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- Transmitted herewith is the following inspection report
involving noncompliance ;

,

THE BUDD COMPANY |
" '

Instrument Division ;

'[ 2950 Roberts Avenue 1
-

,

' ; Philadelphia 32, Pennsylvania 1
,

-I.
, ~

' '

License No.: 37 611 3 w/ amends.12&13 d
*

'

The following items of noncompliance were noted durir4-

the course of the inspection: J,

~

20.105 (b)(1)(2) in that in an unrestricted area, i.e.. I
a field adjacent to the fence enclosing barrels of

'''

radioactive waste, radiation levels existed such
that an individual could receive a dose la excess

'

of 2 mrom in one hour, and a dose in excess of 100
. mrem $n seven consecutive days. (See item 23 of

report details.)
,

20.201 * Surveys" (b) la that an evaluation had not been
s (A ~

.X k. .U\][/made to determine whether appropriate personnel
* monitoring equipment had been supplied to each

O individual who works in the licensee's save facility
w7,.g#' and who would be likely to receive from beta emitting,

f/ sources a does in any calendar quarter in excess of'

? 25 percent of the applicable value specified in
paragraph (a) of Section 20.201.- (See item.29 of
report details.) '
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3,

c. ~ a 1
.w

t[, in that an evaluation had not been made to determine U." 3 whether individuals who work in the licensee's'. cave .
! facility and who conduct other clean-up procedures in :

I, ',

the facility had been exposed to airborne radioactive
Y.. a material in excess of the limits specified by Sootion~''*

~ '*
1 20.103'(a) of 10 CFR Part 20. (See item 24 of' report

V details.)
,'.4

7, %[ . . .
.

-. in that surveys were not being made at the fence ..

'j surrounding the licensee's facility to determine whether
,

'

'"'i . radiation levels complied with the requirements of 'g
/ |i Section 20.105 " Permissible levels.of radiation in

; unrestricted areas".~ (See item 22 and 23 of report t
>

'. 3 details.)"
~

?
ge 4)

-

,

*/ |h //
in that surveys were not being made to determine whether, , . '; Q" ' m

f contamination was being tracked or. spread into the outside

9)
E |p' offices and unrestricted areas outside the Plant. ~(See

,

..

'

9y' e' ," item 22 and 23 of report details.)X
_| f'' {.V.v

|,-'', ': '/ in that surveys were not adequate to ensure that the
*

; . general waste did not contain any radioactive waste R
material.. (See item 26 of report details.) 1

t

e -

~1|; 20.203 " Caution signs, labels, and signals" (b) in that the !
'

area'between the waste-storage shed-and the facility in 1
-

.- | which existed a level-of 10 mr/hr had.not been posted
Y with 'a sign worded. " Caution Radiation Area" and pre-

'
.

J scribed radiation' symbol. -(See item 23 of report details.)' '
-

j
r ,1*

(c) "High Radiation Areas"|(1) - in that'in the area near the.
1L, facility wall' adjacent it a vaste storage room, and azwa

i,,. over a waste drum in Zone I, in which existed high ra- i l
; diation areas had not been posted with signs worded, 'Ie .

" Caution - High Radi6 tion Area" and radiation symbol.-

]_ (See-item 23 cf report details.)
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' 'i (c) "High Radiation Areas" (2) . in that three high radiation'
i

# 1 areas established for. periods of 30 days or greater .|,

'!., had not been equipped with control devices which would
, ,

" ' G ", , ,. ; make an individualsor a supervisor of the area aware
'' '

f.v of entry. These areas were the waste storage shed,' '

'' '
1 c. . the waste storage room in the controlled access facility,,

,

and the calibration roomi (See items 23 and 17 of the
- : report details.)
,. .

4 - in that the control device for the high radiation. 4

',j area in the wave was not operating for a' period of
,y at least seven days in which routine source processing-

.+~rj was being done. (See item 15A of report details.)
-

2,

'.1 (f) " Containers" (1) in that containers holding no amounts of
'

Sr-90 had not been labeled with the words, " Caution .- '

'] Radioactive Material" and prescribed radiation symbol.,

j , .y (See item 25 of report details.) ,

'

(f)(4) - in that waste drume holding multimillicurie amounts'
;-

of Co 60 had not been labelod'as to the kinds, 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 airborne activities-

,

were not being maintained iin the units used in the-

' appendices of 10 CFR 20. (See item 24 of, report details.)-4
-

S' ; - in that zwcords of the radiation surveys performed in
' the areas adjacent to-the calibration room during cal.

i ', ibrations had not been maintained. (See item 17 of
rwport details.) '

i
.

