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Rebert W. Kirkman, Director
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TRANSMITTAL OF LICENSE TANCE INSPECTION REPORT «
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Transmitted herewith ie the following inepection report
involving noncompliance:

THE BUDD COMPANY

Instrument Division

2950 Roberts Avenus
Philadelphia 32, Pennsylvenia

License No.: 137.611.3 w/amends. 12 & 1%

The following items of noncemplisncs were noted during
the course of the inspection:

20.10%5 (b)(1)(2) - in that in an unrestricted ares, i.e.,
& fleld adjscent to the femce enclosing barrels of
radioactive waste, rmdiation levels existed such
that an individual ocould receive a dose in excess
of 2 mrem in one hour, and a dose in excess of 100
mrem in seven consecutive days. (35ee item 29 of
report details.)

20,201 "Surveys” (b) - im that an evaluation had not been
Y made Lo determine whether appropriate personnsl
L0t momitoring equipment had been supplisd to each
% individual who works in the licensee's cave facility
and who would be likely to receive from beta emitting
) sources & dose in any calendar guarter in excess of
25 percent of the applicable valus specified in
paragravh (&) of Section 20,201, (Ses item 29 of
report details.)
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# -« in that an evalustion had not been made to determine
whether individuals who work in the licensee's cave
facility and who conduet other clean.up procedures in
the facility had been exposed to airborne radiocactive
material in excess of the limits specified by Section
20,103 (a) of 10 CFR Part 20. (See item 24 of report
d.uﬂl-)

« in that surveys were not being made at the fence
. surrounding the licensee's facility to determine whether
¥ radiation levels complied with the requirements of
Section 20,105 "Permiseible levele of radiation in
unrestricted areas”. (See item 22 and 23 of report
details.)"

Y, = in that surveys were not being made tc determine whether
contamination was being tracked or epread into the outside
offices and unrestricted areas outside the Plant. (See
item 22 and 23 of report details.)

« in that surveys were not adequate to ensure that the
general waste did not contain any radicactive waste
material., (See item 26 of report details,)

20.203 “Caution signs, labels, and signale" (b) - in that the
ares between the waste storsge shed and the facility in
which existed a level of 10 mr/hr had not been posted
with a sign worded, "Caution . Radiation Area" and pre-
seribed radiation symbol. (See item 23 of report details.)

(e) "High Radistion Areae” (1) - in that in the area aear the
facility wall adjacent %0 a waste storage room, and area
over a waste drum in Zone I, in which existed high ra.
diastion areas had not been posted with signs worded,
"Caution . High Radimtion Area" and radistion symbol,
(See item 23 cf report details.)
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(¢) "High Radiation Areas” (2) - in that three high radiation
areas established for periode of 30 days or greater
had not been equipped with control devices which would
make an individualsor a supervisor of the area aware
of entry. These areas were the waste storage shed,
the waste storsge rvom in the controlled sccess facility,
and the ealibration room. (See items 23 and 17 of the
report details.)

~ in that the control device for the high radiation
area in the eave was not opersting for a period of

at least seven days in which routine source processing
wes being done. (See item 15A of report details.)

(f) "Containers” (1) . in that containers holding me smouats of
Sr.90 had not been labeled with the words, "Caution -
Radiosctive Haterial®™ and prescribed radiation symbol,
(See item 2% of report details,)

(£)(4) « in that waste drums holding multimillicurie amounte
of Cow60 had not been labeled as to the kinde, quantities,
and date of measurement of quantities. (See item 28
of report details.)

20,401 "Records of surveys, radiation monitoring and disposal”
(b) .« in that records of concentrations of airborme activities
vere not being maintained {in the units used in the
appendices of 10 CFR 20. (See item 24 of report details.)

- in that records of the radiation surveys performed in
the areas adjacent to the calibration room during cal.
ibrations had not bsen maintained, (See item 17 of
report details.)

Licenge Conditian 13.C. - in that sealed sources holding
multimillicurie amounts of Sr.90, Co-60, and Tm.170
had not been tested for leakage since January 25, 1961,
(See item 25 of report deteils.)
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Licenss Condition 13.F. . in that a report had not been filed
with the Commission of a test which revaaled the presence
of greater than 0.005 ue of removable contamimation on
a sealed Co.60 souree which was subsequently used. (See
item 25 of report details.)

License Comdition 15 - im that a copy of the referenced writtea
administrative instructions had not besn supplied Lo each
individusl using or having responsibility for the use of
byproduct mterial.

« in that the instructioms had been changed without the
prior approval of the Isotopes Branch, Division of
Licensing and Regulation.

« in that the licensee 1s not following as reguired by
this condition all of the procedures as set forth in

thelr referenced vwrittem administrative instructions.
(Ses item 21 of repert details.)

.42 "Reports of Exporte . in that reports of exports were
not being submitted to the Commission in accordance with
the roqm)tu.au of this section. (See item 30 of report
details.

