
July 1, 2002

Donald E. Williamson, M.D.
State Health Officer
Alabama Department of Public Health
The RSA Tower
P. O. Box  303017
Montgomery, AL  36130-3017

Dear Dr. Williamson:

On June 24, 2002, the Management Review Board (MRB) met to consider the proposed final
Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program (IMPEP) report on the Alabama Agreement
State Program.  The MRB found the Alabama program adequate to protect public health and
safety and compatible with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s program.  No recommendations
were made by the review team.

Based on the results of the current IMPEP review, the next full review will be in approximately four
years.

I appreciate the courtesy and cooperation extended to the IMPEP team during the review.  We
appreciate your continued support for the Radiation Control Program and the excellence in
program administration demonstrated by your staff as is reflected in the team’s findings.  I look
forward to our agencies continuing to work cooperatively in the future.

Sincerely,

/RA/

Carl J. Paperiello 
Deputy Executive Director 
  for Materials, Research and State Programs

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: Kirksey E. Whatley, Director
Office of Radiation Control

William Sinclair, UT
OAS Liaison to MRB
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of the review of the Alabama Agreement State program.  The
review was conducted during the period April 8-12, 2002, by a review team consisting of technical
staff members from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and the Agreement State of
Maine.  Team members are identified in Appendix A.  The review was conducted in accordance
with the "Implementation of the Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program and
Rescission of a Final General Statement of Policy," published in the Federal Register on October
16, 1997, and the November 5, 1999, NRC Management Directive 5.6, "Integrated Materials
Performance Evaluation Program (IMPEP)."  Preliminary results of the review, which covered the
period of April 24, 1998 to April 12, 2002, were discussed with Alabama management on April 12,
2002.

A draft of this report was issued to Alabama for factual comment on May 14, 2002.  The State
responded by electronic mail dated May 21, 2002.  The Management Review Board (MRB) met
on June 24, 2002 to consider the proposed final report.  The MRB found the Alabama radiation
control program was adequate to protect public health and safety and compatible with NRC’s
program.

The Alabama Agreement State program is administered by the Department of Public Health (the
Department), Office of Radiation Control (the Office).  The Director of the Office  reports to the
State Health Officer, who serves as the Director of the Department.  The State Board of Health is
the designated radiation control agency (See Section 3.3).  Organization charts for the
Department and the Office are included in Appendix B.  At the time of the review, the Alabama
Agreement State program regulated 369 specific licenses authorizing Agreement materials.  The
review focused on the materials program as it is carried out under the Section 274b. (of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended) Agreement between the NRC and the State of Alabama. 

In preparation for the review, a questionnaire addressing the common and non-common
performance indicators was sent to the Office on December 5, 2001.  The Office provided a
response to the questionnaire on March 7, 2002.  During the review, the review team identified
several areas in the questionnaire response that needed to be clarified or modified.  The State
provided an amended questionnaire response on April 15, 2002.  A copy of the final questionnaire
response can be found on NRC’s Agencywide Document Access and Management System using
the Accession Number ML021300269.

The review team's general approach for conduct of this review consisted of:  (1) examination of
Alabama’s responses to the questionnaire; (2) review of applicable Alabama statutes and
regulations; (3) analysis of quantitative information from the radiation control program licensing
and inspection data base; (4) technical review of selected licensing and inspection actions; (5)
field accompaniments of two Office inspectors; and (6) interviews with staff and management to
answer questions or clarify issues.  The review team evaluated the information that it gathered
against the IMPEP performance criteria for each common and applicable non-common

http://www.hsrd.ornl.gov/nrc/special/md0506.pdf
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performance indicator and made a preliminary assessment of the Alabama Agreement State
program’s performance.

Section 2 below discusses the State’s actions in response to recommendations made following
the previous IMPEP review.  Results of the current review for the IMPEP common performance
indicators are presented in Section 3.  Section 4 discusses results of the applicable non-common
performance indicators, and Section 5 summarizes the review team's findings. 

2.0 STATUS OF ITEMS IDENTIFIED IN PREVIOUS REVIEWS

During the previous IMPEP review, which concluded on April 23, 1998, one recommendation was
made and transmitted to Dr. Donald E. Williamson, State Health Officer, the Department of Public
Health on July 21, 1998.  The team’s review of the current status of the recommendation is as
follows:

1. The review team recommends that Alabama adopt a procedure providing that follow-up
and routine event reports to Nuclear Material Event Database (NMED) be provided within
30 days of receipt of the report from the licensee.  (Section 3.5)

Current Status:  During the review, the review team found that information involving follow-
up and routine events was reported to NMED within 30 days of receipt of a report.  An
event reporting procedure has been adopted and all the reportable events have been
properly reported to NRC in a timely manner.  This recommendation is closed.

During the 1998 review, two suggestions were made for the Office to consider.  The review team
determined that the Office considered the suggestions and took appropriate actions. 

3.0 COMMON PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

IMPEP identifies five common performance indicators to be used in reviewing both NRC Regional
and Agreement State programs.  These indicators are:  (1) Status of Materials Inspection
Program; (2) Technical Quality of Inspections; (3) Technical Staffing and Training; (4) Technical
Quality of Licensing Actions; and (5) Response to Incidents and Allegations. 

3.1 Status of Materials Inspection Program

The review team focused on four factors in reviewing the status of the materials inspection
program:  inspection frequency, overdue inspections, initial inspections of new licensees, and
timely dispatch of inspection findings to the licensees.  The review team’s evaluation is based on
the Office’s questionnaire responses relative to this indicator, data gathered from reports
generated from the licensee database, examination of completed licensing and inspection
casework, and interviews with the management and staff.

A Department memorandum dated April 16, 1998, entitled “License and Registration Inspections
Priority” established that inspections should be conducted in accordance with the priority schedule
in NRC Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 2800, with certain modifications.  For example, all NRC
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Priority 6 and 7 programs are considered Priority 5 by the Office.  The April 16, 1998
memorandum further established a policy and procedure for extending inspection intervals on the
basis of good licensee performance.  The memorandum also established a policy and procedure
for reducing inspection intervals, using a point system based on violation severity and frequency.  

