DATED: APRIL 28, 1997 SIGNED BY: HUGH L. THOWPSON, JR

M. J. Dale Gvens, Secretary
Depart ment of Environnental Quality
P. O Box 82231

Bat on Rouge, LA 70884-2231

Dear M. G vens:

On April 10, 1997, the Managenent Review Board (MRB) nmet to consider the
proposed final Integrated Materials Performance Eval uati on Program (1 MPEP)
report on the Louisiana Agreement State Program The MRB found the Louisiana
program adequate to protect public health and safety and conpatible with NRC s
program

Section 5, page 19, of the enclosed final report presents the | MPEP teani s
recomrendations. Note that there is one additional reconmendation that was
identified at the MRB to inplenment the requirements of the "Decomm ssioning
Recor dkeepi ng Docunentati on of Restricted Areas and Spill Sites" through | ega
bi ndi ng requirenents until the Louisiana draft regul ati ons have been

promul gated. Qur understanding is that by conference call during the MRB
nmeeting, W H. Spell, Administrator, Radiation Protection Division, comitted
to inplement this reconmendati on, as necessary. W have received your letter
dat ed February 28, 1997, and M. Spell's letter dated March 4, 1997, and
appreci ate the positive actions that you and your staff have taken and are
continuing to inplement with regard to our comments. No response to this
letter is necessary.

Based on the results of the current | MPEP review, the next review w |l be
schedul ed in four years, unless program concerns devel op that require an
earlier evaluation.

| appreciate the courtesy and cooperati on extended to the | MPEP team duri ng
the revi ew and your support of the Radiation Control Program | |ook forward
to working with you in the future.

Si ncerely,

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr.
Deputy Executive Director
for Regul atory Prograns

Encl osur e:
As st ated

cc: H. Bohlinger, Deputy Secretary
Depart ment of Environnental Quality

G Von Bodungen, Assistant Secretary
Ofice of Air Quality and Radi ati on Protection

R Wascom Deputy Assistant Secretary
Ofice of Air Quality and Radi ati on Protection

W H. Spell, Adm nistrator
Radi ati on Protection Division
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1.0 | NTRODUCTI ON

This report presents the results of the review of the Louisiana

radi ati on control program The revi ew was conducted during the period
Cct ober 7-11, 1996, by a review team conprised of technical staff
menbers fromthe Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion (NRC) and the Agreenent
State of Georgia. Team nenbers are identified in Appendix A  The
revi ew was conducted in accordance with the "Interim ]l nplenmentation of
the Integrated Materials Performance Eval uati on Program Pendi ng Fi na
Conmi ssi on Approval of the Statement of Principles and Policy for the
Agreenent State Program and the Policy Statenment on Adequacy and
Conpatibility of Agreenment State Programs," published in the Federa
Regi ster on Cctober 25, 1995, and the September 12, 1995, NRC Managenent
Directive 5.6, "Integrated Materials Performance Eval uation Program
(IMPEP)." Prelimnary results of the review, which covered the period
Sept enmber 4, 1993, to Cctober 11, 1996, were discussed with Louisiana
managenment on COctober 11, 1996.

A draft of this report was issued to Louisiana for factual commrent on
February 14, 1997. The State of Louisiana responded in letters dated
February 28, 1997 and March 4, 1997 (attached). The State's comments
were incorporated into the final report. The Managenent Revi ew Board
(MRB) nmet on April 10, 1997, to consider the proposed final report.
Based on the existing NRC conpatibility policy and the | MPEP eval uati on
criteria, the review teamrecomended that Louisiana's performance with
respect to the indicator, Legislation and Regul ati ons, be found
unsatisfactory. The conpatibility findings for the Louisiana program
were re-evaluated and revised by the MRB based on the draft of

Loui siana's "Decomm ssi oni ng Recordkeepi ng Docunentati on of Restricted
Areas and Spill Sites" regulation. The MRB reconmended that the State
i mpl enent the requirenents in the draft Louisiana's “Deconm ssioning

Recor dkeepi ng Docunentati on of Restricted Areas and Spill Sites”
regul ati on through the | egal binding requirenents on a case-by-case
basis until the regulation is promulgated as final. The MRB fina

recomendati on for Legislation and Regulations is satisfactory with
recomendati ons for inprovement. The MRB considered and concurred in
the team s overall recomendation and found the Louisiana radiation
control program was adequate to protect public health and safety and
conpatible with NRC s program

The Louisiana Ofice of Air Quality and Radiation Protection, within the
Loui si ana Department of Environnental Quality, is the agency that

regul ates environnental radiation issues and radiation hazards. The
Secretary of this departnment is appointed by, and reports directly to,
the Governor. Wthin the Office of Air Quality and Radi ation
Protection, headed by an Assistant Secretary who is al so appoi nted by

t he governor and who reports to the secretary, the Radiation Protection
Division (RPD) administers the State's radiation protection program
The RPD organi zational charts are included as Appendi x B. The Louisiana
program regul ated 511 specific licenses at the time of the review. In
addition to radioactive materials, the Division is responsible for
control of machi ne-produced radiation, environnental surveill ance,

emer gency planning and response, and radon control. The review focused
on the materials programas it is carried out under the Section 274b.

(of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as anended) Agreenent between the NRC
and the State of Louisiana.

In preparation for the review, a questionnaire addressing the common and
non-conmon i ndi cators was sent to the State on August 8, 1996.
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Loui si ana provided its response to the questionnaire on Septenber 16,
1996. A copy of that response is included as Appendix Cto this report.

The team s general approach for conduct of this review consisted of:

(1) exam nation of Louisiana's response to the questionnaire, (2) review
of applicable Louisiana statutes and regul ations, (3) analysis of
quantitative information fromthe Division's licensing and inspection
data base, (4) technical review of selected files, (5) field

acconpani nents of three Louisiana inspectors, and (6) interviews with
staff and managenment to answer questions or clarify issues. The team
eval uated the information that it gathered against the | MPEP perfornance
criteria for each common and non-comon indi cator and nade a prelimnary
assessment of the radiation control program s performance.

Section 2 bel ow di scusses the State's actions in response to
recomendati ons made following the previous review Results of the
current review for the | MPEP conmon performance indicators are presented
in Section 3. Section 4 discusses results of the applicable non-conmon
i ndi cators, and Section 5 summarizes the review team s findi ngs and
recomrendati ons.

2.0 STATUS OF | TEMS | DENTI FI ED | N PREVI QUS REVI EWS

The previous routine review concluded on Septenber 3, 1993, and the
results were transmtted to M. Kai David M dboe, then Secretary of the
Depart ment of Environnmental Quality on April 11, 1994. Findings of
adequacy and conpatibility were wi thheld because of significant
deficiencies in the Indicator, Adequacy of Product Evaluations and the
fact that certain regulations were not promul gated within the 3-year

ti meframe reconmended by NRC. NRC conducted a follow up review of the
program on February 21-24, 1995, to evaluate the effectiveness of the
State's actions to address the reconmendations fromthe 1993 revi ew, and
to assess the current status of the State's program The results of
this follow up review were transmtted to M. WIIliam A Kucharski, a

| ater Secretary, Departnent of Environmental Quality on May 9, 1995.
The Secretary was informed that the NRC staff determ ned that at that
time, the Louisiana programfor regulation of agreenent naterials was
adequate to protect public health and safety, and conpatible with the
regul atory program of the NRC, since all of the reconmendati ons were
determ ned to have been satisfactorily resol ved.

3.0 COVMON PERFCORMANCE | NDI CATORS

| MPEP identifies five conmon performance indicators to be used in
revi ewi ng both NRC Regi onal and Agreement State programs. These

i ndicators are: (1) Status of Materials Inspection Program (2)
Technical Staffing and Training, (3) Technical Quality of Licensing
Actions, (4) Technical Quality of Inspections, and (5) Response to
I ncidents and Al | egati ons.

3.1 Status of Materials Inspection Program

The team focused on four factors in reviewi ng this indicator

i nspection frequency, overdue inspections, initial inspection of new
licenses, and tinmely dispatch of inspection findings to |licensees. This
eval uation is based on Louisiana's questionnaire responses to this

i ndi cator, from data gathered independently fromthe State's |icensing
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and inspection data tracking system the exam nation of |icensing and
i nspection casework files, and interviews with managers and staff.

Revi ew of the State's inspection priorities showed that the State's

i nspection frequencies for various types, or groups, of licenses are at
| east as frequent as simlar |license types, or groups, listed in the NRC
| nspection Manual Chapter 2800 (I MC 2800) schedul e of frequencies.

I nspection frequencies under the State's systemrange fromone year to
five year intervals. The State requires nore frequent inspections in
some license categories to maintain consistency with X-ray inspections.
Sone medical facilities are inspected on a two-year frequency when
conpared with an NRC three-year or five-year frequency; broad academ c
i censes have a one-year frequency conpared with an NRC t hree-year
frequency; and portabl e gauges have a four-year frequency conpared wth
the NRC s five-year frequency. Level and density gauge |icensees who
participate in the State's self-inspection programare extended to a
five-year inspection cycle. The inspection frequencies of |icenses

sel ected for license and inspection file reviews were conpared with the
frequencies listed in the State's data system and were consistent with
the State's systemand at |east as frequent as sinilar |license types
under the | MC 2800 system

In their response to the questionnaire, Louisiana indicated that, as of
Cct ober 12, 1996, only one core inspection identified in | MC 2800 was
overdue by nore than 25 percent of the NRC frequency. This nunber is
well within the 10 percent criterion for overdue inspections of
Management Directive 5.6. This |icensee was inspected on Septenber 27,
1996.

One new |icensee was i nspected at nine nonths rather than at a six-nonth
interval. One initial inspection was also found to be overdue but a
meno was in the file indicating that the inspection period had been
extended because the |icensee had not received radioactive materi al

One other initial inspection of a new licensee was perforned at a period
greater than the recommended six nonth period. During the review, it
appeared that this license was overdue by approximtely 11 nonths.
Subsequent to the review, the State has determined that an earlier

i nspection by a regional inspector had been perfornmed. The inspection
was performed at 8 nonths rather than 6 nonths.

Di scussions with managenent and staff were conducted to determ ne how

i nspections are assigned and entered into the system The

adm nistrative staff enters data on a nonthly basis. It is noted that
the State uses a six-nmonth interval for generating a printout. Quality
checks on the data are performed by inspectors and nanagenent using the
updated printout. Once reviewed, the conputer printout is used for

i nspecti on pl anni ng.

The tineliness of the issuance of inspection findings was eval uated
during the inspection file review Twenty-one files were exam ned.
They covered approximately 50 inspections perforned during the review
peri od. Mbst inspection correspondence was sent to the licensee within
30 days after an inspection. |Inspections perfornmed fromlate 1994 to
early 1996 had noticeably | onger tines between the inspection and the

i ssuance of the inspection report or Confirmatory Orders. Several cases
spanned a 10-nmonth interval. One action was not issued, at the
direction of the Assistant Secretary, due to the |ong delay between the
i nspection and the enforcenent action. This |licensee was pronptly

rei nspect ed.
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In early 1996, the long period of time between inspection and
enforcenent action reversed. The State identified several problens in
coordinating its inspection and enforcement prograns and corrected them
I nspection and enforcenment actions are now being processed in a tinely
manner .

Loui si ana does not collect data on reciprocity inspections in a manner
simlar to NRC. A direct statistical correlation cannot be made to the
suggested | MPEP criteria. The State reported in their response that 901
requests for reciprocity were received during the review period. In
response to the draft report, the State reported that a further review
of the Division's database on reciprocity inspections during the review
period indicated a total of 855 reciprocity notifications, of which 249
were Priority 1, 2 or 3. These 249 notifications represented 23

di fferent conpani es, sone of which have Louisiana licenses. In
addition, a Texas industrial radiography |icensee also having a

Loui siana |icense, conprised 92 of the 249 notifications (~37%. The
State reported the reciprocity database was originally witten in a
manner that allowed overwiting of the previous inspection perfornmance
data for a particular year. The State believes that this occured
because it was not anticipated that nore than one reciprocity inspection
woul d be performed during the year. This resulted in a |icensee having
only one reported (database) inspection in any year. The nunbers
previously reported by the review teamwere | ower than the actual nunber
of inspections performed by the Division for a particular year and al so
| ower than the total for the three-year review period. As a result of
the State’'s additional review, a total of 10 inspections of 23 licensees
were retrieved fromthe database for the review period of July, 1993

t hrough June, 1996.

Based on the new information subnmitted by the State, approximtely 43%
of the licensees entering the State were inspected at |east once. The
State noted that actual inspections were nore than 10, indicating a

| arger percentage of |icensees being inspected during reciprocity
visits. The State indicated that their famliarity with specific
licensees in addition to conpensating nmeasures such as annual, or nore
frequent, inspections by other regulatory authorities and information
sharing between the agencies provide sufficient assurance for safety.

Based on the | MPEP evaluation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
Loui siana's performance with respect to the indicator, Status of
Material s I nspection Program be found satisfactory.

3.2 Technical Staffing and Training

| ssues central to the evaluation of this indicator include the

radi oactive materials programstaffing | evel, technical qualifications
of the staff, training, and staff turnover. To evaluate these issues,
the revi ew team exam ned the State's questionnaire responses relative to
this indicator, interviewed RPD nmanagenent and staff, and considered any
possi bl e wor kl oad backl ogs. The RPD organi zation chart shows that the
Di vi sion was funded for 44 persons at the tine of the review

The Conpliance Branch consists of the Surveillance Section (8
positions), the Inspection & Quality Assurance Section (5 positions),
and the Enforcenent Section (7 positions). The Surveillance Section
personnel are located at seven RPD Regional O fices throughout the
State, and the personnel perform both materials inspections and x-ray
i nspections. The Inspection & Quality Assurance Section personnel are
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| ocated in Baton Rouge, and they also performboth materials and x-ray

i nspections. The personnel (15) utilized for materials inspections were
all determined to be qualified and trained in health physics and

i nspection procedures. These inspectors have conpl eted the core courses
for the types of licenses they are qualified to inspect. The teamdid
not identify any inspection backl ogs.

The Regul atory Branch consists of a Licensing & Registration Section (9
positions), and an Enmergency Pl anning and Response Section (6
positions). All of the materials licensing functions and the seal ed
source and device evaluations are perforned by 3 persons in the

Li censing & Registration Section. The Licensing Coordinator perforns
nost of the materials licensing actions, and was determ ned to have many
years experience in that function in addition to the NRC |icensing
training. Two other staff persons and the Section Manager, have al so
been trained in Licensing Practices. |In addition, a Nuclear Engi neer
attended the NRC Seal ed Source & Device Wrkshop in Septenber of 1995.
The team did not identify any licensing or device eval uati on backl ogs
during the review. Additional discussion of Seal ed Source & Device
(SS&D) personnel training is covered in Section 4.2.2.