At the comclusion of the inspection on January 29, 1962, the
inspector requested that he be abls to talk with mamagessnt.

Mr. Santoro reported that he reported to Dr. Jobm Duck, the

Vies President and General Manager, in mtters of rediatiom
safoty. Dr. Busk's offices were in Phoenixville, Pa. Buck,
however, was not available that week because he wae in Califemmia
on business. Buck was Salephoned the following Memday, January
29. Pueck stated that he would e available for & weeting om
Thursday afternoom, February 1, 1962,

On Febrmary 1, 1962, Mr. Paul B. (levin, Assirtant te Director,
Regiom I, Compliance and Mr. A. J. Fleming, met with Dr. Buek
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to disouss the above noted items of noncompliarce. Mr, Michael
Santoro, Production Manager, Mr. George Pron, Manufacturirg
Mansger, Mr. Charles Fitti, Health Physics Supervisor were
present for the licwnses. Mr. Thomas Gerusky, Chief Radiological
Health Section represented the state of Pennsylvania, and Mr,
Jesse liebermsn, Chief, Ocoupational Envirr-ment Section, re.
rrescated the city of Philadelphia. The principal discussion

at this meeting centéresc uwpon the levels of contamination present
in the licensee's facility. It was noted in the discussion

thet their written administrative instruetions, dated 9/30/58 and
currently required to be followed by license condition 15,
contained sdures for control over the levels of contamination.
Paragraph 4.%7 of these instructiens, "Cleaning of Contaminated
Areas,” states that levels sbove lackground in any part of the
bullding are to be reduced to background by appropriste cleahing
methods., The survey made during the inepeciion revealed the
prwsence of levels of contamination, ranging up to 240,000 dpm,
in the Red Area of the controlled access facility where personnel
work. The licensee's survey records indicated the presence of
comparable, if not higher levels of contamination. Although

the liceviwe reportedly nerfopms clean.up operation, no formal
survey is made afterward to determine the exteni of clean.up.

A week to ten days elapse befure the next scheduled survey.
Puring this period, the licensee is not aware of the levels.

Dr. Buck held that their present system of contaminat.-n control
was ssir uate. Buck felt that surveys after clean-up wers com.
pletely umwcessary. He stated that if the clean.up wak not
baing done, the regularly scheduled surveys would show a pre.
olpitowr rise in the contamination levels. Buck felt Lhat the
records of scheduled surveys were being kept in good ordsr and
were sufficisat.

In view of tle question of levels, we would like to refer to
item 9 of the report details. Ia the DI4R letter to the licensee
dated 11/6/58, it was noted thet it is highly desirable, beth
from a technical and health safety standpoint, to clean up loose
contamination within the radisisotope laborstory. Alse included
vae a suggested upper liait of 1.0 wrad/hr for fixed surfrce
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contamination of beta and/or gamma emitter. As a rough estimate,
open window (M measurements of the plastic envelopes contaliring
the smears taksn in the inspection indicated readings of greater
than 1.0 mr/hr for smears which were subsequehtly counted and
found to have activities of 40,000 dpm or greater.

The licensee was reportedly following a revised set of instructions,
dated 12/18/60, which had not been submitted for the approval

of DIAR, Paragraph 40 of these instruotions notes that "All de.
contamination procedures in the production area are the res.
ponaibility of the production supervisor. All decontamination

is subject to the Health Physics standarde fér the plant". The
review of the instruetions indicated that these standards had not
been set forth by the licensee as part of the prooedures. Para.
graph 5.18 Wﬂx‘ described the
surveys to be performed, but not list any follow.up procedurvs.
We believe that such procedures would inelude: (1) What methods
of clean-up or contaminatien control are to be used, (2) When
clean-ups are to be scheduled, (3) What levels of contaminmation
are acceptable for continuing operstions, and (&) The type of
survey required to indicate that clean.up or control methods have
been successful. The need for flexibility in such procedures is
recogniged. We understand that the liceusee has now submitted
their current set of written administrative instructions for
approval, and would suggest that consideration be given to the
need for such follow.up procedures, especially in view of the
amounts of activity being proce#sed at the facility.

Regarding evaluations of air concentrations, Buek felt that
the results of the sampler above the cave door represented an
average airborne concentration for the Red Area. He said that
there were limits to which the air sampling could be carried.
We note that, effestively, only one fixed location was being
sampled in the restrictod area and that the monitor in froat
of the cave was not working at the time of the inspection.

We believe that a representative number of such air surveys
should be made specifically of the breathing somes of the men
while they work in the cave and other clean.up operatiens
vhere activity would become airborne.



Because of the high levels of contamination in the cave, fed,
and operating pit aress, it appears that individuals working
in these areas are lisble to internal exposure, sspecially by
inhalation. We beliewe it desira¥le to Lry to dedermine the
complete extent of these individuals' exposures. We feel that
the licensee should make available to these individuals appropriate
bioassay services. We think that the best method to detormine
the extent of the Coub0 and Ir.132 body burden is to have &
whole body oount performed for those individuals who enter the
cave, clip sources, handle waste, changs filters and conduct
other opervtions whiun cause airborne radiosctive dust.

