August 18, 19938

Mike Creech

President/CEQ

Conar inspection

192-4 Internationale Blvd.

Glendale MHeights, IL 60139

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION DATED JULY 16, 1998
Liear Mr. Creech:

This acknowledges receipt of Robert Slack's letter dated August 12, 1998, in response 1o our
letter dated July 16, 1998, transmitting a Notice of Violation.

We have reviewed your corrective actions, which appear to be adequate, and have no futher
questions at this time. These corrective actions will be examined during a future inspection.

Sincerely,

/s/ J. R, Madera

John R. Madera, Chief
Materials Inspection Branch 1

Docket No. 030-31373
License No. 12-16559-01

bee w/itr dtd 8/12/98: PUBLIC IEC7

DOCUMENT NAME: G:\LTRS2LIC\MTLS\030\98331373.L01

To receive a of this indicate in the box:"C" = without encicsure "E"= with erlosure"N"= No
FFICE R ¢ JRIN
ME Gattone/dp 0% Mad S
TE /9 l___} 08/
OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
9808210 .
POR ADOCK 0998 ) iia



Conam Inspection Inc

Inspection & Qualiv, Services

192 Internationale Boulevard
Glendale Heights, IL 60139-2094
Telephonc + | 630-681.0008
Facsimile + | 630-681-0009

heep /www.conaminsp c.om

CONAM =

August 12, 1998

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

RE: License # 12-16559-01 Reply to Notice of Violation - Docket No. 030-31373

CONAM INSPECTION INC submits the following “Reply to Notice of Violation” in response
to your July 16, 1998 letter. We will additionally be requesting that the referenced license
be amended to authorize performance of radiographic operations on a temporary job site
basis at the Gallipolis, OH location, 240 Upper River Road. This request will be made in
compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR Pari 34, 34.41(b) and a July 6&7, 1998
inspection at our Gallipolis, OH location.

REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Docket Number 030-31373
License No. 12-16559-01

Severity Level IV Violation-Amersham Model 660A (Serial No. AE 1731) was found to
have not been retrofitted with “slide lock bumpers” IAW IN 96-
53. The device did not meet the (ANSI) N432-1980
requirements, including the horizontal shock test.

CONAM AGREES !
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Reason for violation:

Corrective Action:

Action to Preclude:

Compliance Achieved:

Sincerely,
6‘4'; /%" L’\

Robert J. Sfack
Corporate RSO

This particular camera was initally transferred from one division
to another at the approximate time of the retrofit notice and
was assigned to a remote site at the time the notification to
retrofit was distributed (SEE MEEMO). Apparently the failure to
retrofit this camera was an oversite by CONAM. Bumpers were
mailed to this site but, as is apparent, were not installed.

All divisional offices/satelites have been contacted to assure
that the retrofit of every camera in their possession has been
attended to. This is to verify that the 52 Amersham 660
cameras in CONAM's inventory al have compliant “bumpers”,
either through the manufacturing process or by having heen
successfully retrofit. A safety alet memo has been issued
instructing safety personnel of the vccurrence of this violation
and to highlight this condition during their quarterly camera
reviews.

Initially, to avoid as much as possibie future violations of the
“bumper retrofit” nature, CONAM corporate management will
assure compliance to subsequent regulatory dictates through
documented quarterly responses verif.ed by divisional
personnel responsible for such compliance.

Conam is currently in compliance.

cc.  Regional Administrator, Region i,

RJS rs 98067




OFFICE

DATE: 10/29/96
TO: DISTRIBUTION
FROM: R. . SLACK

REF: Amersham 660 Posilock Retrofit

Please read the attached NRC Information Notice with attachment.
You should have previously received the replacement bumpers and made
the retrofit. If you need more bumpers contact SENTINEL at 1-800-815-

! | MEMO
l
r

1383 ext. 207
DISTRIBUTION:
M. Creech J. Bruegger B. Creech Gary Rad. Rep.
R. Sweet v/ J. Burke v/ J. Vadnais /M. Thigpen
/S, Fay G. Robbins D. Bertolotti
v/ J. Ward D. Tomlinson 7/ Gil Martinez
/N.DiTondo  /R. Citurell D. Thigpen
/D. Totman C. Noroutt J. Fling

S Sherman Unoven Site Rep L. Galloway
R. Wilson B. Kremiun RJS rs.96-191




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL SAFETY AND SAFEGUARDS
WASHINGTON, DC 20555