The inspection interval extension/reduction policy differs from NRC’s in two aspects.  In Alabama,
the interval extension policy “may be applied” as compared to NRC’s “shall be applied.”  Also, the
decision to grant an extension is made at the time the licensee’s next inspection is due, versus the
IMC 2800 provision for the decision to be made at the time the current inspection is completed. 
The review team concluded that this approach is acceptable. The licensee database contains
sufficient information for proper management of the inspection program.  The Radioactive
Materials Compliance Branch of the Office conducts an average of 124 inspections per year. 
There were no overdue inspections conducted during the review period. 

The review team noted that the Office is performing inspections of materials licensees on an
unannounced basis, except for initial inspections.  Initial inspections of new licensees are
scheduled for five months after the date the license is issued.  If material is not acquired, the
licensee is contacted again in five months.  An inspection is performed before the end of the first
year of license issuance independent of whether materials have been acquired or not.  There
were twenty-eight initial inspections performed from August 23, 2000 to February 13, 2002, all
within the scheduled intervals for new licensees.

Alabama regulations currently allow only thirty days of possession of materials in State under
reciprocity without payment of a fee.  After thirty days, an out-of-State Alabama license, and fee
payment, must be obtained.  Holders of these out-of-State licenses are still required to give a
notification in advance of any planned use of radioactive material at a temporary job site in
Alabama in accordance with license conditions. 

During the review, the review team noted that the actual inspections of Priority 1 and Priority 3
licensees granted reciprocity fell short of the goals indicated in IMC 1220.  The review team would
like to further note that although the actual inspections fell short some inspections were attempted. 
This was confirmed by reviewing the two reciprocity files and looking at the attempted inspection
notes.  Inspection of Priority 2 licensees met IMC 1220 goals. 

The Office has only a thirty day period to make an inspection, unlike NRC and other Agreement
States that have 180 day reciprocity periods.  Office management indicated that the shorter
reciprocity period and activities in remote locations combined with the costs of travel make
conducting reciprocity inspections very difficult.  The review team confirmed that many of the
reciprocity licensees entered the State for one to two days throughout the year for jobs lasting
only a few hours each trip.  The Office identified the difficulty conducting reciprocity inspections in
a 1998 self-audit.  Nevertheless, Office management is committed to conducting reciprocity
inspections whenever possible and will continue to do so.  The review team discussed with the
Office management and staff on how to increase the percentages of reciprocity inspections.  The
Office management indicated that increasing the number of reciprocity inspections remains a goal
of the Office.  The review team concluded that Office performance with respect to reciprocity
inspections is acceptable.
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Twenty-five inspection files were reviewed for report timeliness.  All inspection reports are signed
by the Director of the Compliance Branch.  For the reports examined by the review team, all
inspection reports were signed and transmitted within thirty days. 

Based on the IMPEP evaluation criteria, the review team recommends that Alabama’s
performance with respect to the indicator, Status of Materials Inspection Program, be found
satisfactory.

3.2 Technical Quality of Inspections

The team evaluated the inspection reports, enforcement documentation, and inspection field
notes, and interviewed inspectors for 25 materials inspections conducted during the review period. 
The casework reviewed included inspections by four materials license inspectors, and covered
inspections of various types including:  industrial radiography, portable gauge, fixed gauge,
academic broad scope, nuclear pharmacy, medical private practice, research and development,
nuclear laundry, gauge services, and medical institution.  Appendix C lists the inspection casework
files reviewed for completeness and adequacy with case-specific comments.

Based on the casework file reviews, the review team found that routine inspections covered all
aspects of a licensee’s radiation protection program.  Inspection reports were thorough, complete,
consistent, and of high quality, with sufficient documentation to ensure acceptable performance
with respect to health and safety by the licensee.  The documentation adequately supported the
cited violations, recommendations made to licensees, unresolved safety issues, and discussions
held with the licensee during exit meetings.  Team inspections were performed when appropriate
and for training purposes.

During the review period, the Director of the Compliance Branch accompanied all individuals who
performed materials inspections.  The accompaniment reports contained sufficient details to
document the areas covered.  The accompanied inspector is provided a copy of the
accompaniment report in his personnel file and receives an oral report of his performance.  The
review team noted that one inspector had retired since the last review.

The review team accompanied two materials inspectors during the period of February 27 - 28,
2002.  One inspector was accompanied on inspections of a medical licensee with a gamma knife
and an industrial radiography licensee.  The second inspector was accompanied on inspections of
a medical licensee and an industrial radiography licensee.  The facilities inspected are identified in
Appendix C.  During the accompaniments, the inspectors demonstrated appropriate performance
based inspection techniques and knowledge of the regulations.  Both inspectors were well
prepared and thorough in their reviews of the licensees' radiation safety programs.  The review
team noted that all technical staff members are equipped with a combination cell phone-two way
radio for communication.  Inspectors can contact the office immediately if there is a problem in the
field.  The inspectors can also be reached anywhere in the State of Alabama if the need arises. 
Overall, the technical performance of the inspectors was excellent, and their inspections were
adequate to assess radiological health and safety at the licensed facilities.

The Office maintains a sufficient number and variety of survey instruments to perform radiological
surveys of materials licensees.  The review team examined the State’s instrumentation and
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observed that the survey instruments were calibrated and operable.  Inspectors obtain calibrated
instruments from the stock for each inspection.  The Office performs its own calibration for survey
meters at six-month intervals, with a source that is National Institute of Standards and Technology
traceable. 

The Office receives support from the Alabama Department of Environmental Management's 
radiation measurements laboratory, which performs sample counting and assay services. 
Discussions with Office staff established that the support is timely and dependable.  It was noted
that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's radiation measurements laboratory is located
close to the Alabama Department of Environmental Management’s laboratory, and is available for
backup. 

Based on the IMPEP evaluation criteria, the review team recommends that Alabama’s
performance with respect to the indicator, Technical Quality of Inspection, be found satisfactory.

3.3 Technical Staffing and Training

Issues central to the evaluation of this indicator include the Office’s staffing level and staff
turnover, as well as the technical qualifications and training histories of the staff.  To evaluate
these issues, the review team examined the Office’s questionnaire responses relative to this
indicator, interviewed Office management and staff, reviewed job descriptions and training
records, and considered any possible workload backlogs.

Office staffing was relatively stable over the review period.  There were five new hires, and only
two staff members departed.  One materials inspector retired in January 2000.  An X-Ray
inspector was terminated in October 2001.