Regarding the nesd for additional surveys outside of working aress,
tracking or contamination was shown to be ocourring from the
controlled access facility. We believe that sueh comtamination

is direetly related to the levels in the controlled acecess
facility. With higher levels being handled, we beliove there

is a greater probability of spread of material inte locatioms

such as outside offices and cars.

With respest to the need for en interloek in the calibration
area, Santore stated that he did not want to install such a
device. It was pointed out that théy could apply to DL&R for
an exception from Seetion 20.20% (¢)(2). Santore stated that
the documents and amendrents referimced in Conditiom 14 were
for the moet part no longer current or applicable to theiy
operation, It was pointed out that he could apply to DIAR
%0 have thess mmoved from the license.

In the matter of posting of arees, Santeroc reported that because
of the amounts they were handling and because of the wovemsnt of
material in the faeility, it was difficult for them to keep
chum the =igns in individual arese. As an alternative, it
sted that hs could pest the overall working areas or
ﬂslnwriuumafcrummm.

The inerease in the amounts of mterial being handled appesred
to contribute to the number of activities being conducted in
areas of the plant outside the controlled aceess facility.
These astivities which inelude leak testing, the elipping of
sourves, and low level desontamination of manipulators are
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reportedly b;im done to avoid unnecessary spread of oontamination
frem the facility.

Another major problem for the licensee was reportedly the pre.
sence of contamination upon the outside of the sealsd sources.
With the sdoption of the more restrictive liwmit of C.005 ue,
the licensee has had to spend a significant larger portion of
time in order to bring their sources down to this limit.

With respect to the leak test kits being supplied by Budd,
Santoro said that although the swabs were being counted at the
Philadelphia plant, they were not conducting the service under
license .3. Santoro believed that application to DI&R for the
kit had been made by the Sales Oroup of the Instrument Division
and the work was beigg carried out under théér license. The
latter will be reviewed during a forthooming inspection of the
Sales license 37.611.4.,

Concerning vioclation of Condition 15 of the license, it appears
that a question existe ag to whether the citation shoudd be mede
under Amendment 12 or Amendment 173 of the license. It was noted
during a review of the license backup that the licensee had
requested on October 3, 1961 that License 77-611.4 be amended

to cover installation of source holders at the U. S. Steel
Corporation, Fairless Works, Pennsylvenia. The use requested
by the licensee was authoriszed by Amendment No, 173 to License
176113 rather than by an amendment to license 17.611.4, Amendment
1% also revised Condition 15. We are citing against the revised
Condition 15, but believe that DIAR should decide as to what
amendment asprlies under the oircumstances.

With respect to external exposures to personnel, Santore stated
that although Section 20.101 (b) under epecified conditions
suthorizes exposure in excess of 1% rem quarter, company policy
has been Lo try to observe this limit, and teo definitely re.
strict whole body exposure below 5 rem/year. To ensure this,
Santoro said they frequently have to withdraw men from the
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controlled access facility especially at the end of a quarter.
The review of exposure records indicated that the techniciane
were approasching the limit of 1# rem each quarter. It appeared
from this that the licenses had been kesping a close check over
external exposures.

With respect to correctiwve action to be taken by the licenses
on the above items of nonecomplisnce, the following sentence is
moted in the introduction to the instruotions dated 12/18/60:

"At the same time, it (the report instructions) are written
recognising the following needs of the fascility:

1. To operste a profitable business.”

Dr. Buck stated that the Oak Ridge National laboratory had dis-
continued supplying raw Co.60 in the spring of 1961. Because

of this, Budd had to comtract with General Tlectrio in Vallecitos,
California for the irradiation of cobelt. Buock noted that
subsequently, ORNL resumed Co.60 production for a short time
supplying pellets to a competitor at a lower price than suppliers.of Budd.
He said that it sppeared poesible that ORNL would again resume
production of Co.60 in the near future. Buck felt that because

of theese actions, Budd was being priced out of business. Buek
stated that the Instrument Division had lost at least $75,000

in the past year.

It appeared during the inspection that an austerity program

had been in effect at Budd during the past year with a consequent
reduction in services. One result of the program was the
reduced number of fHealth Physics meetings. In view of the
financial gquestion, Dr. Buek stated that the licensee would

do anything that they could within reason to take correciive
aotion on the items of noncompliance. Buck stated that they

would do everything that is neces and reasonable to be in
complete compliance with the regulations. Because of the nature
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of Budd's operstions, we believe that DLAR should review care.
fully any future changes in the licensee's administrative in.
structions.

We believe that a hasard exists in the above items of noncompliance
and a followsup inspection will be scheduled.

It is requested that the report and transmittal xemorandum be
subsitted to the Division of Licensing and Kegulation for
appropriaste enforcement action.

Enclosures
b cys of Rpt.