The RPD has established qualifications for the technical positions of
Envi ronnment al Radi ation Specialist (ERS) I, ERS I, and ERS |11
Applicants at the entry level (ERS 1) are required to have a

baccal aureate degree and are assigned duties in the x-ray program unti
additional training is received in health physics, nuclear nedicine
uses, materials licensing, inspection procedures, industrial

radi ography, well |ogging, and emergency response. After sufficient
training and experience, the ERS |'s are eligible for pronotion and for
assignment to materials licensing and/or inspection duties. Staff are
assigned increasingly conplex |licensing duties under the direction of
seni or staff, and acconpany experienced inspectors during increasingly
conpl ex conpliance inspections. Staff are required to denonstrate
conpet ence during acconpani ments by the supervisor. This information
was verified through di scussions with managers and staff, review of the
guesti onnaire response, and review of the position descriptions. The
team determined that all staff utilized for the agreenent materials
program were technically qualified by evidence of their training and
experi ence; however, additional training for the SS& programis

di scussed under Section 4.2.2.

The RPD Administrator reported that several persons (12) had left the
Di vision since the 1993 review, many |l eft for higher paying jobs, or to
return to graduate school. Retaining qualified personnel was reported
as a continuing problem The Division, however, has been able to
recruit qualified people and provide training as needed to maintain the
wor kl oad in the agreenent materials area. The organization chart showed
2 vacancies in the Energency Response Section, and 1 vacant ERS |11
position and a vacant Coordi nator position in the Inspection & Quality
Assurance Section. The Coordinator's position duties are currently
being fulfilled with an ERS Il person. The State has denonstrated a
willingness to provide training for their staff and to shift qualified
personnel into the vacant positions in order to maintain current
wor kl oad in the agreenent materials area.

Based on the training that program personnel have taken during the
revi ew period, the State appears supportive of continued staff training,
and managenent denonstrated a comitment to staff training during the
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review. However, the State has concerns as to the inpact of NRC s
change in policy for funding State training will have on their program

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
Loui siana's perfornmance with respect to the indicator, Technica
Staffing and Training, be found satisfactory.

3.3 Technical Quality of Licensing Actions

The revi ew t eam exam ned conpleted |icenses and casework for 60 |icense
actions in 36 specific license files, representing the work of two
license reviewers. The |license reviewers and supervisor were

i ntervi ewed when needed to supply additional information regarding
Iicensing decisions or file contents.

Li censing actions were reviewed for conpl eteness; consistency; proper

i sotopes and quantities authorized; qualifications of authorized users;
adequate facilities and equi pment; and operating and energency
procedures sufficient to establish the basis for |icensing actions.

Li censes were reviewed for accuracy; appropriateness of the license and
of its conditions and tie-down conditions; and overall technica

quality. Casework was reviewed for tineliness; adherence to good health
physics practices; reference to appropriate regulations; docunmentation
of safety evaluation reports; product certifications or other supporting
docunents; consideration of enforcement history on renewals; pre-
licensing visits; peer or supervisory review as indicated; and proper
signature authorities. The files were checked for retention of
necessary docunents and supporting data.

The license casework was selected to provide a representative sanple of
i censing actions which had been conpleted in the review period and to
i nclude work by all reviewers. The sanpling included 26 of the State's
maj or |icenses and included the follow ng types: source and device
manuf acturing and distribution, industrial radiography (tenporary and
fixed job sites), nobile nuclear medicine, teletherapy, acadenic and
nmedi cal broad scope, and nucl ear pharmacy. Licensing actions reviewed
i ncluded 2 new, 16 renewals, 38 amendments, and 4 termi nations. A |ist
of these licenses with case specific comrents can be found in

Appendi x D

In general, the review teamfound that the |icensing actions were

t horough, conpl ete, consistent, of acceptable or higher quality, and
with health and safety issues properly addressed. Special license tie-
down conditions were stated clearly, backed by information contained in
the file, and inspectable. The nine exenptions identified by the State
in the responses to the questionnaire were reviewed for this review
period. Al of themhad valid justifications, including a State
analysis to grant an exenption for pipeliner |licensees who requested the
exenption. Three of the exenptions were granted by letter and the six
pi pel i ner exenptions were granted by a special license condition. The
Iicensee's conpliance history was taken into account when revi ew ng
renewal applications as determ ned from docunentation in the license
files and/or discussions with the |icense reviewers.

The review team found that termi nated |icensing actions were well
docunent ed, showi ng appropriate transfer records and survey records.
However, the licensee was not always issued a letter stating that the
site could be released for unrestricted use if the site use had invol ved
| oose material with a half life of greater than 10 days. The team
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recommends that the State adopt a policy of issuing unrestricted rel ease
letters in all cases where | oose material has been used, and before the
license is termnated. The review team found that the State did not
have any problem contanminated sites at this tinme.

The State currently utilizes a standard |license condition on broad
licenses and other licenses with nultiple |ocations of use of materia
(multiple sites) that does not differentiate between what radi oactive
material is authorized at each different site or location of use. This
condition could allow all authorized material on the license to be used
at all sites listed, and which was not always the intent of the |license
application reviewer. The State is in the process of amending Condition
1 of licenses which authorize multiple sites of use (use locations).
The team recomends that each |ocation of use on multiple site licenses
be revised by license condition to specify the material authorized for
each different l[ocation of use or site.

The State license reviewers acknow edged that |icensees have not been
notified of the need to file for reciprocity on sites which are
exclusive federal jurisdiction according to All Agreement States Letter
SP-96-022. Licenses which allow for tenmporary job sites have not been
amended to include a requirenent to file for reciprocity when on sites
whi ch are exclusive federal jurisdiction. The review team reconmends
that all licensees be notified according to the All Agreenent States
Letter SP-96-022 which requests licensees to file for reciprocity when
perform ng work under exclusive federal jurisdiction. Licenses which
allow for tenporary job sites should be anended to state that a
reciprocity request will be filed when conducti ng work under excl usive
federal jurisdiction.

Li censes were renewed on varying frequenci es which generally
corresponded to the inspection frequency. The |ongest period for

renewal was five years and the shortest period was two years. Licensees
are tied down to previously subnmitted applications and supporting
docunent ati on which is no ol der than seven years. An entirely new
application is required at |east every seven years to maintain the nost
current information in the license file.

The |icense revi ewer passes each |licensing action up through the
supervisory chain for review Al licensing actions are signed by the
Assi stant Secretary of the Office of Air Quality and Radi ation
Protecti on.

The review team found that the current staff is well trained and
experienced in a broad range of licensing activities. The casework was
revi ewed for adequacy and consistency with the NRC procedures. The
State does not have official, witten adm nistrative procedures for
licensing reviews. They follow their |icensing guides during the review
process to ensure that |icensees submt the information necessary to
support the license. The licensing guides were very simlar to the NRC
gui des. Based on the review of license files and discussions with the
staff, the review team does not believe that witten admi nistrative
procedures are necessary.

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamrecomends that
Loui siana's performance with respect to the indicator, Technical Quality
of Licensing Actions, be found satisfactory.
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3.4 Technical Quality of Inspections

The team revi ewed the inspection reports, enforcenment docunentation, and
t he database information for nmore than 50 inspections conducted during
the revi ew period. The casework included all but four of the State's
material s inspectors. The inspectors not included in the sanpling are
t he newest nenmbers of the staff and are not yet fully qualified. The
review covered a sanpling of the high priority categories of license
types as follows: five industrial radiography, five nedical, one

nucl ear pharmacy, one broad nedical, one broad acadenic, one academc
one wel |l |ogging, and one portable gauge, and five reciprocity

i nspections. Appendix E provides a |list of the inspection cases
reviewed with case-specific coments.

In addition, several spot checks were performed on the files to verify
proper inspection frequencies and that enforcenent correspondence was
being mai ntained in a consistent manner. |In alnost every case the files
sel ected for review were deternined to have the proper inspection
frequency. The review of inspection and licensing files was coordinated
during the review. This provided sone insight into how the State

coordi nates inspection findings with licensing actions.

The inspection procedures and techniques utilized by the State were

revi ewed and determ ned to be consistent with the inspection guidance
provided in I MC 2800. The inspection report forms were found to be
consistent with the types of information and data coll ected under | MC
2800. The report forms provided docunentation of inspection findings in
a consistent manner and in accordance with State policies and interna
procedures. The State uses separate inspection report forms for various
cl asses of license types, such as medical, portable gauges, fixed
gauges, industrial radiography, accelerators, irradiators, gas
chromat ogr aphs, broad |icenses, and service type licenses. The

i nspection form provi des docunmentation of |icensee and radi ation safety
organi zati on, scope of the licensee's program material uses,

procedures, |leak tests, surveys, instrunentation, dosimetry, incidents,
interviews with staff, confirmatory surveys, itenms of nonconpliance, and
exit interviews. The inspection formis used to create a narrative
report of the inspection.

The revi ew team found narrative inspection reports contained accurate
informati on and nmet the State's requirenents. The narrative report
provides a brief, clear, discussion of the inspection and rel evant
findings. The reports are sufficiently detailed to support escal ated
enforcenent actions. The State's enforcenent letters are formal in
style, detail and |language. The State uses a tracking systemto follow
enforcenent actions. This systemwas found to be up-to-date and was
used to verify the status of pending enforcenent actions and in

resol ving questions regarding m ssing docunmentation in the license file.

Most files contained conplete inspection findings and rel ated

enf orcenent correspondence. However, the teamnoted in several cases
that certain docunents related to inspections or rel ated enforcenment
docunentation were not in the license file. The staff was generally
able to |l ocate nmissing docurments for selected files within a short tine,
but not in all cases as docunented in the inspection casework |isting,
Appendi x E.  From a "performance" standpoint, the team believes that
better quality control is needed to assure that official docunmentation
concerning inspection and enforcenent is nmaintained in the official file
folder. The review team suggests that the State re-evaluate their
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docunent control system and take appropriate neasures to assure that
files are mmintai ned, conplete, and up-to-date.

Three inspector acconpani nents were performed by a review team nmenber
during the period of Septenmber 23-24, 1996. Two inspectors were
acconpani ed in Shreveport, Louisiana area and one in Baton Rouge,

Loui siana. The acconpani ments in Shreveport involved two fixed

radi ographic facilities and one field radi ography operation.

These acconpani - nents are described in Appendix E. Oher inspectors
have been acconpani ed during previous reviews.

Duri ng acconpani nents, the Louisiana inspectors denonstrated appropriate
i nspection techni ques and know edge of the State's regulations. The
portabl e instrunents used during the inspector acconpani ments were
observed to be operational and calibrated. The inspectors were observed
to have TLD badges, an "Escort" badge, a direct readi ng dosinmeter and
alarmng rate meter on their person during the inspections. The

i nspectors were well prepared and thoroughly know edgeabl e of the
licensees' radiation safety prograns. Overall, the technica

performance of the inspectors was exceptional. Their inspections
conformed to State gui dance and were nore than adequate in scope and
detail to assess radiological health and safety at the inspected
facilities.

In response to the questionnaire, the State reported that nine

i nspectors were acconpani ed by supervisors during the review period.
Based on a review of approximtely 60 records, the State appears to have
a well organized supervisory acconpani nent program The eval uation
forms for each acconpani nent were reviewed. The evaluations critically
assessed the inspector's ability to conduct inspections of specific
types of licensees as specifically indicated when an inspector is
qualified to performspecific types of unacconpani ed i nspections.

Supervi sors routinely acconmpany fully trained inspectors on an annual
basi s.

It was noted that the State has a variety of portable instrunents for
routine confirmatory surveys and for use during incidents and emergency
conditions. The State has sufficient GMtubes, pancake probes, one inch
Nal detectors, mcro-R neters, and high range instrunents. A detector
with an al pha scintillator is available in the Baton Rouge office for
use by regional inspectors. Each inspector is provided a direct reading
dosi neter, a TLD badge, an "Escort" badge, and an alarning rate neter.
Portabl e instrunents maintained in the Baton Rouge office were al so
observed to be calibrated. Programstaff explained that instruments are
calibrated at |east on an annual basis. The State uses a commercia
calibration and repair service

It was found that the State perforns both announced and unannounced

i nspections of materials licensees. Inspections are weighted toward the
unannounced type. The State has offices distributed around the State.
There was no geographical bias noted in the inspection program There
appeared to be no difference in the quality of inspections between the
regi onal offices or between the regions and the main office in Baton
Rouge. There appeared to be no significant difference in inspection
frequency, quality or violations discovered between the sanples of
announced and unannounced i nspections that were revi ewed.

I nspectors sign all routine enforcement correspondence. All of the
i nspection results and routine enforcement letters were verified as
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havi ng been revi ewed and signed by the supervisor before issuing the
results to |licensees. The review team concluded that this supervisory
revi ew enhanced the quality of the inspection and enforcenent docunents.
The inspectors are also cross-trained as |icense reviewers providing
continuity to the regulatory program The review team agreed with
program managenment that the State's proposed LAN system would all ow
addi ti onal standardization and inplenmentation of inspection nodul es,
enforcenent | anguage, and tracking systemns.

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
Loui siana's perfornmance with respect to the indicator, Technical Quality
of I nspections, be found satisfactory.

3.5 Response to Incidents and All egations

In evaluating the effectiveness of the State's actions in responding to
i ncidents and all egations, the review team exam ned the State's response
to the questionnaire regarding this indicator, reviewed the incidents
reported for Louisiana in the "Nuclear Material Events Database" (NVED)
agai nst those contained in the Louisiana files and reviewed the casework
of 14 incident files and two allegation files. No allegations were
referred from NRC to Louisiana during period covered by the review. In
addition, the review teamintervi ewed the Adm nistrator, the Assistant
Admi ni strator, the Manager of the Inspection and Quality Assurance
Section and the Manager of the Enforcenent Section.

Responsibility for initial response and followup actions to materials
incidents and all egations rests with the Inspection and Quality
Assurance Section. Louisiana procedures require the pronpt response by
RPD to each incident or allegation. Each incomng notification is

di scussed with nanagenment and staff as appropriate and the response is
coordinated with the appropriate field staff including an on-site

i nspection if appropriate. The managers related that all incidents,
conpl aints, and all egations are eval uated by managenent, foll owed up
with an inspection if possible, and recorded.

The revi ewer exam ned the State's response and docunentation to all 14
events listed in Appendix F and verbally discussed the other events wth
the Inspection and Quality Assurance Section Program Manager. This
effort included the State's incident and all egati on process, tracking
system file docunentation, and notification of other Federal and State
Agenci es.

The review team found that the State's responses were well within the
performance criteria. Responses were pronpt and well -coordi nated, and
the level of effort was commensurate with health and safety
significance. Health Physicists were dispatched to the site when
appropriate. The State took suitable corrective and enforcenent

actions, notified the NRC and ot her Agencies as appropriate, and

foll owed the progress of the investigation through until close out.