Due to a historic low rate of turnover, the staff consists of experienced personnel.  The minimum
educational requirement for a new hire is a bachelor’s degree.  All current staff exceed the
qualifications.  The Office consists of four branches with 18 technical positions, including branch
directors.  As noted in Appendix B, the branches are the Radioactive Materials Compliance
Branch, the Radioactive Materials Licensing Branch, the Emergency Planning & Environmental
Monitoring Branch, and the X-Ray Compliance Branch.  Currently, the Office has one vacant
position in the X-Ray Compliance Branch.

In addition to the five technical staff members in the Radioactive Materials Licensing and
Compliance Branches, the Office Director spends about 27% of his time in radioactive materials
licensing and inspection activities.  The review team noted that the Office has experienced stable
funding during the review period due to the Alabama law that establishes fees at 75% of the fees
charged by NRC to materials licenses.  These fees also fund the X-Ray Compliance Branch and
the environmental monitoring and emergency response activities.
 
Training and qualification requirements for licensing and inspection staff are established in a
Department memorandum dated October 20, 1997.  The memorandum sets forth essentially the
same training and qualification recommendations developed by the NRC - Organization of
Agreement States Joint Working Group.  A lead inspector is required to obtain specialized training
appropriate for the type of licensee being inspected.  Inspector requirements include NRC, or
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equivalent, training courses when available.  Inspectors are also required to be accompanied by a
senior staff member on an inspection prior to authorizing the inspector to perform an independent
inspection.  Prior experience in inspecting in a specialized area is required to be a license
reviewer or writer.

All technical staff members have taken the NRC courses deemed appropriate for their tasks.  In
addition, the review team noted that new licensing and inspection staff members usually attend
three to four NRC training courses, including the five week health physics course, in their first two
years with the Office.  The training records demonstrate that Office management is committed to a
high degree of training for the staff.  Office management indicated that upper level management
has been very supportive of training opportunities.  The review team concluded that the Office has
a well balanced staff, and a sufficient number of trained personnel to carry out regulatory duties. 

The review team noted the apparent benefits to the Office from staff participation in the nationwide
materials regulatory program outside their regular work.  The Director of the Licensing Branch has
served on committees and working groups including the joint working group on 10 CFR Part 35. 
The Director of the Compliance Branch has participated on two IMPEP review teams.  Office
management and other staff members have participated in activities of the Conference of
Radiation Control Program Directors (CRCPD).  In particular, it was noted that one inspection staff
member served as Chair of the CRCPD Suggested State Regulations Committee, Part E, on
Industrial Radiography.  The review team noted that the knowledge and experience gained from
these activities have been reflected back to the Office.

It was noted that three X-Ray inspectors have also completed the five week health physics course
and have been accompanying materials inspectors on a monthly rotation basis since February of
2002.  Office management indicated that these three inspectors can be transferred to the
radioactive materials program if the need arises in the future.  The review team noted that the
Office currently has not only sufficient and well trained technical staff but also has a succession
staffing plan that has factored in the potential future need.  

The Medical Association of the State of Alabama, as constituted under the laws, is the State
Board of Health.  The State Committee of Public Health is composed of 12 members of the board
of censors of the Medical Association of the State of Alabama and the chairman of four councils. 
The medical doctor members of the committee are selected by the State Board of Health, one
from each of the United States congressional districts and the remainder from the State at large. 
When the State Board of Health is not in session, the State Committee of Public Health acts for
the State Board of Health.  Duties of the State Committee of Public Health include the adoption
and promulgation of rules and regulations.  Meetings of the State Committee of Public Health are
held monthly.  

The State Committee of Public Health elects an executive officer who is a physician licensed in
Alabama to be known as the State Health Officer.  The State Health Officer is designated as the
Director of the Department.  The Department carries out the day-to-day responsibility for the State
Board of Health.  As indicated in Chapter 25 of Title 36, Alabama Code of Ethics for Public
Officials, Employees, etc., unless expressly provided otherwise by law, no person shall serve as a
member or employee of a State, county, or municipal regulatory board or commission or other
body that regulates any business with which the person is associated.  In addition, the Code also
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prohibits public officials or public employees to use his or her official position or office from
obtaining personal gain.

Based on the IMPEP evaluation criteria, the review team recommends that Alabama’s
performance with respect to the indicator, Technical Staffing and Training, be found satisfactory.

3.4 Technical Quality of Licensing Actions

The review team interviewed license reviewers, evaluated the licensing process, and examined
licensing casework for 22 specific licenses.  Licensing actions were reviewed for completeness,
consistency, proper radioisotopes and quantities, qualifications of authorized users, adequate
facilities and equipment, adherence to good health physics practices, financial assurance,
operating and emergency procedures, appropriateness of the license conditions, and overall
technical quality.  The casework files were also reviewed for timeliness, use of appropriate
deficiency letters and cover letters, reference to appropriate regulations, product certifications,
supporting documentation, consideration of enforcement history, pre-licensing visits, supervisory
review as indicated, and proper signatures.  The files were checked for retention of necessary
documents and supporting data.

The licensing casework was selected to provide a representative sample of licensing actions
which were completed during the review period.  The cross-section sampling focused on the
State’s new licenses, amendments, renewals, and licenses terminated during the review period. 
The sampling included the following types:  academic, broad medical, research and development,
special nuclear material, a nuclear laundry, industrial radiography, portable gauges, institutional
nuclear medicine, private clinics, mobile nuclear medicine, radioisotope and sealed source
radiotherapy; and nuclear pharmacies.  Licensing actions reviewed included nine new, one
renewal, nine amendments and three termination files.  A listing of the casework licenses
evaluated with case specific comments can be found in Appendix D.

Overall, the review team found that the licensing actions were thorough, complete, consistent, and
of acceptable quality with health and safety issues properly addressed.  License tie-down
conditions were stated clearly, backed by information contained in the file, and inspectable.  The
licensee’s compliance history was taken into account when reviewing renewal applications and
amendments.  The exemptions noted in the questionnaire responses were determined to be
appropriate and well documented by license conditions.

Licenses are reviewed by one license reviewer, and the Director of the Licensing Branch.  The
Director of the Licensing Branch performs a technical review on all licensing actions, and the
Office Director performs a supervisory review before each licensing action is issued.  All licenses
are signed by the Office Director and the State Health Officer.  The State issues licenses for a five
year period under a timely renewal system, utilizes NRC licensing guides and policies as
appropriate, uses standard licensing conditions, and issues a complete license for each licensing
action.