June 23, 1997

NRC INFORMATION NOTICE 9€-53, SUPPLEMENT 1 RETROFIT TO AMERSHAM 880
POSILOCK RADIOGRAPHY
CAMERA TO CORRECT
INCONSISTENCY IN 10 CFR PART
34 COMPATIBILITY
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The U S Nuclear Regulatery Commissicr (NRC) s issuing *his infermation ~ctice ‘e rferm
licersees that the retrcfit to the Amersram Mcce! 28C =

Csilcck racicgracny camera referrec o
within infermaticn Neuce (IN) §€-33 must ce comcietes tefcre Jaruary 1. 1568, to mantain 10
CFR Par 34 comeativiiity. It is 2xcectes that "ec:icierts will review ‘he nfermaticn for

agclicacility to therr licensed activities anc COrsiCer 3ClONS @S 3CCracriate o avoic orebiems
Hcwever suggesticns contained in this nfcrmaticn nctice are nct NRC reauirsments therefcre

NC sceciic aclicn ner written rescense 's recuires

On October 15. 1986, NRC issued IN S6-33 "Fetrcfit 1o Amersnam 380 Pasilock Racicgraphy
Camera to Correct Inconsistency in 10 CFR Panrt 34 Compatibility * to make licensees aware of
@ scenaro where the Amersriam mcce! £€C Pcsileck radicgraphy camera weuld not pass the
henzontal shock test, as required by Fan 34, and of a retrofit to the Amersham Mode! 860

Pasileck radiography camera. to correct that prediem. Appendix A contains a copy of IN 96-53
Qiscussion

To allow licensees sufficient opoortunity to request anc instali the retrofit, units not centaining
the retrofit wii continue to be approved for use thrcugh December 31, 1887 EFective

Janua~ 1, 1888, units not containing the retrofit will nc longer be approved for use. Affected

e 4 may be checked for completed retrofit during any inspection. Cameras with the retrofit
v' . deemed to meet the requirements of 10 CFR Part 34

9706170120



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLZAR MATERIAL SAFETY AND SAFISUARCS
WASHINGTON, DC 20555

Qctober 15, 1996

NRC INFORMATION NOTICE $8-53: RETROFIT TO AMERSHAM 8
RADIOGRAPHY CAMERA T"
INCONSISTENCY IN 10 CFR P
COMPATIBILITY

re
All indusztrial rac.ograpghy licensees.
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The U.S. Nuclear Regulatery Commussion (INBC, is issuing (s infsrmanon Acnes 23 make
licensees aware cf a scenarc where (ne Amersnam mecs

camera would not gass the horizental sNeck test as regu 10 CFR Part 34, and of a
recrofit tn the Amersnam Mocel 680 Sosilcck 'a.ncgra"rv camera rect that problem.
It 15 expected that recipients will review the infcrmation ‘or a,_,ghcaom to thewr icersed
activity. Hcowever, suggestions contained in this information notice are not new NRC

requirements; therefore. no specific action ner written response 1s required.
ription of Circumstan

Recently, NRC became aware of a scenario where the Amersham Moce! 880 Posilock
raciography camera would not pass the horizontal shock test as required by 10 CFA
Part 34.20, "Performance Requirements for Radiography Equipmen:.® Amersham was
made aware of the test results, and took action to correct the situation.

| 10N

When Amersham tested the camera in accordance with ANSI N432-1980 in 1989

target for the horizontal shock test was a point between the two bumpers, duectly at the
slide lock. This point was chosen by Amersham as the most vulnerable impact site.

In 1995, tests performed as part of an independent testing contract revealed tnat there
was a more vulnerable impact site. The contractor’s test focused aiming at one of the
bumpers. The result was damage tc the bumper, causing the bumper.to become
detached, thereby exposing the lock siide to direct impact. Subsequent impacts then
broke the lock slide. There appear to be no significant safety issues, since breaking the
lock slide would result in an inability to open the shutter. If the source were in the
exposed position at the time of impact, the source could still be returned to the shielded

and secured position.

9610080268




Attachment 1

N 96-33

Ar ersham Corparation
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“nig lelter serves 10 J0cument tne HingiNgs aNc 3CclioNs we isCUs3es N Qur Zonterance call on
[ 998 concerning tne mogel 680 posilock camera

Joon receiot of the resuits of tne Southwes: Research Institute tests that we we recerved from you
s 24 Jun 98, we learned that SwRI report concluded that the 860 Posilok series did not pass the
ANS| N432 Section 8.2 Horizontal Shock Test. We then performed an in gepth investigation.