License Conditi6n 13.C. - in that sealed sources holding2
'

multimilliourie amounts of Sr.90, Co.60, and is.170-,
,

4 2 - J' - had not been tested for leakage since January 25,1%1.4

,

, h (See item 25 of report details.)
J
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d. License Candittaa 13.E. . in that a report had not been filad- i'

with the Cd == ion of a test which revealmd.the presense

C af gnator than 0.005 as of removabla oca+==4= tion om
;o a ==1ad Co 60 sourse which was subsognantly used. ' (See ,,

4 item 25 of mport details.)
i. . . ,

, "i License Comittian 15 in that a oopy af. the referessed written- . i
'

.

'

? I admini=trative instructions had not been. supplied to eaak
'

d individual using or having responsibility for the use af .

.j hyprodnet material. q.,

'd in that the instructions had been shanged without the
*

'

-

.q prior approval of the Isotopes Brunob Division et.. ..

'A f.4a===ing sad Regulation.'K.

cd
'

;

;
"' " 1 i . in that the li - - is not following as requim d by '

- !
c y this sendition all of the procedans as set forth in i

-10 their refonneed writtaa edadaistrative instractions. '

;

J (See item 21 of report details.) ; ln
3

'- 30.42 " Reports of Expouts" in that sports of esports vom j !
not being submitted to the Commissian la sooerdamos with.~ '

.

.the requirements of this section.- (See item 30 of s port - i
>

details.)'*

.s. ,

.
At the conclusion of the inspection on' January 25,1%2, the

,; inspector reqassted that he be able to talk with.annagemmat.s

; i Mr. Santoro reported that he sported to Dr. John Back, the -

N1 Vies Pasident'and Genormi Mnanger, in matters of radiaties
'

safety. Dr. Besk's offises were in Phemnizvilla, Pa. Beek,
9. ; housver, was not avaliahia that week becanes' he.was la Califersia '

i ;
1 as basiness. Buck uns-bidsphemed the following Monday, Jammary :

1 4, 29. Book stated that he.would be available' for s' meettag as
.

i 4 Tharsday afterneos, Tehrmary 1,1962. "

1 '
,

1 on rebmary 1,1%2, Mr. Paul B. f3mvia, Aesir, tant to Dinster,
' Region I, Campliance and Mr. A. J. Fleming, met with Dr. Beek - -

,
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~ % to discuss the above noted items of noncompliance. Mr. Michael
,

Santoro, Production Manager, Mr. George Pron, Manufacturings

' ] Manager, Mr. Charles Fitti, Health Physics Supervisor wore.

pnsent for the licensee. . Mr. Thomas Gerusky, Chief Radiological'
'

. , , -

"," Health Section represented the state of Pennsylvania, and Mr.
Jesse Lieberman, Chief, Occupational Envirmanent Section, re. |

-

prescated. the city of Philadelphia. The. principal discussion |+ n3,.

!' at this meeting'centbnd upon the levels of contamination present !,

in the liconese's facility. .It was noted in the discussion i*

that their written administrative instructions,; dated 9/30/58 and I'
-

1 eurantly nquired to be fonoeed by license condition 15,'

;d contained procedures for control over the levels of contamination.
,

d.. J' Paragnph 4 7/ of these instruations, " Cleaning 'of Conh=4nated ''-

Tj A nas," states that levels abovelmekground in any part of t,he'

|'"]o building are to be redused to background by appropriate cleaMag~

methods.. The survey unds during the inspection nyaaled thej

f prugence of levels of contamination, ranging up to 240,000 dpa,4

l
~

'; . in the Red Area of the oontrolled access facility where personnel i

.! work. The licensee's survey records indicated the presence of |
'

4

,

. . ] comparable, if not higher levels of contamination. Although '

| the licew;e reportedly perfogues clean-up operation, ne formal 1,

.! survey isisade afterwant to determine the extent of. clean-up.
Afteek to ten days elapse before the next scheduled survey.

:, '

i During this period, W licensee is not awan of the levels.'
, ,

. Dr. Buck held that their present' system of contaminatiM2 control i

was shquate. Buck felt that surveys after clean-up won com-
i

e

plately unnecessary. He stated that if the clean-up weh'not 1

'

1 being done, the regularly scheduled surveys would show a pre-- 1
-

(* oipitous rise in the contamination levels. Buck felt that the
records of scheduled surveys were being kept in good order and.

