY 87/88 to bring
the professional staff level to about 1.2 staff per 100 licenses.

Present Status

At the time of the review, all RHB staff positions were filled but
one vacancy existed in the Department of Industrial Relations. As
of March 1, 1987, the actual professional staffing ratio per 100
licenses was 0.96 with 0.98 authorized. As of July 1, 1907, the
authorized level will be 1.14 and the State is currently
recruiting for these additional positions.

III. LICENSING

A. Licensing Procedures

1. Comment

License applicants should be furnished copies of applicable guides
and regulations. New licensees are not being furnished copies of
the regulations nor are they advised how to obtain copies.

Recommendation

We recommend that copies of the applicable regulations and
licensing guides be furnished to license e.pplicants and that the
revised version of Title 17 be distributed to all licensees as soon
as it is printed.

State Response

A requisition has been submitted to the Office of State Printing
for updated California Radiation Control Regulations. They are
expected to be available mid August 1986. An internal procedure
has been established to assure that regulations are available to
California licensees in the future.

New license applicants will be furnished copies of all applicable
guides, application foras, checklists and an order form for the
California Radiation Control Regulations. " Materials Meao No. 95",

indicating forms to include with various applications, has been
issued to all licensing staff.

All licensees will be issued a notice that updated regulations are
available and will be given a regulations order form. Outstanding
orders for regulations will be filled by the Offica Services
Section upon receipt of the regulations from the printer.

Present Status

Advisory letters describing the changes and availability of the new
regulations were sent to all licensees on January 9, 1987;'however

.

_. _ . . - ._ , _ , . . , , , . - - - . , . - . - . -,
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changes have occurred since that time and new advisories need to be
sent. New applicants are furnished with forms to order the
regulations. c

,

!

2. Comment |

|

Standard _llcense conditions comparable with current NRC standard !
Ilcense conditions should be used to expedite and provide )

~

uniformity.in the licensing process. In some cases. existing
standard conditions are not used by licensee reviewers'(e.g.,
teletherapy licenses). In other cases. largely because.the
California regulations are not compatible with those of the NRC. |

ithe list of conditions provided to the license reviewers is not
adequate to cover the situations where they are needed. As a - |

result, several reviewers compose their own conditions. which leads
~

to. inconsistencies,
i

=

Recommendation

The list of standard license conditions'used by'the State should be
. |

'
~

;.

re-evaluated.and modified to meet the needs of the program. . Staff
input should be sought in this effort. The standard license
conditions should then be used by all reviewers.

State Response

The standard conditions have been evaluated and modified. . Uniform
standard license conditions _have been consistently used in'the past
with only an occasional need for special license conditions. .This
need will continue to exist. Any new proposed standard condition
will be reviewed by the staff prior to inclusion with the next
revision.

Present Status ;

* |

T.e standard license conditions were revised and issued to all
reviewers in January 1987.

!

l-

|
3. Comment

The RCP should have internal licensing guides. checklists and
~

policy memoranda consistent with NRC practices. The State made
policy changes in the memorandum issued-after the previous review
that significantly improved the overall quality of licenses issued
since that time. During this' review, the RCP staff-voiced the need
for clarification in policies dealing with use and retention of
checklists..the need for prelicensing visite, documents to be _

_

referenced in the tie-down condition and documentation of telephone
conversations with applicants.

Recommendation j

We recommend program management clarify the licensing procedures in
the'following areas:

I

.

?

- -
-

._. _



i

8
|
|

a. Checklists should be reviewed to determine that they contain j
the essential elements for each type of license issued by the
State. Model licenses should be used as guides. Disposition

*

of the completed checklists should be specified. *

State Response j

Checklists have been developed for applicants with standard
licensing requirements. They have been used on a trial basis

!since May 1985 and have proven to contain the essential
elements necessary for a good radiation safety program for j

each type of license. A list of available guides and I
'

checklists has been included with a meso to the entire staff
regarding their disposition (Materials Memo No. 96). Samples )
of various types of licenses are also available to the staff
as guides. " Materials Memo No. 97" regarding their use has

been distributed. 1

i
Present Status

Improved checklists that contain standard licensing ;

requirements have been implemented and samples of various
types of licenses are available to the staff for use as
guides. It is now the policy to retain the reviewer

jp q checklists in the file for two years,
,

b. Criteria should be established to determine the need for pre-
,

licensing visits.

I
State Response I

,

This ites was clarified during a staff meeting on June 5,
1986. Minutes of this meeting have been distributed to the

|staff via Memo dated July 10. 1986.

.

Present Status

The prelicensing inspection criteria were established and
discussed in the meeting; however, minutes of the staff
meeting are very brief and the licensing procedures have not
been updated to include the criteria.

c. Guidance should be developed on the proper documents to
reference in the standard license tie-down condition.

State Response

This item was clarified in the staff neoting and meno
discussed above.

Present Status

The documents to be included in tie-down conditions have been
determined, and the information distributed to the reviewers.

. ..--
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d. Telephone discussions with applicants and licensees should be
documented and maintained in the case file. )

|

'
,

State Response
,

l

f
Documentation of telephone conversations has been clarified
via Materials Memo No. 85. A standard form for reviewers'
use was included with this meno. 4

1

l

| Present Status

!Telephone conversations pertaining to licensing actions are '

now being documented and retained in the files.

4. Comment

License reviewers assign the license inspection priority. Several
licenses were found to have the priority incorrectly assigned. j

Recommendation

We recommend supervisory review of all priority assignments.
|

State Response I

This is part of supervisory review. A more detailed priority )
assignment schedule has been provided to the staff (Materials Memo )
No. 76C): A complete edit of priority assignments would require )

incorporation of the updated priority scheme into the data i

processing system. f
|

Present Status

A new comprehensive table to be used in assigning priorities was
issued to the staff. No incorrect priorities were found.during the

license file review.

5. Comment

A number of license cases were noted to be under timely renewal for

extended periods of time. As an example, a aajor manufacturer and
distributor has been under timely renewal for ten years. The
application is no longer current and the existing license does not
reflect current regulatory practices.

Recommendation

We recommend that California review all licenses in timely renewal

I status and develop a program to complete action on the renewal
applications. We suggest a target date of one year for completion
of pending' renewals. In cases where existing licenses and backup

applications and correspondence no longer reflect current
operations, the licensees should be requested to resubmit complete

j applications with up-to-date information.

. --.
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State Response

With the existing staff RHB is able to review and draft new ,

licenses and amendments within two months. The backlog of renewals
total 265, 80 of which are over one year old. We are in the
process of hiring additional health physics staff in an effort to
reduce this backlog to within one year. 1

Present Status |

According to the licensing supervisor, all renewals over one year
old are in the renewal process, and tracking has been computerized
to ensure the renewal process is on target. The staff is now able
to process new licenses in approximately thirty days, amendments in |

sixty days and renewals within a year. l

IV. COMPLIANCE , ,

I

A. Status of Inspection Program .
,

|
Comment |

During the review, a defect was revealed in the method used to
produce the due/ overdue listing used to assign inspections and to
assess the status of the inspection program. The due date for an
inspection was based on the length of time elapsed since the last
inspection, with no means to pick up newly issued licenses. Thus,
if an initial inspection was not performed, the license would not
be in the tracking system. When the Branch staff prepared a
listing of " licenses never inspected," they identified about 200
licenses overdue for their initial inspection (based on the initial'
inspection schedule in effect at the time the license was issued),
78 due for a routine inspection, and 17 overdue for their routine
inspection. None of these cases appeared on the due/ overdue list
because the initial inspections were not performed. .

Recommendation

We recommend that the inspection tracking system be modified to
account for all licenses. After this is accomplished, we recommend
a manual check of each license file against the computer file.
Following this action the initial inspections should be completed
in a reasonable time and in any case not later than the date the
routine inspection would be due (not overdue) under the current
priority schedule.

State Response

The data processing system for due/ overdue inspections has been
modified to account for all licenses. As a back-up tracking
method, since June 1, 1986, inspection agencies are required to
furnish weekly inspection progress reports to RHB-Sacramento. RHB
has escalated compliance inspection efforts by redirecting two
health physicists from the Environmental Unit to conduct full-time
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compliance inspections. The target for elimination of all overdue
inspections is aid March 1987.

Present Status ! *

The computer system is now able to accurately track the status of |

the inspection program. A manual cross check of all license files I

against the computer files was performed and it was verified that j

all licenses are now accounted for. The backlog of inspections |
.

overdue by NRC criteria has been eliminated and the State is now ||

concentrating on inspecting licensees that have never been !

inspected. |

B. Responses to Incidents and Alleged Incidents

1. Comment

f The NRC should be notified of pertinent information about any

i incident which could be relevant to other licensed operations.

L Criteria for reporting significant incidents were outlined in an

| All Agreement State Letter dated November 23, 1984. Cases in which
j the reporting requirements were exceeded but which were not i

-

l

j reported were found in the files, and the reviewer was advised the
State has no written procedures for reviewing the incident file
against the reporting criteria.

Recommendation
,

i

We recommend written procedures be developed to ensure proper
reporting of significant incidents.

I
State Response |

Staff members have been reminded of the criteria for reporting

i incidents. We shall emphasize these criteria again at the next
'

| general staff meeting in fall this year. |

Present Status

| Prom review of the incident files, it appears the State is now

| using the criteria for reporting incidents as stated in the All
| Agreement State Letter of July 22, 1986; however written procedures

have not been developed.

2. Comment

Information on incidents involving licensees is not cross-
referenced to license or compliance files and thus license

i

reviewers and inspectors may be unaware of any incidents which may
have occurred at a particular facility where an application is
under review or an inspection is being planned.

.

*S
|

|

,
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Recommendation

We recommend the State provide a cross-referencing system between
the incident file and license and compliance files so that lice'nse
reviewers and inspectors can readily identify reported incidents
which may have occurred at a particular facility.

State Response

The cross-reference system between the incident file and license
and compliance files is already in place. A copy of RH 5010
(Initiation of Investigation) is put in the license file to alert
reviewers of significant incidents.

Present Status

The incident file is now online and a. cross-reference system
between the incident file and the license and compliance flies is
now in place. A copy of the form. Initiation of Investigation. is.

placed in the other files to alert the reviewer or inspector.

C. Inspection Reports

|
Comment

|

| Reports should uniformly and adequately document the results of
Inspections, substantiate all items of noncompliance and health and

|

safety matters and indicate the substance of discussions with
j licensee management. Eleven of the fifteen reports reviewed
| contained errors or omissions, such as not completing all sections

of the uniform inspection form, short forms (2514) that were not
properly signed and dated, items of noncompliance downgraded to
recommendations, no indication of interviews with ancillary
workers, and no indication of exit interviews with management.

Recommendation

We recommend more thorough supervisory review to assure that
| inspectors adhere to program policy.

State Response

A meno regarding more thorough supervisory review was issued to all
inspectors and inspection agencies in March 1986 (during the week
of the NRC audit).

Present Status

The review of the inspection reports showed improvement: however
some items, such as documentation of interviews with workers and
observation of the licensee's handling of radioactive material are
not on the current report forms and were still frequently omitted.
Only one standard inspection form is currently being used for all
types of licensees and it is not always adequate to describe the

.

>
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scope of the inspection. This issue is addressed in the current
correspondence.'

:D. Independent Measurements .

!
"

Comment

RCP instrumentation should be adequate for surveying licensee !
Ioperations, and instrument calibration services or facilities

should be readily available and appropriate for instrumentation i
-

used. There are air flow velometers that have not been calibrated I

according to Department standard practice and therefore have not |
been used for licensee inspections.

Recommendation

We recommend that velometer calibration, in accord with Department j
|standard practice, be obtained and that velomsters be used for

conducting independent measurements as necessary during
|inspections.
i

State Response

Velometers are calibrated once a year. Inspectors will use them j

for conducting independent measurements as necessary.

Present Status

!All air flow velometers have now been calibrated and are being used
|

in the field.

1

|

:

:

i
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EVALUATION OF AGREEMENT STATE RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM
STATE REVIEW: GUIDELINES, QUESTI@NS AND ASSESSMENTS-

CALIFORNIA MARCH 1987

*
.

I. LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS

A. Legal Authority (Category I)

NRC Guidelines: Clear statutory authority should exist,
designating a state radiation' control agency and providing for

_ _ ,

promulgation _of regulations, licensing, inspection and enforcement.
States regulating uranium or thorium recovery and associated wastes
pursuant to the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978 .

(UNTRCA) must have statutes enacted to establish clear authority i

for the State to carry out the' requirements of UNTRCA.. Where ,

regulatory responsibilities are divided between State agencies, !
clear understandings should exist as to division of
responsibilities and requirements for coordination.*

,

Questions:
,

2. Please list all currently effective legislation that.affects
the radiation control program.

Legislation affecting the-California Radiation Control
'

Progras is incorporated in the Health and Safety Code. ,

Sections 25800 through 25876. This legislation is
comprehensive and addresses regulation of use of sources of ;

radiation, environmental monitoring, transportation, waste |
disposal and nuclear emergency response. .

2. What changes have been made to~the statutory authority of the
State to license, inspect, and otherwise regulate agreement

1

materials since the last review?: )
.|.

The Budget Act for 1986/87 requires that all public health i

fees including radioactive materials license fees be set at. ;,

I full cost recovery and provides for a one time adjustment in j
radioactive material license fees to meet this requirement. !

3. If your State regulates uranium or thorium recovery
,

operations and. associated wastes pursuant to an amended '

agreement and UNTRCA, explain any changes to the statutory
I authority for these functions.

!

California does-not currently have an amended agreement for:
,

regulating uranium and thorium recovery operations and '

'associated waste.

4. - Are copies of the current enabling act and other statutes
(e.g., Administrative Procedures Act, Sunshine ~Act., etc.)
which govern the conduct of the agreement materials program
on file in the Radiation Control Program (RCP) office and

_ ~. - _...- _ _ . _....._ ._. ._ _ _ _ _ .~.,. _ _. .._ _ ,... _ ,. .-.... . _ ,
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l

with the NRC7 If revisions have occurred since the last
.

j

review, the changes should be included.

Copies of the statutes are on file with the RCP and'have been
given to the NRC.

5. If the State's regulatory authorities are divided between
agencies, what procedures and memoranda are in effect to
provide clear understanding of the divisions of
responsibilities and requirements for coordination? |

I

The Department of Health Services contracts with one other i

State agency, the Division of Occupational Safety and Health 1

(DOSH) a division of the Department of Industrial Relations |

(DIR), to evaluate license applications and to conduct X-ray
and radioactive material compliance inspections. The
regulatory responsibilities are conducted under the DHS
policy and supervision. An Interagency Agreement exists
between the two agencies which sets forth the services to be ,

performed and all terms and conditions of the agreement. |
'

Also, Los Angeles, San Diego and Orange Counties are
|
|

currently conducting compliance inspection activities within
itheir respective jurisdictions under contract and at the

direction of the Department. San Bernardino County also i

conducts radiation machine inspections under a compliance
iinspection contract.
|

6. Does the State have the authority to:

a. apply civil penalties? If so, cite legislation.

California has limited authority to impose civil

penalties. This authority is contained Section 25866
of the Health and Safety Code and establishes civil
penalties for intentional or grossly negligert I

violations of the radiation control law and regulations ;

or failure or refusal to comply with an order of the

Department.

b. collect fees? If so, cite legislation.

California currently assesses annual fees for

radioactive material licenses. These fees are
specified in Article 8 of the Radiation Control
Regulations. Cost of living adjustments are made on an
annual basis pursuant to Section 113 of the California
Health and Safety Code.

c. reoufre surety or long term care funds? If so, cite
legislation.

Authority exists only for low-level waste sites. See

answer (f) below.
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!
.

d. require performance bonds or suretles for .!
decommissioning licensed facilities? If so, cite
legislation. :5e

No.

require performance bonds or sureties for cleanup ofe.
licensed facilities after a contamination accident? If
so, cite legislation.

No.

f. require long tern care funds for uranium mill or -

| low-level waste facilities? If so, cite legislation.
,

Yes, the Health and Safety Code Sections 25805, 25810,
25812 and 25813, require surety and.long term care
funds for low-level waste sites. Regulations to
implement the legislation were' completed in 1984 and
are contained in Radiation Control Regulations. Section

|
l' 30487 through 30491' inclusive.

g. enter into low-level waste compacts? If so . cite
legislation.

1

; - California presently has authority in Health and Safety
Code Section 25813.5 to enter into a low-level waste

; compact.

! .

i h. estabIlsh. license and/or operate a low-level waste ,

site? If so, cite legislation.

Authority related to establishment licensing and

|
operation of a low-level waste. site is contained in the

i Health and Safety code, Sections 25805 and 25811.5
throug'n 25814.

;

| 7. If any responses to the above question are negative, explain
any plans the State may have regarding those issues.

California has no plans regarding these issues.

I.A Reviewer Assessment:

Although it was not discussed in.the State's response, regulatory
responsibilities for agreement materials are divided between two Branches
of.the Environmental Health Division, the Radiological Health Branch

(RHB) and the Vector Surveillance and Control Branch (VSCB) which has the
responsibility of the low-level waste program. In addition,

responsibilities for decommissioning and clean-up after a license is
terminated are divided between the RHB and the VSCB although no policy or -!

NOU has been established to define'the responsibility for each branch. I

currently they use different standards for acceptable release levels for !

unrestricted use, and there is no mechanism for coordinating clean-up
.

|

| I

| 1
: _ -- . . ._ _ __ __ ._ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _

<
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4

efforts. This is contrary to the guidelines and is addressed in the~

current correspondence.