Al l egations were responded to pronptly with appropriate investigations
and follow up actions. The State has procedures under their "Sunshine"
laws for the control of information, identification protection nmeasures
are taken to protect the identity of allegers, and the results of the

i nvestigations were documented and provided to the allegers. The review
team al so found very good correlation of the State's response to the
questionnaire, the incident information in the files, and the event

i nformati on reported on the NVED system printout for Louisiana. Only
one di screpancy was noted, in that NVED event number 941466, dated March
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18, 1994, was listed as a Baton Rouge, LA event, whereas, the event
occurred in Menphis, TN and was followed up by the State of Tennessee.
The reason for this discrepancy was that the person (Licensee RSO that
reported the event to the NRC Operations Center resides in Baton Rouge,
LA.

The reviewer noted that the State still has a manual system for tracking
and processing incidents and all egations. Although no performance
deficiencies were noted during the review in this area, the revi ewer

di scussed the merits of computerizing the tracking system and the
utilization of the NRC national systemto enter events and docunent

i ncident findings. |In response, Program nanagers related that the RPD
is currently evaluating their needs on a Departnental |evel for
upgradi ng the various tracking functions. The review team suggested
that the State upgrade their system and inplenment a conputer based
system for tracking and docunmentation of events and all egations.

Based on the | MPEP eval uation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
Loui siana's perfornmance with respect to the indicator, Response to
Incidents and All egations, be found satisfactory.

4.0 NON- COMVON PERFORMANCE | NDI CATORS

| MPEP identifies four non-comon perfornmance indicators to be used in
revi ewi ng Agreenent State programs: (1) Legislation and Regul ations,

(2) Seal ed Source and Device Evaluation Program (3) Low Leve

Radi oactive Waste Di sposal Program and (4) Uranium Recovery. Louisiana
is not authorized, pursuant to its agreement with NRC, to regul ate
urani um recovery operations, so only the first three non-comon
performance indicators were applicable to this review

4.1 Leqgi sl ati on and Requl ati ons

4.1.1 Leqgislative and Legal Authority

Along with their response to the questionnaire, the State provided the
review teamwi th copies of legislation that affects the radiation
control program The Ofice of Air Quality & Radiation Protection,
Loui si ana Department of Environnental Quality, is designated as the
State radiation protection agency in the Louisiana Code, Acts 1979. The
Loui si ana Nucl ear Energy and Radi ation Control Law (LNERCL) authority is
found in Chapter 6, LA R S. 30:2101 - 2134. Based upon di scussions with
staff and the State's response to the questionnaire, the review team
confirmed that there have been no changes to the LNERCL since the
previous review on the regul ation of agreement materials. The

| egi slative authority has been reviewed during previous reviews and
consi dered adequate authority to protect public health and safety.

4.1.2 Status and Conpatibility of Regul ati ons

Loui siana's Environmental Regul atory Code, Part XV, Radiation
Protection, 5th Edition, was updated and published in January 1996. A
copy of these regul ati ons was received and evaluated with the State's
response to the questionnaire to determ ne the status and conpatibility
of the Louisiana regulations. The questionnaire also docunents that the
regul ati ons are subject to a "sunset" law, and will need to be revi ewed
in 1999 under the | aw; however, the review team di scussed the inpact of
the review of the regulations with State managenment and believes that
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the State will be able to acconplish the reviewwith its current
resources.

At the time of the February 1995 followup review, the State's
regul ati ons were found to be conpatible with NRC regul ati ons up through
the "Quality Managenent Program and M sadministrations," 10 CFR Part 35
amendment (56 FR 34104) which became effective on January 27, 1992. The
revi ewer confirned that these regul ati ons and others needed as of this
1992 date had been adopted. 1In general, the State's practice has been
to adopt needed regul ations within the reconmended 3-year tinme frane
except as noted bel ow

Three NRC regul ati on anendnents becanme effective in 1993 that were
listed on the "NRC Chronol ogy of Amendments" as conpatibility itens, and
whi ch needed to be adopted (if appropriate) during 1996. The first
regul ati on was "Licensing and Radi ati on Safety Requirenents for
Irradiators,” 10 CFR Part 36 (58 FR 7715) that becanme effective on

July 1, 1993. Louisiana does not have any irradiators or |icense
applications that woul d be subject to these provisions, and has el ected
to postpone the adoption of the Part 36 irradiator regulations until an
application is received. Managenent related that the State is conmitted
to regul ating these types of irradiators in conpliance with Part 36
provisions if the need arises. |In response to the questionnaire, the
State will utilize license conditions to incorporate the provisions of
Part 36, if an application for a large irradiator were to be received.
The revi ew team concurs on this position. The second regulation is the
"Definition of Land Di sposal and Waste Site QA Program" 10 CFR Part 61
(58 FR 39628) that becane effective on July 22, 1993. This regulation
is required only for those States with a | ow1evel radioactive waste

di sposal facility; however, since Louisiana has authority for disposa
of NORM waste, the State has drafted a revised definition of "Land

Di sposal Facility" that is conpatible with the NRC definition. The
third regulation is "Deconm ssioning Recordkeepi ng Docurment ati on of
Restricted Areas and Spill Sites," 10 CFR Parts 30 and 40 (58 FR 39628)
that becanme effective on Cctober 25, 1993. Louisiana has drafted

equi val ent regul ations for public conment, but they have not yet becone
ef fective. Subsequent to the review, the State reported that both

revi sions were subnmitted to the department’s Regul atory Devel opnment

Di vi sion on March 20, 1997, for publication of a “Notice of Intent” in
the Loui siana Register on April 10, 1997. Following the State’'s

admi ni strative procedures, a public hearing will be held, comments will
be addressed and, if necessary, the proposed regulations will be

revi sed. Louisiana anticipates conpletion about August 20, 1997. NRC
has revi ewed these regul ations and informed the State by letter dated
April 10, 1997 that the draft regul ations were conpatible. The
adopti on of these regul ati ons does not neet the 3-year timeframe for
adopti on of regul ations needed for conpatibility.

The other regulations that will be needed for adoption are identified
fromthe "NRC Chronol ogy of Amendments" as foll ows:

. "Sel f-CGuarantee as an Additional Financial Mechanism" 10
CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70 amendnents (58 FR 68726 and 59 FR
1618) that becane effective on January 28, 1994. Note, this
rule is designated as a Division 2 matter of conpatibility.
Division 2 conpatibility allows the Agreenent States
flexibility to be nore stringent (i.e., the State could
choose not to adopt self-guarantee as a nethod of financia
assurance). |If a State chooses not to adopt this
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regul ation, the State's regul ation, however, must contain
provi sions for financial assurance that include at |least a
subset of those provided in NRC s regul ations, e.g.
prepaynment, surety nmethod (letter of credit or |ine of
credit), insurance or other guarantee nethod (e.g., a parent
conpany guar ant ee).

. “"Timeliness in Decomm ssioning of Materials Facilities," 10
CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70 amendnents (59 FR 36026) t hat
becanme effective on August 15, 1994.

. "Preparation, Transfer for Commercial Distribution and Use
of Byproduct Material for Medical Use," 10 CFR Parts 30, 32
and 35 amendnents (59 FR 61767, 59 FR 65243, 60 FR 322) that
becanme effective on January 1, 1995.

. "Frequency of Medical Exam nations for Use of Respiratory
Protection Equi prent," 10 CFR Part 20 anendments (60 FR
7900) that becane effective on March 13, 1995. Note, this
rule is designated as a Division 2 matter of conpatibility.
Division 2 conpatibility allows the Agreenent States
flexibility to be nore stringent (i.e., the State could
choose to continue to require annual medi cal exam nations).

. "Performance Requirenents for Radi ography Equi pment,"” 10 CFR
Part 34 amendnents (60 FR 28323) that becane effective on
June 30, 1995.

. "Radi ati on Protection Requirenments: Anended Definitions and
Criteria," 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20 anendnents (60 FR 36038)
t hat becane effective August 14, 1995.

. “Clarification of Decomi ssioning Fundi ng Requirenents,"” 10
CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70 amendnents (60 FR 38235) that
becane effective Novenmber 24, 1995.

. "Conpatibility with the International Atom c Energy Agency,"
10 CFR Part 71 amendnent (60 FR 50248) that becane effective
April 1, 1996.

. "Low Level Waste Shipment Manifest Information and
Reporting," 10 CFR Parts 20 and 61 anendnents (60 FR 15649,
60 FR 25983) that will becone effective March 1, 1998.
Loui si ana and ot her Agreement States are expected to have
that equivalent rule effective on the sane date.

The revi ew team exam ned the procedures used in the State's regul ation
promul gation process and found that the public is offered the
opportunity to comrent on proposed regul ations and a public hearing that
foll ows the conment period. The procedures also require the proposed
regul ati ons, proposed hearing date, hearing coments and anal ysis, and
the final regulations to be placed on the Departnent's internet hone
page. Draft copies of the proposed regulations for "Deconm ssioning
Recor dkeepi ng Docunentati on of Restricted Areas and Spill Sites,"
"Definition of Land Di sposal and Waste Site QA Program" and "Tineliness
i n Decomi ssioning" were provided during the review, and the fina

regul ations will be submtted to NRC.
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The revi ew team recomrends that the State evaluate the process for
promul gating conpatible regulations to better ensure that the State
neets the three-year tine frame.

The team notes that NRC staff is currently reviewing all Agreenment State
equi vel ent regulations to Part 20, Standards for Protection Against

Radi ati on. These reviews are being conducted outside the | MPEP process
and the States will be notified of the results.

Based on the existing NRC conpatibility policy and the | MPEP eval uati on
criteria, the review teamrecomended that Louisiana' s performance with
respect to the indicator, Legislation and Regul ati ons, be found
unsatisfactory. The conpatibility findings for the Louisiana program
were re-evaluated and revised by the MRB based on the draft of

Loui siana’ s “Decomm ssi oni ng Recordkeepi ng Docunentati on of Restricted
Areas and Spill Sites” regulation. The MRB recommends that the State

i mpl enent the requirenents in the draft Louisiana’ s “Deconm ssioning
Recor dkeepi ng Docunentati on of Restricted Areas and Spill Sites”

regul ation through the | egal binding requirenents on a case-by-case
basis until the regulation is promulgated as final. The MRB fina
recommendati on for Legislation and Regulations is satisfactory with
recomendati ons for inprovenent.

4.2 Seal ed Source and Device Eval uation Program

In evaluating the State’'s SS&D program the review team eval uated the

i nformati on provided by the State relative to this indicator inits
response to the questionnaire, reviewed the casework, registration
sheets and background files that were available, for all, except one, of
the certificates of registration sheets issued since Septenber 1993 and
the 1994 followup review The review teamdid not re-evaluate the

i ssuance of the SPEC Model 150 registration sheet because the State
worked closely with the NRC during this review process. A former State
staf f nember spent a week at NRC headquarters working with NRC staff on
the technical review of this application. During the | MPEP review, the
State was unable to |ocate some of the proprietary information that had
been stored separately fromthe non-proprietary information for severa
SS&D applications. Subsequent to the review, the State has reported
that the proprietary information has been located. During the review,
NRC staff and Louisiana staff had recalled working with this
information. Further, the proprietary files were reviewed during the
1994 followup visit. It is inportant to note that although sone
pertinent witten supporting informati on and draw ngs could not be

| ocated, the review teamwas able to use verbal NRC staff and State
staff interviews to address issues and questions that were identified
during the | MPEP review. This was only possible because the State and
NRC exchanged a | ot of information during this review period. The
States's staff qualifications and handling of incident and defects
associ ated with sources and devices were al so revi ewed.

The State suffered a significant set back in its SS& program by the

| oss of a staff menber who perforned the majority of the product

eval uations. No reviews have been conpl eted under the program since the
|l oss of this staff menber. There are presently two adm nistrative
actions waiting review and one unusual technical review involving
splicing of source assenbly cables. The technical staff reviews the
product using NRC gui dance and regul atory guides in this area. The
second signature is performed by the program nanager; in this case the
program manager's review is only for adm nistrative type issues. A
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second, less technical review, is conducted by the Adm nistrator on al
sheets before they are distributed, but the Adm nistrator does not sign
t hem

4.2.1 Technical Quality of the Product Eval uati on Program

The review teamreviewed the files that could be | ocated and perfornmed
staff interviews for the nine new or revised SS& registry sheets issued
since the Septenmber 1993 review, including the state review and approva
for licensing purposes of new radi ography sources and brachyt herapy
sources and a custom gaugi ng source. Modi fication to the Omitron
renote afterl oadi ng brachyt herapy device registration was al so made to
allow for, and storage of, higher activity sources in the storage
container prior to installation in the afterl oader. The SS&D registry
sheets issued by the State and eval uated by the review teamare |isted
in Appendix G Overall, the quality of the evaluations was good with

m nor technical conments and showed a drastic inprovenent since the

Sept ember 1993 review of the program The review team found that the
State had devel oped procedures for preserving the integrity of
proprietary information furnished by the manufacturer for issuing SS&D
regi stry sheets; however, they were not able to locate the files for
review during this evaluation. The mssing information is necessary to
assess the effect of a change to a radiography source as a result of
some problens in the field. Note, the State had reported that the files
had been located. It is suggested that the State review this data

bef ore maki ng a determ nation of acceptability of the source. The
review team found that the State's plan to devel op and nodify

regi stration sheets identified in the 1993 revi ew had not progressed.
Wth the inplementation of NRC 10 CFR 34.20 equi prent requirenments, the
regi stration sheets identified in the 1993 revi ew which required

nodi fication, are for products that are not legal to use. The State did
not expend any additional resources to address this issue nor did they

i mpl enent the additional staff review as stated in the plan. The review
teamidentified the following itens that need action by the State: (a)
An additional staff menmber with industry experience in source
fabrication, equipnment design, and fabrication should be available to
suppl enent the staff responsible for review of the product eval uation
This itemis critical now, given the |ack of experience with the

i ndustry of the State |lead technical reviewer. (b) Review propriety

i nformati on that was previously missing before final action is taken on
pendi ng source and devi ce amendnent requests. This is of particular

i mportance because of a pending request to splice/repair source
assenblies by using a conpression sleeve in the mddle of the cable.

The State nust carefully review this proposed change for affect on the
flexibility and on the endurance of the radiography system c¢) Determ ne
how t he custom gaugi ng source chains are held together when they are

pl aced in use as insertion gauges.