' were sufficisat. !
'

' . , . 2'
' | In view of W qasstion of levels, we would like to refer to-

' item 9 of the report details. . In the. DIAR letter to h licensee 1
, dated 11/6/58,itwasnotedthatitishighlydesirable,'both
'

from a technical and health safety standpoint, to ' clean up loose<n

, /, contamination within the radi.aisotope. laboratory. .;Also included'

wasasuggestedupperlimitof1.0arad/hrforfixedsurfnoe*

e,
,
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3 contamination of beta'and/or gasens emitter. As a rough estisante, ]
:

,.

< open window Gt assasumments of the plastic envelopes santair.,tng. j,

the smears takan in the inspection indicated readings of greater ig

* ~ ' L] ~
,

than~ 1.0'mr/hr for. smears which were subsequaktly counted and .a
~ '

found to have activities of 40,000 'dpa or greater.
d

YEl The -lisensee was reportedly, following a revisedf set; of instructions; i
Ei ' dated.12/18/60, which had not been submitted for the approval

~

q" 41,

,! of DIAR. Paragraph 40 of h oe instructione notes.that "A11'de ..

.?! contamination procedures in-the production area a n W .res- :j
pensibility of W production supervisor. A11' decontamination' "

-

is subject.to the Health Physics standaris far, the plant". The*
.

i review of the instructions-indicated that.these standards had not'

?' j been set forth by the lisensee as part of the procedums. c Para-
,

'*

ji*d graph 518 "Reatular Area' Contamination Surver" described the a'

.. G)! surveys to.be performed, but did not list any follow.ap procedures. .

d We believe that;such procedures.would' includes : - (1) h t methods
~

,

1 of.olean-up or contamination cont al'are to be used,;(2) h n*

'l clean-ups are to be scheduled, (3) ht levels of contamination ,'

,

are acceptable for. continuing.opentions, and (4) Ths. type of
ar1 survey mquired to indicate ht.olean-up er centrol nothods have

_

.
, .,

a

A been successful. The need for flexibility in such precedures~ is
recognised. .We understand that the linessee has now submitted
their current set of written *d=histrative instructions for 11. .

^ approval,' and would suggest that consideration be given to the- . !,,

need for such follow-up procedures. especially in view.of'the j

amounts of activity being processed at the' facility.

Regarding evaluations of air consentrations Busk feltL that 1, I
'

. ,

'' - W results of the sampler above.h oave door repmsented an '

_ average. airborne sanoontration for the Red Area. He'said that
* ~ there were limits to which h air sampling. sould be carried.

, . We note, that, offeatively, only one fixed lesation was being
" H sampled in the restricted area and that the. monitor in front

j of the cave was not working'at the time of h ' inspection.
We believe that a representative number af:such air surveys
should be made specifically of. the breathing nones of the men l
while they work' in the cave and other clean-up operations c

,

ji-

where activity would become airborne.j y
-

,

id
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Because of h high levels of contamination in the cave, med,,
,

vi .and operating pit areas, it appears that individuals working
Ji in these areas are liable to internal exposure, especially by

,1 L :o j inhalation. We beliew it desirable to try to determins the

l complete extent of these individuals' exposures. We feel that- ~,

W licensee should make available' to these individuals appropriate "* ' ' '

.I bioasemy services. We think that tha best method to determinei '

~

! the extent of the Ce660 and Ir.192 body bunion is te have a :J'

h whole body count performed for.those individuals who entar the j

cave, olip sources, handle waste, ohange. filters and conduct ~|
'' '

, ',; other opemtions whium cause ai2 borne radiometive dust. - )
q,

D.c u Regamiing the need for additional surveys outside of working anas,^'

'ap tracking or eentasiaation was shown to be soeurring from the i.

^ c; controlled assess facility. We believe.that sash conta=4antion''

i1,. " is dimetly related to the levels in the controlled assess
,~ facility. With higher levels being handled, we believe there-. a

','l , is a greater probability of spread of material'into-locations. 2

. A such as outside offises and cars. -

* . i
,

' With aspoet to the need for an interlook in.the calibration
ans, Santore stated that he did not want to install such a-
devies. - It was pointed out that they could apply to DIAA'for+

an esseption from Seetion 20.203 (e)(2). Santero stated that t,s 4
.

the documents and amendments referenced in Condition 14 were 1

for the most part no langer current or applicable to their , )!'

operation. It was pointed out that he could apply to DIJA J
to have theseunmoved from the lieease. J

~- '

'
. . .

i'.

In W matter of posting of areas, Santere nported ht boomuse ,
s

of Go amounts by were headling and because of the movement of
.

', changing the signs in individual areas. As an alternative, it .
1I unterial in the famility, it was difficult for them to keep.