*
*

B. . Status of Regulations (Category I)

: NRC Guidelines: The State should-have regulations essentially
j identical to 10 CPR Part 19. Part 20 (radiation dose standards and
j effluent-limits). and those required by UNTRCA, as. implemented by
i Part 40. The State should adopt other regulations to maintain ~a

high degree of uniformity with NRC regulations.
3

|

1 Questions:
I
i 1. Mhen did the State last amend its regulations in order to
i maintain compatibility and when did the revisions become-
j effective?

h The California Radiation Control Regula ions were last
amended and became effective March 5, 1987.''

i
i 2. Referring.to the enclosed NRC chronology of amendments note

the effective date of the NRC changes last adopted by the

State..

l California Radiation control Regulations have now been fully
revised for compatibility. The NRC regulation requiring'

removal or defacing of labels-on empty RAM containers was
4

| filed Karch 5. 1987, as immediately effective.

; 3.a. Mere there any compatibility items that were not adopted by
the State?4

No.
,

I b. If so, please identify and explain whv they were not adopted.
;

i

N/A %
:

I.B. Reviewer Assessment:

As the above answers indicate, the State has now revised all regulations
' to become fully compatible.

C. Uodating of Rerulations (Category-II)

NRC Ouidelines:- The RCP should establish procedures for effecting
appropriate amendments to State regulations in a timely manner,
normally within 3 years of adoption by NRC. For those regulations-
deemed a matter of compatibility by NRC, State regulations should

. be amended as soon as practicable but no later than 3 years.

,

Opportunity should be provided for the public to comment on
proposed regulation changes. :(Required by UNTRCA for uranium mill
regulation.) Pursuant to the terms of the Agreement, opportunity

.

#

g
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L l

j should be provided for the NRC to comment on draft changes in State j
' regulations.

i *
*

! Questions:

- 1. Does your State have a schedule or program for revising and'

j adopting etanges to regulations within three years of
j adoption by the NRC7

|

! Yes, this is done on an as needed basis.
!

2. Has your State adopted all regulations deemed a matter of
-I compatibility by Nhc within three years? -(Refer to NRC

chronology.)

i
i -Yes, all have been adopted.
i -

3. Nhat are'your State's procedures for adopting new;

i regulations? Briefly describe each step in the procedure. ,

i The regulations promulgation schedule is as follows:
I

Activity Time Frame

!
j Submission of Regulation Proposal to the As needed
; Office of Regulations

} Review by Office of Regulations 14 days
!

j Review by Office of Legal Services and Budget / 30 days
: Section/ Department of Finance ,

)
'

| Prepare and Distribute Public Notice 30 days
|

Public Notice Period 45 days
;

.

Public Hearing 1 day

1

| Post-Hearing Review and Revision 30 days
i

Make Revisions Available to Public 15 days
,

; Adoption by Director and Filing with 5 days
Office of Administrative Law (OAL)

| Office of Administrative Law Review and Filing 30 days
with Secretary of State

1 Post-Filing Waiting Period (Upon a 30 days
satisfactory abowing to DAL, regulations may

,

be flied es lamediately effective.)
,

i

.

J

4

'

*
, , , _ . - . - - , , . , _ , - . . , - . - . , . - , . . , . . . , ..,,_-_.~.-.~.....,.._.,,,..._,...._.,,,.,--.....l
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4. How is the public involved in the process?

Through hearings and review by the-Gefice of Administrative
'

--

Law.

5. a. Does the NRC have the opportunity'to comment on draft
changes to State regulations?

Yes, copies of the proposed regulations are sent to the NRC |

before they are sent to the.0AL.
,

b. If so, does your State respond to the comments?
!

Yes.

I.C. Reviewer Assessment:

AspreviouslynotedCaliforniahasnowupdatedtheirregu5ationstobe
compatible with the NRC. As explained above, the revision process.in the State ,

takes approximately eight months after the new regulations are proposed by the
RCP. California's problem in the past has related to the fact that the RCP did
not initiate the process in a timely manner, and although they are-now
compatible, they have not established procedures to review the future changes
in NRC regulations and to make appropriate amendments to the State regulations,

f

e

|*

|

.

I

~v . .,- ,~ . ,



20

l

II. CRGANIZATION

! A. Location of the Radiation Control Program Within the State e '

|
Organization (Category II)

|

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should be located in a State organization
parallel with comparable health and safety programs. The Program

l Director should have access"to appropriate levels of State
management.

1. Attach a dated organization chart (s) showing the RCP and its
location within the department and State organization.

The California State organization charts are attached as
Appendix A.

2. Is the RCP on a comparable level within the State organization
with other health and safety programs so as to compete
effectively for funds and staff?

Yes.

3. Does the RCP program director have access to appropriate levels
i

I of State management?

!
Yes.

II.A Reviewer Assessment-
| '

The location of the RCP. although several management levels down in the |
State hierarchy, appears to be receiving adequate resources and is in a
satisfactory position to meet the guidelines. Department and division
management have given increased attention to the program throughout the
last two review periods.

,

B. Internal Organization of the RCP (Category 11)

l
I NRC Guidelines: The RCP should be organized with the view toward

achieving an acceptable degree of staff efficiency, place appropriate

| emphasis on major program functions, and provide specific lines of
supervision from program management for the execution of program'

policy. Where regional offices are utilized, the lines of
communication and administrative control between the regions and the
central office (Program Director) should be clearly drawn to provider

'

uniformity in inspection policy, procedures and supervision.

Questions:

1. Attach dated copies of your internal RCP organization
charts.

The charts are attached as Appendix B.

|

1
'

. - - . . .- -- .- . . - --
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2. How is the RCP organized so as to provide specific lines of
supervision from program management for executing program
policy?

-
,.,

z |
|

The Radiologic Health Branch has been recently reorganized into I

three specific areas of responsibility: (1) Radiation Machine |
Control Section, composed of x-ray machine inspection and on- |

-site inspection of certification programs: (2) Radioactive
Materials Control section. Incorporating radioactive materials

,

compliance and licensing; and (3) Certification. Registration,
and Program Support Section, incit1 ding x-ray machine
registration and certification of x-ray machine operators.
Refer to the organization chart for specific lines of
responsibility.

3. If regional offices are used:

a. To whom do regional personnel report administratively?

REB regional compliance offices (No. & So.) report to the
compliance supervisor at RCP headquarters.

b. To whom do regional personnel report technically?

All contracting agencies and regional RHB offices report to
RCP headquarters technically.

4. If the RCP contracts with other agencies to administer the
program:

a. Identify the contracting agencies and indicate their
responsibilities.

The Department of Industrial 7 elations contracts for all
industrial compliance inspections with the exception of
those located within contract counties. The Counties of
Los Angeles. Orange and San Diego contract for compliance
inspections within their respective jurisdictions. San
Bernardino County contracts for radiation machine
compliance inspections only,

b. To whom do contract personnel report administratively?

Contract compliance inspectors report to supervisors within

j their respective agencies.
i

c. To whom do contract personnel report technically?

All contracting agencies report through the local
j supervisor to RCP headquarters technicalky.
i

,

!

|
>

_ _. - . .. . _ . __ , _ _ _ .
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II.B Reviewer Assessment:

The internal organization of the RCP appears adequate to meet thg i

guidelines. This is based on the reviewer's observation of the program as
well as the organization charts.

C. Leral Assistance (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: Legal staff should be assigned to assist the RCP or
procedures should exist to obtain legal assistance expeditiously.
Legal staff should be knowledgeable regarding the RCP program,
statutes, and regulations.

Questions:

1. Are legal staff members assigned to assist the RCP or do
procedures-exist to obtain legal assistance expeditiously?

Legal assistance is obtained from staff attorneys in the Office
of Legal Services. The Attorney General's Office provides
representation for trials and hearings under the Administrative
Procedures Act. Assistance from District Attorneys may be
sought by the Department to prosecute civil or criminal charges
for violations of laws and regulations.

2. Is the legal staff knowledgeable regarding the RCP. statutes,
regulations and needs?

Some specialization by attorneys in radiation protection matters
occurs in practice. This specialization results in familiarity ;

'

over time with the legal basis and requirements of the Radiation
Control Program.

3. If legal assistance was utilized since last review provide a
summary of the circumstances. j*

i

Legal assistance was used for draft orders, regulations,
hearings and prosecution. The following is a summary of the
circumstances:

1. Radiation Control Regulations.

Legal assistance was provided in reviewing the proposed-

updated regulations.

1

2. California Bionuclear Corporation.

The Los Angeles City Attorney assisted our Los Angeles-

County Contractor to prosecute this company for numerous
violations.

i
,

- , - - , ~ . . - . . , - m
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s
3. International Nutronics. Inc. (INI)

- The U.S. attorney requested California to revoke INI's.two
licenses in California af ter INI was convicted of many
serious charges in New Jersey. The Department's Legal !
Office reviewed the request and decided to assist the RHB ;

to proceed with revocations of those licenses. !

4. Boothe-Twining i

I
- The Department's Legal Office is working with staff to !

refer Boothe-Twining to the Attorney General's Office for
revocation of their permit following a finding of serious

l

violation of the Probationary Agreement.

5. Alarm Concepts

- The Los Angeles City Attorney filed action and licensee
pleaded Nolo contendre. was fined $10,000, 6 months'
probation, and 100 hours community services work.

6. University of Southern California

- Los Angeles City Attorney filed 179-count criminal action.

7. University of California at San Francisco

1
- Being evaluated for possible legal action.

II.C Reviewer Assessment:
, ,

I

As indicated in the State's responses legal assistance is being provided
and used by the program pursuant to the NRC guidelines.

|

D. Technical Advisory Committees (Category II) .

NRC Guidelines: Technical Committees. Federal Agencies, and other
resource organizations should be used to extend staff capabilities |
for unique or technically complex problems. A State Medical Advisory I

committee should be used to provide broad guidance on the uses of
radioactive drugs in or on humans. The Committee should represent a
wide spectrum of medical disciplines. The Committee should advise
the RCP on policy matters and regulations related to use of
radioisotopes in or on humans. Procedures should be developed to
avoid conflict of interest, even though Committees are advisory. 1

This does not mean that representatives of the regulated community I
should not serve on advisory committees or not be used as
consultants.

Questions:

1. Discuss practices followed for obtaining technical assistance
when needed (e.g. consultants. technical and medical advisory
committees. licensees. the NRC and other State and Federal

.
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i Agencies).

In addition to the technical assistance received from federal
agencies such as the NRC, DOE, and the Bureau of Radiological,

Health, the Department uses two technical and medical advisory-
committees, the Medical Advir~ry Committee on Human Use of
Radioactive Material and the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Adilsory Committee. Special consultants are also used as
necessary.

2. What steps are taken to avoid conflicts of interest?

Committee members are subject to the Department of Health
Services' Conflict of Interest Code and must provide a
curriculum vitae to the State before their appointment. The
Personnel Department requires forms be submitted to them
describing the professional background of proposed consultants.
These background statements. along with the persanal knowledge
of the program management, are intended to eliminate conflicts
of interest.

3. Are any committees involved in setting policies? If so,
explain.,

The committees do not set policy per se, but they provide input
.

and review of legislation and regulations and they establish
standards of competence for nuclear technologists.

4. Attach a list showing the membership, specialties and
affiliations of the Medical and/or Technical Advisory

Committees.
,

The lists of committee members have been provided to the
reviewer.

5. Indicate whether the advisory committees are establish,ed by j
statute, by appointment of the Governor, by appointment of the i

State Board of Health, by appointment of the Agency, or by other
'

means.
,

The committees are established by statute and men'.ers are
appointed by the Director.

6. What is the formal meeting frequency of each committee, and are !
minutes of committee meetings prepared?

There is no formal frequency established for meetings. The
committees are convened as necessary and Efoutes are always
recorded.

7. What was the date of the last formal meeting of each committee?

The Human Use Advisory Committee last met on March 3, 1981; the
Low-Level Waste Committee met September 13. 1985.

J

, ,, , , , . ~n.. .c.
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8. Are individual committee members contacted for consultation?

Yes.
:

9. Discuss how each committee is used, the average workload placed
on the committee, and the remuneration. If any. ,

|

The Human Use Advisory Committee provides medical advice on !

nuclear medicine procedures, both in routine or investigational
use, provides input on legislation and regulations pertaining to
the use of radioactive material in nuclear medicine or
associated areas and consults on medical aspects of radiation
overexposure. .|

The Low-Level Radioactive Weste Advisory Committee was
established for the purposes of providing advisory input and
oversight of the development of a low-level waste site in
California.

There is no compensation for either committee, but the members
are reimbursed actual and necessary expenses incurred in the
performance of their committee duties.

II.D Reviewer Assessment:

According to the above responses, the State complies with the NRC
guidelines in their use of advisory committees.

|

I |

1

,. . .-- . . . . . - . . . , , - - ,,, . - ,.



26

III. MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

A. Quality of Emergency Planning (Category I) ,

NRC Guidelines: The State RCP should have a written plan for
response to such incidents as spills, overexposures, transportation
accidents, fire or explosion theft, etc.

The Plan should define the responsibilities and actions to.be taken
by State agencies. The Plan should be specific as to persons'

responsible for initiating response actions, conducting operations
and cleanup. Emergency communication procedures should be
adequately established with appropriate local, county and State
agencies. Plans should be distributed to appropriate persons and,

agencies. NRC should be provided the opportunity to comment on the
Plan while in draft form.

TheplanshouldbereviewedannuallybyProgr5mstaffforadequacy
and to determine that content is current. Periodic drills should
be performed to test the plan.

Questions:

1. Is the RCP responsible for its own emergency plan or are
accidents involving radioactive materials incorporated into a
comprehensive State plan developed and administered by
another State agency? Please provide copies of all
applicable plans for review.

The " California Emergency Response Plan" is prepared by the
State Office of Emergency Services (OES). The Radiologic !

Health Branch acts as a technical arm of the OES. The I

development of the emergency plans and procedures is a
combined effort of both agencies. In addition another OES

!plan, the " Nuclear Power Emergency Response (NPER); Plan." is
directed toward response to emergencies at Rancho Seco.
Diablo Canyon and SONGS. Copies of the current plans and
procedures have been provided.

2. What written procedures or plans does the RCP use for ,

responding to incidents involving radioactive materials? )

The " Plan for Response.to incidents Involving Radioactive
Materials" has been distributed and is in use. In addition,

we operate under the OES plans.

3. If the plan covers major accidents at nuclear facilities how I
does it cover non-catastrophic incidents such as those
involving transportation of materials?

The RCP plan is intended to cover all radiation emergencies
other than response to nuclear power emergencies.

.

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
_ - , _ _ y,.. , - , . . , , . . - , _ - _ .
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.

:

4. How'does.the plan define responsibilities and actions to be .

j taken by all State Agencies (initiating response actions. ~|
'I

j operations, cleanup.'etc')? .c.
'

! I
4 The.introductionito the plan defines the: jurisdiction and
I responsibilities of'ench agency and'the licensee. |

| .
. -

;

3 5. - How does the plan provide for notification of and
! communications:with appropriate government agencies? ,

1
1

i
,

! An emergency call list has 24-hour telephone numbers for all i

]
federal, state and' county offices that might be concerned. ;

; This list has been provided.to the NRC reviewer, j

6. How is the response program organized so that qualified.

I -individuals are readily available through identifiable.
! channels.of communication?- ,

!

! Day and night telephone numbers are listed.for all qualified ,

: Individuals including the Medical-Advisory Committee.
*

<

'

7. 'Has the plan been distribated to all participating agencies?
;

-

.

-:
The Plan has been distributed and the distribution lists have i

. .

'

been provided to the NRC reviewer. i

*

8. Has the NRC had opportunity to comment on.the plan in draft
form?

i - Yes 'the NRC reviewer did provide comments on the_ final ,
*' document.

4

9. Is-the plan reviewed annually by the RCP for adequacy and to ;

: assure the content is current?. .j
e l

)
The' call list is reviewed quarterly. The plan is expected to
undergo substantial revision as we implement the " Nuclear,

Power Emergency Plan (NPER Plan)".
i
'

10. Are drills performed periodically to test the plan for
radioactive materials emergencies? ~ Explain, for example, how ;,

non-routine office hours communications are checked. I

The emergency telephone call down system is tested several
,

times per year. The NPER Plan has been revised to facilitate
implementation by procedural modules, training and drills.4'

Specific procedural modules are under development-for-
training and an ingestion pathway. exercise in October 1987.
The NPER Plan is focused on power plants ~. but also has
general applicability to all emergencies as procedural

j development. training and drilling continue.- 1

!

e

i

i. .

!
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III.A Reviewer Assessment:

The State's response plan complies with most of the NRC guidelines. ,

However, the section on transportation requirements is not complete and
,

improvement is needed in the method of distribution of the plan.
Contrary to the State's answers it was found that the regional offices,

:
' and contracting agencies did not have the latest. revisions to the plan ,

although they are often the responding agencies. According to |

management. the latest revisions were sent just prior to the revier
meetings. but to make certain all concerned parties received the
revisions, discussion of the plan was added to the agenda of the upcoming,

4

semi-annual staff meeting with all personnel.

It was also noted the emergency response procedures do not address
reviewing incidents against the NRC reporting requirements..

B. Budret (Category II) s
,

1 NRC Guid311nes: Operating funds should be sufficient to support
: program needs such as: staff travel necessary to conduct an

effective compliance program, including routine inspections,'

follow-up or special inspections (including pre-licensing visits)
and responses to incidents and other emergencies: instrumentation
and other equipment to support the RCP administrative costs in
operating the program including rental charges. printing costs,
laboratory services, computer and/or word processing support, l

preparation of correspondence, office equipment hearing costs. |
etc., as appropriate. Principal operating funds should be fron |
sources which provide continuity and reliability. i.e.. general'

tax. license fees, etc. Supplemental funds may be obtained through
contracts, cash grants, etc.