“hese test results greatly concerned us. Not only had we performed the horizontal shock tes: in
1989 with the product passing without difficulty. but there have not been any indications that there
lvere any problems noted in actual use conditions. ANSI is a performance based standard, and we Nnac
ot seen any performance based or actual use problems relating to the horizontal shock test.

“he regiirtg At A intarm gl investigannn have shnwnr that there 1= 3 more vuinerable /mpact site nn the
Hevice than we hac selected in our testing in 1989 During our testing in 1989, we focused on aiming
)etween the two bumpers directly at the lock shde. In this scenano, the hor:zontal shock wmpacts both
yumpers. Under these conditions the device clearly passed the horizontal shock test. Until we received
ne test results from SwRI in Jun 96, we were unaware of @ more vuinerable area.

"he testing performed by SwRI selected one bumper as the target /mpact point. Under this condition
he single bumper is damaged to a point where it becomes detached. thereDy exposing the locking shae
o a direct impact. Subsequent impacts then break the slice.

n adcition to testing the fragile area identified by SwRI, we testec a range of other areas to assure that
‘he single bumper impact was indeed the most fragile area. No other area was found to be more fragie
‘nan the single bumper «mpact.

Through our evaluation, we have determined that there are No significai.: safety issues, since breaking
ne Inrk <hde 0 this nasition simply prevents the exposure of the source. The device fails safe.




ttachment 1

IN 96-53
SENTIRIED Sesttor 13, 1908

Page 3 of 4

dear b iuee Customer

in accordance wiln our [SOYCU | Certied QA PROPTIR. WIIEA SRS WA 0ur G G W T GGG S Arehiost U o

dnC st iee 17 e ndustn SENTINEL stves 10w ards Sonlinuous imaros emen: ~ periondicall UPLEating P PrOducis and
TV ICus J8 4 rasull of tewdbach (rom § ranee of rosourees

SENTINEL 125 recentlt received miormauon that wien our 00U Postion semes i WOSICS 0 2 anesilic. repealed. hurizonty.

$nock Jimed 3t one of the dumpers on e rear end plate. the fock shide will & entualls Oreak We wers concamed since we

hac periormes s Npe of lesung i acsordance with ANSI N232 - (980 Secuon § 2 (monzomal Shock lest)in 1985 and

the produc: passed without difficulty [n addiuon, we have not sesn ans 2roviems  actual use We promotly imitiated a

detaiied investigauan
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The results of our invesugauon have shown that thers 15 2 mors vuineradie MMpac: site on the device than we were aware of in
our 1999 tesung 115 imponant 10 nots that this s not 3 safer sigufican: issue as Lie notenual Jamage o the projecior
prevents source exposure The device fuis sale Aciiuonally, s SHLILON 225 Aeve esn rgporied rom the feic. and it 1s
unlikeiy jor an impact i eid use condiLons 1o tesuil it e npe of dumage seen i tesing

To preciuds any possidiiit: af wus situaton, we ars sending rewalit Kits 10 all owners or fezars of noteaually afecied
projeciors We've snciosed 1 sufficient aumber of kits (0 rewrofit e 560 proteciurs vowr company owns  The rewelil process is
very simdle and 15 descmbed n e instrucuons on e ogposite side of us sare

We have informed NRC of tus situauen, and they fully supner anc agrse with ow acliens

If vou shouid nave any quesuons, pieass fes! Sree to call me at ((800)815-1383 at ex.ension 200 |, or Creg Fieid at extension
207

Thankyoumadvmforyowmpm

Bull McDanel
Operauons Manager



RADIATION SAFETY MEMO
NUMBER 98002 (7/28/98)

On July 6 & 7, 1998 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission conducted an unannounced audit
at CONAM's Gallipolis, OH cffice. There were various concerns highlighted and one (1)
violation noted (See accompanying violation/To Be Posted). This memo is being issued
as a resuit of the completion of the investigation of the concerns and violation.

The concerns involved, both at the office and in the darkrooms, the lack of posting certain
documents and/or posting a statement indicating where these documents could be found,
the lack of availability of required temporary job site documents such as the current NRC
license, dosimeter readings, cal. sheets for ARM's/Dosimeters/survey meters and
utilization logs.

The violation involved “utilizing a radiographic camera that had NOT been retrofit with new
rubber bumpers” per an NRC directive of 10,96 (Information Notice 96-53). Please review
my “REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION" letter issued to the NRC on 7/25/98, discuss
the corrective actions and action to preclude with your personnel and verify and
document your compliance.

Remember to place a complete copy of this numbered safety memo with inclosures in a
three ring binder along with memo #98001 and POST the notice of violation for the
duration of the calendar year.

RJS
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