A review of the termination actions taken over the review period showed that all of the
terminations were for licensees possessing only sealed sources and/or for uses of
radiopharmaceuticals with short half lives.  The review team found that terminated licensing
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actions were well documented, showing appropriate transfer records or appropriate disposal
methods and records, confirmatory surveys, and survey records. 

In discussions with the Office management, the review team noted that there were no major
decommissioning efforts underway with regard to Agreement material in Alabama.  The Office is
also participating in the CRCPD program for certifying industrial radiographers. 

Based on the IMPEP evaluation criteria, the review team recommends that Alabama's
performance with respect to the indicator, Technical Quality of Licensing Actions, be found
satisfactory.

3.5 Response to Incidents and Allegations

In evaluating the effectiveness of the Office’s actions in responding to incidents, the review team
examined the Office’s responses to the questionnaire relative to this indicator, reviewed the
incident reports for Alabama in NMED against those contained in the Office’s files, and evaluated
reports and supporting documentation for ten incidents.  A list of the incident casework examined
with case-specific comments is included in Appendix E.  The review team also reviewed the
Office’s response to 16 allegations involving radioactive material, including four allegations
referred to the Office by the NRC during the review period.  

The incidents selected for review included the following categories:  misadministrations, stolen
gauges, overexposures, improper disposal of radioactive material, equipment failure, and
damaged equipment.  The review team found that the Office’s response to incidents was generally
complete and comprehensive.  Initial responses were prompt and well-coordinated, and the level
of effort was commensurate with the health and safety significance.  The Office dispatched
inspectors for onsite investigations when appropriate, and took suitable enforcement and follow-
up actions.

The responsibility for initial response and follow-up actions to materials incidents may be assigned
to any member of the materials program.  Upon receipt, Office staff reviews a report, decides on
the appropriate response, and gives the report a unique Office number and logs it into the incident
log.  Documentation related to an incident is placed both in an incident file and in the appropriate
license file. 

The review team identified 71 incidents in NMED for Alabama during the review period.  As noted
in Section 2.0, the Office adopted a procedure providing that reports of incidents that require
immediate notification to the State be provided to the NRC within 24 hours of notification, and that
reports of incidents that require notification to the State within 30 days be provided to the NRC
monthly.  The review team noted that all significant events (requiring 24 hour notification) and
routine and/or event updates (requiring 30-day notification) were reported to the NMED on a
monthly basis since the previous IMPEP review.  The review team noted that the Office was
responsive in providing the requested information to the NMED contractor by way of email with
attachments.  

It was noted that the Office received and was using the latest NMED software by two Office staff
members who had recently completed the new NMED software training.  The Office staff member
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indicated that the NMED training was very helpful and that the latest version of the NMED
software is very user-friendly.  The Office uses the NMED software to track all radioactive material
incidents.

In evaluating the effectiveness of Alabama's actions responding to allegations, the review team
examined the Office’s questionnaire responses relative to this indicator.  The casework for the
four allegations referred by the NRC was reviewed as well as the case work for 12 additional
allegations reported directly to the State.  The Office evaluates each allegation and determines
the proper level of response.  The review of the casework and the Office files indicated that the
Office took prompt and appropriate action in response to the concerns raised.  All of the
allegations reviewed were appropriately closed and the review team noted that allegations were
treated and documented internally in the same manner as incidents.  There were no performance
issues identified from the review of the casework documentation.  

The review team noted that Alabama law requires that all public documents be made available for
inspection and copying unless specifically exempted from disclosure under the State’s Open
Records Act.  The State makes every effort to protect an alleger’s identity, but it cannot be
guaranteed.  During the initial telephone contact, the alleger is advised that their anonymity
cannot be guaranteed.

Based on the IMPEP evaluation criteria, the review team recommends that Alabama's
performance with respect to the indicator, Response to Incidents and Allegations, be found
satisfactory.

4.0 NON-COMMON PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

IMPEP identifies four non-common performance indicators to be used in reviewing Agreement
State Programs:  (1) Legislation and Program Elements Required for Compatibility; (2) Sealed
Source and Device Evaluation Program; (3) Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Program; and
(4) Uranium Recovery Program.  Alabama's Agreement does not authorize regulation of uranium
recovery activities, so only the first three non-common performance indicators were applicable to
this review.

4.1 Legislation and Program Elements Required for Compatibility

4.1.1 Legislation

Along with the Office’s response to the questionnaire, the staff provided the review team with the
opportunity to review copies of legislation that affects the radiation control program.  Legislative
authority to create the program and enter into an Agreement with the NRC was granted in 1963
(Acts of 1963, No. 582).  The State Board of Health is designated as the State's radiation control
agency.  The authority to enter the Southeast Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste Compact
was granted in 1982 (Acts of 1982, No. 328).  The review team noted that the legislation had not
changed since the previous IMPEP review. 
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4.1.2 Program Elements Required for Compatibility

The State regulations for control of radiation are located in Chapter 420-3-26 of the Alabama
regulations for Control of Radiation and apply to ionizing and non-ionizing radiation, whether
emitted from radionuclides or devices.  Alabama requires a license for possession and use of
radioactive materials, including naturally occurring and accelerator-produced radionuclides.  A
copy of the effective Alabama regulations, including the last amendments which became effective
as of August 6, 2001, was given to the review team. 

The review team examined the procedures used in the State’s rule-making process and found that
the public and other interested parties are offered an opportunity to comment on proposed
regulation changes.  Rule-making responsibility is assigned to the Office Director.  It was noted
that draft regulations were sent to the NRC for review and comment, and when necessary, the
NRC comments were incorporated.  The package of proposed regulations prepared by the Office
requires review by the Alabama Office of General Counsel and approval from the State Committee
of Public Health.  The State has Emergency Rule capability, if public health and safety is at risk.  It
was noted that the State’s rules and regulations are not subjected to “sunset” laws.

The review team evaluated the Office responses to the questionnaire, reviewed the status of
regulations required to be adopted by the State under the Commission’s adequacy and
compatibility policy and verified the adoption of regulations with data obtained from the Office of
State and Tribal Program’s (STP) State Regulation Status Data Sheet.  Since the previous IMPEP
review, the Department adopted 12 regulation amendments in two rule packages that became
effective in May 2000 and August 2001.  In addition, the following regulation amendment is
currently under NRC review.  NRC staff has provided preliminary comments to the Office for
consideration.  The final rules are expected to be approved by the State Committee of Public
Health on April 17, 2002.

