DATED: AUGUST 21, 1992

Ms. Kristine M Gebbie, Secretary
Depart ment of Health

1112 South Quince Street

O ynpia, WA 98504

Dear Ms. GCebbi e:

This letter confirns the discussion Jack Hornor, James Mal aro and
Ri chard Bl anton held with Dr. Mm Fields and your staff on July 17, 1992
followi ng our review of the State's radiation control program

As a result of our review of the State's program and the routine exchange of
i nformati on between the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion (NRC) and the State of
Washi ngton, we believe that the State's program for regul ati ng agreenent
materials is adequate to protect the public health and safety and is
conpatible with the NRC regulatory programfor sinilar materials.

We were pleased to find the Washi ngton regul ati ons have been updated and are
now conpatible with NRC regul ati ons adopted prior to the end of 1989.
Adopting conpatibility regulations within the three year tinme frane ensures
uni formty anmong regul atory agenci es and i nproves the effectiveness of the
regul atory process.

We al so congratul ate you and your staff for the overall inmprovenent in the
radi ati on control program The nunber of findings in both the radioactive
mat eri al s and waste managenent sections decreased fromthe two previous
revi ews.

Encl osure 1 contains an explanation of our policies and practices for
revi ewi ng Agreenent State prograns.

Encl osure 2 is a summary of the review findings which were discussed with
Terry R Strong, Director, Division of Radiation Protection. W request
specific responses fromthe State on the current review coments and
recomrendati ons in Encl osure 2.

In accordance with NRC practice, | amalso enclosing a copy of this letter for
pl acenent in the State's Public Docunent Room or otherwi se to be nade
avai l abl e for public review.



Kristine Gebbie 2

| appreciate the courtesy and cooperati on extended the NRC staff during the
review. | amlooking forward to your staff's responses to the Encl osure 2
recommendati ons.

Si ncerely,

Carl ton Kanmmerer, Director
Ofice of State Prograns

Encl osur es:
As st ated

cc wencls:

Mm L. Fields, MD., MP.H,
Health Officer, Washington
Depart ment of Health

Terry R Strong, Director, Washington
Di vi sion of Radiation Protection

J. M Taylor, Executive Director for
Operations, NRC

John B. Martin, Regional Adm nistrator, NRC Region V

Dan Silver, State Liaison Oficer

State Public Docunent Room

NRC Publ i ¢ Docunent Room



Kristine Gebbie 2

| appreciate the courtesy and cooperati on extended the NRC staff during the
review. | amlooking forward to your staff's responses to the Enclosure 2
recomrendati ons.

Si ncerely,

Carl ton Kanmmerer, Director
O fice of State Prograns

Encl osur es:
As st ated

cc w encl osures:

Mm L. Fields, MD., MP.H,
Health Officer, Washington
Depart ment of Health

Terry R Strong, Director, Washington
Di vi sion of Radiation Protection

J. M Taylor, Executive Director for
Operations, NRC

John B. Martin, Regional Adm nistrator, NRC Region V

Dan Silver, State Liaison Oficer

State Public Docunent Room

NRC Publ i ¢ Docunent Room

bcc w encl s:

The Chai r man

Conmi ssi oner Rogers
Commi ssi oner Curtiss
Commi ssi oner Rem ck
Conmi ssi oner de Pl anque

Di stribution:

SA RF VM || er JHor nor KNSchnei der

DR RF SSchwart z DCD ( SPO1) DKuni hiro

EDO RF RBer ner o Washi ngton File

CKammer er SDroggitis *See previous concurrence

OFC | RV: SAO | RV: DRSS | RV: RA | SP:SA:AD | SP: DD i

_________ | e e e e
NVE i JHor nor i RScar ano i JMartin i VM | | er i SSchwart z i

""""" s
DTE | 8/3/92* I 8/ 4/ 92* I 8/ 4/ 92* 18/ /92 18/ /92 :
OFC | NMVBS | SP:D | EDO DEDS | EDO i i

---------
NMVE | RBernero I CKanmer er | HThonpson ! JTayl or | |

_________ | N L e e
DIE 18 /92 18 /92 18 /92 18 [92 | i

G \ WA92COM RLW



Application of "Guidelines for NRC Revi ew
of Agreenent State Radiation Control Prograns”

The "CGui delines for NRC Review of Agreenment State Radiation Control Prograns,"
were published in the Federal Register on May 28, 1992, as an NRC Policy
Statement. The CGuidelines provide 30 indicators for evaluating Agreenent
State program areas. CQuidance as to their relative inmportance to an Agreenent
State programis provided by categorizing the indicators into two categori es.