Questions:

1. What fiscal year is used by your State? -

The State fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30.

2. Indicate the amount for funds obtained from each revenue
source (fees. State General funds. HHS. NRC environmental
monitoring or transportation surveillance contracts. EPA. FDA

and others).

Radioactive materials license fees currently provide
$1.393.463 per year. The balance and costs attributable to
fee exempt licenses comes from the State General Fund.

3. Show the total amounts assigned to:

a. the total radiation control program

1986-1987 - $4.615.555

. . . .-
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:

b. the radioactive materials program j

i

$1.682.771 ,1986-1987. -

,-

4. What is the change in budget from the previous' year and wh'at
is the reason for the chenge (new programs, change ini

| emphasis, statewide reduction, etc.)?
:

The budget.was increased to cover. cost of living raises.:

',

5. Describe your fee system. If you have one, and give the
; percentage of cost recovery.' Enclose a copy of the fee i

I

schedule.
.

.

I Licensees are assessed an annual' fee according to the size of
: the source. The cost recovery.from the licenses'Is 95

| percent. Emergency regulations have been submitted for. full
cost recovery from fees. . This: regulation was effective July ;

7. 1986. A fee schedule is enclosed.as' Appendix C. 1

}

!' 6. Does the RCP administer the fee system?

Yes. j

i

7. What recourse does the RCP have in the event of non-payment?

The RCP may take one or more of the following actions: ;4

.

-

a. Withhold licensing action until payment is made.

b. Coordinatewith'otherStateagenciestodeductthelfee'' ~ '

due to the RCP from payment due'to the licensee.-
!

c. Refer to the satter to the legal department for fee.

]collection. .

d. Proceed to revoke license.

8. Overall. is the funding sufficient to support all of the
program needs? If not, specify the problem areas.

Yes.'

III.B Reviewer Assessment:

As the State indicated, the RAM program is now required by law to be self
supporting, but the funding for the program appears adequate to provide
essential progran needs and comply with the guidelines.

C. Laboratory SuDDort (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should have the laboratory support
capability in-house, or readily available through established
procedures, to conduct bioassays, analyze environmental-samples.

!
_ _ _ ._ _ . . , _ _ ;-__._...--..._;._.- . . . . . . . . . _ . . . - . _ . . _ _ . ~ _ . _ _ _ . - _ . . .._ _ ,_ a
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analyze samples collected by inspectors, etc...on a priority
established by the RCP.

*
*

-Questions:

1. Are laboratory services readily available in-house or.through
other departments within the State organization?

The Radiation Laboratory is a branch of the DRS that acts as~

a support group for the Radiological Health Branch. Although
they have their own supervision and' budget they are-
considered in-house because they are part of the DHS. q

|

I
2' . If services are_provided by other. departments, discuss the-

arrangements. supervision charges and interdepartmental ,

communications . .3
i

Not applicable,
c ,

i3. If laboratory services must be provided by a non-State
agency:

a. Discuss the contractual arrangements.
,l

b. Is the party providing the service a State licensee? |

i

c. If a State licensee provides the service or equipment.
,

'

I what are the costs?
|

|

|_ None of the above are applicable. ,

,
;

!

4. Describe the capability of the laboratory as follows: ,

!
.

I

a. Can it qualitatively and quantitatively analyze low j

ienergy beta emitters? .

Yes.
|

S. Can it qualitatively and quantitatively analyze alpha
i emitters?

Yes.

c. Can it selectively determine-the presence and quantity
of gamma emitters?

|
Yes.

d. Can it handle samples in any physical form - wipes.
11gulds, solids, gaseous?-

Yes. ,.
4

i

,
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I Does the lab participate in a periodic quality controle.
program?

.
~

Yes. the EPA Safe Drinking Act requires it.;

5. How much-time does it take to obtain the results from sample
analyses on both a routine basis and on an emergency basis?i

The routine analyses depends on the lab workload and may take
up to two weeks. Emergency samples are analyzed as quickly
as the process and transit time permit.

6. List the number and types of laboratory instrumentation and
services available.

,

SANITATION & RADIATION LABORATORY INSTRUMENTATION: RADI0 CHEMISTRY SECTION
..

'
Nuclear Neasurement Instruments:'

Make and Avail.

Model No. Description. No.

1. Nuclear Measurement. Internal proportional counter 6

PCC-117 with DS-3 for gross alpha-beta

2. Tennelec. LB 5100 Alpha / beta-low background 2
proportional counter with
sample changer-

3. Beckman Wide-beta II Low-beta background proportional 1,
counter with sample changer -

4. Nuclear Data. ND-6620 Ge(L:) gamma spectrometer 1

with ORTEC (18%) PGT (305) with 2 Ge(L:) detectors

5. ORTEC Model 576 Dual detector alpha 1

spectrophotometer

6. Beckman, LS 3801 Liquid scintillation counter 1

7. Random. SC-5 Radon scintillation counter 2

8. SRL Const. Radon Counter 1" " "

9. Nuclear Data. ND-86 with Intrinsic Ge detector gamma 1

PGT intrinsic detector spectrometer on loan from NRC

10. Scintrex Uranium Analyzer Laser fluorescence 1

.

- w - w- - r --r- T'- T-t--T' N 1T-- -- 9--f-'tr4- -?" -tv 4"me-
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1

SANITATION AND RADIATION LABORATORY CAPABILITIES: RADI0 CHEMISTRY SECTION 1

A. Radiochemistry
*

s

1. Sequential separation of various radionuclides from a single j
|

sample. |
!

2. Purification and determination of approximately. 40 elements 1

and 100 radionuclides from a wide variety of matrices. |
| !

! B. Alpha Emitters

1. Gross alpha

Environmental samples, such as, air, water, sewage, soil,
vegetation, fish, etc. |

!

'.

2. Alpha pulse height spectrometry

Plutonium -238 and 239-240 and other heavy elements in air. ;

'

water, fallout, fish, etc.-

l3. Radium -226 by emanation or precipitation methods.
'

4. Uranium in water by radiochemical method.
!

5. Uranium in water by Scintrex Uranium Analyzer, a fast and i

sensitive method.

C. Beta Emitters

1. Gross beta

Environmental samples as in the alpha counting.

| 2. Strontium -89, 90 in various samples..

3. Gross beta-gamma emitters (excluding K-40. Rb-87. Cs-137) in
I seawater by precipitation method.

|
'

4. Tritium. C-24 and other beta emitters in water, milk.
Vegetation, etc.

5. Low-level lodine -231 in water, milk.

6. Radium -228 in water.

D. Gamma Emitters

! Various environmental samples as gamma scanned as received, such as
milk, water in a Marinelli beaker or processed into a solid. The

p library consisting over 70 radionuclides can identify each
| radionuclide by their energy peaks, abundance and quantifying the

activities corrected for decay.
.

- . _ _ - - . _ . , _ _ _ . _ .__
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E. Stable Elements

Uranium by fluorometric method.
'

.

III.C Reviewer Assessment:

As indicated in the State's responses. California has a large laboratory
iwith many capabilities and is well within the NRC guidelines.

D. Administrative Procedures (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should establish written internal
procedures to assure that the staff performs its duties as required i

and to provide a high degree of uniformity and continuity in !

regulatory practices. These procedures should address internal
processing of license applications, inspection policies and
procedures, decommissioning, and other functions required of the
program.

Questions:

1. What procedures are established to assure adequate and
uniform regulatory practices (e.g., administrative i

procedures, policy menos, licensing and inspection guides,
escalated enforcement procedures, decommissioning procedures, ,

|etc.)?e

The procedures are contained in the Inspection Policy menos
and the Materials menos. An index of these menos have been i

prepared to facilitate the updating of these menos. The RHB
will have all these menos updated, revised and reorganized by,
September 30, 1987. A new procedure delineating the
functions of the RHB, the VSCB and the contracted inspection
agencies on the subject of decontamination and
decommissioning will be iswued after discussion with these
parties in the near future.

2. To what extent are the procedures documented?

See answer above.

3. If your State has separate licensing and inspection staffs.
what are the procedures used to assure adequate communication
between the two staffs?

The normal pattern of workload conduct has inspections of
major licensees by joint inspector-reviewer teams. Where
this is not done (or even if done), compliance input through
Form RH 2033 is required on all Priority 1 through 4 (new.
renewal or major amendment) licensing actions. For Priority
5 and above, compliance has 15 days to provide input;
otherwise the reviewer can act without this input if deemed

appropriate. Additionally, each reviewer phones or is phoned
by compliance personnel 2 to 5 times per day on matters of

.
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mutual concern. Further, for non urgent-information item 23
of the UFI 8/86 is addressed to the reviewer.. entitled-

,

" License Reviewer Alert".

4. How are personnel kept informed oficurrent regulato y
policies and practices?-

They are notified'of changes-by nall or in' telephone
conversations and through discussions at staff meetings.

5. If your State collects-fees, are fee collection duties
assigned to non-technical staff? ,

Yes.

6. How are contacts with communication media handled? .

-ThemediaisreferredtotheStatePubl5cInformationOffice- '

(PIO). The RCP only answers: technical questions after they
have been cleared by the PIO.

!

7. What procedures exist'to' ensure timely release of factual
Information on matters of interest-to the public, the NRC and
Agreement States?

!,
,

There is a long, standing agreement between agencies (NRC,
OES. DOE, and RKB) to keep each other Informed. This is
accomplished through verbal and written communications.
Matters of public interest are-referred to the Branch and
Division Chiefs and'sent to the Director in the form of a
situation alert.before being sent to the PIO foF press.
release .' Other agreement states are notified of generic
issues. Most| files of the RHB are considered public records
and open to public inspection upon request. ~ Branch staff'is
available to answer public inquiries. |.

8. If your RCP has regional-offices:

a. what procedures are in effect to assure the regions
-have complete copies of the proceduren and flies?

~

Copies of procedures are maintained in each regional-
office together with license files appropriate to the
region. Procedures are periodically updated with c2py
by mail. Copies of all licensing actions are
transmitted by mail to the appropriate regional office.

b. how often are periodic staff meetings held with
headquarters staff?

We attempt semi-annual. meetings.

. '\g c. how often are periodic-visits / audits made by
headquarters staff to regional offices?

- _ - - - - - -. -- - - -- . , _ , . - - , . .,u-,,_,-.,--.
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Once a year as part of the accompaniment program,

d. how is uniformity assured? ,
,

By accompaniment and review of inspection and j
investigation reports, j

i

o. how'is supervision handled?

The Compliance Supervisor of the Radiologic Health
Branch accompanies the regional inspectors at a
frequency of approximately once per inspector per year.
Performance of the inspector is evaluated by the !

observer and discussed with the regional supervisor if |
applicable. Indirect supervision is accomplished by i
phone. meno, mail, training and meetings. |

\*

III.D Reviewer Assessment: |
'

t

The State does not satisfactorily meet the guidelines in their !

administrative procedures and this finding was addressed in the review
correspondence. The State has established procedures for most program
functions: however, the material is in the form of menos and is not |
assembled to make the procedures easily accessible to the staff. Also. !

no method has been developed for maintaining and dispersing material from |

the NRC such as All Agreement State Letters. IE Notices and Inspection
Guides, etc. It was found many procedural menos are incomplete or

]
outdated and do not reflect to current practice. The licensing. '

emergency response, inspection and enforcement sections of.this report
identify some of the procedures that need to be added or revised.

,

E. Management (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: Program management should receive periodic reports
from the staff on the status of regulatory actions (backlogs,
problem cases. inquiries, regulation revisions). RCP management
should periodically assess workload trends, resources and changes
in legislative and regulatory responsibilities to forecast needs 1
for increased staff, equipment, services and funding. i

Program management should perform periodic reviews of selected ;

license cases handled by each reviewer and document the results,
i

Complex licenses (major manufacturers, large scope - Type A Broad,
or potential for significant releases to environment) should
receive second party review (supervisory, committee, or |
consultant). Supervisory review of inspections, reports and
enforcement actions should also be performed.

Questions:

1. How does the staff keep program management abreast of the
status of regulatory actions (such as backlog, problem cases.
inquiries, and revision of regulations)?

_ . _ . _ __. _____ _- _
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|
The program staff reports on number of inspections,
investigations, pre-license evaluations, reviews and other

j matters of significance on a monthly basis. Review backl.ogi

is established and tracked by means of a computer docket 1'ng
system. Compliance inspection backlog is tracked bi-weekly,
utilizing a computer generated due/ overdue listing.
Investigations are tracked by generating a monthly computer
list of "open" investigations.

2a. Is a periodic statistical tabulation of licenses. licensees,
inspections and backlogs prepared by category?

Yes,

b. If so, specify how frequently the tabulation is prepared.

Monthly. ,

3. How does RCP management assess workload trends and resources
in order to determine future needs or the need for program

;

|
changes?

The Branch uses several techniques for assessment of trends,
planning and follow-through for workload: equipment, staff
and budget considerations. Periodic reports are prepared to
show actual workload against predicted and planned workload.
These reports are designed to be used in support of both
planning and budgetary activities. . Improved output measures
are currently under development. A program plan which
reviewed workload needs for fiscal year 1987/88 has been
drafted and a copy provided to the NRC reviewer.

The State uses specific processes for determination of
equipment needs and budgetary changes. Substantial changes
to a program are handled through the Budgetary Change
Proposal (BCP) process.

4. How does the RCP management keep abreast of changes in
legislative and regulatory responsibility?

Legislation is tracked through the Office of Legislative
Liaison which provides the Branch with copies of pertinent
legislation impacting the program for analysis and
development of the Department's position. Regulations are
tracked through the Office of Regulations which follows the
Federal Register, and by communication directly with NRC
Office of State Programs.

5. Discuss the procedures followed by licensing supervision or
RCP management to monitor' licensing quality.

Staff review and concurrence is required for all Type A
licenses and device and sealed source approvals. Supervisors
review all Type A authorizations and sealed source and device
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'

approvals to assure that these actions conform to staff
determinations. Beyond this review, licensing actions are
circulated through the staff for peer review as to compliance
of regulations, policy and good health physics practice a'nd
for review by supervisors.

6. Discuss the procedures used for supervisory review of
inspection reports.

Investigation and compliance inspection reports receive
review by the Compliance Supervisor at RCP Headquarters.
Significant questions are referred to supervisors for
consultation and resolution. This is done on Form IRR 9/86.

7. What license review practices are followed for unusual or
complex license applications?

Complex license applications are reviewad at periodic staff
meetings.

8. If applicable, discuss the procedures used for supervisory
review of work performed by contract agencies or regional
offices.

Compliance inspectors in regional offices report directly to
the Chief of Compliance in Sacramento. Compliance inspectors
in contract agencies report through the agency supervisor to
the Chief of Compliance in Sacramento. Inspection and
investigation reports are reviewed by the respective
supervisors and the Chief of Compliance.

III.E Reviewer Assessment:
,

1

During this review period, the RHB management was assisted by other
managers from the within the Department of Health Services. Aq a result, i

the management problems identified in previous reviews have, for the most |
part, been resolved and the program now meets the NRC guidelines. This
was determined from interviews with program personnel at all levels as ,

well as from observing the improvements in the licensing and compliance |

programs.

F. Office Eculpment and Support Services (Category II)

|

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should have adequate secretarial and |

clerical support. Automatic typing and Automatic Data Processing
and retrieval capability should be available to larger (300-400 |

licenses) programs. Similar services should be available to
regional offices, if utilized.

fa. In terms of the person-year /200 1 censes figure, what level
of secretarial / clerical support is provided?

The Radioactive Materials Control Program is supported by 6.5
FTE clerical staff. Three positions are filled presently:
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|

namely. Evelyn Darden. (OSSI). Peggy Lorenzo (WPT) and Helen
Castleberry (OAII). Two more positions will be filed on
April 1. 1987 by Kathy Collins (WPT) and Angela Gregory *

(WPT). The ratio of clerical FTE per 100 licenses is 1

0.30/200 California licenses or 0.25/200 NRC equivalent
licenses. |

b. If your program has regional offices, provide the figures for
the support of those offices. |

The regional offices which are staffed by contract agencies !
provide their own support staff. |

2. Describe the ADP and word processing capabilities available
to the RCP.

The Radioactive Materials Control Program is continuing to I

receive support from the Department's Data Systems Branch |

(Administration Division) to develop software programs for |
our microcomputers. Approval for $30,000 was granted for ;

purchase and lease of additional data processing equipment. |
This equipment will assist all programs in the Branch. |
Additionally $125.000 of programming staff assistance to l
develop the Branch's data processing capabilities has been

'

provided by Department administration for the current fiscal
year.

IBM microcomputers are available for in-house use. This
in-house system has been able to incorporate licensing and
compliance data and generate useful reports or lists for
management purposes. Some examples of these reports / lists

Iare:

List of expired licenses |*

i

'

List for billing of annual fee ,

*

|
List of completed or open licensing actions

'

*

List of due/ overdue inspections*

List of licensees in alphabetical or numerical order*

plus any additional data stored in the system

List of open or closed incident investigations=

List of licensees by category*

Software programs are being developed to improve the data
base and data processing for a comprehensive radiation
control aanagement system. Software program for integration
of license categories has been completed. Eventually, all
programs will be integrated into one comprehensive program so
that their functions and data can be inter-linked.

.