! “Respiratory Protection and Controls to Restrict Internal Exposures,” 10 CFR Part 20
amendment (64 FR 54543; 64 FR 55524) that became effective February 2, 2000.

The State has no overdue regulations required for compatibility.  The Office will need to address
the following five regulations in upcoming rule makings or by adopting alternate legally binding
requirements:

! “Energy Compensation Sources for Well Logging and Other Regulatory Clarifications,” 10
CFR Part 39 amendment (65 FR 20337) that became effective May 17, 2000.

! “New Dosimetry Technology,” 10 CFR Parts 34, 36, and 39 amendments (65 FR 63749)
that became effective January 8, 2001.

! “Requirements for Certain Generally Licensed Industrial Devices Containing Byproduct
Material,”  10 CFR Parts 30, 31, and 32 amendments (65 FR 79162) that became effective
February 16, 2001.

! “Revision of the Skin Dose Limit,” 10 CFR Part 20 amendment (67 FR 16298) that became
effective April 5, 2002.
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! “Medical Use of Byproduct Material,” 10 CFR 20, 32, and 35 amendments (67 FR 20249)
that became effective April 24, 2002.

Based on IMPEP evaluation criteria, the review team recommends that Alabama’s performance
with respect to the indicator, Legislation and Program Elements Required for Compatibility, be
found satisfactory.

4.2 Sealed Source and Device (SS&D) Evaluation Program

During the review period, no SS&D certificates were issued by the Office.  Although the Office
does not have a branch dedicated to conducting reviews, it does have the authority to collect the
full cost of an evaluation, and to contract for a review by qualified persons.  The review team did
not evaluate this indicator further.

4.3 Low-Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) Disposal Program

In 1981, the NRC amended its Policy Statement, "Criteria for Guidance of States and NRC in
Discontinuance of NRC Regulatory Authority and Assumption Thereof by States Through
Agreement" to allow a State to seek an amendment for the regulation of LLRW as a separate
category.  Those States with existing Agreements prior to 1981 were determined to have
continued LLRW disposal authority without the need of an amendment.  Although the Alabama
Agreement State program has LLRW disposal authority, NRC has not required States to have a
program for licensing a LLRW disposal facility until such time as the State has been designated as
a host State for a LLRW disposal facility.  When an Agreement State has been notified or
becomes aware of the need to regulate a LLRW disposal facility, they are expected to put in place
a regulatory program which will meet the criteria for an adequate and compatible LLRW disposal
program.  There are no plans for a LLRW disposal facility in Alabama.  Accordingly, the review
team did not review this indicator.

5.0 SUMMARY

As noted in Sections 3 and 4 above, the review team found Alabama’s performance to be
satisfactory for all six performance indicators.  Accordingly, the review team recommended and the
MRB concurred in finding the Alabama Agreement State program to be adequate and compatible
with NRC's program.  Based on the results of the current IMPEP review, the review team
recommends that the next full review should be in approximately four years.  No recommendations
were made by the review team.
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APPENDIX C

INSPECTION CASEWORK REVIEWS

NOTE:  CASEWORK LISTED WITHOUT COMMENT ARE INCLUDED FOR COMPLETENESS
ONLY; NO SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS WERE IDENTIFIED BY THE IMPEP TEAM.

File No.:  1
Licensee:  Professional Service Industries License No.:  368
Location:  Irondale, AL  Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/28/02 Inspector:  DT

Comment:
a) Inspection note form contains wrong rule citation, should be 420-26-04(19)(a)4 and not

420-26-03(19)(a)4 as written.

File No.:  2
Licensee:  Professional Service Industries License No.:  368
Location:  Irondale, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  5/8/01 Inspector:  MR

File No.:  3 
Licensee:  ACIPCO (American Cast Iron Pipe Co) License No.:  338
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/28/02 Inspector:  MR

Comments:
a) Notice of Violation (NOV) did not reference phone call to RSO following inspection.  No

phone record in file as to conversation with RSO.  
b) Previous inspection noted as 7/11/00 should have been 4/11/00.

File No.:  4
Licensee:  ACIPCO (American Cast Iron Pipe Co) License No.:  338
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  4/11/00     Inspector:  RP

File No.:  5
Licensee:  Health South Medical Center License No.:  1179 
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Gamma Knife Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/27/02  Inspector:  DT

File No.:  6
Licensee:  Health South Medical Center License No.:  1179
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Gamma Knife Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/7/01  Inspector:  DT
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File No.:  7
Licensee:  Bessemer Carraway Medical Center License No.:  546
Location:  Bessemer, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Medical Institution-No QMP Priority:  3
Inspection Date:  2/27/02 Inspector:  MR

Comments:
a) Inspection form missing date of review, however NOV was sent within 2 weeks of

inspection (3/11/02).  
b) Missing phone record of conversation with RSO following inspection.

File No.:  8
Licensee:  Bessemer Carraway Medical Center License No.:  546
Location:  Bessemer, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Medical Institution-No QMP Priority:  3
Inspection Date:  7/16/99 Inspector:  DT

File No.:  9
Licensee:  Non Destructive Visual testing, Inc. License No.:  1174
Location:  Cottondale, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  3/29/02  Inspector:  DT

File No.:  10
Licensee:  University of South Alabama License No.:  584
Location:  Mobile, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Academic Broad Scope Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/20-23/02  Inspector:  DT, MR

Comment:  
a) Regulatory language/terminology not consistent in documenting results (NOV).

File No.:  11
Licensee:  Eastern Technologies License No.:  947
Location:  Ashford, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Nuclear Laundry Priority:  2
Inspection Date:  1/30-31/02 and 2/1/02 Inspector:  DT, DW, MR, BS

File No.:  12
Licensee:  Regis Engineering Solutions, Inc. License No.:  1228
Location:  Montgomery, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Other Services-Gauge Services Priority:  3
Inspection Date:  10/19/00 Inspector:  RP
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File No.:  13
Licensee:  Samford University License No.:  892
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  R & D other Priority:  5
Inspection Date:  5/15/01 Inspector:  MR

File No.:  14
Licensee:  Southeast Apothecary - Opelika License No.:  1293
Location:  Opelika, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Nuclear Pharmacy Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  11/28/01 Inspector:  JM

Comment:
a)  Inspection form not reviewed by Office management.