Category | indicators address program functions which directly relate to the
State's ability to protect the public health and safety. [If significant
probl enms exist in several Category | indicator areas, then the need for

i mprovenments nmay be critical

Category Il indicators address program functi ons which provide essentia
techni cal and admi nistrative support for the primary program functions. Good
performance in neeting the guidelines for these indicators is essential in
order to avoid the devel opment of problems in one or nore of the principa
program areas, i.e., those that fall under Category | indicators. Category I
i ndicators frequently can be used to identify underlying problens that are
causing, or contributing to, difficulties in Category | indicators.

It is the NRC s intention to use these categories in the followi ng manner. In
reporting findings to State managenent, the NRC will indicate the category of
each comment made. |If no significant Category | comrents are provided, this
will indicate that the programis adequate to protect the public health and
safety and is conpatible with the NRC s program |If one or nore significant
Category | commrents are provided, the State will be notified that the program
deficiencies may seriously affect the State's ability to protect the public
health and safety and that the need of inprovenment in particular program areas
is critical. |If, followi ng receipt and evaluation, the State's response
appears satisfactory in addressing the significant Category | conments, the
staff may offer findings of adequacy and conpatibility as appropriate or defer
such offering until the State's actions are examned and their effectiveness
confirmed in a subsequent review. |If additional information is needed to

eval uate the State's actions, the staff may request the information through
foll ow-up correspondence or performa followup or special, linmted review.
NRC staff may hold a special neeting with appropriate State representatives.
No significant itens will be left unresolved over a prol onged period. The
Commi ssion will be informed of the results of the reviews of the individua
Agreenent State progranms and copies of the review correspondence to the States
will be placed in the NRC Public Docunent Room |If the State program does not
i mprove or if additional significant Category | deficiencies have devel oped, a
staff finding that the programis not adequate will be considered and the NRC
may institute proceedings to suspend or revoke all or part of the Agreenment in
accordance with Section 274 of the Act, as anended.
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SUMVARY OF ASSESSMENTS AND COMVENTS
FOR THE WASHI NGTON RADI ATI ON CONTROL PROGRAM
AUGUST 24, 1990 TO JULY 17, 1992

SCOPE OF REVI EW

This programrevi ew was conducted in accordance with the Comm ssion's Policy
Statement for review ng Agreenent State Prograns published in the Federa

Regi ster on May 28, 1992, and the internal procedures established by the
Ofice of State Prograns. The State's program was revi ewed agai nst the 30
program i ndi cators provided in the guidelines. The review included inspector
acconpani nents, discussions with program managenent and staff, technica

eval uation of selected |icense and conpliance files, and the evaluation of the
State's responses to an NRC questionnaire that was sent to the State in
preparation for the review The review covered the radioactive materials
program the |ow1level waste program and the uraniummlls program

The 23rd regul atory programrevi ew neeting with Washi ngton representatives was
hel d during the period July 6-17, 1992, in Oynpia. The State was represented
by Terry R Strong, Director, Division of Radiation Protection; Terry Frazee,
Head, Radi oactive Materials Section; and Gary Robertson, Head, Waste
Managenment Section. The NRC was represented by Jack Hornor, Region V State
Agreenments O ficer; James Mal aro, Senior Technical Advisor, Ofice of

Research; and Richard Bl anton, Health Physicist, Ofice of State Prograns.

Ben B. Hayes, Director, Ofice of Investigations, nmet with the State and ot her
NRC representatives on July 13-15, 1992 to discuss allegations, investigations
and enforcement procedures in Agreenent States.

The teamreviewed all incident files and selected |license and conpliance files
in the Radioactive Materials Section. They also reviewed all |icensing
actions, incidents, inspection reports and enforcenent actions conpleted by

t he Waste Management Section during the review period.

The team acconpani ed the on-site inspector at the Hanford | owI|evel waste
burial site on July 7. Two materials inspectors were acconpanied on July 9
and July 14 by M. Hornor and M. Blanton, respectively. The team wth a
State representative, visited three uraniumm ||l and mne sites in Eastern
Washi ngton on July 6. The team and a Washington representative also visited a
State licensee, Allied Technical Group, in Richland on July 7.

A summary meeting regarding the results of the review was held on July 17 with
Dr. Mm Fields, Health Oficer, M. Strong, and M. Frazee.

CONCLUSI ON

The program for control of agreenent materials is adequate to protect the
public health and safety and is conpatible with the NRC regul atory program for
simlar materials.

STATUS OF PROGRAM RELATED TO PREVI QUS NRC FI NDI NGS

A nunber of problenms found in the August 1990 routine review of the Washi ngton
radi oactive materials programindicated the need for a followup reviewto
eval uate the corrective actions taken in response to our conments. The

foll owup review was conducted during the period August 19-23, 1991. Although
the foll owup review focused on eval uati ng changes nade in response to our
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previous findings, related programindicators were also reviewed. Specific
conments and recomrendations for the radioactive materials programwere sent
to the State in a letter to Ms. Gebbie dated Cctober 18, 1991

The State has taken corrective action in response to our comrents as foll ows:

1

Quality of Enmergency Pl anning

M nor comments regarding the State's witten emergency plan had been
made foll owi ng four consecutive reviews. W were pleased to find a
revi sed plan had been issued in its final formin April 1992. The plan
was reviewed and it was verified that the previ ous probl ens had been
corrected. This closes the issue.