~ e
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III.F Reviewer Assessment: j

During this review period, the secretarial and clerical support'provi'ded
to the program was not adequate to meet the demand and at times the
typing backlog was seriously impeding the licensing and compIfance
functions. This issue, which had been a problem in previous reviews, was
again brought to the attention of Department management during the
follow-up review in October 1986. In response to this finding additional ,

fclerical support was furnished by assigning overtime and temporary help
from other offices, and at the time of the review, the typing and filing
backlogs had been eliminated. As noted in the State's response, at the
time of the review they had 2181 licenses with only three clerical staff
positions filled. This is clearly not adequate.to support the program or
meet the guidelines; however, additional help had been approved and the i

new-hires were scheduled to begin work April 1st.
:

The ADP support continued to improve during this period and is now )
|

adequate to support the radiation control program. Some minor flaws were ,

|
still noted, however. For instance, a listing of the licenses by |

| category apparently had not been updated as licenses were renewed and the 1

expiration date column still showed licenses due to expire as far back as;

1984. This is not considered significant because the license expirations
| are tracked by using another database, but the data should be corrected
i

so as to provide accurate information on all listings. As indicated in
the State's answers, improvements are still being made including software
for an integrated program for licensing and compliance, and training is
planned to provide reviewers and inspectors direct access to the system.

I 1

G. Public Information (Category II) l
,

|
NRC Guidelines: Inspection and licensing files should be available

| to the public consistent with State administrative procedures.
! Opportunity for public hearings should be provided in accordance
j with UMTRCA and applicable State administrative procedurg laws.

Questions:
i
l 1. Are licensing and inspection files available for inspection

by the public?

Yes. license files are considered public documents.

2. Can medical and proprietary data be withheld?
;

Yes.

3. What other parts, if any, are not available?

Any personal data.

4. What written procedures and laws govern this? Please provide
reference citations.

.

:

I
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|

The Information Practices Act of 1977 (SB 170) and Calf'fornia !

Public Records Act, Chapter 3.5 of Division 7 of Title of the !

|Government Code. ,
~

5. For mill States, are opportunities.'provided for pub 1'ic )
hearings in accordance.with UMTRCA and applicable State |

administrative procedures and statutes 7 j
,

i

Not applicable.

III.G Reviewer Assessment:

According to the above responses the State complies with.the NRC
guidelines in this program indicator.

1

, ' |

I l

i

,

5

I

!

l

;

i
1

;

..
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IV. PERSONNEL <

. A. Qualifications-of Technical Staff (Category II)--
,

.: -

NRC Guidelines: Professional staff should have a bachelor's degree-
or equivalent training-in the physical and/or life sciences.-

Additional training'and experience in radiation protection for
senior personnel should be consensurate with.the type of licenses-

~

Issued and inspected'by the State.

Written job descriptions should be prepared so that professional
qualifications needed to' fill vacancies can be readily identified.

Questions:
|1. Do all professional personnel hold a bachelor's degree or

have equivalent training in the physical or life. sciences?

Professional' health physicist personnel are required by the j
~

State's: classification systea to have a bachelor's. degree in ;

a physical or. life sciences this is a requirement which must i

be set prior to examining to' qualify as a-health physicist. |
'

. Additional qualifications include' years of experience in'
health physics or a closely.related field. .]

2. What additional' training and experience do'the senior.
personnel need to'have in radiation protection?.

They aust have attended NRC core courses and completed on- j

the-job training for a alalaua of 6 aonths. !
. . - - i

-3. What written position descriptions describe the duties, i

-responsibilities and functions of each professional _ position?

The California State Personnel Board publishes specifications
for five levels of Health Physicists. _ Job descriptions are
published which define the responsibilities for each level,

-

the ainlaua qualifications, and the knowledge and abilities
required for each position. Copies of the specifications and
job bulletins are available for review.

IV.A Reviewer Assessment:

As indicated.by the State's responses, the qualifications of'the -]
technical staff comply with the guidelines. I

!
B. Staffine Level (Category II) i

-i
NRC Guidelines: Staffing level should be approximately 1-1.5- ;

person-year per 100 licenses in effect. RCP aust not have less I
than two professionals'available with training and experience to
operate RCP in a way which provides continuous coverage and
continuity.

1
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For States regulating uranium allis and mIII tailings, current
indications are that 2-2.75 professional person-years' of effor* ,
including consultants, are needed to process a new mill license
(including in situ mills) or major renewal, to meet requirement's of
Uranium Mill Tallings Radiation Control Act of 1978. This effort
must include expertise in radiological matters, hydrology, geology,
and structural engineering.

Questions:

1. Complete a table listing the person-years of effort applied
to the agreement or radioactive material program by
individual. Include the name, position, fraction of time

spent and the duty (licensing, inspection, administration,
etc.).

Area of

Name Position "FTEt Effort

*

Joseph Ward Chief, Radiologic Health Branch 50 Admin.
i

| Jack McGurk Chief. Local Environmental Health
| Services Branch 40 Admin.

i Jay Gould Assistant Chief, Radiologic

Health Branch 50 Admin.
.

j

Gerard Wong Supervising Health Physicist 100 Materials
Control

Linda Nugent Health Program Technician I 40 Admin.'

Edwin Njoku Senior Health Physicist 100 Licensing

Dave Wheeler Associate Health Physicist 100 Licensing

Stuart Rosenberg Associate Health Physicist 100 Compliance

Ben Kapel Associate Health Phreicist 90 Licensing
10 Compliance

Kurt Jackson Associate Haalth Thysicist 100 -- Licensing

|
i Theresa Caron Associate Health Physicist 100 Licensing

Pete Patel Associate Health Physicist 100 Licensing

Ken Fury Associate Health Physicist 100 Licensing

|
| Ollie deLalla Associate Health Physicist 100 Licensing
i

I

( Rich McKinley Associate Health Physicist 100 Licensing
i

!
^

l

. ~ _ , - - . . - .-- , . . . , . .- - .- .



. - . . - - - _ - _ . _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - __--____ _

,

!

!

43 I

'

Gordon Stelling Associate Health Physicist 75 Licensing ,

;

25 Compliance |

Jack Brown Senior Health Physicist 100 Compliahce

Joe Takahashi Associate Health Physicist 100 Compliance
Los Angeles

Donna Sutherland Associate Health Physicist 75 Licensing

25 Compliance

Don Honey Supervising Health Physicist 12 Regulations

Steve Eckberg Associate Health Physicist 200 CompItance

CONTRACT AGENCIES

#
Department of Industrial Relations

Bill Lew Senior Health Physicist 50 Compliance
San Francisco

1

i

| Lisa Burns Associate Health Physicist 90 Compliance !

! San Francisco

Mark Gottliet Associate Health Physicist 90 Compliance
San Francisco

Kim Wong Senior Health Physicist 80 Compliance :

Los Angeles

Vacant Associate Health Physicist 90 Compliance
Los Angeles

1

|
Los Angeles County

,

Joe Karbus Head 20 Compliance /
Admin

Al Ferguson Inspector 90 Compliance

Wm. Don McDougall Inspector 60 Compliance

Gene Edmonds Inspector 100 Compliance

Orange County

James Hartranft Inspector 50 Compliance

San Diego County

Frank Bold Inspector r 50 Compliance

I

_ _ .._ __ __ _ ___ . _ __ _ . . . . .
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SUMMARY OF STAFF TIME IN RADI0 ACTIVE MATERIALS AS OF MARCH 1. 1987:

Radiologic Health Branch ,
,

Professional Staff Positions Authorized Actual

Materials Control 17.4 17.8
Regulations (0.12) (0.12)

-SUBTOTAL 17.4 17.8

Contract Arencies

! DIR 4.0 3.1
! Los Angeles County 2.7 2.7-
| Orange County 0.5 0. 5 '
| San Diego County 0.5 0.5

( SUBTOTAL 7.76
.

8.8.

|
TOTAL 25.1 24.6

2. Compute the person-year effort of person-years per 100
- licenses (excluding allis and burial sites). Show
calculation.

Actual
| -

| 24.6 Derson years x 100 = 1.13 person years /100 California
2181 California licenses- ' licenses.

24.6 Derson years x 100 0.96 person years /100 NRC equiv.=

| 2574 NRC equiv. licenses * licenses .
I

Authorized
'

25.1 Derson Years x 100 = 1.25 person years /200 California
2181 California licenses licenses.

25.1 Derson years 2 100 0.98 person years /200 NRC equiv.=

2574 NRC equiv. licenses * licenses .

U I2/.II
29.3 Derson years x 100 1.84 person years /200 California=

2181 California licenses licenses.

1.14 person years /100 NRC equiv. |29.3 Derson years x 100 =

2574 NRC equiv. licenses * licenses, i

* This number of llcenses includes a correction factor of times
1.18 license to licensee ratio. The actual number of
material licenses in California is 2181 at the time of this
review. 1

!

|

| i-

! -

L

I
'

,

'
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3. Is the staffing level adequate to meet normal and special
needs and backup?

'The overall Naterials Control Program is not staffed to the.
jlevel used as a standard by the NRC. For a program the size :

of California's. the standard is'32 professional positions, j
.

'The State and its' contractors currently have 25.1 authorized
positions. 24.6 are filled as of March 1. 1987. !

1

IV.B- Reviewer. Assessment:

As indicated in the above figures. California is just under the ainlaus j

guideline staffing level; however additional staff has been approved-for
the next fiscal year. It should be noted that. California is a large . .

;

'

state with many. complex licenses and the staffing level should be at the
'

upper range of the guidelines figure, or approximately 1.5 technical
staff person years per.100 licenses. In order to maintain an effective-

'

radiation coi. trol program.

C. Staff Suoervision (Category II) ;

I

NRC Guidelines: Supervisory personnel should.be adequate to
provide guidance and review the work-of senior and junior-

. personnel. . Senior personnel should review applications and inspect-

licenses independently, monitor work of junior personnel, and
participate in the establishment of policy. Junior personne1' l

should be initially lialted to reviewing license' app 11 cations and |Inspecting small programs under.close supervision.
I

Questions: - |

1. Identify the junior and senior personnel.

Only the four new hires are considered junior level
,

personnel. They will be raised to senior level on a
i case-by-case basis after their probationary period.'

| 2a. What duties are assigned to junior personnel? !
-

!
Junior personnel work with senior personnel until in the' '

judgment of'the supervisor they can work alone. They begin
with slapler licensees and eventually work up to the complex.

!
!

b. Do they review applications and perform inspections

| independently?

In simpler' cases (gauge licenses)'after supervision
determines they are sufficiently qualified, they may perform
independently.

.

O

,
,

,
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3a. What duties are assigned to senior personnel?
|

They are assigned all duties described in the job i
'

description, including license reviews, inspection arnd
.

,

incident response. Copies of the job descriptions are on l

file with the RCP and RV NRC office. |
l

b. Do they independently review and monitor the work of '

junior personnel?

Yes.
1

I4. Is there adequate supervisory or senior guidance and
direction for junior personnel? ;

1

Yes.

5. Discuss procedures established to ensure'aupervisory review
of the licensing, inspection and enforcement functions.

|
With license reviews, there is either peer review or

|
committee review of applications dons by junior personnel.

)
With inspection there is supervisory review when available.
For escalated enforcement, input and concurrence is sought

J
| from regional supervisor and headquarters. 1

| l

| Ba. Are RCP staff members allowed to consult or work part time !

for State licensees?

| b. If so, how are conflicts of interest avoided? )
!

No -- Conflict of Interest Statutes bar acceptance by
employees of regulatory agencies of anything of value from i
persons or organizations regulated.

'

IV.C Reviewer Assessment:
i

Overall the staff supervision is adequate to comply with the guidelines, 1

but the guidance offered junior staff members could be improved. The |

staff supervisors were all promoted from within the program, and
apparently little effort was made to provide them with training in
leadership. This was determined from observation of the program and
discussion with the supervisors themselves. It is'the understanding of
the reviewer that management training is available from the State and
program management should review the available training and see that each
supervisor or senior receives as much help as necessary to develop better
supervisory skills.

D. Training (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: Senior personnel should have attended NRC core
courses in licensing orientation, inspection procedures, medical
practices and industrial radiography practices. (For mill States,
mill training should also be included.) The RCP mhould have a

-- -- . . .-
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|

|

| program to utilize specific short courses and workshops to maintain

| an appropriate level of staff technical competence in areas of

( changing technology.
:

Questions:

1. List materials personnel and the training courses they have ;

attended during this review period.
Agency

! Name Course Sponsor Dates |
|

Edwin Njoku Radiation Protection NRC Nov 1986
Engineering

Gordon Stelling Medical Uses of RAM NRC Sept 1986

Rich McKinley Medical Uses of RAM NRC March 1986
Licensing Procedures NRC Sept 1986

| Ken Fury Transportation of RAM NRC June 1986
|

Pete Patel Medical Uses of RAM NRC Mar 1986
Health Physics (5 weeks) NRC July 1986
Licensing Procedures NRC Sept 1986,

!

Lisa Burns Industrial Radiography NRC Mar 1986

William Lew 011 and Gas Well Logging NRC Nov 1985

|
Frank Bold Inspection Procedures NRC Dec 1986

|
| Joe Takahashi Medical Uses of RAM NRC Mar 1985

2. How does ths RCP utilize short courses and workshops to maintain
staff proficiency?

.

The California RCP uses the NRC courses in the training of staff
as available.

*

IV.D Reviewer Assessment:
,

I
As indicated in the above answers, the State meets the training guidelines |

in that they attend the NRC courses. The staff proficiency could be )
improved if the Branch developed its own training program in addition to the !
NRC courses. Suggested courses include orientation of new staff members,

~

State and Branch personnel policies, computer training, forms and documents
used by the Branch and State procedures not covered by the NRC. As

,

mentioned previously, management training courses offered by the State !
! should also be utilized. |

|
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E. Staff Continuity (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: '
.

Staff turnover should be minimized by combinations of opportunities for ,

Itraining, promotions, and competitive salaries. Salary levels should
be adequate to recruit and retain persons of appropriate professional
qualifications. Salaries should be comparable to similar employment in
the geographical area. The RCP organization structure should be such
that staff turnover is minimized and program continuity maintained
through opportunities for promotion. Promotion opportunities should
exist from Junior level to senior level or supervisory positions. |

There also should be opportunity for periodic salary increases j

lcompatible with experience and responsibility.'

Questions:
'

1. Identify the RCP employees who have left the program since the
last review and give the reasons for the turnovers. Also state
whether the positions are presently vacant, filled (name
replacement), abolished or other status.

Don Barr resigned his position: Bill Groteguth retired and Jeff
Wong transferred to another position within the Division. All
three vacated positions have been filled.

Bill Watson, DOSH-South, transferred to another position within
the Diviolon: there has been no replacement yet. Clerical staff
members Suzanne VanKeuren and Susan Pane, transferred to other

positions within the State: the vacancies created by the transfers
have yet to be filled. |

2. List the RCP salary schedule:

Position Title Annual Salary Range j

|
Chief, Radiologic Health $52,188 57,432 |

-

54,516 iSupervising Health Physicist 45,120 -

Senior Health Physicist 39,192 - 47,292 !
41,040 IAssociate Health Physicist 34,044 -

Assistant Health Physicist 29,580 - 35,664

Junior Health Physicist 25,236 - 29,004
36,480Radiation Protection Specialist II 30,264 -

Radiation Protection Specialist I 26,352 - 31,692
38,244Health Program Advisor II 31,692 -

i

Thes> pay scales were effective as of July 1, 1986. !

3. Compare your salary schedule with similar employment alternatives
in the same geographical area, such as industrial, medical,
academic or other departments within your State.

The salary rate for technical positions, specifically journey
level and senior level health physicists, is not comparable to

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _
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similar employment opportunities in the state. The salary lag is
between 10 percent and 20 percent behind selected medical,
university. Industrial and other governmental employers. ,

4. What opportunities are there for promotion within the RCP
organizational structure without a staff vacancy occurring?

At present, a. Junior Health Physicist may promote in place to
Assistant Health Physicist and then to Associate Health Physicist
(full journey level) without a staff vacancy occurring.
Promotions are still based on succaanful competition in

beyond journey level requirepromotional examinations. Promotint i

a position vacancy.

IV.E Reviewer Assessment:

As indicated by the State's answers, the State meets the guidelines for
continuity of the technical staff. The transfers and vacancies have
adversely affected the continuity of the clerical support staff, however. ,

'

.

h

|
- .- - - .
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V. LICENSING

#

A. Technical Quality of Licensing Actions (Category I)
,

i

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should assure that essential elements of ,

applications have been submitted to the agency, and which meet |
current regulatory guidance for describing the isotopes and
quantities to be used, qualifications of persons who will use
material, facilities and equipment, and operating and emergency
procedures sufficient to establish the basis for licensing actions.
Pre-licensing visits should be made for complex and major licensing
actions. Licenses should be clear, complete, and accurate as to
isotopes, forms, quantities, authorized uses, and permissive or .

restrictive conditions. The RCP should have procedures for
reviewing licenses prior to renewal to assure that supporting
Information in the file reflects the current scope of the licensed j
program.

Questions: i

1. How many specific licenses are currently in effect?
i

Number of licenses currently in effect as of December 31, |
1986: 2181 I

i

2a. How many new licenses (not amendments in entirety) have been )
issued since the last review?

|
1

Number of new licenses issued during (1/1/86 - 12/31/86):
143

b. How many were major licenses?

There were 4 Priority 1, 3 Priority 2, and 34 Prionity 3
licenses. !

1

3. How many specific licenses were terminated since last review?

Number of licenses terminated d' iring (1/1/86 - 12/31/86):
134 ;

4. How many amendments were issued during the review period?

Number of amendments issued (1/1/86 - 12/31/86): 1957

5. Identify any unusual or complex licenses issued since the
last review, including name and license number.

The following includes some of the unusual or complex
licenses or amendments issued.

.

.w, . . . - - - -.
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Licensee License # Description.

Boothe-Twining 2181-56 Amendment .