File No.:  15
Licensee:  Southeast Apothecary - Opelika License No.:  1293
Location:  Opelika, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Nuclear Pharmacy Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  9/7/00 Inspector:  DT, MR

File No.:  16
Licensee:  Transmolecular, Inc. License No.:  1319
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Announced, Initial
License Type:  Research & Development Priority:  5
Inspection Date:  7/10/01 Inspector:  DT

File No.:  17
Licensee:  East Alabama Cardiovascular Associates License No.:  1302
Location:  Opelika, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Announced, Initial
License Type:  medical Private Practice – No QMP required Priority:  3
Inspection Date:  10/5/00 Inspector:  DT

File No.:  18
Licensee:  Baptist Medical Center - Montclair License No.:  593
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Medical Institution – QMP required Priority:  3
Inspection Date:  5/10 & 17/01 Inspector:  DT, MR

Comment:
a) Survey instrument operability was checked as being “No” and no violation was cited. 

Further review of the inspector’s notes showed that it should have been checked “Yes.”



Alabama Final Report Page C.4
Inspection Casework Reviews

File No.:  19
Licensee:  Southern Research Institute License No.:  262
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Research & Development Priority:  2
Inspection Date:  3/1-2/01 Inspector:  DT

Comment:
a)  Regulatory language/terminology not consistent in documenting results (NOV).

File No.:  20
Licensee:  Space Science Services License No.:  217
Location:  Dothan, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  7/18/01 Inspector:  MR

Comment:  
a) Wrong previous inspection date noted, should have been 4/13/00 instead of 4/13/01.

File No.:  21
Licensee:  Fort James Pennington, Inc. License No.:  299
Location:  Pennington, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Measuring Systems - Fixed Gauges Priority:  5
Inspection Date:  10/14/99 Inspector:  RP

File No.:  22
Licensee:  Jackson Paving License No.:  1167
Location:  Guntersville, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Measuring Systems – Portable Gauges Priority:  5
Inspection Date:  8/17/00 Inspector:  DT

File No.:  23
Licensee:  Wise Alloys License No.:  184
Location:  Muscle Shoals, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Measuring Systems – Fixed Gauges Priority:  5
Inspection Date:  8/10/99 Inspector:  DT

File No.:  24
Licensee:  Southern Inspection Services License No.:  1320
Location:  Moss Point, MS Inspection Type:  Routine unannounced attempted
License Type:  Industrial radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  None Inspector:  MR

Comment:  
a) Inspection was attempted 1/10/01 by MR.  Became licensed in Alabama 2/01, have not

been able to schedule initial inspection due to infrequent work in the State.
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File No.:  25
Licensee:  Gulf Coast Quality License No.:  FL-1495-1
Location:  Jay, FL Inspection Type:  Routine unannounced attempted
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  None  Inspector:  DT

Comment:  
a) Inspection attempted 4/5/02 by DT, work at jobsite completed early.

In addition, the following inspection accompaniments were made as part of the on-site IMPEP
review:

Accompaniment No.:  1 
Licensee:  Bessemer-Carraway Medical Center License No.:  546
Location:  Bessemer, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Medical-limited, No QMP required Priority:  3
Inspection Date:  2/27/02 Inspector:  MR 

Comments:  
a) Although several health and safety issues identified during inspection, exit could have

been used to signify their importance.  
b) See also file review #7 for any additional comments.

Accompaniment No.:  2
Licensee:  HealthSouth License No.:  1179
Location:  Birmingham, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Gamma Knife Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/27/02 Inspector:  DT

Accompaniment No.:  3
Licensee:  ACIPCO (American Cast Iron Pipe Co.) License No.:  338
Location:  Birmingham, AL Type Inspection:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial radiography, Permanent Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/28/02 Inspector:  MR

Comment:  
a) See File review #3 for comments. 

Accompaniment No.:  4
Licensee:  Professional Services Industries License No.:  368
Location:  Irondale, AL Inspection Type:  Routine, Unannounced
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Priority:  1
Inspection Date:  2/28/02 Inspector:  DT

Comment:
a) See File review #1 for comments.
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LICENSE CASEWORK REVIEWS

NOTE:  CASEWORK LISTED WITHOUT COMMENT ARE INCLUDED FOR COMPLETENESS
ONLY; NO SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS WERE IDENTIFIED BY THE IMPEP TEAM.

File No.:  1
Licensee:  Regional Nuclear Pharmaceuticals, L.L.C. License No.:  1290
Location:  Birmingham, AL Amendment:  3
License Type:  Nuclear Pharmacy Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  3/19/02 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  2
Licensee:  Southeast Apothecary-Opelika License No.:  1293
Location:  Opelika, AL Amendment No.:  4
License Type:  Nuclear Pharmacy Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  3/28/02 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  3 
Licensee:  Eastern Technologies, Inc. License No.:  947
Location:  Ashford, AL Amendment No.:11
License Type:  Nuclear Laundry Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  3/23/02 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  4
Licensee:  Southern Inspection Services, Inc. License No.:  1320
Location:  Moss Point, MS Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  2/21/01 License Reviewer:  BS

File No.:  5
Licensee:  UNISPEC, L.L.C. License No.:  1330
Location:  Theodore, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Portable Gauge Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  6/11/01 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  6
Licensee:  JAN X-Ray Services, Inc. License No.:  1281
Location:  Parma, MI Amendment No.:  2
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  11/13/02 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  7
Licensee:  Shaw Pipeline Services, Inc. License No.:  1333
Location:  Tulsa, OK Amendment No.:  1
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  10/4/01 License Reviewer:  DW
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File No.:  8
Licensee:  Alliance Imaging Services, Inc. License No.:  1341
Location:  Anaheim, CA Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Mobile Nuclear Medicine Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  11/20/01 License Reviewer:  BS

File No.:  9
Licensee:  Advanced Medical Systems License No.:  1343
Location:  Alabaster, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Mobile Nuclear Medicine Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  12/7/01 License Reviewer:  BS

File No.:  10
Licensee:  HEALTHSOUTH Diagnostic Center License No.:  1300
Location:  Tuscaloosa, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Medical, Private Practice, QMP required Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  5/10/00 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  11
Licensee:  Neel-Schafer, Inc. License No.:  1337
Location:  Birmingham, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Portable Gauge Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  10/16/01 License Reviewer:  BS