4.2.2 Technical Staffing and Training

The State was devel opi ng a two-person team both wi th nucl ear engi neering
degrees to conduct product reviews. Both persons attended the NRC

Wor kshop on SS&D eval uations. The | oss of the nore experienced menber
of this team poses a challenge for the State. The newest addition to
the team denonstrated to the review teamthe ability to understand and
interpret the information submtted by applicants as described in the
performance criteria. This nenber has attended the workshop but has not
performed i ndependent SS&D eval uations. The State staff discussed with
the | MPEP review team a request granted for this State reviewer to work
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with the Seal ed Source Safety Section at NRC Headquarters, which the
Seal ed Source Safety Section has extended. The State's managenent is
considering that option. The State expressed concern about the need for
attending virtually all the NRC courses and the lack of State funding to
pay for NRC course training. The reviewteamis aware that the |oss of
a fully trained and experienced reviewer presents potential for weakness
to develop in the program However, we believe that these potentia
weaknesses can be offset by: (a) an additional staff menber with

i ndustry experience in source fabrication, equipment design, and
fabrication available to supplenment the staff responsible for review of
t he product evaluation identified above in Section 4.2.1, and (b)

i mpl enenting a training programfor SS& technical reviews, to devel op
an understandi ng of the industry and its unique environmental factors
that are associated with the use and nanufacture of sources and devices.
The revi ew team recomrends that the State devel op and inplement a

trai ning program for SS&D revi ewers.

4.2.3 Evaluation of Defects and Incidents Regardi ng SS&Ds

The State eval uated incidents associated with two radi ography caneras,
the SPEC 2-T and the SPEC 150. The SPEC 2-T incident was not fully

i nvesti gated because the effective date of the NRC equi pment performance
rule nmade this camera no |longer legal to use. The SPEC 150 canera was

i nvestigated, and the vendor took corrective action in one case to

repl ace a drive cable connector with a stainless steel part and in

anot her case to redesign the source assenbly to elinmnate the solid
connector | ocking ball assenbly to reduce the possibility of source
hangups. Because of the loss of staff, the State has not notified other
regul atory authorities of this design nodification. The review team
recomends that the State follow up on this incident to ensure that the
SS&D sheet is nodified and properly distributed.

Based on the | MPEP evaluation criteria, the review teamreconmends that
the State of Louisiana's performance with respect to the indicator
Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uation Program be found satisfactory with
t he recomendati ons for inprovenment noted above.

4.2.4 Site Visit

On Cctober 8, 1996, NRC staff and Louisiana staff perforned a site visit
of Anmersham Corporation’s service center |ocated in Baton Rouge, LA

One objective of the site visit was to devel op an understandi ng of the
operation and its interaction with the Arersham facility in Burlington,
Massachusetts. The second objective was to introduce the new seal ed
source and device reviewer to the types of radi ography equiprent,

equi prent probl ens, and service facilities that the radi ography industry
depends on. The visit was also tinmely because this reviewer was

revi ewi ng a radi ography source assenbly, and he had never seen an
assenbly or how it relates to the radi ography camera, guide tubes,
collimators, and control cables. W understand that the State has plans
for this reviewer to visit with other source and devi ce vendors and
users as part of his devel opment plan.

The Amersham facility provides service, repair and source exchange
operations for nostly |ocal radiography firms. The facility also
repairs and calibrates survey nmeters, and anal yzes | eak test sanples.
The facility enpl oys about five people and also sells an entire |ine of
filmsupplies and supporting equi pment needed by radi ographers. The
facility is audited periodically by Arersham Massachusetts for
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conformance to the corporate quality assurance program The facility
has a small hot cell with additional shielding behind the unit for
perform ng source exchanges. The Louisiana reviewer was able to w tness
first hand the effects of environnental conditions and abuse of

radi ography equi prent .

4.3 Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW Di sposal Program

In 1981, the NRC anended its Policy Statement, "Criteria for Guidance of
States and NRC in Discontinuance of NRC Authority and Assunption Ther eof
by States Through Agreenent" to allow a State to seek an amendnent for
the regul ation of LLRWas a separate category. Those States with

exi sting Agreements prior to 1981 were deternmined to have continued LLRW
di sposal authority without the need of an anendnment. Although Loui siana
has LLRW disposal authority, NRC has not required States to have a
program for licensing a LLRWdi sposal facility until such tine as the
State has been designated as a host state for a LLRWdisposal facility.
VWhen an Agreenent State has been notified or becomes aware of the need
to regul ate a LLRWdi sposal facility, it is expected to put in place a
regul atory programwhich will nmeet the criteria for an adequate and
conpati ble LLRW disposal program There are no plans for a LLRW

di sposal facility in Louisiana. Accordingly, the reviewteamdid not
review this indicator.

5.0 SUMVARY

As noted in Sections 3 and 4 above, the review teamfound the State's
performance with respect to each of the conmon performance indicators to
be satisfactory and the non-comon indicators Legislation and
Regul ati ons and Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uati on Programto be
satisfactory with reconmendati ons for inmprovenents. Accordingly, the

t eam reconmended, and the MRB concurred in finding the Louisiana program
to be adequate to protect public health and safety and conpatible with
NRC s program

Below is a sunmary |ist of reconmendations and suggestions, as mentioned
in earlier sections of the report, for consideration by the State.

1. The team recomends that the State adopt a policy of issuing
unrestricted release letters in all cases where | oose material has
been used, and before the license is term nated (Section 3.3).

2. The team recomends that each | ocation of use on multiple site
licenses be revised by license condition to specify the materia
aut horized for each different |ocation of use or site (Section
3.3).

3. The review team reconmends that all |icensees be notified
according to the All Agreement States Letter SP-96-022 which
requests licensees to file for reciprocity when performng work
under exclusive federal jurisdiction. Licenses which allow for
tenmporary job sites should be anended to state that a reciprocity
request will be filed when conducting work under exclusive federa
jurisdiction (Section 3.3).

4. The revi ew team suggests that the State re-evaluate their docunment
control system and take appropriate nmeasures to assure that files
are mai ntai ned conplete and up-to-date (Section 3.4).
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10.

The revi ew team suggests that the State upgrade their tracking
system and inplenent a conmputer based system for tracking and
docunent ati on of events and all egations (Section 3.5).

The revi ew team recomrends that the State evaluate the process for
promul gating conpatible regulations to better ensure that the
State nmeets the three-year tinme frane (Section 4.1.2).

The MRB recommends that the State inplenment the requirements in
the draft Louisiana’s Decomm ssi oni ng Recordkeepi ng Docunent ati on
of Restricted Areas and Spill Site regulation through | ega

bi ndi ng requirenents on a case-by-case basis until the regul ation
is promul gated as final (Section 4.1.2).

The review teamidentified the following itens and recomends
action by the State: (a) An additional staff menmber with industry
experience in source fabrication, equipnment design, and
fabrication should be available to supplement the staff
responsi ble for review of the product evaluation. This itemis
critical now, given the lack of experience with the industry of
the State | ead technical reviewer. (b) Review proprietary

i nformati on that was previously mssing before final action is

t aken on pendi ng source and devi ce amendnent requests. This is of
particul ar i nportance because of a pending request to
splice/repair source assenblies by using a conpression sleeve in
the mddle of the cable. The State nust carefully review this
proposed change for effect on the flexibility and on the endurance
of the radi ography system (c) Deternine how the custom gaugi ng
source chains are held together when they are placed in use as

i nsertion gauges (Section 4.2.1).

The revi ew team recomrends that the State devel op and inplement a
training programfor SS&D reviewers (Section 4.2.2).

The revi ew team recomrends that the State follow up on the

i nci dent associated with the two radi ography caneras to ensure
that the SS&D sheet is nodified and properly distributed (Section
4.2.3).
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APPENDI X C

Approved by OB
No. 3150-0183
Expires 4/30/98

| NTEGRATED MATERI ALS PERFORMANCE EVALUATI ON PROGRAM

QUESTI ONNAI RE

Name of State: LOUI SI ANA
Reporting Period: Sept enmber 4, 1993 to October 12, 1996
A COMMON PERFORMANCE | NDI CATORS

l. Status of Materials Inspection Program

1. Pl ease prepare a table identifying the Iicenses with
i nspections that are overdue by nore than 25% of the
schedul ed frequency set out in NRC Inspection Manual Chapter
2800 (issued 4/17/95). The list should include initia
i nspections that are overdue.

I nsp. Frequency

Li censee Nane (Years) Due Date Months @ D
George R Meckstroth, Ph.D. 5 years 4th Qr. ‘94 21 nont hs

This inspection was conducted on Septenber 27, 1996

2. Do you currently have an action plan for conpleting overdue
i nspections? |f so, please describe the plan or provide a
witten copy with your response to this questionnaire.

Periodically, the “inspections due list” is reviewed by both
of the program nmanagers, who identify those overdue and
assign themto an inspector for conpletion. The next tine
the list is reviewed, those which have still not been done
are given higher priority.

3. Pl ease identify individual |icensees or groups of |licensees
the State/Region is inspecting less frequently than called
for in NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 2800 (issued 4/17/95)
and state the reason for the change.

Esti mat ed burden per response to conply with this voluntary collection
request: 60 hours. Forward comments regardi ng burden estimate to the
I nformati on and Records Managenment Branch (T-6 F33), U.S. Nucl ear Regul atory
Conmi ssi on, Washi ngton, DC 20555-0001, and to the Paperwork Reduction Project
(3150-0052), Ofice of Managenent and Budget, Washington, DC 20503. NRC may
not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a
collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OVB contro
numnber .
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None is inspected | ess frequently.

4. How many licensees filed reciprocity notices in the
reporting period?

901 licensees filed reciprocity notices during the reporting
peri od.

a. O these, how many were industrial radiography, well-
| oggi ng or other users with inspection frequencies of
three years or |ess?

Two- hundred, twenty-six (226) were users wth
i nspection frequencies of three (3) years or |ess.

b. For those identified in 4a, how many reciprocity
i nspections were conduct ed?

Five (5) (We believe this is probably a one-year
figure, due to the database.)

5. O her than reciprocity licensees, how many field inspections
of radi ographers were perforned?

Fifty-five (55)

6. For NRC Regi ons, did you establish nunmerical goals for the
nunber of inspections to be perforned during this review
period? |f so, please describe your goals, the nunber of
i nspections actually performed, and the reasons for any
di fferences between the goals and the actual nunber of
i nspecti ons perforned.

Not Applicable

. Technical Staffing and Training

7. Pl ease provide a staffing plan, or conplete a listing using
t he suggested format bel ow, of the professional (technical)
person-years of effort applied to the agreenment or
radi oactive material program by individual. |Include the
nane, position, and, for Agreement States, the fraction of
time spent in the follow ng areas: adm nistration, materials
licensing & conpliance, emergency response, LLW U mlls,
other. |If these regulatory responsibilities are divided
bet ween offices, the table should be consolidated to include
all personnel contributing to the radioactive materials
program Include all vacancies and identify all senior
personnel assigned to nmonitor work of junior personnel. |If
consultants were used to carry out the programn s radioactive
materials responsibilities, include their efforts. The
tabl e headi ng shoul d be:
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NAME POSI TI ON AREA COF EFFORT
ADM NI STRATI VE SECTION (See Attachnent A for Organizational Chart)
WIlliamH. Spell Admi ni strator 100% Admi ni stration
St anl ey Shaw, Ph. D. Ass’t Admi ni strator 100% Admi ni stration
(Regul atory Branch)
Thomas H. Patterson Ass’t Admi ni strator 100% Admi ni strati on

(Conpl i ance Branch)
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LI CENSI NG & REQ STRATI ON SECTI ON

Janes W Sanford, Ph.D. Pr ogr am Manager 90% Admi ni stration, 10% Li censi ng
Di ane Ausbrooks Coor di nat or 100% Li censi ng & Regi stration
Jason Tal bot ERPS |11 99% Li censing, 1% Ener. Response
Sam Aouad ERPS |1 99% Li censi ng, 1% Ener. Response
Carole Tilley ERPS |1 99% x-ray registration, 1% E R
SURVEI LLANCE SECTI ON
Ri chard Penrod Pr ogr am Manager 70% Conpl ., 25% Adnmin., 5% E R
Anne Troxl er (was Brannon) ERPS |11 100% Conpl i ance
Juli an Bai dy ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
Jerry Gl nore ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
Hung “Ri cky” Nguyen ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
M chael Sullivan ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
Ki m W ebeck ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
Dougl as Seynour ERPS | 100% Conpl i ance
| NSPECTI ON AND QUALI TY ASSURANCE SECTI ON
M chael E. Henry Pr ogr am Manager 50% Conpl ., 45% Adnmin., 5% E R
Vacant (detailed to Enf. P.M)Coordi nator 70% Conpl ., 25% Adnin., 5% .R
Joseph Nobl e ERPS |11 50% Agree. Mat., 50% MXA
Jenni fer El ee ERPS 11 10% Agree. Mat., 90% MXBA
Russel | d ark ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
Benni fer Pate ERPS 11 50% Conpl i ance, 50% MXSA
ENFORCEMENT SECTI ON
Jason Mason Pr ogr am Manager 50% Conpl i ance, 50 % Admi n.
Al bert LaG oue ERPS |11 95% Conpl i ance, 5% Energ. Resp.
Dwayne Stepter ERPS |1 95% Conpl i ance, 5% Energ. Resp.
Serge’ Nel son ERPS |1 100% Conpl i ance
John M Schl enker Coor di nat or 90% Laboratory, 5% onpl., 5% E R
Sue Snith ERPS |1 95% Laboratory, 5% Energ. Resp.
James Pate ERPS | 95% Laboratory, 5% Energ. Resp.
EMERGENCY PLANNI NG AND RESPONSE SECTI ON
Prosanta Chowdhury Pr ogr am Manager 75% Admi n., 25% Emerg. Resp.
Soumaya Ghosn Coor di nat or 90% Energ. Resp., 10% Admi n.
Thomas Bi ckham 111 ERPS 111 95% Energ. Resp., 5% ot her

n.b. The above listings do not include all vacant professional positions.

8. Pl ease provide a listing of all new professional personne
hired since the | ast review, indicate the degree(s) they
received, if applicable, and additional training and years
of experience in health physics, or other disciplines, if
appropri ate.