Northrop 0006-70 Renewal in Progrsss
'

Ford Aeronutronics 0167-30 Renewal in Progress

Lockheed Missile 0189-43 Renewal in Progress:

General Elec*.ric 0017-59 Renewal
Rockwell 0015-70 Renewal
Rockwell 0021-70 Renewal in Progress !

J.L. Shepherd' 1777-70 Renewal in Progress I

Beckman Instruments 0441-30 Renewal-
U.C. Davis 1334-57 Renewal: In Progress
U.C. San Francisco 1725-90 Renewal in Progress

U.S.C. 1949-70 Renewal;in Progress
GA fechnologies 0145-30 Renewal
ICN- 1828-30- Renewal

| IPL 1509-70 . Renewal j

| Aerojet 1450-36. Renewal !

Bakersfield Construction 4742-15 New License
Small Anlaal Radiation 4640-30 New License
MMP Quality Inspection 4832-70. New' License i
US Ecology 2873-60 Amendment in Progress. i

Thomas Gray . 2105-30 Amendment in Progress |

| Summa Pharmacies 4809-34' New License |

| Summa Pharmacies 4811-43 New' License ~ |
Summa Pharmacies 4812-10 New License
Moravek Blochemicals 2960-30 Renewal |

I
t ..

i 6. Note any variance in licensing policies and procedures i

| granted since the last. review. |
.

| !
None. |

|

7. Do you require license applicants-to submit details on their )
radwaste packaging and shipping procedures?

_

;

Yes, waste handling procedures include provisions for clear
and distinct segregation of radioactive waste by marking and
physical separation from all other waste at locations where
radioactive material is utilized.

8a. When do you require licensees to subalt contingency plans? q

|
'

When they exceed the NRC contingency requirements and have
not been. required to. submit plans to the NRC.

b. List the licensees who have been required to submit
contingency plans.

General Electric (Pleasanton). Rockwell International ESG-
Systems. GA Technologies. and Northrop are the four firms ;.

that meet the NRC requirements for contingency plans. and . |

they are all also' Federal-licensees. They have been required
to submit their contingency plans to the NRC, and therefore

1

- - , , , , . , , . . ,_ ,.~,,,.--,...-n.,,,.., , . - - - -..,,..,,,,,,.n.,-
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.

have not been required to submi.t duplicate plans to
California. |

9. How many pre-licensing visits were made during this'.revie'w
period?

Approximately 100 pre-licensing visits were made during the *

reporting period.

10. What criterion does the State use to determine the need for a
pre-licensing visit?

Pre-licensing visits are performed when major changes in the
type or level of operations is. proposed by a licensee and
with new applications proposing potentially hazardous
operations. Pre-licensing visits may be performed either at
.the request of the reviewer, or upon the initiative of the

*

inspection agency.

II. How do you ensure up-to-date information has been submitted
prior to.a.llcense renewal?

Applicants wishing to renew.a radioactive ~ materials license
must complete a new application form in detail.

1

! 12. Do license files contain all necessary data required to ,
' evaluate an application prior to issuing a license?'

Yes.

13. Has the State taken any unusual licensing action with re'pects
to licensees operating under multiple jurisdiction?

t

Yes.
I

, .

I! 14. Prepare a table as below showing the State's major'llcensees
with name, number and type.

INCLUDE:
|- .

Broad (Type A) Licenses! *

LLW Disposal Licenses*

LLW Brokers*

'Najor Manufacturers and Distributors.*

Uranium Mills*

Large Irradiators (Pool Type or Other)*

|
Other Licenses With a Potential Significant*

' Environmental Impact

Other; Licensees You Consider to be " Major"' Licensees*

1

-

.

__.__.1.____ _ _ _ _ . . , _ ,_ . , _ , , . _ _ , . . _ . , , . _ , . , , , , . . , , , , , , _ , , , , , . , , . _ , , , , , , _
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License.
Name Number Tyne

'

UC Davis, Davis 1334-57 Broad A '

UC Berkeley, Berkeley 1333-62 Broad A
UCSD, La Jolla 1339-80 -Broad A
UCLA, Los Angeles 1335-70 Broad'A
San Francisco Medical Center
San Francisco 1725-90s ' Broad A
. Stanford University

'Palo Alto 0676-43 Broad A
Loma' Linda University-
Loma Linda' 0060-36 . Broad A
USC Medical Center

.

H

!

Los Angeles 1949-70 _ Broad A
USC Campus, Los. Angeles 0382-70 Broad A.

'

GA Technologies.. San Diego 0145-80 , Broad A
UC Irvine..Irvine 1338-30 Broad A
Northrup, Los Angeles 0006-70 Broad A
General. Electric. Pleasanton 0017-60 Broad A
ESG (Rockwell International)
Canoga Park 0015-71- Broad A
Nughes Aircraft. El Segun-fo 0039-70 Broad A
Hughes Aircraft. El Segundo- 0790-70 Broad A
TRW, Redondo Beach 0816-70 Broad A
U.S. Ecology

.
2873-60 .LLW Broker

Thomas Gray & Associates
Orange- 2105-30 'LLW Broker
Environmental Management

and Control 3546-50 LLW Broker,

'

Pacific West Nuclear. Inc.
Vista 3622-80 LLW Broker
ICN 1828-30 Nfg/ Distributor.

Isotope Products. Burbank 1509-70 Nfg/ Distributor
J. L. Shepherd, Glendale 1777-70 Nfg/ Distributor
Aerojet Ordinance Cowpany
Compton 2789-70 Nfg/ Distributor.

NDC Systems Duarte 1933-70 Nfg/ Distributor
Medi Physics, Emeryville 2067-60 Nfg/ Distributor

Radiation Sterilizer. Tustin 3390-30 Large Irradiator
International Nutronics, Inc.
Palo Alto 1822-43 Large Irradiator
Irvine 3911-30 Large Irradiator
Aerojet' Ordinance 1450-36 Environmental Impact
Ford Aerospace -0550-43 Environmental Impact
Westinghouse 4346-33 Environmental Impact
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l

V.A. Reviewer Assessment:
!

The State meets the NRC guidelines for the technical quality of their
'

licenses. This was determined from the answers above and from a
comprehensive review of eleven license files. Continued improvement in
the quality of the licenses was noted by the reviewers. There were no j

.

significant deficiencies or generic issues in the findings. A list of |

the files reviewed with case-specific comments is contained in'

Appendix D. i

|

B. Adequacy of Product Evaluations (Category I)

NRC Guidelines: RCP evaluations of manufacturer's or distributor's
data on sealed sources and devices outlined in NRC. State, or

,

appropriate ANSI Guides, should be sufficient to assure integrity
and safety for users.

TheRCPshouldreviewmanufacturer'sinformationinlabelsand'

brochures relating to radiation health and safety, assay, and ,

calibration procedures for adequacy. Approval documents for sealed
source or device designs should be clear, complete and accurate as
to isotopes, forms, quantities, uses, drawing identifications, and
permissive or restrictive conditions.

'
Questions:

1. How many new and revised evaluations were made of sealed
sources and devices during the review period? ;

Twenty-five ),

2. How many SS&D evaluations have been made for which approval |
'

documents have not yet been prepared? j
|

Three. )4
,

!

3. How does the RCP evaluate manufacturer's data on SS&D's to !
ensure integrity and safety for users?

Prior to issuance of a specific license authorizing use of a !
sealed source or device, the manufacturer is required to file !

with the Department information completely describing the.

sealed source or device, supported by such annotated drawings
or sketches as are necessary. In some cases this information
is required prior to issuance of an authorization to
manufacture. Tests to which prototype source capsule / device
models have been subjected must be described.

4. Do you determine whether the rsnufacturer's information on
labels and brochures relating to health, safety, assay, and
calibration procedures is adequate on all products?

Yes, the information is reviewed.

.

!

.__
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j V.B. Reviewer Assessment:

) The following Sealed Source and Device flies were reviewed:
, ,

; CA 378 S 102S Industrial Dynamics Ltd.
CA 208 D 106S CPN Corporation

) CA 384 S 114S Industrial Nuclear Inc.
CA 590 D 112S SAIC

In two cases the label description did not indicate dimensions, color or
i attachment method, but otherwise the registry sheets were prepared in
; accordance with the applicable regulatory guides and were adequate to
i meet the NRC guidelines. 'The new NRC, guides and checklists were
! distributed during the review, and their use should aid in the
i preparation of the registry sheets in the future..
.

! C. Licensing Procedures (Category II) .

4
'

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should have. internal licensing guides,

: checklists, and policy memoranda consistent with current NRC
practice. License applicants (including applicants for renewals)
should be furnished copies of applicable guides and regulatory
positions. :The present compliance status of licensees should be
considered in licensing actions. Under the NRC Exchange.of

j Information program, evaluation sheets. service-licenses, and
: licenses authorizing distribution to general licensees sud persons

i exempt from licensing should be subaltted to NRC on a timely basis.
Standard license conditions comparable with current NRC standard

,

; license conditions should be used to expedite and provide

: uniformity in the' licensing process. Files should be maintained in
'

1an orderly fashion to allow fast, accurate retrieval of information
and documentation of discussions and visits.

;

j Questions:
!

-

1. Has the RCP developed its own licensing procedures or does it
*

use NRC guides? Please provide copies for review.
,

; Guidance for review of applications for new license renewal.

| renewal and amendment is contained in the Reviewer's Guide.
( The Reviewer's Guide is organized by category of license and

| includes material developed by California and the NRC.

I 2. What licensing guides, checklists and policy memoranda are
made available to the staff?

.

*
All NRC guides, checklists and standard conditions are made

; available to the staff. In addition. California developed
its own guides and/or checklists on the following:

;

i 1. Broadscope A-
2. Broadscope B or C

; 3. Medical Guide
| 4. Lixiscopes (Medical)

,

.

$

. _ _ _ . . . . _ _ .._ ~ _ _ _._ ~
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-i

5. Bone Nineral Analyzers ,

6. SR-90 Eye Applicator
7. Industrial Radiography ,

*
8. Gas Chromatograph
9. Soil-Gauges . ;

10. Fixed Gauges
11. Small Labs. |

12.- Large or Medium Labs ;
'

23. .Well' Logging
34. Large Irradiators

,

California also has its version of standard. conditions.
Checklista developed by-Texas for' industrial gauges and
teletherepy are also used for reference. Updated NRC ,

Standard License Conditions. November 24.~ 1985'are also used.

S. What guides and/or. regulatory position statemen'ts are !
| furnished to license and renewal applicants? f

n
.

" Guide for Applicants for a Radioactive Material. ;

.
>

'(1)
-License".

(2) " Guide for.the Preparation of Applications for Medical
-Programs".

(3) " Teletherapy Licensing Guide".-

(4) " Applicant's Guide - Industrial Radiography".
i

(5) " Guide for' Applicants for a California License to

Manufacture and Distribute Sealed Sources or Devices
containing Radioactive Material".

(6) " Guidelines-for Applicant Preparation of.Draf.t
Registration Sheets".

(7) "Special Requirements for Broad Scope Research and
Development Radioactive Material' Licenses Type'A". |

(8) "Special Requirements for Broad Scope Research_and
Development Radioactive Katerial Licenses. |

Types B and C".

(9) Guides'for Preparation'of, Applications for Pacemakers.
Portable Gauges and Bone Nineral Analyzers are

|
presently in draft fora. !

(10) Checklists for Research Laboratories, Gauges. Gas
.

Chroaatography,'Lixiscopes Bone Nineral Analyzers Oil
and Gas Well Logging, Kr-85 Leak. Test Units and Eye

' Applicators.
|
,
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4. Describe the system for advising classes of licensees of new
licensing procedures and regulations.

'

Rad Safety Advisories are mailed to the licensees. * -

Sa. How are licensing netions coordinated with the compliance
staff?

Regardless of inspection status, compliance input is required
on all new or renewal of major amendment actions on Priority
1 through 3 licenses. For Priority 5 and above, the reviewer
retains the option of acting without compliance input;
however, the decision must be justified.

b. Are licensing actions taken while enforcement action is
| pending?

Nofavorablelicensingactionmaybetakenwithenforcement
action pending.

6. For what length of time are various categories of licenses
I issued?

Licenses are issued for a term of seven years.

|
! 7a. Does the RCP use standard licensing conditions?

b. If so. how does the RCP assure they are comparable with those;
' used by NRC?

Standard licensing conditions are utilized and they are based- I
on those used by the NRC.

8. Are the licensing conditions on file in the RCP office and

with NRC7 .

,

Yes.

9. What SS&D sheets, service, distribution and "E" licenses are

available for RCP staff use?

A service directory is not available at this time, however
! one is expected to be received from the NRC soon. Other

materful is available to the staff.

!

| 10. Describe your practices for distributing SS&D sheets, as well

! as GL dist ibution and service licenses, to the NRC.

|
| A cover letter is prepared and they are mailed to the NRC.

j We rely on tre NRC to distribute them to other agreement
states.'

11. Describe your procedures for maintaining the license files

| (How are flies and folders arranged? Are telephone contacts

|

|

l
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and visits documented? Who is responsible for filing

materials in folders?).

The files for licensing, compliance and devices are*kept'in
separate folders and are maintained by the licensing unit.
Investigation files are also kept in separate folders and are
maintained by the materials control supervisor. Material in
the licensing files is arranged as follows: The right side
of the folder contains the original license and amendments
flied by order of the date. The left side has the notice of
expiration as the top document, with other documents and 4

!

completed correspondence filed under it. Correspondence
which requires action, temporary notes and the inspection
agency application reviews are kept loose in the folder. .

Notes of pertinent telephone conversations are kept and
visits are documented. ,

12. Are there opportunities for license reviewers to accompany i

inspectors? j

1

RHB-North inspection responsibilities have been taken over by |

| Materials Unit in Sacramento. Reviewers in Sacramento i

therefore perform part-time inspection of facilities. I
Reviewers may also accompany inspectors from other contract i

agencies when the need arises.

1

V.C. Reviewer Assessment: )

The licensing procedures have significantly improved since previous ,
reviews and are now adequate to meet the guidelines. It was noted,

however, that procedures establishing the criteria for pre-licensing
visits have not been developed. New standard license conditions were
finalized and most of the procedural problems that had existed were
resolved. As a result, the technical quality of the licensing Actions
also improved.

.

:
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VI. COMPLIANCE

A. Status of inspection Program (Category 1)
,

; - ,

NRC Guidelines: The State RCP should maintain an inspection
program adequate to assess licensee compliance with State j
regulations and license conditions. i

|

|
The RCP should maintain statistics which are adequate to permit
Program Management to assess the status of the inspection program

I
on a periodic basis. Information showing the number of inspections
conducted, the number overdue, the length of. time overdue and the
priority categories should be readily available.

There should be at least senlannual inspection planning for the !

number of inspecU ns to be performed, assignments to senior vs. |

Junior staff, ass', tents to regions, identification of special

needs and periodis otatus reports.
~

!

Questions: ,

1. How is statistical information maintained about the
inspection program to permit periodic assessment of its
status by RCP management?

Statistical summary sheets. DHS 8331 (3/86), accompany each
cleared inspection report received by the Sacramento
compliance manager. After review, management signs off and
gives the report to the computer data: staff who enters the
data and also signs off in the summary sheet; thereafter the |

report is filed in the license compliance folder. This data
in the computer is then used for the production of
due/ overdue lists, etc.

j

The in-house microcomputer is capable of tracking due/ overdue
inspections, notice of violations and completion of the |
inspection package.

2. Prepare a table as below, indicating the number of
frtspections made in the review period, by category and
priority. I

!

License Frequency Number of
Caterory Priority Inspections

|
Broad A 1 1

2 2
3 1 4

|
Hospital 2 1 j

3 90 i

5 2

(Cont'd)

!

. . . . , . , . , , , , . . , . , ,. -, . . , . , . . . _ . . , . - . , , , ,.
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License Frequency Number of
Category Priority Inspections !

*
.
*

Private Practice 3 32
5 21
6 2

Academic 3 3
5. 2

Ind. Radiography 1 36

Misc. Industrial 1 5
2 6-

t

3 56
5 18
6 25

Services & Consulting .1 - 2
3- 40j

5 69
6 Il

Government 3 3

( 5 21
'

C 12 i

.

'Other 1 1

2 3
3 35
5 7 .

6 7
Total 513

3. Prepare a table (or tables) as below which identify the
: Priority 1. 2. and 3' licensees with overdue inspections.

Include the license' category, the due date, and the number of

; months the inspection'is overdue. (If list is extensive, a
compr.rable computer printout is acceptable.)

An accurate, updated computer printout identifying the
licensees with overdue. inspections has been provided for
period ending March 31, 1987 (attachment VI.A.3).

,

!
l The following is a summary of overdue inspections including

those projected to be overdue through the end of March 1987
and those licenses which had not received an initial
inspection. It is anticipated the projected overdue
inspections will be completed by March 31, 1987.

-

.

O

!

,

'
_ - , - _ - -. _ -. _ . . . _ . . . _ _ . _ _ _ . . . ._. , . _ .
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!

Inspection Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority
Agency 1 2 3 5 6 Total

,

DOSH-North 0 0 0 0 0 0

DOSH-South 0 0 0 2 0 2

RHB-North 0 0 0 0 0 0

RHB-South 0 0 0 0 0 0

OCHCA 0 0 0 0 0 0

LACHD 0 0 0 0 0 0

SDCDHS 1 0 1 0 0 2

TOTALS 1 0 1 2 0 4

4. Prepare a table as below indicating the number of overdue
license inspections for Priorities 4 through 7.

See computer printout and above table. .

5. How are inspection schedules planned and how are the dates
and personnel assignments made?

The Radioactive Materials Control supervisor uses the
due/cVerdue 11st to assign the inspections to each
jurisdiction. The local supervisor makes the specific
assignments as to dates and personnel.