File No.:  12
Licensee:  Seton Medical Management License No.:  1346
Location:  Mobile, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Private Medical, Isotope therapy and HDR Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  2/6/02 License Reviewer:  BS

File No.:  13
Licensee:  Mid-South Testing, Inc. License No.:  1294
Location:  Decatur, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Portable Gauge Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  2/15/00 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  14
Licensee:  Beaulieu Fibers License No.:  1286
Location:  Bridgeport, AL Amendment No.:  0
License Type:  Fixed gauge Type of Action:  New
Date Issued:  9/28/99 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  15
Licensee:  Birmingham Southern College License No.:  1046
Location:  Birmingham, AL Amendment No.:  2
License Type:  Educational Type of Action:  Termination
Date Issued:  2/2/00 License Reviewer:  DW
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File No.:  16
Licensee:  Birmingham Southern College License No.:  SNM-157
Location:  Birmingham, AL Amendment No.:10
License Type:  Research Type of Action:  Termination
Date Issued:  2/2/00 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  17
Licensee:  GE Inspection Services License No.:1259
Location:  Decatur, AL Amendment No.:4
License Type:  Industrial Radiography Type of Action:  Terminated
Date Issued:  6/20/00 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  18
Licensee:  Eliza Coffee Memorial Hospital License No.:  662
Location:  Florence, AL Amendment No.:  15
License Type:  Institutional medical with therapy Type of Action:  Renewal
Date Issued:  1/3/01 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  19
Licensee:  Cooper Green Hospital License No.:  527
Location:  Birmingham, AL Amendment No.:  29
License Type:  Institutional Medical with therapy Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  9/26/01 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:20
Licensee:  University of Alabama in Huntsville License No.:  518
Location:  Huntsville, AL Amendment No.:  29
License Type:  Academic/Research Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  8/10/01 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  21 
Licensee:  Auburn University License No.:  415
Location:  Auburn, AL Amendment No.:  10
License Type:  Pool Irradiator Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  3/28/02 License Reviewer:  DW

File No.:  22
Licensee:  University of South Alabama License No.:  584
Location:  Mobile, AL Amendment No.:  48
License Type:  Broad Medical Type of Action:  Amendment
Date Issued:  2/28/02 License Reviewer:  DW
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INCIDENT CASEWORK REVIEWS

NOTE:  CASEWORK LISTED WITHOUT COMMENT IS INCLUDED FOR COMPLETENESS
ONLY; NO SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS WERE IDENTIFIED BY THE IMPEP TEAM.

File No.:  1
Licensee:  Asphalt Contractors, Inc. License No.:  1045
Site of Incident:  Electric, AL Incident Log No.:  98-12 (NMED #980849) 
Date of Incident:  8/1/98 Type of Incident:  Damaged Equipment
Investigation Date:  8/1/98 Type of Investigation:  Phone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  A Campbell Pacific Model MC Series M/D nuclear
gauge was damaged at a job site when a trailer being pulled by a truck backed over the gauge. 
The licensee’s Radiation Safety Officer (RSO) indicated that the source rod was slightly bent, but
he was able to pull the source back into the shield.  An Office inspector instructed the RSO by
phone to close and lock the device in the approved shipping container and return the case and
gauge to the manufacturer for repair or disposal.  An Office health physicist confirmed
telephonically with the gauge manufacturer that the source had been leak tested, and the source
was not damaged, nor was it leaking.  The manufacturer reported extensive damage to the
electronics, but no damage to the source capsule.  Wipe tests failed to find any contamination.  

File No.:  2
Licensee:  Bhate Engineering Corporation License No.:  655
Site of Incident:  Oak Grove, AL Incident Log No.:  99-5 (NMED #990192)
Date of Incident:  3/17/99 Type of Incident:  Damaged Equipment
Investigation Date:  3/18/99 Type of Investigation:  Phone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  A Troxler moisture density gauge was reported
damaged to the Office by a radiological consultant.  The consultant indicated that the nuclear
gauge was backed over by a John Deere 770B-H motor grader.  The gauge’s source rod was in
the shielded position when the accident happened.  The impact bent the source rod inside the
gauge, and crushed the shield around the source capsule.  The consultant traveled to the
location, checked for contamination, and finding none, he secured the source rod with duck tape. 
The consultant surveyed the gauge, recording 2.5 mR/hr six inches from the gauge surface.  The
consultant indicated that the licensee plans on shipping the damaged gauge to the manufacturer
for repair/disposal.  

File No.:  3
Licensee:  BFI Landfill (non-licensee) License No.:  NA
Site of Incident:  Brewton, AL Incident Log No.:  98-13 (NMED #980949) 
Date of Incident:  8/7/98 Type of Incident:  Improper disposal of radioactive material
Investigation Date:  8/7/98, 8/17/98, and 8/20/98 Type of Investigation:  On-site 

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  A BFI landfill operator reported that a load of garbage
has set off its gate radiation detectors.  The Office dispatched an individual the same day to the
site to investigate.  Preliminary evaluation determined the unknown material to be radioactive I-
131 contained on what was later identified as sanitary napkins in some household trash.  The
maximum radiation levels recorded were 18 mR/hr on contact with the bag.  The origin of the
household trash is unknown. 



Alabama Final Report Page E.2
Incident Casework Review

File No.:  4
Licensee:  Building And Earth Sciences, Inc. License No.:  1266
Site of Incident:  Hoover, AL Incident Log No.:  00-10 (NMED #000350)
Date of Incident:  5/5/00 Type of Incident:  Damaged Equipment 
Investigation Date:  5/5/00 Type of Investigation:  Telephone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  The licensee reported that a moisture/density gauge
was damaged by an bulldozer at a construction site.  The gauge was surveyed, recovered, and
secured by the licensee.  The sealed source was not damaged.  There was no unusual radiation
levels and leak tests results were negative.  This event was caused by the gauge not being
properly controlled.