Russell Clark: enployed 9/93; B.S. in physics; no previous
radi ati on experience; attended 5-week Basic Health Physics
Course; nucl ear medicine course; NRC transportation course;
radi ography |icensee 40-hour radiation safety training

cour se

Carole Tilley: B.S. in mathematics; no previous HP
experience; works in X-ray registration

Ri cky Nguyen: B.S. in electrical engineering; attended 5-
week Basic Health Physics Course; RERO training; one-week
Nucl ear Medi ci ne Course; two-day |nspection Procedures

Semi nar, one-day sem nar on sanpling techni ques; one-week
HAZMAT course; one-day sem nar on nucl ear pharnacies; two-
day seminar on |inear accelerators and HDR afterloaders; 2.5
years in health physics
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M ke Sullivan: B.S. in physics; attended 5-week Basic
Heal t h Physi cs Course; RERO training; two-week MJSA course;
one-day nucl ear nedi ci ne sem nar; one-week EPA | nspection
Procedures Course; two-day sem nar on |inear accelerators
and HDR afterl oaders; 1.5 years in health physics

Kim W ebeck: B.S. in Radiological Technol ogy; attended 5-
week Basic Health Physics Course; RERO training; one-week
nucl ear nedi ci ne course; HAZMAT training; one-day seninar on
nucl ear pharmacies; 1.4 years in health physics

Doug Seynmour: B.S. in mathematics; attended two-day sem nar
on sanpling techni ques; HAZMAT training;, “»year in health
physics

9. Pl ease list all professional staff who have not yet net the
qualification requirements of license reviewer/ materials
i nspection staff (for NRC, |nspection Manual Chapters 1245
and 1246; for Agreenment States, please describe your
qualifications requirenents for materials license revi ewers
and inspectors). For each, list the courses or equival ent
trai ni ng/ experience they need to attend and a tentative
schedul e for conpletion of these requirenents.

Requi rements for license reviewers include NRC Licensing,
i ndustrial radiography, well-1ogging and nedical isotopes
cour ses. In addition, there is considerable on-the-job
training with senior personnel

Jason Tal bot needs industrial radi ography and wel | -1 oggi ng
cour ses.

Sam Aouad needs virtually all courses.

Joe Nobl e needs well -1o0gging course - is scheduled for

Oct ober .

M chael Sullivan needs well-1ogging course - is schedul ed
for Cctober.

Jenni fer El ee needs 5-week Basic Health Physics Course,

nucl ear nedi ci ne, well-logging, and industrial radi ography
cour ses.

Russel | C ark needs well-1ogging and i ndustrial radiography
cour ses.

An attenpt will be made have these people take nost of the
necessary courses by the end of 1997, but this will largely

depend on availability of spaces and funding.

The tentative training schedule, below, applies to all new
enpl oyees unl ess they possess previ ous experience or

equi val ent course work. On-the-job training is given by a
nore senior inspector or supervisor. The future of the
division's formal course work depends on the support
obt ai ned from outsi de sources, particularly fromthe NRC and
ot her federal agencies.

At present, the division intends to furnish all the training
needed, either through the NRC offerings, another outside
entity, or through in-house training courses. The
Surveil l ance Section has only one inspector who has not
begun RAM i nspection training (Doug Seynour). M ke
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Sul l'i van, Ricky Nguyen, and Kim W ebeck are in various
stages of conpletion of their RAMinspection training.

The first exposure of an inspector to RAMis an extension of
the nmedi cal x-ray program The training begins wth nuclear
medi ci ne after about one year of experience in the nmedica
area. The QJT period is typically three nonths. As soon as
scheduling allows, the inspector is enrolled in the NRC S
nucl ear nedi ci ne course. After mastering nucl ear nedicine

i nspection, the individual proceeds to brachytherapy, |inear
accel erators and cobalt units, and HDR afterl oaders. After
the formal training course and QJT are conpl eted, the

i nspector’s medical training is conplete.

The five-week Basic Health Physics Course is schedul ed
within 1.5 to 2 years after enploynent, if possible and if
needed.

After obtaining the previous experience in health physics,
the inspector begins training in the industrial uses of RAM
The initial area of training is fixed and portable | evel and
density gauges, followed by well-logging and industria

radi ography. When possible, the inspector attends an

i ndustrial gauge training course offered by industry. O her
training courses will be schedul ed as soon as possible
during this time period and as the division s budget will
allow. These courses include, but are not linited to,

i nspection procedures, well-logging, industrial radiography,
and transportation. The typical inspector requires
approximately three years to conplete the entire training
program

10. Pl ease identify the technical staff who left the
RCP/ Regi onal DNMS program during this period.

Karen Fisher-Brasher; Clifford Russell; Angela Stam M ke
Fontenot; Dustin Hite; Denise Bl ereau; Robin Raspberry;
Davi d Zal oudek; Russell Patton; Guy Mro; Mke Jarrett; M
Hebert;

I1l. Technical Quality of Licensing Actions

11. Pl ease identify any major, unusual, or conplex |icenses
whi ch were issued, received a mgjor anendrment, terni nated or
renewed in this period.

Bi onedi cal Research Foundation - new |license for PET studies
in north Louisiana

Al major licenses were renewed during this period. No
maj or |icenses were term nated.

12. Pl ease identify any new or anended |icenses added or renoved
fromthe list of Iicensees requiring energency plans?

None
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13. Di scuss any variances in licensing policies and procedures
or exenptions fromthe regul ations granted during the review
peri od.

Exenptions were issued to: Mbil-Lab, XRI, d obal X-
Ray, Gulf Coast Engineering, Certified Testing &

I nspection, Avondal e Shipyard, and Arerican G lfield
Divers. These |licensees were granted exenptions to
continue using pipeline-type exposure devices on

pi pel i nes.

In addition, M. John Warren was granted an exenption to
part of the requirement to be a qualified radiol ogi ca
physicist. M. Warren has a B.S. degree in chenmistry and
neets all other requirenents.

M. James Spradl ey was granted an exenption to act as the
RSO for Tiger X-Ray, which he owns. He has had nore than 20
years experience in industrial radiography, but he does not
have a radi ographer certification card. Hi s conpany does
l[imted work in industrial radiography.

14. What, if any, changes were made in your witten |icensing
procedures (new procedures, updates, policy nenoranda, etc.)
during the reporting period?

Al'l licensing guides were revised during the reporting

period. They were updated to reflect the requirenents of

the | atest regul ations, which were generally nore stringent.
15. For NRC Regions, identify by Iicensee name, |icense number

and type, any renewal applications that have been pending

for one year or nore.

Not Applicable

I V. Technical Quality of Inspections

16. VWhat, if any, changes were made to your witten inspection
procedures during the reporting period?

No changes have been made.

17. Prepare a table showi ng the number and types of supervisory
acconpani nents made during the review period. |nclude:

Super vi sor | nspect or License Cat. Date

Ri chard Penrod Juli an Bai dy PG Jan ‘94
“ “ I RO Mar ‘94
“ " I RO Apr ‘94
“ " FG Jun ‘94
“ " | RF Aug ‘94
“ " WL Cct ‘94
“ " | RF Cct ‘94
p ” W Apr ‘95
“ " I RO Apr ' 95
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Davi d Zal oudek

Ri chard Penrod

M ke Font enot

*Pl ease see Legend, next page.
Ri chard Penrod

M ke Henry
Jay Mason

M ke Henry
Jay Mason
M ke Henry

Jay Mason

Ri cky Nguyen

”

Jerry G lnore

Ann Troxl er

Ki m W ebeck
M ke Sul livan

M ke Font enot

Joe

Russel |
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*Legend: | RO - industrial radiography office; IRF - industrial
radi ography field; PG - portable gauge; FG - fixed gauge; W -
well -l ogging; IM- institutional nedical; MD - seal ed

sour ce nmanufacturer

18. Descri be internal procedures for conducting supervisory
acconpani nents of inspectors in the field. |If
supervi sory acconpani nents were docurented, please
provi de copies of the docunmentation for each
acconpani nent.

The procedure is for acconpani nents of each inspector
by a coordi nator or above every six nonths and yearly
by the program nmanager. Acconpani nent docunents are on

file and will be provided, if requested, during the
review.

19. Descri be or provide an update on your instrunentation
and nethods of calibration. Are all instrunents

properly calibrated at the present tine?

Typi cal instrunentation possessed by inspectors for
radi oactive naterial inspections includes the
fol | owi ng:

Ludl um Mbdel 13 with pancake probe and 1" x 1"
Nal probes

Ludl um Model 5

Ludl um Mbdel 19

Ludl um Model 3

One al pha probe is available in the division for
t he Mbdel 3, as needed

Routinely, calibration is perfornmed by Amersham
Cor poration, Baton Rouge, yearly or after repairs.
Sone survey neters are calibrated quarterly.

V. Responses to I ncidents and All egati ons

20. Pl ease provide a list of the npbst significant incidents
(i.e., nmedical misadm nistration, over-exposures, |ost and
abandoned sources, incidents requiring 24 hour or |ess
notification, etc.) that occurred in the Region/State during
the review period. For Agreenent States, information included
in previous submittals to NRC need not be repeated. The list
shoul d be in the follow ng fornat:

LI CENSEE NAME LI CENSE # DATE OF | NCI DENT/ REPORT TYPE OF | NCI DENT
Year 1993
Ind. Rad. Mant. & Supply LA-4342-101 3/1/93 3/1/93 Equi p. Fail ure/ Excessi ve Exposure
Exxon Refinery LA-1345-1L01 8/2/93 8/ 6/ 93 3 gauges danmged in Fire
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I nspection Specialists LA- 4266- L01 5/ 7/ 93 1/ 14/ 94 Excessi ve Exposure
Conti nental Resources none 11/ 24/ 93 ---- Rel ease of naterial
Loui siana G vil Defense none 3/ 4/ 93 3/ 4/ 93 Box contam nated w Ra-226
Hal I'i burton LA- 2353- L01 3/ 24/ 93 3/ 25/ 93 Lost Sources
Sout hern Scrap none 5/ 21/ 93 5/ 21/ 93 Co- 60 contanmi nated scrap
St. Francis Med. Ctr. LA-0193-L01 1/ 19/ 93 1/ 19/ 93 Tel et herapy: "Wong Patient”
Year 1994
Gobal X- Ray LA-0577-L01 5/ 1/ 94 5/ 2/ 94 Radi ogr aphi ¢ Canera Overboard
Chem WAste Managenent LA-4187-L01 4/ 25/94  5/3/94 Leaki ng G C. Source
Chem WAste Managenent LA-4187-L01 6/ 6/ 94 6/ 6/ 94 Leaki ng E. C. Source
Loui siana State University LA-0001-L0O1 5/ 16/ 94 5/ 17/ 96 Lost Source - 100 microC, |-125
Source Prod. & Equip. Co. LA-4342-L01 10/ 6/ 94 10/ 10/ 94 Rad. Canera |ock failure
Western Atl as LA-2187-L01 6/12/94 12/30/94 Irretrievable well-1logging source
Omitron | nternational LA- 6430-L01 12/ 22/ 94 12/ 23/ 94 Transportation "packi ng wong"
Year 1995
Omitron |nternational LA- 6430-L01 9/ 14/ 95 9/ 14/ 95 Transportation "packi ng wong"
Loui siana State Police none 12/ 20/ 95 12/21/95 Kr-85 “pi pe bonb”
Year 1996
X-Ray | nspection LA-2918-L01 3/ 2/ 96 3/ 4/ 96 Rad. Canera | ost overboard
Hal I i burton Ener gy LA- 2353-L01 6/ 23/ 96 6/ 24/ 96 Lost Source
| MC Agrico LA- 2206- L01 7/ 12/ 96 7112/ 96 Rel ease of Materi al
Sout hern Di agnostics LA- 6629-L01 5/ 13/ 96 5/ 13/ 96 Lost Source
Mobi | e- Lab LA-1888-L01 9/ 11/ 96 9/12/96 Camera | ost overboard (retrieved)
21. During this review period, did any incidents occur that involved equi pnent or

source failure or approved operating procedures that were deficient? |If so,
how and when were other State/NRC |icensees who might be affected notified?

In Decenber, 1994, an Industrial Nuclear nodel IR 100 was received by Source
Producti on and Equi pment Conpany with the source inproperly secured. This
i nformati on was presented to the California programdirector and the NRC.

a. For States, was tinely notification nade to the Office of State
Progranms? For Regions, was an appropriate and tinely PN generated?

See letter to State of California, with a copy to the NRC, signed by WIIliam
H Spell, dated Decenber 12, 1994, regarding above incident. Copy can be
provi ded, if needed.
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

For incidents involving failure of equipment or sources, was information on
the incident provided to the agency responsible for evaluation of the device
for an assessment of possible generic design deficiency? Please provide
details for each case.

See response #21, above.

In the period covered by this review, were there any cases invol ving possible
wr ongdoi ng that were reviewed or are presently undergoing review? |f so,

pl ease describe the circumstances for each case.

No, there are no such cases undergoi ng revi ew

Identify any changes to your procedures for handling allegations that occurred
during the period of this review

a. For Agreenment States, please identify any allegations referred to your
program by the NRC that have not been cl osed.

There are no referred all egati ons which have not been closed. The Division
has made an all egati on which, as far as we know, has not been investigated by
the NRC to the Division's satisfaction

Cener a

Pl ease prepare a summary of the status of the State's or Region's actions
taken in response to the coments and recomendati ons follow ng the |ast
revi ew

A routine review was conducted in Septenber, 1993. Followi ng the review, the
NRC wi t hhel d findi ngs of adequacy and conpatibility, as detailed in the Apri
11, 1994, letter to the Secretary of the departnent, signed by Richard L
Bangart.

A followup review was conducted by Robert Doda on February 24, 1995. As a
result of this review, the NRC determ ned that the Louisiana program was
adequate to protect the public health and safety and was conpatible with the
regul atory program of the NRC.

Provide a brief description of your programs strengths and weaknesses.
These strengths and weaknesses shoul d be supported by exanpl es of successes,
problenms or difficulties which occurred during this review period.

The Loui siana Radi ation Protection Division was started in 1965 and has had an
active radiation protection program ever since. Although growth has been sl ow
and deliberate, the division has been blessed with a core of well-trained and
dedi cated individuals. New enployees, as a rule, have been quite conpetent.
The program becanme an Agreenent State on May 1, 1967.

The staff has been active in state and national activities related to health
physi cs and radiation regul ati on, serving on nunerous task forces and
conmittees whose purpose it is to solve radiation control problens. Because
the state has had early and substantial involverment in industrial radiography,
it has been a | eader in devel oping portions of the regulatory program which is
bei ng used in nost states.

Loui si ana al so col | aborated with Texas to develop the first well-Iogging
regul ations for the Suggested State Regulations for the Control of Radiation
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which were later copied, in part, by the NRC. A state program nember
participated for many years in the dosinetry assurance program which evol ved
into the NVLAP certification programfor personnel dosimetry. This state has
al so enacted the first and nost conplete set of regulations for naturally-
occurring radi oactive material (NORM. The state has al so provided two
Chairpersons for the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors and is
frequently asked to furnish | ecturers at NRC training courses. One staff
menber was | oaned to the NRC for a period of three (3) nmonths, with a current
invitation fromthe | AEA for himto help train personnel in Arnenia for three
weeks in Novenber. These are just a few exanples of the active and successfu
program Loui si ana has.

Wt hout doubt, one of the greatest problens faced by the division during the
past few years has been the amount of effort required for the NORM programto
function as it was established. It is remniscent of the types of effort
faced by environnmental departnments when faced with establishing a program for
| ocating inactive and abandoned hazardous waste sites. NORM still needs
consi derable attention, nore than it is getting, in fact. It is not going to
go away!