VI.A Reviewer Assessment:

| As indicated by the above figures, the backlog of overdue inspections has
| virtually been eliminated and the status of the California inspection
i program is now within the NRC guidelines.

~

! B. Inspection Frequency (Category I)

NRC Guidelines: The RCP should establish an inspection priority
! system. The specific frequency of inspections should be based upon

the potential hazards of licensed operations.-e.g., major
processors, broad licensees, and industrial radiographers should be
inspected approximately annually -- smaller or less hazardous
operations may be inspected less frequently. The minimum

|
inspection frequency should be consistent with the NRC system.

I

Questions:

1. Enclose a copy of the State's priority system,

i
'

This is attached as Appendix E.

2. Who assigns licenses to the priority categories?

i
The reviewers assign the license priority in accordance with
the table in' Appendix E. Any exceptions are authorized by
the Supervisor of the Radioactive Material Unit.

i

l

I . --. . -_ . _ , , ~ , , _ - - . , ,
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3. Discuss any significant variances in the State's priorities
from the NRC priority system.

'

They are the same as the NRC priority system.

4. Is the inspection priority system designed to assure that the
more hazardous and/or complex operations are inspected at an
appropriate frequency?

Yes, see priority system.

5. bescribe the State's policy for unannounced inspections and
exceptions to the policy.

About half of the inspections are unannounced depending on
the inspector's discretion.

6. Describe the State's policy for conducting follow-up
inspections.

Follow-up inspections are conducted to verify corrective
action where the issues are complex or serious and in
situations where experience or the licensee's response
suggests that corrective action will be ineffective or
delayed.

7.a. Does the RCP inspect cut-of-state firms working in the State
under reciprocity or under State licensure?

Yes, the " Notices of Reciprocal Recognition" are conditioned
to provide the inspection agency with timely information I

'permitting inspection on a sampling basis.

b. How many reciprocity notices were received?
:

Sixty-six were received in calendar year 1986.

c. How many were inspected since the last review?

In the calendar year 1986 about 20 were inspected.

VI.B Reviewer Assessment:

As indicated in the State's answers, their priority system is the same as
that used by the NRC and thus complies with the guidelines.

C. Inspector's Performance and Capability (Category I)

NRC Guidelines: Inspectors should be competent to evaluste health
and safety problems and to determine compliance with State
regulations, inspectors must demonstrate to supervision an
understanding of regulations, inspection guides, and policies prior
to independently conducting inspections.

_
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l

l i

| The compliance supervisor (may be RCP manager) should conduct I
annual field evaluations of each inspector to assess performance
and assure application of appropriate and consistent policies and
guides.

|

|

| Questions:

la. Does the senior inspector or supervisor periodically
accompany the inspectors?

Yes.

b. Are these accompaniments documented?

! Yes.

2. List the number of supervisory accompaniments of inspectors |

since the last review meeting and identify the persons |,

| accompanied and the supervisors. I

,

PERSON LICENSEE LICENSE
OBSERVER DATE ACCOMPANIED INSPECTED NUMBER

L

J. Brown 11/17/86 Jim Hartranft Signa Health 4619
J. Brown 11/18/86 Kim Wong Decisive Test 1836
J. Brown 11/19/86 Gene Edmunds Whittler Hosp. 1989
J. Brown 11/20/86 Joe Takahashi Riverside Gen. 0901

,

! J. Brown 12/18/86 Frank Bold Coronado Hosp. 2856
J. Brown 1/7/87 Hark Gottleib CA Almond 3896

,

J. Brown 1/9/87 Lisa Burns Smith Emery 3789 |

J. Brown 3/11/87 Stu Rosenberg Stockton Diag. 4107
: Radiology
l J. Brown 3/12/87 Steve Eckberg Horizon Labs. 4317

IV.C Reviewer Assessment: s
,

,

| Seven field accompaniments and evaluations of inspectors were conducted
by Jack Hornor during the program review:

INSPECTOR AGENCY DATE LICENSEE LICENSE TYPE

F. Bold San Diego Co. 2/17 Palomar Hosp. Nuclear Med.
J. Hartranft Orange County 2/23 St. Joseph Hosp. Medical
J. Takahashi RHB - South 2/24 San Antonio Nuclear Med/

Community Hosp. Brachy Th.
G. Edmunds L.A. County- 2/26 L.A. Commun. Hosp. Nuclear Med.
K. Wong DIR 2/27 Continental Testing IR,

'

S. Rosenberg RHB - North 3/17 Fremont Med. Center Medical
S. Eckberg RHB - North 3/18 Auburn Faith Hosp. -Medical

,

!
'

It was found the quality of the' inspections was very good and overall the
inspectors' performance meets the guidelines. In most cases, the
inspectors were commended on their professional performance and adherence
to proper regulatory practices. In one case. however, the inspector had

i

!.
__. - - . _ _ - . . . . --
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<

not allowed sufficient time to review a large medical program and also,

did not clearly differentiate between recommendations and items of non-
q

compliance in the exit interview. This was discussed with him and the
compliance supervisor. It was suggested this inspector accompany son'e of
the more experienced inspectors as well as receive high priority on the'

list for NRC training courses.

: As noted in the State's answers, the compliance supervisor is making
field accompaniments of all inspectors and is documenting the results.;

D. Responses to Incidents and Alleged Incidents (Category I)

NRC Guidelines: Inquiries should be promptly made to evaluate the
1 need for onsite investigations. Onsite investigations should be

promptly made of incidents requiring reporting to the Agency in
, less than 30 days (10 CFR 20.403 types). For those incidente not

requiring reporting to the Agency in less than 30 days,
investigations should be made during the next scheduled inspection.
Onsite investigations should be promptly made of non-reportable
incidents which may be of significant public interest and concern,
e.g., transportation accidents. Investigations should include
indepth reviews of circumstances and should be completed on a highi

priority basis. When appropriate, investigations should include
reenactments and time-study measurements (normally within a few I

'days). Investigation (or inspection) results should be documented
and enforcement action taken when appropriate. State licensees and
the NRC should be notified of pertinent information about any
incident which could be' relevant to cther licensed operations

(e.g., equipment failure, improper operating procedures).
Information on incidents involving failure of equipment should be
provided to the agency responsible for evaluation of the device for-

'

an assessment of possible generic design deficiency. The RCP
should have access to medical consultants when needed to diagnose
or treat radiation injuries. The RCP should use other technical
consultants for special problems when needed. ,

Questions:

1. How does the RCP respond to incidents and alleged incidents?

Inquiries and complaints are promptly evaluated to determine
the need for onsite investigation. Onsite investigations are

conducted where review discloses Class A or B (immediate or
24-hour notice required) overexposure.

2. Are major incidents (10 CFR 20.403 types requiring reporting
in less than 30 days) investigated on a priority basis?

Yes, the priority is as follows:

(Continued next page)

.
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Time First- Time Period in which
Notice Due to- Agency is to initiate

Type of Occurrence Dept./Arency Investfration
'

:
Type C overexposure 15 days 15 days
or release 17CAC 30297

Type B overexposure. I working day 3 working days

release or loss of
use 17CAC 30295(b)

Type A overexposure. Immediately by 3 working days
release or loss of phone, notice

use 17CAC 30295(a) within one"

working day

Lost or, stolen Immediately by 3 working days

source 17CAC 30294 phone notice -

within one
working day

Complaint-violation 1 working day 3 working days

of radiation safety-
and health requirements

3. Are other incidents followed up in the next scheduled
inspection?,

Yes.

4. Are non-reportable incidents that may be of significant
public interest and concern promptly investigated?

|

Yes.

5. How many incident investigations were conducted during the
review period?

During 1986, 216- investigations were initiated. Of these 216
investigations. 123 were closed. In addition. 46 investi-

.

gations initiated in 1985 were closed. As of March 3. 1987,
there are's total of-119 open investigations (1985-86).

6. Attach as an appendix a summary of each incident
investigated. Include documentation of investigation
results, enforcement action when appropriate, any reenactment- --

and time motion' studies..as well as notification of the NRC
o' and state: licensees of incident information"that may have

been relevant to other licensed operations.
-

i

All incidents investigated during 1986 and 1987 are listed in i

.the computer. These lists indicate'the nature of the !
incident (transport. loss / theft. leak / malfunction, presumed

overexposure and loss of control /use). In addition a
-

-,J_,.,,,..,.., !
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computer list of all 1985, 1986, and 1987. investigations
which remain open as of March 3.-1987 is available. (Copy

furnished to NRC.) ,

Below is a listing of the, incidents which this Depart' r - and
the NRC consider significant. These incidents are 'ident. ' led
relative to status (open/ closed). In depth details of
incidents / investigations are available for review at the .|

!Radiologic Health Branch Office.

a. Californie Bionuclear (File * 011786) - Investigation
initiated as a result of a complaint by the Los Angeles
County Hazardous Material Unit. Investigation

indicated a_ loss of control over the use of radioactive
material, inclusive of unauthorized disposal off i

-radioactive material and extensive contamination. This |
'facility was " raided" by Los Angeles County Hazardoua~

Naterial.. Unit. Following the removal of all explosives
and flammables..this facility underwent a thorough

'

decontamination of radioactive materials. A notice of
violation was issued and this investigation remains
opened.

5

b. U.C.S.F. (File # 042286) - During the course of a
brachytherapy procedure a resident physician from the

~

'

radiation oncology department was unable to distinguish
the difference between the' radioactive source and the

j source applicator. . Because of a medical emergency it

|- was necessary for the resident to remove the sources. ;

Since the resident physician was unable to distinguish ii

| the source from the applicator, the resident placed the:
'

source app 11cator (source placement rod) in the j
.

shielded lead pig.- After stabilizing the patient the
resident removed the remaining source applicator (which i

still contained approximately 44 ag. Ra eq. CS-137), ;

the resident carried the applicator-and unshielded- ;
sources in his hand for approximately 15 minutes.
Estimated extremity dose is approximately 70 Rem. This
investigation is still opened - licensee's corrective '

actions have been received and are presently being :
reviewed. A notice of violation will be issued. '

c. International Nutronics (File # 090986) - Ninch motor ;

failure at this industrial sterilizer facility -
sources remained in the pool. This investigation is
still opened and the'NRC was informed by phone and mail
of this incident. This incident is not thought to be
due to a generic problem.-

d. Frederick Georre. DPN (File-# 090986) - NRC reported a
leaking 125 I source was received from Dr. George at
Lixiscope Corporation in Illinois. The leak resulted
in significant thyroid uptake to NRC personnel and
31xiscope personnel. An investigation and site visit

!

'
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l was immediately conducted. No evidence of
contamination or thyroid uptake was detected at Dr.

George's facility. This Department found no , violation
of regulations or license condition and close'd this
investigation. All investigation material was
forwarded to NRC for further determinations.

! e. Boothe-Twining (File # 091586) - During the course of a
radiographic procedure a radiographer's survey
instrument malfunctioned. When he approached the

|
camera no radioactivity was detected and the
radiographer incorrectly assumed the source was'

retracted and he continued his work. This incident
resulted in a 2.7 Rem whole body exposure to the
radiographer. This investigation is still open and a
Notice of Violation was issued.

|

| f. Industrial Nuclear Company (File 4092086) -

| Incompatibility between INC Model IR-100 W/Model 32
| pigtail and source changer supplied by INC - This
| investigation is open and has been determined not to be

! a generic problem,
l

g. ION Radiochemicals (File #102386, 122986, 021887) -

Several incidents of ICN shipping radioactive materials
to individuals not holding authorization from the
appropriate regulatory agencies (NRC and California) -
Their investigations are still open,

h. United States Testing Company (File #110786) - Theft of

70 curies of IR-192 (sealed radiographic source).
Source subsequently recovered. A Notice of Violation
was issued. This investigation is considered closed.

1. International Nutronics (File # 012887) - Source hoist
rounding bolts sheered during source travel at this
industrial sterilizer facility - This investigation is
closed and the NRC was informed by phone and mail of
this incident. No Notice of Violation was issued.

7. Were any incidents attributed to generic-type equipment
failure?

No.

8. What action was or would be taken by the RCP pertaining to
incidents attributable to generic equipment failures in
regard to notffication of the NRC. other licensees and the
regulatory agency which approved the device?

If the failure occurred in California the NRC would be
notified, then the NRC would notify other regulatory
programs. California may also notify the other State and
Federal programs directly for purposes of expediency.
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|

9. If a failure should occur in equipsent manufactured by a
State licensee, what action would be taken to:

,
)

a. stop the manufacture or force changes in design?

With respect to California licensees, the Department
has authority to suspend or modify licenses and by
order require retrofit of existing devices or prohibit |

use of such devices by California licensees. |
|

b. assure retrofit of existing devices? |
,

Information regarding a Department order requiring |
!retrofit and prohibiting use cf the device would be

transmitted to other agencies by copy of the order.
-

!

| 10. When are other State licensees and the NRC notified of
pertinent information about an incident? ii

j Investigations involving equipment failures or malfunctions

! always include review to determine whether the failure is

( generic or specific. If review discloses a possible generic
failure the NRC is notified along with the regulatory agency'

which approved the device and California licensees possessing
the device.

Ila. Are medical consultants available and used when necessary?

Yes, our principal medical consultant participates in review |

!of investigations where expert medical consultation is
required. i

|
b. Is the State aware of the availability of medical ;

'consultants from NRC? .

Yes, the State is aware of the NRC resources.

12. Explain any use of other technical consultants for special
, problems encountered in incident investigations.

There were none necessary in this review period. We would
j call on the NRC if needed.

33. Were there any incidents since the last review meeting that
met Abnormal Occurrence Report'(ADR) criteria?,

|
i

No.

VI.D Reviewer Assessment:

The State's incident response program complies with the essential
elements of the NRC guidelines. Twenty-five incident files were selected
from the computer listing and reviewed in depth. In each case the

.

I
,
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correct action was_taken promptly. It was pointed out that the emergency
response procedures do not address reviewing incidents against the NRC
reporting requirements. However In reviewing the files, no instance.s-

'

were found in which the NRC was not properly notified. 8 ,

E. Enforcement Procedures (Category I)

NRC Guidelines: Enforcement: Procedures should be sufficient to
provide a substantial deterrent to licensee noncompliance with j

regulatory requirements. Provisions for the levying of monetary
penalties are recommended. Enforcement letters should be issued
within 30 days following inspections.and should employ appropriate
regulatory language clearly specifying all. items of noncompliance ,

and health and safety matters identified during the inspection and ;

referencing the appropriate _ regulation or license condition being
violated. Enforcement letters should specify the time period for
the licensee to respond indicating corrective; actions and actions-

| taken to prevent recurrence (normally 20-30 days). The inspector
f

[ and compliance supervisor should review' licensee responses,
Licensee responses to enforcement letters should be promptly'

acknowledged-as to adequacy and resolution of.previously unresolved
items. Written procedures should exist for handling escalated
enforcement cases of varying degrees. Impounding of material
should be in accordance with State administrative procedures. ,

opportunity for hearings should be provided to assure impartial
administration of the radiation control program.

.

Questions:

1. Describe the State's enforcement procedures.
,

Briefly, the procedure is as follows: Violations and items ;

Lof noncompliance are defined as to seriousness based on
guidelines of the NRC. Items of noncompliance that are
aggravated by repetitiveness, appear to be willful., are
accompanied by a large number of other forms of non-
compliance, or that have not been corrected in a reasonable
time may be raised in the level of seriousness. A Class IV

| item of noncompliance.(no-unnecessary exposure or unnecessary
L risk) requires a letter calling the licensee's attention-to

the matter. In the event of_a more serious: violation, a

letter is sent with a Notice of Violation which calls for a
reasonable date for reply. A. response which, although

! technically inadequate, indicates the desire _to come into
compliance calls for no unusual enforcement action._but
simply requires further correspondence between the inspector
and the licensee. In the occasional instance of a very:

~ tardy. Incomplete, argumentative, or otherwise Legative
response, the case is handled by management and the license

|_ may be revoked,
p

2. If the RCP can apply civil penalties, explain the procedures
for keying monetary penalties to violations.

l

.

.
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Current law provides that willful or grossly negligent
violation of radiation statutes. orders, or regulations is

punishable by imposition of a civil penalty not to exceed,
$5,000 per day per violation. The presiding judge'
determines the penalty amount.

3. Describe the State's provisions for criminal penalties.

The Health and Safety Code provides that violations of the
Radiation Control Law and Regulations are punishable as
misdemeanors with penalty not to exceed $1000 and 6 months in
jail for each count.

4. Describe the policies in effect for issuing field forms
equivalent to NRC form 591 or letters for enforcement ection.

California issues a short form for de minimis violations
correctable on the spot where the licensee expresses a
willingness to correct. ,

S. Are there written procedures for handling escalated
enforcement cases? Please provide copies for review.

Yes.

6. Can the State issue Orders: including Emergency Orders?

Yes, the Branch Chief, Radiologic Health Branch, Department
of Health Services is now authorized to sign Emergency
Orders. ,

7. Can the RCP impound radioactive material?

The Radiation Control Program has the authority in the Health
and Safety Code to impound radioactive material in an
emergency. Example, Universal Testing /MMP. two IR projectors
yellow tagged by DOSH-SO on 9/25/86.

,

8. Do State administrative procedures permit the opportunity for
hearings in major enforcement cases?

Enforcement actions are reviewable informally within the
Department and formally at administrative hearings and in
Superior Court.

9. If during the review period the State has issued orders,
applied civil penalties, sought criminal penalties, impounded
sources, or held formal enforcement hearings, identify these
cases and describe the State's enforcement action.

|

|

.