Technical Quality of Licensing Actions

One compl ex |icense amendnent had fourteen deficiencies and although
none were significant, there was no nanagenent review of the casework.
Acting on our suggestion, nanagenent now reviews all conplex cases and
randomy reviews every tenth case by each reviewer. The quality of the
i censes has inproved and we consider the issue closed.

Li censi ng Procedures

Several of the State's licensing policies were not entirely consistent
with current NRC practice. The State's policies regardi ng nol ybdenum
br eakt hr ough, dose assay, patient hospitalization for I1-131 therapy,
counting tenporary brachytherapy sources after renpval fromthe patient,
and handling proprietary information have been changed through new
license conditions. This action is sufficient to neet the guidelines.

| nspection Procedures

During the 1991 review, we comented that "Field Forni' notices sinilar
to the NRC Form 591 were being misused in some cases with serious or
repeat itens of non-conpliance. Although inmprovenent was noted, we
found inspectors inconsistent in their use of the form This issue is
again addressed in comrent 1.b of this report.

| nspection Reports

In some cases, the documentation was inconplete in the inspection
reports. Cases were found in which the inspectors failed to cite
specific regul ations or document corrective actions taken on previous
viol ations. Although these specific itens showed i nprovenent, the issue
of inconplete docunmentation is again addressed in comrent 2 bel ow

CURRENT REVI EW COMMENTS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS

Al

30 programindicators were reviewed and the State fully satisfies 28 of

these indicators. Specific comments and recomrendations for the remaining two
i ndicators are as foll ows:

1

Admi ni strative Procedures is a Category |l |ndicator

The radi ati on control program should establish witten internal policy
and admini strative procedures to assure that programfunctions are
carried out as required and to provide a high degree of unifornity and
continuity in regulatory practices.

a. Coment

The State's procedures for ternmnating licenses allow the State
three nonths to act on requests for termination, and do not
requi re docurmented verification of the final disposition of the
radi oactive material .



Recomendat i on

We recommend term nations be handl ed pronptly upon receipt of the
request. W also recommend a check |ist be devel oped that
docunents verification of the final disposition of the materi al

b. Coment
During the file reviews we noted that enforcement actions were not
al ways consi stent anong simlar cases. W also found the Field
Form notices simlar to the NRC form 591 were used inconsistently
by various inspectors.

Recommendat i on

We recommend the State devel op procedures that uniformly trigger
escal ated enforcenent actions at defined severity levels. The
procedures should specify at which |levels the use of the short
"Field Form may be used.
2. I nspection Reports is a Category |l Indicator
Comment

I nspection findings should be docunented adequately and uniformy in a

report describing the scope of inspections, substantiating all itenms of
nonconpl i ance, describing the scope of |icensees' prograns, and
i ndi cating the substance of discussions with |icensee managenent. |In

seven cases the inspection reports failed to adequately docunent

radi ati on and ancillary worker interviews. Oher discrepancies in the
files included failure to docunent review of the |licensee's nmeasurement
of air flows, review of liquid effluent records, and review of emergency
and operating procedures. Also reports of follow up inspections did not
document exit interviews.

Recomendat i on

The inspection and foll owup report forms should be revised to provide
better ways for the inspector to docunment the conpl ete scope of the

i nspection including foll ow up and cl ose out of previous violations,
interviews with radiation and ancillary workers, observation of
operations, review of records, and the substance of the exit interviews
wi t h managenent .

SUMVARY OF DI SCUSSI ONS W TH STATE REPRESENTATI VES

M. Hornor presented the results of the programreviewto Dr. Fields,
M. Strong, and M. Frazee, during a sunmary neeting held on July 17, 1992.
M. Ml aro and M. Blanton also participated in the neeting.

The State was commended on updating their regul ati ons and on the overal

i mprovenent in the program Because Dr. Fields was unfamliar wth Agreenent
State Prograns, the Agreenent State program and the revi ew process was
explained to her. The current findings were then briefly discussed.

Dr. Fields was asked about funding problens that m ght arise, as has been the
case in several Agreenment States. She explained that the radiation contro
programis funded entirely fromfees which are separate fromthe General Fund.
She assured those present that the Departnent of Health anticipated no

probl ems in adequately funding the radiation control program

Dr. Fields was informed that the results of the review would be reported in a
letter to Ms. Gebbie from M. Kammrerer and that a witten response woul d be
request ed.



Dr. Fields then thanked the NRC for their assistance and expressed her
pl easure in the inprovenents in the program