Anot her of the nost pressing problenms is obtaining sufficient operating
revenues. The division is funded entirely through fees and contracts; there
is no state general fund nmoney for this division. Al t hough it appears that
there is adequate budget, this is realized only if the revenue neets or
exceeds projections. This has not happened over the |ast several years.
Consequently, the division has had to maintain several vacanci es because in
order to increase fees, a 2/3 vote of the Louisiana Legislature is required,
thanks to a constitutional amendnent passed |ast year

Intimately related to the second problemis the third nost pressing problem
obt ai ni ng and retaining personnel who have a desire to remain with the

di vi si on and becone conpetent health physicists. During the review peri od,
several highly qualified individuals |left for higher paying jobs or to return
to graduate school. [Industry and other governnents are able to offer

consi derably higher salaries, which | eaves the state in a continual training
node. In addition, there has been no across the board cost-of-Iliving
adjustment in several years. Actually, there is very little difference in

the severity of the three nost pressing problems for Louisiana. The order of
i mportance i s anybody’'s guess.

B. NON- COMMON PERFORMANCE | NDI CATORS

l. Requl ati ons and Legal Authority

27.

28.

Please list all currently effective legislation that affects the radiation
control program (RCP).

La. R S. 30:2001, et seq., covers activities of the entire Departnent of
Envi ronmental Quality. In particular, La. RS. 30:2101 - 2134 is known as
the “Loui siana Nucl ear Energy and Radi ation Control Law,” and this covers
activities peculiar to this division.

Are your regul ations subject to a "Sunset" or equivalent law? |If so, explain
and include the next expiration date for your regul ations.

Loui siana’s regul ations are subject to a “Sunset” law. |If not renewed in
1999, the regulations will expire in the year 2000.
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29.

30.

Pl ease conpl ete the encl osed table based on NRC chronol ogy of amendnents.
Identify those that have not been adopted by the State, explain why they were
not adopted, and discuss any actions being taken to adopt them

We are unable to obtain any details on the conpatibility itenms adopted prior
to 1987 when the regul ations were codified. The first regul ati ons were
promul gat ed about 1965, to the best of our know edge. Also, it is difficult
to determ ne the exact date the regul ati ons were adopted between 1988 and
1992.

10 CFR RULE DATE DUE DATE ADOPTED
Bankr upt cy 2/ 11/ 90 4/ 88
M sadmi ni stration 4/ 90 5/92(?)
Vel | - Loggi ng 7/ 90 4/ 88
NVLAP Certification 3/91 4/ 88

If you have not adopted all anendnents within three years fromthe date of NRC
rul e promul gation, briefly describe your State's procedures for anendi ng

regul ations in order to maintain conpatibility with the NRC, show ng the

normal length of time anticipated to conplete each step

Attached, please find a document which describes the procedures used for rule-
maki ng. The normal tinme for promul gation of new regulations is six (6)
nonths. (Pl ease see Attachment B.)

1. Seal ed Source and Device Program

31.

32.

33.

Prepare a table listing new and revised SS&D regi strations of seal ed sources
and devices issued during the review period. The table heading should be:

SS&D Manuf act urer, Type of
Regi stry Di stributor or Devi ce

Nunber Cust om User or Source
LA- 612-S101-S Source Production & Radi ogr aphi ¢ Sour ce
LA-612- S105-S Equi prent Conpany “ "
LA- 612- S106- S “ ! “
LA-612-D111-S “ Radi ogr aphy Exposure Device
LA- 0760- D801- S Omitron International Renpote After-1|oading Brachytherapy Unit
LA- 0760- D801- S(Rev. ) “ § “ ! “ i
LA- 0760- S102- S “ " Brachyt herapy Source

”

LA- 0760- S102- S(Rev. ) “ "
LA-0760- S103-S “ " « B
LA-112-S113-S Bert hol d Gauge Source

What gui des, standards and procedures are used to evaluate registry
applications?

The NRC Regul atory Gui des for Devices and Seal ed Source Eval uations, al ong
wi th any applicabl e standards, and NRC training of personnel are used.

Pl ease include information on the foll owi ng questions in Section A as they
apply to the Seal ed Source and Devi ce Program

Technical Staffing and Training - A ll.7-10
Technical Quality of Licensing Actions - A l1l1.11, A lll.13-14
Responses to Incidents and Allegations - A V.20-23
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All.7 & 8: Sam Aouad ERS |1 99% Li censi ng

A 11.9: Sam Aouad recently transferred to the Licensing and Regi stration
Section fromthe Enforcenent Section (radiological |aboratory). He attended
the NRC course on Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uation Procedures. M. Aouad
has an M'S. Degree in nucl ear engineering from LSU

Al11.10: M. difford Russell previously performed the SS& eval uati ons.
Upon his departure, M. Aouad assuned responsibility for these eval uations.

Alll.11: None, regardi ng SS&D eval uati ons.

Alll.13: No changes in relation to the Seal ed Source and Devi ce Eval uation
Program

Alll. 14: None, regardi ng SS&D eval uati ons

I1l. LowLevel WAste Program

34. Pl ease include information on the foll owi ng questions in Section A as they
apply to the Low | evel Waste Program
Status of Materials Inspection Program- A 1.1-3, Al.6
Technical Staffing and Training - A ll.7-10
Technical Quality of Licensing Actions - A l1l1.11, A lll.13-14
Technical Quality of Inspections - A IV.16-19
Responses to Incidents and Allegations - A V.20-23
Only to the extent of being a nember state of the Central Interstate Low Level
Radi oactive Waste Conmission is the State of Louisiana involved in |owleve
wast e disposal. The division is involved in NORM waste di sposal. Further
i nformati on can be provided, if needed.
I V. Uranium M 11 Program
35. Pl ease include information on the foll owing questions in Section A as they

apply to the Uranium M1 Program

Status of Materials Inspection Program- A 1.1-3, Al.6
Technical Staffing and Training - A ll.7-10

Technical Quality of Licensing Actions - A l1l1.11, A lll.13-14
Technical Quality of Inspections - A IV.16-19

Responses to Incidents and Allegations - A V.20-23

The State is not involved in the uraniumm |l program However, uraniumis
recovered in the state as a byproduct of phosphoric acid production. This is
shi pped out of state to be converted into fuel for nucl ear power plants. Mre
i nformati on can be provided, if needed. The state is also nmonitoring, with
great interest, the application for a comercial uraniumenrichment facility
to be located in north Louisiana. This matter is pending before the Atomc
Saf ety and Licensing Board.
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TABLE FOR QUESTI ON 29.
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R
DATE DATE
10 CFR RULE DUE ADOPTED CURRENT EXPECTED
STATUS ADOPTI ON
Any amendnent due prior to 1991. pre-1992 | 1/92
Identify each regulation (refer to
t he Chronol ogy of Amendnents)
Deconmi ssi oni ng; 7127/ 91 3/ 94
Parts 30, 40, 70
Emer gency Pl anni ng; 4/ 7/ 93 11/93
Parts 30, 40,
St andards for Protection Against 1/1/94 1/ 94
Radi ati on;
Part 20
Saf ety Requirements for 1/ 10/ 94 6/ 95
Radi ogr aphi ¢ Equi pnent; Part 34
Notification of I|ncidents; 10/ 15/ 94 1/ 92
Parts 20, 30, 31, 34, 39, 40, 70
Qual ity Managenment Program and 1/ 27/ 95 1/ 92
M sadmi ni strations; Part 35
Li censing and Radi ati on Safety 7/ 1/ 96 N A This will be addressed when, and if, an application
Requirenents for Irradiators; Part is received. It was discussed with OSP and agreed
36 it did not have to be done right now WII be
handl ed through licensing conditions, etc.
Definition of Land Di sposal 7122/ 96 In process 6/ 977
and Waste Site QA Program Part 61 best
guessti ma
te
Decommi ssi oni ng Recor dkeepi ng: 10/ 25/ 96 In process 6/ 977
Docunent ati on Additions; Parts 30, best
40, 70 guessti ma
te
Sel f - Guarantee as an Additional 1/ 28/ 97 N A
Fi nanci al Mechani sm Parts 30, 40,
70
Uranium M 11 Tailings: Conformng 711/ 97 N A
to EPA Standards; Part 40
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DATE DATE

10 CFR RULE DUE ADOPTED CURRENT EXPECTED
STATUS ADOPTI ON

Ti nel i ness in Deconm ssi oni ng 8/ 15/ 97 In process 6/ 977

Parts 30, 40, 70 best

guessti ma
te

Preparation, Transfer for 1/ 1/ 98 To be done ?

Commercial Distribution, and Use

of Byproduct Material for Medical

Use; Parts 30, 32, 35

Frequency of Medical Exam nations 3/ 13/ 98 To be done ?

for Use of Respiratory Protection

Equi prent

Low Level Waste Shipnent Mani fest 3/1/98 To be done ?

I nformati on and Reporting

Per f ormance Requirenents for 6/ 30/ 98 To be done ?

Radi ogr aphy Equi prent

Radi ati on Protecti on Requirenents: 8/ 14/ 98 To be done ?

Amended Definitions and Criteria

Clarification of Decomm ssioning 11/ 24/ 98 To be done ?

Fundi ng Requi renents

10 CFR Part 71: Conpatibility with 4/ 1/ 99 To be done ?

the International Atom c Energy

Agency

Medi cal Adnministration of 10/ 20/ 98 To be done ?

Radi ati on and Radi oactive

Mat eri al s.

Term nation or Transfer of 5/ 16/ 99 To be done ?

Li censed Activities:
Recor dkeepi ng Requi renents.
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File No: 1
Li censee: Lang, Erich K, MD. Li cense #: LA 3737-L01
Location: New Orleans, LA Term nation
Li cense Type: Brachyt herapy Revi ewer: DBA
Term nation |Issued: April 18, 1996
Conment :
a) Confirmed disposition of radioactive material prior to termnating

l'i cense.
File No: 2
Li censee: Bionedi cal Research Foundation of NW Louisi Ahaense No: LA 7390-L01
Location: Shreveport, LA New, Amendnents No. 1, 2, and 3
Li cense Type: Nucl ear Pharmacy Revi ewer: JWS

Date |ssued: July 20, 1995; February 8, 1996;
July 29, 1996; August 12, 1996

File No: 3

Li censee: Syncor International Corporation Li cense No: LA-3385-L01
Location: New Orleans, LA Renewal , Amendnments No. 51 and 52
Li censee Type: Nucl ear Pharnmacy Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: February 17, 1995; Novenber 17, 1995;
February 1, 1996

Conment s:

a) Renewal : Changed | ocation of use and termi nated one site. Good
docunent ati on of surveys. No letter issued to show site released for
unrestricted use.

File No: 4

Li censee: Eye, Ear, Nose and Throat Hospital Li cense No: LA-6405-L01
Locati on: New Ol eans, LA Amendnent No. 7
Li cense Type: Brachyt herapy Revi ewer: DBA
Date |ssued: August 8, 1995

File No: 5

Li censee: Lafayette General Hospital Li cense No: LA-0581-L01
Location: Lafayette, LA Amendrments No. 51, 52, 53, 54 55, 56
Li cense Type: Institutional Nucl ear Medicine Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: May 18, 1994; February 27, 1995;
August 16, 1995; Septenber 7, 1995;
Sept ember 9, 1996

Conment s:

a) Amendnent 52 added an additional place of use for therapy in an
outpatient clinic. The diagram accepted does not show waste storage,
radi oactive material storage, dose calibrator |ocation, proposed w pe
areas, etc. This was the only instance of this type and was discussed
with the State's License Reviewer.

b) Amendrment 52, condition 1, authorizes all therapy uses, with no
[imtations on amounts of activity to be administered, for the
outpatient location. This was also discussed with the State's License
Revi ewer .

c) Amendnent 55 added a physician/RSO to the |icense that did not neet al
of the requirements for an RSO outlined in the State's rules. The RSO
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was not an authorized user for therapy procedures but qualified in al
ot her areas.

File No: 6
Li censee: Lafayette General Medical Center Li cense No: LA-5330-L01
Location: Lafayette, LA Amendnent 22, 24, 25, Renewal
Li cense Type: Brachyt herapy Revi ewer: DBA
Dat e | ssued: March 22, 1995; March 31, 1995

August 2, 1995; August 27, 1996

Sept ember 16, 1996
Conment s:
a) Amendrment 22 added another site (location of use) to the license. The

license condition should specify which "uses" are authorized at each
location (site) listed in the license.

b) Updat ed HDR afterl oader conditions need to be added to the |icense.

File No: 7

Li censee: Total Safety, Inc. Li cense No: LA-7132-L01
Location: Scott, LA Amendnent No. 1
Li cense Type: Consultant Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: August 6, 1996

File No: 8

Li censee: Highland Park Medical Center Li cense No: LA-3383-L01
Location: Lovington, LA Term nation
Li cense Type: Institutional Nuclear Medicine Revi ewer: DBA

Term nation |ssued: February 29, 1996

File No: 9

Li censee: Hal |l i burton Conpany Li cense No: LA-3928-L01
Locati on: Duncan, OK Term nation
Li cense Type: Density Gauges, Tracer Studies Revi ewer: DBA
Term nation Issued: July 11, 1996

Conment s:

a) This |license had been conbined with another Halliburton Iicense and 6

sites of use were originally listed. Two sites on |license terninated
use of material and three of the sites were put on the other license.
One site was for G devices only and dropped and renoved fromthe

i cense.

File No: 10

Li censee: Eye Physicians and Surgeons, |nc. Li cense No: LA-2837-L01
Locati on: Hamond, LA Term nation
Li cense Type: Eye Applicator Revi ewer: EBA

Term nation |ssued: June 10, 1994

File No: 11

Li censee: Tiger X-Ray, Inc. Li cense No: LA-3121-L01
Location: Baton Rouge, LA Renewal
Li cense Type: |ndustrial Radi ography (Tenporary Job Sites) Revi ewer: EBA

Date |ssued: August 6, 1996
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File No: 12
Li censee: Source Production and Equi prent Conpany, |nticense No: LA-2966-L01

Location: St. Rose, LA Amendnent 27
Li cense Type: Manufacture and Distribution Revi ewer: DBA
Dated | ssued: Decenber 12, 1995

Conment s:

a) Requested ternination of activities at a site. Good docunentation of

deconm ssioning activities. DEQ performed confirmatory survey and
issued a free release letter based on the survey prior to amending the
l'i cense.

b) The licensee's training course could not be located in the file and was
not referenced in the tie-down condition. This was discussed with the
i cense reviewer.