1

i
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!
License Type of Date of Current

Name Number Enforcement Action Status i

UC San Francisco 1725 Office Comp. Conference 1/14/86 Cbntinu'ing

i Boothe Twining 2181 Civil Penalty ($5,000) 3/13/86 Continuing ;

Universal Testing 3573 Compliance Conference 4/4/86 License
Terminated

|

Industrial Marine 2799 Compliance Conference 7/9/86 Resolved

Rosechem 1494 Cease / Desist Order 8/1/86 Legal Action
Contemplated ,

j
'

!

| Universal Testing 3573 Impounded IR Sources 9/25/86 Resolved
' and MMP (Yellow Tagged) .

I

CA Portland Cement 3670 Compilance Conference 12/17/86 Lic^nse in .

Termination

CA Bionuclear Corp. 2476 Criminal Charges 3/20/87 Convicted. |
Fined and j

,

Sentenced'

Alarm Concepts Terminated Criminal Charges 4/86 Convicted.
Fined and
Sentenced

USC 1949 Criminal Charges 3/87 Continuing
i

International 1822 & License Revocation Not Set Waiting for
Nutronics, Inc. 3911 Yet Advice from

Legal Office
. .

10. Are enforcement letters issued within 30 days of the
inspection?

Enforcement actions are normally taken within 30 days of the |
inspection.

II. Are enforcement letters written in regulatory language and
reference regulations and license conditions?

A form notice of violation is used and required reference to
,

regulations and license conditions as appropriate. |

12. Do the enforcement letters clearly differentiate between
noncompliance items and health and safety recommendations?

1

Yes, enforcement procedures require that health and safety
'

recommendations must not be included in the Notice of
violation but instead are discussed in a cover letter.

- __ ._ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ __ __. ._, _- __ __, ._
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13. If applicable, do the letters separate actions subject to the h,

]
State radiation control act and State OSHA regulations? "

r

. , .

! The form only addresses violations of Title 17 (CAC)' and not
i CAL-OSHA regulations.

14a. Are enforcement letters issued by inspectors or supervisors? j

i. -

By inspectors.

b. If issued by inspectors, do they undergo supervisory review ,*

i prior to dispatch?
'

:
s

Prior review of enforcement letters is not required except in ;4

i cases where-the inspector judges the matter to be' serious and

}
to require supervisory input. (

'

; :

15. Do enforcement letters require the licensee to respond within
|
i a stated time period? Note the period.
! '

| Licensees responses to Notices of Violation are normally
'required within 30 days and may be escalated for serious;

j violations. _ j
'

t
. .

] 16a. -Are licensee's responses to enforcement letters reviewed by
the inspector and the supervisor?

j b. Are they acknowledged?

i
i 'They are reviewed and acknowledged by the inspector and are-

reviewed by the supervisor as part of the package submitted
i to the Program by the contractors or regional offices.

:

i 17. Has the State taken escalated enforcement action against

i licensees who operate in multiple jurisdictions. s

i
i Yes.
,

VI.E Reviewer Assessment:;

i
| Although the enforcement actions taken by the State during this review

| period comply with the guidelines, the written procedures are not

i -- complete and should be updated to reflect the current' practice.. For
i example. there are no clear-cut policies for such measures as follow-up

inspections or shortened inspection frequencies when numerous or repeated
_

-

j violations are observed. Also, there are no written procedures to
j clearly define the action levels for escalated enforcement.
_

] As indicated in the state's replies, they have recently taken a very

; strong enforcement stand against several recalcitrant licensees.

!
4

i

!
i

'

i'

~
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The State briefly explained that two industrial radiography projectors
were " yellow tagged ** by the DOSH office in Southern California. The
sources originally belonged to Universal Testing Company. The owner of

ithat company had refused to comply with regulations and had been
threatened with suspension of his license so he disposed of the sources.
Upon investigation, the inspector determined the sources had been sold to
an unlicensed company, MMP Quality Inspections. He located the new
company and yellow tagged the sources. Since that time, the MMP
radiographers have been licensed and the seals removed. The Universal
Testing license has been terminated.

F. Inspection Procedures (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: Inspection guides, consistent with current NRC
guidance, should be used by inspectors to assure uniform and
complete inspection practices and provide technical guidance in the
inspection of licensed programs. The NRC Agreement States Guides
may be used if properly supplemented by policy memoranda, agency
interpretations, etc. Written inspection policies should be issued
to establish a policy for conducting unannounced inspections,
obtaining corrective action, following up and closing out previous
violations, assuring exit interviews with management, and issuing
appropriate notification of violations of health and safety
problems. Procedures should be established for maintaining
licensees' compliance histories. Oral briefing of supervision or
the senior inspector should be performed upon return from non-
routine inspections. For States with separate licensing and
inspection staffs, procedures should be established for feedback of
information to license reviewers.

Questions: I

1. Has the RCP developed its own inspection guides or does it |
use NRC guides?

California has developed its own guides. i

l

2. Are current copies of the internal inspection forms and I
guides on file in the RCP office and with NRC7 Attach
revisions or new guides developed since the last review.

Region V has copies of all existing forms and guides.
However, licensing and inspection policies are being revised
and will be available for the next audit.

3. Are inspectors furnished copies of inspection guides?

Yes.

*The State uses the term, " yellow-tagged," to refer to impounded sources.
A yellow-tagged source is not physically removed from the owner's premises.
Instead, the sources are tagged and sealed to prevent use.
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'

4. Discuss the use or non-use of inspection policy memoranda.
interpretations, etc., to supplement inspection guides.

I

In addition to the guides, we use inspection procedo.res and
inspection policy menos to address such issues as enforcement ,

t
criteria, contamination limits. cleanliness surveys, etc.

5. Are there written procedures establishing policy for:

a. unannounced inspections?j

No.

b. obtaining corrective action?.

Yes.

c. following-up.and closing out previous citations of
violations? i

Yes.

d. exit interviews with management?

Yes.

e. Issuing notices of violations and findings of health
and safety problems?

Yes. .

,

!

f. categorizing the seriousness of violations?

Yes.
*

Please provide copies of these procedures for review.

6. What procedures have been established for maintaining
,

licensees' compliance-histories?-i

The compliance histories have been maintained by a summary
sheet in the compliance folder. They will be part of the
-licensee data base in the new ADP system. ;

7. Does the senior inspector or supervisor orally debrief the
~

inspector upon return from inspections?

Yes, when there is a local supervisor.

8. What procedures are there for providing feedback from
inspectors to licensing?

Response and commitments to citations or recommendations -

E which significantly upgrade a licensee's radiation safety
.

{

.

!
'
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program are forwarded to licensing with a recommendation for
amendment action so that the commitments are enforceable as
license conditions. In addition, licensing is advised to
clear the record with respect to acceptance of coarective'
action following a notice of violation.

VI.F Reviewer Attessment:

The State essentially meets the NRC guidelines in their inspection
procedures, but some elements still need to be added. There are no |

written procedures regarding announcing inspections or making I

confirmatory measurements. As noted in the enforcement section,
there are no written policies for follow-up inspections or
shortened inspection frequencies when numerous or repeated
violations are observed. These issues were discussed with
management and are addressed in the review correspondence.

,

G. Inspection Reports (Category II)

NRC Guidelines: Findings of inspections should be documented in a
report describing the scope of inspections, substantiating all
items of noncompliance and health and safety matters, describing
the scope of licensees' programs, and indicating the substance of
discussions with licensee management and licensee's response.

! Reports should uniformly and adequately document the results of
; inspections and identify areas of the licensee's program which
| should receive special attention at the next inspection. Reports

should show the status of previous noncompliance and the
independent physical measurements made by the inspector.

Questions:

| 1. How do inspection reports document the inspection that was
conducted and the inspection findings? Explain how the
reports substantiate noncompliance and health and safety
matters and describe the scope of the licensee's program.

The inspection reports are done on comprehensive forms that
document the licensee's performance in pertinent matters of
health and safety. The reports serve as checklists to ensure
all areas of the program are covered and the results are
summarized. The last page of the report lists the items of
noncompliance, the findings and discussion, and the basis for
close-out. The scope of the program is described both in the
report and on the cover sheet.

2. Do the reports

a. relate the discussions held with license management and

| interviews with workers?

Yes.

|
i
i

!

|
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b. Include independent measurements conducted by the
inspector?

#Yes, the measurements are documented.

c. document follow-up of previous citations of violations
made by the inspector?

The entrance interview is documented in the report and
that has a section for a review of citations from prior

inspections as well as a review of corrective actions
described by the licensee complete with cloceout,

d. identify areas of the licensee's program needing
special attention at the next inspection?

The exit report section indicates.the preliminary
findings and enforcement actions available or which
will be considered.

3. Are inspectors routinely inspecting radwaste package 1

preparation and shipping practices and do the reports
document the results?

Yes, the report evaluates complete and clear written
instructions for package pickup and receiving, security and 1

adequacy of temporary storage when necessary, clear written
internal delivery and transfer procedures, adequate package
survey and opening procedures, records or receipt and survey
of packages, record of use and transfer of material, use:of j

authorized chipping containers and adequate packing and ;

shipping procedures.

VI.G Revleuer Assessment-
js

Twelve compliance flies were reviewed and the results indicate that for
the most part the inspections appeared to be adequate to comply with the
guidelines, but improvements are needed in the inspection form. Items
such.as the inspector's observation of the licensee's handling of
radioactive material and interviews with ancillary workers are not
included in the current report form and were not documented in several
reports. Also, only one standard inspection form is currently being used
for all types of licensees and it is not always adequate to describe the
scope of the inspection. A list of the files that were reviewed and the
comments specific to each file are contained in Appendix F.

H. Independent Measurements (Category II)

NRC Guidelines:

Independent measurements should be sufficient in number and type to
ensure the licensee's control of materials and to validate the
licensee's measurements. RCP instrumentation should be adequate
for surveying license operations (e.g., survey meters, air

i
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samplers, lab counting equipment for smears, identification of
isotopes, etc.).

*

GM Survey Neter: 0-20 nr/hr *

Ion Chamber Survey Meter: several r/hr
Neutron Survey Neter: Fast & Thermal
Alpha Survey Netert 0-100,000.c/m
Air Samplers: Hi and Low Volume
Lab Counters: Detect 0.001 uc/ wipe

Velometers
Smoke tubes-
Lapel Air" Samplers

Instrument calibration services or facilities should be readily
available and appropriate for instrumentation used. Licensee
equipment and facilities should not be used unless under a: service
contract. Exceptions'for other State Agencies e.g.. a State

University, may be made. Agency instruments should be calibrated
at intervals not greater than that required to licensees being
inspected.

Questions:

1. Discuss the State's policy for conducting independent
measurements as a part of each inspection (e.g., air samples,
wipe samples,' air flows, dose rates). Are these measurements
documented in the inspection report?

It is our policy to conduct independent measurements as part
of each inspection. Radiation levels are checked in
controlled and uncontrolled. areas, contamination levelsfare -

measured in the vicinity of the workplaces'and effluents to
the environments are measured when appropriate. The
inspection reports verify that these levels are in
compliance. .-

2. List the instrumentation that is readily available to the RCP
for surveying licensed operations and conducting appropriate
independent measurements.

Each. inspector can take wipes, has a GN and ion chamber
instrument and can measure' alpha, beta and gamma radiation.

Each office has. In addition, airflow measurement and air
sampling capability. The prograa has neutron measuring I
capability.

]

3. Describe the method used for calibrating survey instruments
and the frequency of calibration.

See the Uniform Calibration Protocol. previously provided,
which the contract agencies have agreed to follow.
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VI.H Reviewer Assessment:

As mentioned above, the State has no written procedures for making
confirmatory measurements, although it is includea in the inspection'
forms and the inspectors appear to be making the proper sensurements.
According to the above responses and our findings during the review, the
State complies.with the NRC guidelines in their independent measurements,

e
l

'

i
'
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VII. OTHER ASPECTS OF THE STATE'S RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM
i

*

i
*

A. Non-Agreement Sources of Radiation

I
Questions:

1. Are the licensing and inspection procedures for NARM the same
as for agreement materials?

California has a comprehensive Radiation Control Program.
The procedures for licensing and inspection of NARM are
identical to the procedures established for agreement
materials.

2. Give the number of X-ray machine (or tube) and accelerator
registrants by category, e.g., dental, pedical, industrial,

etc.

There are 45.665 X-ray tubes registered with the State's X-
radiation control program. Machines are in the following

,

categories:

| (a) Priority I - 14.565 tubes - These are high workload

| medical machines, primarily radiographic and

I fluoroscopic used in hospitals and radiologist offices.

| Approximately.300 of these are high energy accelerators
I used for medical therapy. There are less than 50 high

priority industrial use tubes which are mainly field
radiography X-ray machines.

(b) Priority II - 8,280 tubes - These are low workload;

i medical, veterinary, and industrial (cabinet) machines.
Approximately 15% or 1,400 of these are industrial and

i
' analytical tubes.

(c) Priority III - 22,820 tubes - These are all dental
machines.

3. How many machine and accelerator inspections were made in the
j last year (or other appropriate interval)?

The following X-ray machine inspection and accident
| Investigations were completed for the period January 1 -

December 31, 1986.

(a) Priority 1 - 3,146 tubes inspected - approximately 50
were therapy accelerator type.

(b) Priority II - 686 tubes inspected - approximately 20
were industrial cabinet type.

(c) Priority III - 2,122 dental tubes were inspected.
'

, ,

|

|

|
\ .

.

'
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|
; (d) Investigations - 136 accidents or complaints involving i

I X-ray machines were completed. There were no Type A,
! two Type B, and seven Type C overexposures caused by X-

ray machines for the period. One of the Type B
'*

'

overexposures mas caused by'a diffraction machine i

located at a university campus laboratory. The other |
Type B was to an X-ray technician employed at a small .

medical office. f
.

4. Does the State license X-ray or nuclear medicine
technologists?

Yes. X-ray Technicians must be certified by the Department of
Health Services and Nuclear Medicine Technologists will be
certified when regulations are adopted. i

|
B. Environmental Nonitoring Program- :

Questions:
i

i
| 1. To indicate the scope of the environmental monitoring

program, describe:

a. types of media _ sampled j

b. the number and locations of stations sampled 1

c. the frequency of sample collection
d. the analyses run on each type of sample

These data are included in the 1986' contract report
NRC-05-077-105 Environmental Surveillance Report. This
report has previously been provided.

2. Is a copy of the latest environmental surveillance report
available for review?

:
Yes.

!

l

| C. Other Areas j

i

This section of the review is for the use of either the reviewer or
i the RCP to address issues pertaining only to the individual State,

to new areas of concern, or to generic or State-specific issues
raised by NRC staff.

1. Other Generic lesues

Questions:
|

| a. For radiography inspections, to what extent do you make
inspections at temporary job sites?

Temporary job site inspections for IR are required to
close out inspections in California when the company
has field operations ongoing.

.

l
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b. Are you finding Ir-192 contamination on radiographic
equipment? '

e

No. the California inspectors have been instructed to
survey the guide tubes for contamination with a GM
survey meter as part of their inspection. California
will again remind the inspectors to perform this
survey, and to document the results.

c. What are the State's plans to adopt the low-level waste
(LLW) manifest rule (if not already adopted)?

The State has adopted the low-level waste manifest rule
(10 CFR 20.311) and it is currently in effect.

d. For Statt+ with LLW disposal sites, what are the
State's plans to implement 10 CFR 617

The State is proposing to develop a low-level waste
site as soon as possible and has already adopted 10 CFR
61 which is now in effect.

e. Will your State have access to a LLW disposal site
after January, 19867 If not, what contingency plans
are there for after January, 19867

The State did not have the low-level site operating by
January 1, 1986, and has negotiated a special agreement
with the State of Washington to use their low-level
waste site until California's is available,

f. Have copies of 10 CPR 61 and NRC technical positions on
waste form and classification been distributed to State
licensees? If there has been feedback please provide
documentation.

Copies of 10 CFR 61, but not all of the NRC technical
position on waste, have been mailed to all State
licensees. There has been no feedback from any
licensee on 10 CFR 61.

g. Have there been any applications or approvals for
incineration, compacting or disposal?

There have been non-commercial applications and
approvals for incineration, compacting and disposal
(not shallow land burial); the major one currently
being reviewed is Stanford University. We have
received two applications for compacting / disposal of
wastes on a commercial basis: the requests are under
review.

I

_ _ _ . _ . . . - . - _ _ _
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h. What use is being made of IE information notices?'

NRC IE information notices are distributed to licen,se
reviewers and inspectors but not to Californid
licensees. If the information needs to be distributed
to licensees. California puts out a Radiation Safety
Advisory to all licensees.

1. Identify any group of materials licensees for which the
State has increased the frequency of inspection due to

problems with the general category. Please discuss the
nature of those problems.

Many field radiography licensees were inspected on an
accelerated frequency when serious or repeat violations
were found.

|.

j. With respect to medical licensees. is the State making
any effort during inspections of nuclear pharmacies to
determine whether the licensee is actually conducting

the required molybdenum breakthrough tests, i.e.. what
is the State doing in addition to record reviews to
establish compliance or noncompliance with the
requirement?

Molybdenum breakthrough is inspected during every-
routine inspection of medical and pharmacy licensees.
Inspectors will show up in early morning hours to
observe actual procedures at nuclear pharmacies. ,

I

k. Is the State mounting any special effort to look a't the
possibility of reconcentration of radionuclides in
sanitary sewers and sewage treatment plants as part of
the regular inspection program? If so, please
describe. .

The State reviewed the All Agreement State letter
addressing the sewage reconcentration problem and could
not find any situations where it could be a problem.
California has, in the past, run a sewage sludge
sampling program (under EPA) and found no problems.