File No.:  5
Licensee:  Building And Earth Sciences, Inc. License No.:  1266
Site of Incident:  Auburn, Alabama Incident Log No.:  02-04 (NMED #020124)
Date of Incident:  1/18/02 Type of Incident:  Stolen Gauges
Investigation Date:  1/22/02 Type of Investigation:  Phone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  The licensee reported to the Office that two
employees stopped for food for about 30 minutes and discovered that a Troxler Model 3430 (SN
30208) gauge containing a 9 mCi Cs-137 and a 44 mCi Am-241 source had been stolen.  Later
that day, the Auburn Police Department found the gauge, in tact, in its transport container.  The
gauge had been abandoned.  The Auburn Police Department contacted a radiation advisor with
Auburn University who asked that the gauge be transported to the university for safe keeping until
final disposal.  Later, representatives of the licensee picked-up the gauge for return to the
licensee’s offices.  The licensee had sent a FAX to the Office after hours on a Friday and had not
notified the Office by pager as required.  The Office indicated to its licensee that a FAX sent to the
Office after hours did not constitute immediate notification as required.

File No.:  6
Licensee:  Central Pharmacy Services License No.:  1168
Site of Incident:  Birmingham, AL Incident Log No.:  02-08 (NMED #020248)
Date of Incident:  1/2/02 Type of Incident:  Overexposure
Investigation Date:  None Type of Investigation:  None

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  In a written notification to the Office dated 12/22/01,
the licensee reported that the licensee’s TLD supplier reported that a licensee’s authorized user
received an extremity dose of 52.1 rem.  The individual was identified as a new pharmacist who
received several high readings in the first few months of 2001.  The licensee was advised of the
overexposure on 12/11/01, and immediately removed the individual from licensed activities and
the restricted area for the remainder of 2001.  This individual worked at the licensee’s Gadsden,
Alabama facility.
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File No.:  7
Licensee:  Challenge Engineering & Testing, inc. License No.:  0147
Site of Incident:  Mobile, AL Incident Log No.:  01-02 (NMED #010208)
Date of Incident:  1/16/01 Type of Incident:  Overexposure
Investigation Date:  1/16/01 Type of Investigation:  Phone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  On 1/6/01, the Office was notified by Challenge
Engineering & Testing, Inc., that a licensee radiographer had received a total annual dose of
5.046 rem.  Upon receipt of the licensee’s October 2000 badge report, the licensee became aware
that the radiographer was close to the limit with an exposure of 4.44 rem.  The matter was
discussed with the radiographer and precautions were considered.  On 12/19/00, the licensee’s
badge processor notified the licensee that with the individual’s November totals, the
radiographer’s exposure for 2000 was 5.01 rem.  The radiographer was not permitted to perform
any further radiography as of 12/19/00.  With the December badge report, the radiographer was
determined to have received a total annual dose of 5.046 rem.  The Office issued the licensee a
Notice of Violation.  The licensee committed to undertake the tracking of doses on daily dosimeter
logs, stop employees from performing industrial radiography when year-to-date doses and
dosimeter logs tally more than 4.8 rem, and review workloads of radiographers to determine the
need for rotation of employees. 

File No.:  8
Licensee:  Flowers Hospital License No.:  0549
Site of Incident:  Dothan, AL Incident Log No.:  01-11 (NMED #010644)
Date of Incident:  6/5/01 Type of Incident:  Misadministration
Investigation Date:  6/29/01-7/2/01 Type of Investigation:  On-Site

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  The licensee received 110  I-131 seeds with a labeled
activity of 0.414 mCi each and 8 seeds with a labeled activity of 0.270 mCi each.  A sampling of 12
seeds were assayed in the dose calibrator by the licensee’s medical physicist with a mean activity
of 0.2909 +/- 0.0054 mCi determined.  Because the medical physicist was not familiar with the
dose calibrator, he did not recognize the differences between the assayed amounts and the
labeled amounts as a problem.  All 118 seeds were utilized on June 5, 2001, for a prostate seed
implant procedure.  On June 16, 2001, Nycomed Amersham, the seed supplier, contacted Flowers
Hospital and advised the licensee that there had been a dispensing error where 110 seeds with
0.270 mCi activity were sent out labeled as 0.414 mCi activity.  Investigation by the licensee
determined that the dispensing error resulted in an patient under-dose of approximately 33
percent. 
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File No.:  9
Licensee:  Global X-Ray & Testing Corporation License No.:  1059
Site of Incident:  Saraland, AL Incident Log No.:  01-08 (NMED #010766)
Date of Incident:  5/8/01 Type of Incident:  Equipment Failure
Investigation Date:  5/29/01 Type of Investigation:  Phone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  On the morning of 5/8/01, a radiography crew for
Global X-Ray & Testing Corporation performing at a temporary job site was involved in an incident
where both personnel’s pocket dosimeters went off-scale.  As described by the licensee, the first
radiographer forgot his survey meter when he approached the exposure device after an exposure. 
The Ir-192 sealed source (105 curies) was not in the fully shielded position.  This radiographer’s
alarming ratemeter did not alarm.  When the second radiographer approached the exposure
device, his alarming ratemeter did alarm.  The crew implemented emergency procedures and fully
retracted the source.  The source guide tube was determined to be in a bind.  The two
radiographer’s film badges were sent in for emergency processing.  The first radiographer had a
film badge reading of 3.606 rem Deep Dose Equivalent (DDE) and the second radiographer had a
film badge reading of 1.917 rem DDE.  There was no problems with the self-locking feature of the
exposure device.  Upon receiving the exposure report, the licensee relieved one of the
radiographers from radioactive material use and a safety meeting was held to discuss the
occurrence as well as corrective measures.

File No.:  10
Licensee:  HealthSouth Medical Center License No.:  1179
Site of Incident:  Birmingham, AL Incident Log No.:  00-08 (NMED #000336)
Date of Incident:  4/12/00 Type of Incident:  Misadministration
Investigation Date:  4/12/00 Type of Investigation:  Phone

Summary of Incident and Final Disposition:  The licensee reported a medical event where a
gamma knife containing 6592.8 Ci (activity as of 8/1/95) of Co-60 was set up incorrectly and
delivered the dose to the wrong location of a patient’s brain.  Two patients were being treated the
same day for the same medical problem.  The individual treatment plans were placed in the wrong
patient folders.  Therefore, the wrong patient treatment coordinates were used on the patient.  A
dose of 8000 rad was delivered to the patient’s wrong treatment site.  The intended treatment site
received 2000 rad.  As a result of the misadministration, the licensee took immediate action to
prevent the mixing of patient treatment protocol documentation.
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