File No: 13

Li censee: Alton COchsner Medical Foundation Li cense No: LA-0002-L01
Locati on: New Ol eans, LA Anmendnment No. 26
Li cense Type: Broad Nucl ear Medi cine Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: February 16, 1995

Conment s:

a) Condition 1 lists 5 places of use. The way the condition is currently
witten, it allows for all material (except for material for in vitro
use) to be used at all locations including an HDR afterl oader. The
fifth location is authorized in vitro use and all other material |isted
on the license. The authorized uses need to be specified for each
| ocati on.

b) The HDR afterl oader conditions need to be revised.

File No: 14

Li censee: 4 obal X-Ray and Testing Corporation Li cense No: LA-0577-L01

Location: Mdrgan LA Amendnment No's 48, 49, 50,

Li cense Type: |Industrial Radi ography Renewal (anmendnment # 52); 53, 54,

(temporary job sites) 55, 56, 57, 61

Date |ssued: Amendnents 5/16/94, 10/31/94, 2/14/95; Revi ewer: JWS

Renewal 2/24/95; Amendnents 6/16/95, 8/15/95,
10/ 11/95, 11/14/95, 12/20/95, 5/20/96

Conment s:

a) Amendnment 49 added a new user for calibration only and no docurentation
of training for calibration was on file, and was di scussed with the
i cense amendnment reviewer.

b) Amendnment 52 request subnitted by the applicant stated that new
procedures woul d be subm tted, but the new procedures were not on file.
This was al so discussed with the |icense anendnent reviewer.

c) Amendnent 52 of the license references a course outline dated February
11, 1988 and March 1, 1988. Also a new course outline was subnitted
with the renewal application dated February 10, 1993. There was no
docunentation in the license to clarify which training outline is
actually being foll owed by the |icensee which could present a problem
during inspections.
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File No: 15

Li censee: Beaird Industries, Inc. Li cense No: LA-0576-L01
Location: Shreveport, LA Renewal
Li cense Type: |ndustrial Radi ography (fixed site) Revi ewer: EBA

Date |ssued: May 21, 1996

File No: 16

Li censee: Cooper Caneron Corporation Li cense No: LA-7095-L01
Location: Ville Platte, LA Amendnent No. 3
Li cense Type: |ndustrial Radi ography (fixed site) Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: August 16, 1995

File No: 17

Li censee: Children's Hospital Li cense No: LA-1448-L01
Location: New Orleans, LA Amendnent No. 13
Li cense Type: Institutional Nucl ear Medicine Revi ewer: DBA

Date | ssued: June 7, 1996

File No: 18

Li censee: Ville Platte Medical Center Li cense No: LA-2956-L01
Location: Ville Platte, LA Renewal
Li cense Type: |Institutional Nucl ear Medicine Revi ewer: DBA

Date | ssued: October 24, 1995

File No: 19

Li censee: River Parishes Medical Center Li cense No: LA-4435-1L01
Location: La Place, LA Renewal
Li cense Type: |Institutional Nucl ear Medicine/ Therapy Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: July 30, 1996

File No: 20

Li censee: Omitron International, Inc. Li cense No: LA-6430-L01
Locati on: Lake Charles, LA Renewal
Li cense Type: Repacking and Distribution Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: May 7, 1996

File No: 21

Li censee: Schl umburger Technol ogy Corporation Li cense No: LA-2783-L01
Li cense Type: Well Logging and Tracers Amendrment No. 64
Date |ssued: My 24, 1996 Revi ewer: DBA
Conment :

a) Li cense anmended to terminate a place of use. Licensee subnitted

deconm ssioning records for site. Loose material was stored at the
site. The State should issue a "free release" letter stating that the
site could be released for unrestricted use.

File No: 22

Li censee: Schl unmberger Technol ogy Corporation Li cense No: LA-3255-L01
Location: Sugarland, TX Amendment No. 21
Li cense Type: Density Gauges Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: February 6, 1995
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File No: 23

Li censee: WI1lis-Knighton Medical Center

Location: Shreveport, LA

Li cense Type: Tel etherapy, Brachytherapy,
and Radi opharmaceutical Therapy

Date |ssued: July 9, 1996

File No: 24

Li censee: Loui siana Cardi ol ogy Associ ates
Location: Baton Rouge, LA

Li cense Type: Nucl ear Medicine/Private Practice

Date Issued: April 4, 1996
File No: 25
Li censee: Directional Wreline Services, I|nc.

Location: Houma, LA
Li cense Type: Well Logging

Date |ssued: June 29, 1995
File No: 26
Li censee: Sigma Engi neering, I|nc.

Locati on: West Lake, LA
Li cense Type: Portabl e Gauges
Date | ssued: COctober 3, 1995

File No: 27

Li censee: G E C., Inc.
Location: Baton Rouge, LA

Li cense Type: Portabl e Gauges
Date |ssued: My 16, 1995

File No: 28

Li censee: Louisiana State University
Li cense Type: Broad Acadenic
Date |ssued: 4/27/94; 8/10/94; 12/20/95; 5/2/96

File No: 29

Li censee: EarthNet Laboratories, Inc.
Location: Ruston, LA

Li cense Type: Gas Chromat ogr aph
Date |ssued: COctober 4, 1996

File No: 30

Li censee: Acadi ana Nucl eoni cs, Inc.

Location: Lafayette, LA

Li cense Type: Mbbile Nucl ear Medicine

Date |ssued: 10/18/95, 5/7/96, 5/24/96, 6/22/96

Page D. 5

LA-1194-L01
Renewal
Revi ewer: DBA

Li cense No:

LA-7108-L01
Renewal
Revi ewer: DBA

Li cense No:

LA- 4466-L01
Renewal
Revi ewer: DBA

Li cense No:

LA- 7551-L01
New
Revi ewer: DBA

Li cense No:

Li cense No: LA-6357-L01
Anmendnent No. 4
Revi ewer: JWS

Li cense No: LA-0001-L01
Renewal (Anmendnment No. 16)
Amendnent No. 17, 18
Renewal (Anendment 19)
Revi ewer: DBA

LA- 3466-L01
Renewal
Revi ewer: DBA

Li cense No:

Li cense No: LA-3257-L01
Renewal (Anendment 43)
Anmendnent No.'s 44, 45, 46
Revi ewer: DBA
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Conment :

a) The license authorizes the storage of a contam nated xenon trap at a
hospital |ocation which does not have a |license for the storage of the
trap. The nobile licensee nust renove all nmaterials fromthe hospital
or the hospital should have a |license for storage of the materi al

File No: 31

Li censee: Mobile Lab, Inc. Li cense No: LA-1888-L01
Location: Harvey, LA Amendnent 49
Li cense Type: Radiography (tenporary job sites) Revi ewer: JWS

Date Issued: April 4, 1996

File No: 32

Li censee: X-Ray Inspection, Inc. Li cense No: LA-2918-L01
Location: Lafayette, LA Amendnent 52
Li cense Type: Radiography (tenporary job sites) Revi ewer: JWS

Action Date: August 10, 1996

File No: 33

Li censee: Avondale Instruments, Inc. Li cense No: LA-0711-L01
Location: New Ol eans, LA Anendnent 28
Li cense Type: Rad|ography (tenporary job sites) Revi ewer: JWS

Date |ssued: August 10, 199

File No: 34

Li censee: Anerican O lfield Divers Li cense No: LA-5574-L01
Location: New | beria, LA Amendnent 9
Li cense Type: Radiography (tenporary job sites) Revi ewer: JWS

Date |ssued: August 26, 1996

File No: 35

Li censee: @ulf Coast Engi neering Li cense No: LA-7415-L01
Location: Jefferson, LA Anmendnent 6
Li cense Type: Radiography (tenporary job sites) Revi ewer: DBA

Date |ssued: Septenber 12, 1996

File No: 36

Li censee: Certified Testing and | nspection Li cense No: LA-5601-L01
Location: Harvey, LA Amendnent 26
Li cense Type: Radiography (tenporary job sites) Revi ewer: JWS

Date |ssued: August 10, 1996
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File No.: 1

Li censee: St. Patrick Hospita
Location: Lake Charles, LA

Li cense Type: Hospita

I nspection Date: 6/11/94

File No.: 2

Li censee: Syncor Internationa
Location: New Orleans, LA

Li cense Type: Pharnmacy

I nspection Date: 6/9/96

File No.: 3

Li censee: QOakdal e Community Hospita
Locati on: Oakdal e, LA

Li cense Type: Hospita

I nspection Date: 8/29/95

File No.: 4

Li censee: Hood Menorial Hospita
Location: Anmite, LA

Li cense Type: Hospita

I nspection Date: 4/3/96

File No.: 5

Li censee: d obal X-ray & Testing
Location: Mdrgan City, LA

Li cense Type: Field Radi ography
I nspection Date: 07/16/96

I nspection Date: 07/31/96
O fice inspection

I nspection Date: 08/07/96
Field i nspection

I nspection Date: 08/21/96
Field i nspection

File No.: 6

Li censee: University of Southern Louisiana

Location: Lafayette, LA
Li cense Type: Broad Academic
I nspection Date: 03/22/96

Comrent :

Li cense No.: LA-0997-L01

I nspection Type: Announced, routine
Priority: 4

I nspector: RN

Li cense Type: LA-3385-L01

I nspection Type: Announced, routine
Priority: 2

I nspector: AT

Li cense No.: LA-1458-L01

I nspection Type: Announced, routine
Priority: 4

I nspector: RP

Li cense No.: LA-2541-L01

| nspection Type: Follow up
Priority: 4

I nspector: JE

Li cense No.: LA-0577-L01

I nspection Type: Unannounced
Priority: 1

I nspector: JG

Type: Unannounced
I nspector: AT & RP

Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JG

Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JG

Li cense No.: LA-1794-L01

I nspection Type: Announced, specia

Priority: 4
I nspector: JN

a) Li censee response and Form 24 could not be located in the file; however,
t he enforcenent tracking system shows response received and issues

resol ved on 09/ 30/ 96.

File No.: 7

Li censee: Cooper Cameron Corporation

Location: Ville Platte, LA

Li cense No.: LA-7095-L01
I nspection Type: Announced, routine
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Li cense Type: Permanent Radi ography Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 01/25/96 I nspector: JG
File No.: 8

Li censee: Prol og Li cense No.: LA-5950-L01
Location: Houma, LA I nspection Type: Announced, office
Li cense Type: Well Logging Priority: 4
I nspection Date: 08/19/96 I nspector: MF & RC
Conment :

a) No i sotopes used this location; sources in storage inventoried.

File No.: 9

Li censee: Protechnics International Li cense No.: LA-6678-L01
Location: Houston, TX I nspection Type: Announced, specia
Li cense Type: Well Logging Priority: 4
I nspection Date: 06/12/95 | nspector: JB
Conment s:

a) A site map referenced in report nissing fromthe file.

b) Surveys performed by licensee mssing fromthe file.

c) Laboratory reports missing fromthe file.

d) Li censee's response to enforcenment action nissing fromthe file.

File No.: 10

Li censee: Tul ane University Li cense No.: LA-0004-LAO01
Location: New Ol eans, LA I nspection Type: Announced, routine
Li cense Type: Broad Academic Priority: 2
I nspection Date: 12/14/95 | nspector: AT
Conment :

a) The 12/14/95 inspection report is inconplete.

File No.: 11

Li censee: St. Francis Medical Center Li cense No.: LA-0193-L01
Location: Mnroe, LA I nspection Type: Specia
Li cense Type: Hospit al Priority: 4
I nspection Date: 3/20/96 I nspector: JG
File No.: 12

Li censee: Certified Testing Li cense No.: LA-5601-L01
Location: Harvey, LA I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: Radi ography Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 07/07/95 | nspector: AT
Conment s:

a) Long delay in getting the result of 07/07/95 inspection to |licensee.

b) Cl ear inspection finding not issued 05/01/96.

I nspection Date: 06/19/95 Type: Unannounced
I nspection Date: 03/22/96 Type: Reciprocity inspection by M ssissipp
I nspection Date: 06/27/96 Type: Unannounced
| nspection Date: 07/01/96 Type: Special inspection by Al abanma.
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File No.: 13

Li censee: Mobile-Lab, Inc.
Location: Harvey, LA

Li cense Type: Radi ography

I nspection Date: 02/15/96
Conment :

a) File m ssing CO |icensees'
I nspection Date: 03/07/96

I nspection Date: 03/14/95

I nspection Date: 10/19/95

I nspection Date: 03/14/95

File No.: 14

Li censee: Medi - Physics, Inc.
Location: Jefferson, LA

Li cense Type: Pharnmacy

I nspection Date: 05/01/96

I nspection date: 2/21/94
Conment :

a) Form 24 not in the file.
I nspection date: 11/16/94

I nspection Date: 04/02/96

File No.: 15

Li censee: Allied Signal, Inc.
Location: Geismar, LA

Li cense Type: Level Gage

I nspection Date: 04/03/94

I nspection Date: 11/18/93

I nspection Date: 08/03/94

I nspection Date: 08/04/94
Conment :

a) A clear inspection letter not
I nspection Date: 12/09/94

I nspection Date: 03/02/95

I nspection Date: 06/01/95

Page E. 3

Li cense No.: LA-1888-L01

I nspection Type: Unannounced
Priority: 1

I nspector: AT

response and Form 24.

Type: Reciprocity inspection by M ssissipp
Type: Unannounced
Type: Unannounced
Type: Unannounced
Li cense No.: LA-5470-L01
I nspection Type: Unannounced
Priority: 2
I nspector: AT, RP
Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JN, JM
Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JN, JM
Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JN, JM
Li cense No.: LA-2356-L01
| nspection Type: 6
Priority: Routine, Unannounced
I nspector: JB, RP
Type: Reciprocity inspection by Al abama
Type: Routine, Unannounced
I nspector: JG RP
Type: Routine, Unannounced
I nspector: JG RP

in the file.

Type: Reciprocity inspection by NRC
Type: Routine, Unannounced

I nspector: JG RP

Type: Reciprocity inspection by |owa
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I nspection Date: 02/16/96 Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JG AT

Conment :

a) Li censee response and Form 24 not in the file.

I nspection Date: 04/01/96 Type: Reciprocity inspection by NRC

I nspection Date: 04/24/96 Type: Reciprocity inspection by NRC

I nspection Date: 04/09/96 Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JG RP

Conment :

a) Li censee response and Form 24 not in the file.

I nspection Date: 04/09/96 Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JG RP

Conment :

a) CO, licensee response and Form 24 not in the file.

I nspection Date: 05/17/96 Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JB, RP

I nspection Date: 08/23/96 Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JB, RP

Conment :

a) A clear inspection letter not in the file.

I nspection Date: 08/23/96 Type: Unannounced
I nspector: JG RB

Conment :

a) A clear inspection letter not in the file.

File No.: 16

Li censee: Basin Industrial X-ray Li cense No.: LA-03548
Location: GOdessa, TX | nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: Radi ography Priority: Reciprocity
I nspection Date: 5/1/96 I nspector: JG
Conment s:

a) I nspection report not in the file.

b) CO sent to licensee summari zi ng six violations.

c) Li censee response and Form 24 docunents not in the file.