.,

<

. was suggested that he eenld post the'overall working areas or i
? he sould slso write to DIJA for sa aussption.. ;

The ineresse in the amounts .of material being handlad appeared ~!
? '|
* -

te contribute to_the number of activities being eenducted in 1

y# | ; areas of the plant outside the oentrolled access facility.. >

'

These activities thish include-leak testing, the slipping of
%| sources, and lor level desentamination of manipulators are ;

<v
.

,a ;
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_

. ,

4
os ,~ reportedly belag done to avoid unnsoessary spread of contamination

,

frca the facility.a-
1>

n

| d,9 . Another major, problem for the licensee was reportedly tho' pre..
d sence of contamination upon the outside of the sealed sources.

,
''

-i With the . adoption of the more restrictive. limit of.o.oo5 uc, >

} W licensee has had to spend a significant larger portion of' *

m,; time in ortler to bring their sources down to this limit.-
".

; With aspect to the leak test' kits being supplied by Budd,
l' .! Santoro said ht although ths. swabs' were being counted at' the ,

PM1mdalphia plant, they were not conducting the sortioc under I

,([ ,Q ,; License .3 Santoro believed that application to DIAR for the: >f
,

</ s. kit had been made by W Sales Group'ef the Instrusent Division
O and tho' work was being carried out under,thMr license. The*

. ~ , , ;' latter will be myiewed during a forthsoning inspection of the -
Sales license '37J11A.

' '

23,
.. . 1

. ''
A.

, . , ,i Concerning violation of Condition 15.of W license, it appears.
-

< ' j ht a question exists'as to wltuteher the citation should be made -
'

-

; under Ansadment 12 or Amendment 13 of the license. It was noted' during a review of the license backup.ht' the licensee.had-

- requested on October 3,1%1 that License' 37411A be smonded
iv , to cover installation of sourse holders at the U. S. Steel'

j Corporation, Fairless Works, Pennsylvania. h use requested'
,

", by the licensee was authorised by Amendment' No.13 to License
37411-3 rather than by an amendment to license 37J114. Amendment !1.

13 also revised Condition 15 We an citins against the a vised i
'

^, ' Condition 15, but believe that DIAR abould decide as to what H

,

amendment applias under the circumstances.

With respect to external exposures to personnelf Santore stated'

I'
-.

" " that although Section 20.101-(b) under speoified senditions .
.

l; authorises exposure in excess of 1 n a quarter, company policy' |
'

has been to try to observe this limit,/ year. - To ensure this,'
and to definitely re.;

4 strict whole body exposum below 5 n a
% f Santoro said they frequently have' to withdraw men from the

,,
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||
'

l controlled a.ccess facility especially at the end of a quarter._

1 The review of exposure recortis indicated ht the technicians
-I were approaching the limit of it rem each quarter. It appeared.,

i from this that the licenses had been keeping a close check over
external exposures.i

,
,

'
' ' With respect to correctivs action to be taken by the licences

on the above items of noncompliance, the following sentence is1

1 -moted in the introduction to the instructions dated 12/18/60 |
|

' i "At W same time, it (ths report) instructions) are written {

~

recognizing the following needs of the facility'

|'~

( j) 1. To operate a profitable business."
.

.1
Dr. Buck stated that the Oak Ridge National hboratory had dis-' a-

,

continued supplying raw Co.60 in the spring of 1961. Because
of this, Budd had to contract with General Electrio in Vallecitos,^

California for the irradiation of oobalt. Buck 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 appeared possible that ORNL would again resume-

production of Co 60 in the near future. Buck felt that because ),

- - of these actions, Budd was being priced out of business. Buck j

stated that the Instrumnt Division had lost at least $75,000 l.

in W past year. j
.

i 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 Health Physics meetings. In view of the
,

financial question, Dr. Buck stated that the licensee would
do anything Wt they could within reason to take corrective,

action on W items of noncompliance. Buck stated that they
,

would do everything that is racessary and zwasonable to be in
complete compliance with the reguhtlons. Because of the naturei

r- .
,

,
,
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O' of Budd's operations, we believe that DIAR should review care-
' fully any future changes in the licensee's meiministrative in-

i
/* 1 .structions. <!" '

.

.%'
*

-i4

6 il We believe that a hasard exists in the above items of noncompliance ; ;j
'/ < | and a followaup inspection will be scheduled. ''

, ,
,

~ (j|i
-

..

It is requested that the report and transmittal senorandum be 3
submitted to the Division of Licensing and Regulation for'-

i appropriate enforoomsnt action.,

. . ..
.. .
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