1 Has the State received applications from NRC licensed
reactors requesting approval for disposal by burial of
low-level radioactive waste? If so, please identify
the reactor operator and the date of the application.

No such applications were received.

.

1
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VIII. LOW-LEVEL WASTE

The reviewer held a day-long meeting on March 16. 1987, with the staff of the |

Low-Level Waste Section of the Vector Surveillance and Control Branch *(VSCB). i

the Branch of the Environmental Health Division recently assigned the
responsibility for the development. licensing and regulation of the California !

low-level radioactive waste site. Following is an outline of the items I

discussed and the current status of the program.

1. Legislation and Regulations

California has already adopted regulations equivalent to 10 CFR 61.

2. Organization

As indicated above, the low-level waste program has been assigned to a |Branch within the Division that is not headed by the radiation control '

program director. The reviewer discussed the Agreement State program and !
provided copies of the background statement to the program management. It

was explained to the State that pursuant to the guidelines, when
regulatory responsibilities are divided between agencies as in this case.
MOU's or equivalent understandings must exist to clearly determine the j

division of responsibilities and requirements for coordination. It was
I

also explained that the NRC will expect that one agency logically the |
RHB. be designated to interface with the NRC and be named the lead agency |

'for regulating agreement material. The Division expects to reorganize and
rename the Branches in the near future and the new organization and its
effect on the program will be followed up in the next review.

'

3. Budget
'

;

The current annual budget is $250.000, paid by the designated licensee.
Once the site is operating, the State will receive a 10 percent disposal

,

charge in addition to the annual license fee of $250.000. These funds are i
expected to support the State's regulation of the site.

4. Administrative Procedures

The program has not reached the stage at which procedures will be ;

established. Management is aware of the need for addressing such items as '

RCRA responsibility, topical reports. HIC evaluations, etc. They are
gathering as much information as possible in the form of regulations. reg
guides. NUREGS. licenses and SOP's from the NRC, existing sites and other
participating state and Federal Agencies. The reviewer pointed out
several items for consideration by the State such as setting policies for
special exemptions, containers, compacting. incineration, mixed waste, and
storage.

5. Personnel

The program is headed by Don J. Womeldorf. Branch Chief and Program
Manager, and now has two technical staff members: Rueben Junkert. Senior
Waste Management Engineer, and Fred Toyama. Health Physicist. The
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|
|

reviewer interviewed the staff and reviewed the. Job descriptions and resum6s. ,

'
It was found the qualifications of the technical staff are all satisfactory
and within the NRC guidelines. The program will be hiring additional, staff.,and j

*using consultants as the development process continues. )
|

6. Training )
|

The training available from.the NRC was discussed and staff members have I

already been assigned to upcoming training courses. |

7. Licensing

US Ecology has been selected as the designated licensee. A preliminary
license application is expected in the Spring or Summer of 1988 and the
final application and EIR/EIS in late 1989. The State plans to use
technical assistance from the NRC and consulting' firms in writing the

license. :

I8. Site Selection and Development

The site development program and preliminary schedule submitted by US |
Ecology is attached as Appendix G. The schedule has three phases, site
selection. site characterization and environmental review and licensing.
At the time of the review, the site selection phase was still in progress.
Eighteen desert basins had.been studied, and using siting criteria J

developed from public comments as well as technical and regulatory
requirements the State and US Ecology had narrowed sixteen candidate |

'

siting areas to three primary and two backup sites. The plan is now to
enter Phase 2. In which the three primary sites will be characterized by
detailed studies for one year..after which the final site will be chosen.
Construction is expected to begin'in late 1989 after completion of the
environmental review and final approval of the license application.

9. Suretles
:

The licensee designee has posted a $1,000,000 performance bond with the
State. Suretles for decommissioning and long term care and maintenance
after closure are to come from monies collected by the ten percent
disposal charges. The amounts have yet to be established and the State
plans to form an analysis and evaluation group that would use the services
of an economist and a budget analyst to determine the necessary amounts.

10. Compliance

Although compliance procedures have not been developed the need for
adequate inspection and enforcement procedures was discussed. Presently,
the State plans to have at least one onsite inspector with possible
additional oversight from the selected county. Items that need policies
established include' enforcement severity levels escalated enforcement and
the disposition of incoming waste'that does not meet requirements.

I
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A. ' California State Organization Charts
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APPENDIX. D

LICENSE FILE REVIEW ; ;

Eleven pre-selected license files were reviewed. License applications were
reviewed for. completeness and for proper signatures. Casework was reviewed for.
timeliness of State actions. adherence to good health' physics practices. ,

reference to appropriate regulations, supporting documentation.. consideration
of enforcement history on renewals, pre-licensing visits, and peer or
supervisory review as indicated. Licenses were reviewed for accuracy,
appropriateness of the license and of its conditions and tie-down conditions
and overall technical quality. The files were checked for. orderliness and
retention of necessary documents and supporting data.

'

Overall the licenses were well drafted and no major deficiencies or generic
issues were noted. It was obvious from reviewing the files that:the reviewers

.

Iare making an effort to improve the quality.of the licenses and during the.
staff exit they were commended on the improvement. .

The licenses reviewed are listed below and are.followed by a list of comments
specific to each case. These comments were discussed with the applicable
reviewer.

Case # 1 ,

Licensee: Kaiser Pernamente Medical Group Lic.'No.: 3802-60 !
,

Location: Hayward. CA. Amendment No.: 26
Type of License: Group Medical
Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action: August 26.: 1986-. *

Case # 2
Licensee: City of Hope National Medical Center. Lic. No.: 0307-70

Location: Duarte. CAs
.

Amendne,nt No.: 86
Type of License: Group Medical. Teletherapy. R&D. -

Irradiator (self-shielded)-
Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action: May 8, 1986

Case # 3
Licensee: Temple Community Hospital Lic. No.: 24'71-70
Location: Los Angeles. CA Amendment No.: 28

Type of License: Group Nedical
Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action: September 4. 1986

Case # 4
Licensee: Becton-Dickinson Monoclonal Center. Inc. Lic. No.: 3404-43
Location: Nountain View, CA Amendment No.: 14

Type of License: Tracer Studies. Self-shielded Irradiator
Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action: November 7.-1986

i

!

i

>
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I

Case # 5 ;

Licensee: Isotope Products Laborator es Lic. No.: 1509-70 |

Location: Burbank. CA Amendment No.: 64 |

|
'

Type of License: Source Manufacturing / Distribution
. March 23. 1986

,
.

Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action:

Case # 6 |

Licensee: Summa Pharmacy of Sacramento Lic. No.: 4809-34 !

Location: Sacramento. CA j

Type of License: Nuclear Pharmacy |

Type of Action: New License Date of Action: September 11, 1986 ,

)
,

Case # 7
Licensee: Boothe-Twining Inc. Lic. No.: 2181-56
Location: Oxnard, CA Amendment No.: 49

!Type of License: Industrial Radiography
Type of Action: Special amendment to Date of Action: July 1. 1986

enact enforcement agreement !

Case # 8 i

Licensee: Schlumberger Well Services Lic. No.: 0144-56
'

Location: Houston. TX Amendment No.: 49
Type of License: Well Logging .

JType of Action: Renewal Date of Action: May 12, 1986

Case # 9
Licensee: Tracor X-ray, Inc. Lic. No.: 2074-43
Location: Mountain View, CA Amendment No.: 35

Type of License: Manufacture of X-ray Fluorescence Analyzers
Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action: February 3, 1986

*

I

Case # 10 -
Licensee: Rocketdyne Division Lic. No.: 0015-70 ;

Location: Canoga Park, CA
.

Amendment No.: 75 i

Type of License: ,R&D, IR, Irradiator. Hot Cell Operations. Fabri, cation
of Fuel Assemblies, Decontamination Service -

* Type of Action: Renewal Date of Action: August 29, 1986

Case # 11
Licensee: Nuclear Theory & Technologies Lic. No.: 4722-70

Mineral Division - - _ _

Location: Woodland Hills, CA
Type of License: Activation in gemstones
Type of Action: New Date of Action: May 22,1986

Comment File No.

1. Bionssay condition not on license 1,10

2. License condition included that did not apply to 1,2

licensee's facilities or use of RAM

3. No central point for ordering RAM 1 .

.
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l

4. File not orderly 2.5.10

5. Ambiguous authorized user condition 2.9,

: -

,

6. Leak test conditions did not cover all sealed sources 2.3 i

|

7. Application unclear on adequate facilities or 3.5.6 i

instrumentation: reviewerLdid not follow up j
J

8. Security not addressed 4

9. Users listed for all uses, but not trained in all uses 4.5.9
|

10. Record keeping not adequately addressed in application 5

11. Shipping procedures not adequately addressed 5

12. High range' survey instrument needed but~not 6
listed in application

13. No source changers listed for IR's 7.10

( 14. RAM handling procedures alssing 8 |
1 \

l
!

|

l

|
|

!

|

l

l

!
!

l'
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|
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. .4- AFFENDIX E !
-

t

|INSPECTION PRIORITIES

|pu Industrial Medical / Medical Related
.Priority Type of Licente Priority Type of License'

.

6 -

DU Shielding , 6 DU Shielding
6 Gas Chromatographs 5 Lixiscopes (medical)
6 Fixed Gauges 5 Bone Densitometers
6 Small Sealed Sources (4100 uC1) 5 Sr-90 eye applicators

;6 EPA Sponsored Water Labs 3 or 5(b) Groups 1 - 12 :5 Portable Moist / Dens.' Gauges 2 Broad Scope A.

5 Lixiscopes (industrial) 2 Nuclear Pharmacies
5 X-ray Pluoroscopy 2 Mobile Services

,5 Small Irrad. (Cat. I, II. III) . 3- Veterinary Medicine-Therapy |

5 Small Lab ( 20 mC1) 5 Veterinary Medicine-Sr-90
3 Med/Large Lab 3 Brachytherapy Source Suppliers
3 Well Logging / Tracers 5 RIA Testing only
3 Tubular Inspection
3 Kr-85 Units Academic
5 Irradiated Electronics e 10 mC1

i3 Irradiated Electronics > 10 mC1 3,4,or 6(c) Specific license I
3 Manufacturing Devices 3 or 5(c) Broad C
3 Manufacturing RIA Kits 3 Broad B
3 Broad A and B 2 Broad A

.

5 Broad C
. 1.2.3(a) Manufacturing Sealed Sources Services

1,2,3(a) Manufacturing Unsealed RAM
'

1.2.3(a) Manufacturing Source Material 3 Demonstration {3 Research and Development 3 Leak Test Service |1 Industrial Radiography 3 Calibration of Instruments1 Large Irradiators (Cat IV) 3 Gauge Service
3 Film Badge /TLD's
3 Calibration of Diagnostic Ins. '

2 Waste Broker
2 Decon and Decomhissioning

Distribution - Same priority as associated manufacturing license.
!Others - Depends on type of'llcense. See the' Chief, Radioactive Materials ManagementSection.

Nstes:

As these types of licenses vary with respect to scope of operations, priorities 1, 2,
o.

or 3 may apply. If the licensee is a major processor / distributor, the priority is 1.
If activities are more limited, priorities 2 or 3 may be assigned. Verify proper

, priority assignment with the Chief, Radioactive Materials Management Section.
b. Priority assignment for nuclear medicine / therapy depends on possession limit. Theseare priority 3 unless the possession limit is less than 100 millicuries.
c. Specific or Broad C Academic licenses occassionally have significant Subitems which

make them a priority 3. In other cases, such as use of a small irradiator or gas
chromatograph, the priority would be 5 or 6 respectively.s

_

;
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INSPECTION FREQUENCIES,

.

.

Priority 1 2 3 __ 5 6

|

Initial (months) 1/ 6 6 6 6 12

! .

! Follow-Up
,

non'

| Due Frequency (yr-1) 1 0.5 0.33 0.20 routine
|
,

Due (months) 2/ 12 24 36 60 "
,

!
r

i '

, Overdue (months) 2/ 18 36 54 90 "

I
l

1/ From Date of Issuance
~

!

2/ From Date of Last Inspection

($Or

*
.

O

e

(
!

'

l



APPENDIX F

'

COMPLIANCE FILE REVIEW *

Twelve compliance files were reviewed to verify that the Anspection reports
uniformly and adequately docusented the scope and results of a proper
inspection, that appropriate compliance action was taken, that enforcement
letters were written in appropriate regulatory language that enforcement
actions. responses and acknowledgements were completed in a timely manner, that
unresolved issues were pursued to conclusion and that compliance actions and
inspection reports had proper supervisory review. The files were also checked
for orderliness and retention of necessary supporting data.

Although the inspection reports and flies reflected the fact that the
inspectors are performing thorough inspections and taking,the appropriate
enforcement actions promptly. Improvement needs to be made in the inspection
forms. The RCP has revised the uniform. inspection form several times in the ,

past months, and each office was using a different version. The form still
needs to be revised to include the inspector's observations of the licensee's
operations and interviews with ancillary workers. Also only one standard

| Inspection form is currently being used for all types of licensees and it is
not always adequate to describe the scope of the inspection.'

Case * 1
Licensee: Cigna Health Plans Lic. No.: 4619

Location: Westminster. CA Priority: 3

Type of Licensee / Facility: Medical

| Reason for Inspection: Initial
Inspection Date: 11/17/86 Enforcement Letter Date: 11/19/86-

Case # 2
Licensee: Mast Immunosystems. Ltd. Lic. No.: 3906
Location: Mountain View. CA Pr.iority: 3

Type of Licensee / Facility: Bio Laboratory Manufacturing & Distribution
Reason for Inspection: Routine
Inspection Date: 7/2/86 Enforcement Letter Date: 8/13/86

Case # 3
| Licensee: John Muir Memorial Hospital Lic. No.: 2207

Location: Walnut Creek CA Priority: 3'

Type of Licensee / Facility: Medical.
Reason for Inspection: Routine
Inspection Date: 7/9/86 Enforoement Letter Date: 7/25/86i

|

Case # 4
Licensee: SIBIA. Inc. Lic. No.: 4437
Location: La Jolla. CA Priority: 3

Type of Licensee / Facility: R&D laboratory
Reason for Inspection: Initial
Inspection Date: 6/11/86 Enforcement Letter Date: 8/26/86

.

. - . - - ,
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Case # 5
Licensee: Friendly Hills Medical Group' Lic. No.: .4139
Location: La Habra CA Priority: 3

!Type of Licensee / Facility:.Nedical - Private Practice'
Reason for Inspection: Initial
Inspection Date: 1/15/87 Enforcement Letter Date: Not Required

Case-# 6
Licensee: Los Angeles Dept.:of Nater and Power- Lic. No.: '36651
Location: Los Angeles. CA Priority: 'S

Type of Licensee / Facility: Gas Chromatograph ~
Reason for Inspection: Initial
Inspection Date: 12/9/86 Enforcement Letter Date:.12/15/86

i
1Case # 7

Licensee: Needles-Desert Communities Hospital Lic. No.: 3520. |
Location: Needles.-CA . Priority: 2 |

Type of Licensee / Facility: Medical
-,

Reason for Inspection: Initial
Inspection.Date: 8/19/86- Enforcement Letter Date:;9/2/86

Case # 8
Licensee: Bud Antel. Inc. Lic. No.: 2593-

1 Location: Salinas Priority: 3

Type of Licensee / Facility: R&D Laboratory
Reason for Inspection:' Routine
Inspection Date: 7/25/86 ' Enforcement Letter Date: Not Required I

i
'

Case # 9
Licensee: Nestern Industrial X-ray ~ Lic. No.: 2851

Location: Richmond. CA Priority: 1

|
' type . of Li censee/ Facility: ' Industrial Radiography

| Reason for Inspection: Routine
| Inspection Date: 5/19/86 & 7/31/86 (Fleld)-

Enforcement Letter Date: 8/19/86 ,.

Case # 10
Licensee: Richardson X-ray Lic. No.: 0373
Location: Alhambra. CA Priority: 1

Type of Licensee / Facility: Industrial Radiography
Reason for Inspection: Routine-
Inspection Date: 11/4/86- Enforcement Letter Date: 11/6/86

I Case # 11
; Licensee: City of Hope Lic. No.: 0307

Location: Duarte. CA Priority: 3

Type of Licensee / Facility: Nuclear Medicine. Teletherapy.
Group 9 Labs. Brachytherapy |

' * '

. Reason for Inspection: Routine
__

11/20/86Inspection Date: 11/20-12/86 Enforcement Letter Date:

~

|

|
.

J

|

,
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Case # 12
Licensee: Canoga Park Hospital Lic. No.: 1809

Location: Canoga Park.CA Priority: 3
'

'Type of. Licensee / Facility: Nedical *

Reason for Inspection: Routine

| Inspection Date: 10/6/86 Enforcement Letter Date: 10/17/86,

Comment File No.

!
'

1. No documentation of inspector observance of 1.2.11.12
licensee operations

,

2. No documentation of inspector interviews of 1.2.5.7.11.12 ;

: ancillary workers :

l 3. No description of scope of licensee operation 2

4. Exit meeting not with appropriate level of management 2

5. Enforcement letter late 4 i

!

6. Incorrect use of-short form (2514) for enforcement 5
;

7. No licensee response: no follow-up by State 5
,

|
'

8. Exit meeting documentation not clear 5

9. Dosimetry review data on form not completed 5

10. Items of non-compliance unclear: no license conditions 5
'

or regulations cited

|
11. No indication of independent measurements by inspector 5

12. No attendance record of exit meeting 7,

13. Inspector did not use uniform inspection format 8

f
| 14. File not in order 11

|
'

15. Inspector recommended follow-up inspection: no record 12
of further action by State

!
|

, s

. . , _ , _ . .. . _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ . , _ . . . . . . . . - . . _ , - . _ .
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