File No.: 17

Li censee: Pitt-DesMines, Inc. Li cense No.: LA-04502
Location: Pittsburgh, PA I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: Radi ography Priority: Reciprocity

I nspection Date: 01/00/95 I nspector: JG
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File No.: 18

Li censee: Edwards Pipeline Testing, Inc. Li cense No.: NRC 34-09037-01
Location: Tulsa, OK I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: Radi ography Priority: Reciprocity
| nspecti on Dat e: I nspector: RF
Conment s:

a) Revi ewer could not determine if inspection results were sent to NRC.

File No.: 19

Li censee: Chicago Bridge & lron Li cense No.: LA-01902
Location: St. James, LA I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: Radi ography Priority: Reciprocity
I nspection Date: 07/11/96 | nspector: JE
Conment :

a) Not clear if copy of the report was sent to Texas.

File No.: 20

Li censee: Sout hern Di agnhostics Li cense No.: LA-6629-L01
Location: Lafayette, LA | nspection Type: Specia

Li cense Type: Medical Cinic Priority: 4
| nspecti on Dat e: I nspector: JN
Conment s:

a) Li censee reported | osing a check source.

b) Conpl i ance Order issued 10/04/96 was not in the file.

File No.: 21

Li censee: Acadi ana Nucl eoni cs Li cense No.: LA-3257-L01
Locati on: I nspection Type: Routine
Li cense Type: Medical Cinic Priority: 4
I nspecti on Dat e: I nspect or

File No.: 22

Li censee: Lafayette Central Pharmacy Li cense No.: LA-5115-L01
Location: Lafayette, LA I nspection Type: Specia
Li cense Type: Pharnmacy Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 05/94 | nspect or

In addition, the follow ng inspection acconpani nents were nade as part of the
on-site | MPEP review

Acconpani ment No.: 1

Li censee: Steel Forgings, Inc. Li cense No.: LA-7292-L01
Location: Shreveport, Louisiana I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: cell radiography Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 09/23/96 I nspector: JB
Conment s:

a) Very professional inspection using LA inspection guidance.
b) Inspector observed activities and interviewed workers.

c) Inspector took confirmatory measurenents.

d) No incidents occurred since |ast inspection.
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Acconpani ment No.: 2

Li censee: Technical Testing Services, Inc. Li cense No.: LA-3773.L01
Location: Shreveport, LA I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: cell radiography Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 09/23/96 I nspector: JG
Conment s:

a) Very professional inspection using LA inspection guidance.

b) | nspect or observed activities and intervi ewed workers.

c) I nspect or took confirmtory nmeasurenents.

d) I nspector identified two violations.

Acconpani ment No.: 3

Li censee: Liberty Technical Services, Inc. Li cense No.: LA-5055-L01
Location: Belcher, LA I nspection Type: Unannounced
Li cense Type: field radiography Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 09/23/96 I nspector: JG
Conment s:
a) Very professional inspection using LA inspection guidance.
b) Li censed activities were conpleted just before inspector's arrival
c) I nspector reviewed | ogs and records, interviewed workers, had workers
denonstrate survey techni ques and describe their operating procedures,
and took confirmatory measur enent s.
d) I nspector identified two violations.
Acconpani ment No.: 4
Li censee: Baton Rouge General Medical Center Li cense No.: LA-0003-LO01
Location: Baton Rouge, LA | nspection Type: Announced
Li cense Type: high dose rate after | oader Priority: 1
I nspection Date: 09/24/96 I nspector: JN
Conment s:
a) RSO was not able to be present during inspection and some records could
not be located at the time of the accomnpani nment.
b) Very professional inspection using LA inspection guidance.
c) No licensed activities (procedures) were being conducted at tine of
i nspection.
d) No violations were found during the acconmpani ment. Inspector verified
that licensee had corrected violations identified on |ast inspection
e) I nspector perfornmed confirmatory measurenents and interviewed staff.
f) I nspector returned to facility within one week to conplete the

i nspection with RSO present. No violations were found at that tine.
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File No: 1

Li censee: Cooper Industries

Li cense No. LA-7095-L01

Site: Ville Platte Facility

Date of Events: 12-3-93, 1-13-94, 1-20-94, & 3-9-94

Type of Event: Failure of IR sources to return to shielded position

Sunmary of | ncident:

Al'l events were simlar and involved Amersham exposure devices at this
facility. Sources could not be returned to the shielded position. Anmersham
repl aced the | ocking nechanismfollowi ng the first event; the second event was
attributed to operator error; the third event was attributed to using old
equi pment with new, and operator error; and following the fourth event, the
equi pment was sent to Amersham for evaluation. Anmersham has not determn ned
the cause of the event.

Conment :
a) These incidents were not listed on the questionnaire as "significant
events" since there was no significant exposure to workers.

File No: 2

Li censee: Lafayette Police Departnent

Li cense No: Non-Licensee

Site: Vehicle parked on a public street

Date of Event: 12-18-95

Type of Event: Bonb threat reported to |ocal police

Sunmary of | ncident:

A vehicle on a public street was reported to the local police as having a
bonb. The police contacted the State Police bonb squad for assistance and the
device was deternmined to be a 2.5 mllicurie krypton-85 check source. The
State responded al so and took custody of the source, and NRC, Region IV was
notified.

Fil e No: 3

Li censee: Omitron International, Inc.

Li cense No: LA-6430-L01

Site: Lake Charles

Date of Event: 9-15-95

Type of Event: Inproperly |abel ed package

Sunmary of Event:

An spent iridium 192 source wire was shipped from Seoul, Korea to the Omitron
facility. The source was properly packaged in a shielded and | abel ed
cont ai ner; however, the container arrived inside an outer unlabel ed contai ner
and wi t hout proper shipping papers. The source was shipped by air from Korea
to Los Angeles, CA and then via UPS to Lake Charles. No contam nation or
excessive radiation profile was found.

File No: 4

Li censee: Halliburton Engi neering Services

Li cense No: LA-2353-L01

Site: Bossier City

Date of Event: 6-23-96

Type of Event: Loss of Contro

Sunmary of Event:

A portable noisture density gauge was found along side a road and the device
had fallen fromthe Licensees vehicle following work at a tenporary job site.
The device was retrieved by the State prior to the device being reported

m ssing by the licensee. The device was returned to the Licensee.
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File No: 5

Li censee: X-Ray Inspection, Inc.

Li cense No: LA-2818-L01

Site: Lafayette

Date of Event: 3-4-96

Type of Event: Lost source overboard

Sunmary of Event:

The Licensee reported that a 25 curie iridium 192 source was | ost when the
device was inadvertently dropped into the Gulf of Mexico while being
transferred onto an offshore oil rig. The platformis in Federal jurisdiction
and in about 200 feet of water. The device was not recovered. Proper
notifications were made.

File No: 6

Li censee: @G obal X-Ray & Testing Corporation

Li cense No: LA-0577-L01

Site: Mrgan City

Date of Event: 3-21-94

Type of Event: Drive cable

Sunmary of Event:

Li censee experienced a problemw th the drive cable connector after the source
had been returned to the shielded position. The device was a SPEC-2T carner a.
No excessive exposures.

File No: 7

Li censee: @G obal X-Ray & Testing Corporation

Li cense No: LA-0577-L01

Site: @ulf of Mexico, Tenporary job site

Date of Event: 5-1-94

Type of Event: Lost canera overboard

Sunmary of Event:

A 100 curie iridium192 source and canera was | ost overboard in the Gulf of
Mexi co during a stormin about 228 feet of water. The State and the Licensee
consi dered source to be irretrievable.
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File No: 8

Li censee: Omitron

Li cense No: LA-6430-L01

Site: Lake Charles

Date of Event: 12-20-94

Type of Event: Inproper shipment from South Korea

Sunmary of Event:

An HDR afterl oader spent source was shipped from South Korea to the Licensee
through the State of Texas. The device was not properly packaged but not
damaged. Sone cal cul ated exposures were 3.5 remto worker at Anerican Crating,
and cal cul ated exposure of 84 mlliremto one Fed Ex enpl oyee. Packing
instructions were reportedly provided by Omitron prior to the shipnent.
Proper notifications were nade to NRC and to Texas by the State.

Fil e No: 9

Li censee: Louisiana State University

Li cense No: LA-0001-L01

Site: New Ol eans

Date of Event: 5-16-94

Type of Event: Loss of Contro

Sunmary of Event:

The Licensee reported the |l oss of 100 nmicrocuries of iodine-125, the source
was picked up as ordinary waste and subsequently buried at a landfill in about
10 feet of soil.

File No.: 10

Li censee: Chem Waste Managenent

Li cense No: LA-4187-L01

Site: Sul phur

Date of Event: 6-6-94

Type of Event: Potentially Leaking source

Sunmary of Event:

The Licensee reported a | eaking el ectron capture device but further analysis
by manufacturer determ ned that there was no | eakage.

File No: 11

Li censee: Brammer Engi neering

Li cense No: (not recorded by revi ewer)

Site: Shreveport

Date of Event: 5-2-96

Type of Event: Well head spil

Sunmary of Event:

The licensee reported that a well head valve failed, allow ng 4 ounces of

i odine-125 to |l eak onto the ground. The site was secured and the materia
cl eaned up.

File No: 12

Li censee: | MC Agrico

Li cense No: LA-2206-L01

Date of Event: 7-12-96

Type of Event: Release of Mteria

Sunmary of Event:

A drum of dirt containing a small quantity of source material was

i nadvertently sent to a land fill and dunped on the ground. Material was
cl eaned up by a contractor/consultant from Louisiana State University and
di sposed.
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File No: 13

Li censee: Sout hern Di agnostics

Li cense No: LA-6629-L01

Date of Event: 5-13-96

Type of Event: Lost source

Sunmary of Event:

A small check source was |lost at the facility and never recovered.

File No: 14

Li censee: Mbile Lab

Li cense No: LA-1888-L01

Site: Gulf of Mexico

Date of Event: 9-11-96

Type of Event: Lost device overboard

Sunmary of Event:

The radi ography device was | ost overboard in water and the device was
recovered intact, and determnmined not to be damaged or | eaki ng.
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APPENDI X G
SEALED SOURCE AND DEVI CE EVALUATI ON REVI EWS

File No.: 1

Regi stry No.: LA-612-S-101-S

Manuf act urer: Source Production & Equi pnent Conpany (SPEC)

SS&D Type: Radi ographi ¢ Source

Conment :

a) Amended in entirety as part of inplementation of State inproverment plan

File No.: 2

Regi stry No.: LA-612- S-105-S

Manuf act urer: SPEC

SS&D Type: Radi ographi c Source

Conment s:

a) Desi gn change in Mdel G 60 source assenbly connector that was approved
verbally, by State Staff should be nade to this sheet.

b) ANSI 77C32515 is not a classification as in ANSI 1977 (7743515) could

not determine if tenperature class was a typing error - no supporting
docunent ati on could be | ocated regarding this test designation

File No.: 3

Regi stry No.: LA-612-S-106- S

Manuf act urer: SPEC

SS&D Type: Radioactive Source

Conment :

a) Amendnment to update old SSD as discussed in the States 1994 i nprovenent
pl an. However, the source assenbly nodel , T-7F approval is mssing

from approved source listing.

File No.: 4

Regi stry No.: LA-612-D-111-S

Manuf act urer: SPEC

SS&D Type: Radi ographi ¢ Exposure Device

Conment s:

a) Revi ewed as part of the analysis of incidents where connector failed and
failure of |lock plungers or change of brass connector nut to stainless
steel .

b) Desi gn changes to correct the above probl emwere verbally approved by
State personnel, should have been documented in sone supporting data.

File No.: 5

Regi stry No.: LA-0760- D- 801-S

Manuf act urer: Omitron Internationa

SS&D Type: Renote After-Loadi ng Brachyt herapy

Conment :
a) This action made the certificate inactive as per |ast Agreement State
audi t.
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File No.: 6
Regi stry No.: LA-0760- D- 801-S (Rev)
Manuf act ur er : Omitron Internationa

SS&D Type: Renote After-Loadi ng Brachyt herapy Unit

Conment s:

a) No background file could be found on this action. Everything is in the
confidential file which could not be |ocated.

b) However, this revision appears to only revise wordi ng and ot her non-

techni cal changes.

File No.: 7
Regi stry No.: LA-0760- S-102-S
Manuf act ur er: Omitron Internationa

SS&D Type: Renote After-Loadi ng Brachytherapy Unit

Conment s:

a) ANSI testing resulted in classification of 77C53211 yet safety analysis
summary used classification of 77C53212. Appeared to be a typing error
but could not be reconciled given the |lack of supporting informtion.

b) June 14, 1995, letter nmssing fromthe reference section, this is
i mportant information on the use of different |engths of source cable
(87" to 102") used in the device.

File No.: 8
Regi stry No.: LA-0760- S-102 (Rev)
Manuf act ur er: Omitron Internationa

SS&D Type: Brachytherapy Source

Conment :

a) Revi si on appears only for word engi neering and other non-technica
changes.

File No.: 9

Regi stry No.: LA-0760- S-103-S

Manuf act urer: Omitron |Internationa

SS&D Type: Brachytherapy Source

Conment s:
a) Ext ensi ve technical consultation with NRC and Texas on this eval uation.
b) Support information is provided for ANSI Classification 77C5321 yet a

final certificate was issued using classification of 77C53212. An
i ncrease in puncture designations should have supporting test data to
justify the increase.

c) First page should |ist recommended | eak test frequency for consistent
format for certificates used in the Nationwi de Registry system
d) Cct ober 25, 1993 and Decenber 17, 1993 letters could not be |ocated,

believed to be in the confidential files, relied on interview with NRC
and State staff to nmake the determ nation on this action

File No.: 10
Regi stry No.: LA-112-S-113-S
Manuf act ur er : Bert hol d

SS&D Type: Gauge Source

Conment s

a) Custominsertion source. Reviewers should have considered the
operational and adm nistrative controls of the Custom User when
perform ng this customreview The conbi ned engi neered safety and the

users radiation protection programare to be used when making a
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b)

d)

determ nation that the custom source is acceptable for |icensing

pur poses.

State used a 3 person signhature systemincluding the reviewer, a second
technical review and admi nistrative review. Although the second
technical review by a person with industry experience was not used as
indicated in the States 1994 letter

Submi ssi on was not clear on how sources chain is held together and if
the source chain will maintain integrity for conditions of use noted on
the registration sheet.

General Rule of Thumb -- Custom applications are usually submitted by

t he user or by vendor through the user. This allows for clear tie down
to licensee. In this case, State dealt directly with vendor and may not
be able to hold customer accountable for the conmmitnents made in the
vendors submi ssi on.



