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“June 15, 1979

. Ma. Boyee H. Grien -
Directon .
United States Nuclearn Regulatory Commissdion |
Region 1

631 Park Avenue i

King of Prussia, PA.  19406-

RE: ' Docket No. 50-220
LER 79-11

Dear Mr.. Grier:

In accondance with 10 CFR 20.405, the §ollowing report of apparent
exposure of an individual to radiation in excess of the applicable Limits
L8 provdded. ‘ .

On May 17, 1979, a Zelephone repornt of a §i&m badge result §rom the
R.S. Landauer Company indicated exposwre such that cumulative exposure
gon the Calendar Quarter for an individual employed by a contracton ex~
ceede«ilziooo mrem (3790 mrem, total, for five §i{fm badges - See Attach-

The individual involved had a complete NRC Form 4 and had received
aining in Site Radiation Protection Procedures. This training includes
the procedunre for use of the Radiation Work Permit, and the Radiation
Exposune Report. The primary wonrk accomplished by the individual was
radioghaphy. L~ ‘

Monitorning was accomplished by means of Fifm Badge, supplied and
processed by R.S, Landauer, Jr. and Company. In addition, station pro-
cedures require use of the self-reading pocket dosimeter and a TLD
badge, which is processed on site (See Attachment I). 1t was the reading
of the TLD, Rast worn 5/14/79, which §inst indicated the potential over-
exposune. .

« In neviewding the RWP's under which the radiography operations were
conducted, four separate areas were involved during the §i€m badge period-”
in which excessive exposure was nrecornded. Similar wonrk in these same
areas, plus three additional areas, during the wearing of three previous
g<&m badges, nesulted in no unexpected exposure recorded by the §ilm
badge on TLD.
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On May 6, 1979, the individual twwed in one dosimeter and checked
out another. The reason for the change was not neconded, but subsequent
checks indicate satisfactory calibration and driift check §or both dosimeters,
Le, <% 10% and <2%, nrespectively.

On several occasions, this individual and otherns in his company were
requested Zo promptly twwn in RWP'S at the completion of their work
activities. At one point,” seven RWP's had not been retuwned. This
Laxity Lead to delays in exposdure readings showing up on Zthe Radiation

" Exposure Reponts. However, by using a combination of dosimeter neadings

(§om RWP's not fwwed 4in) and the Radiation Exposure Report, the
individual could determine fairly closely his remaining authorized
exposure (reconded as A Authonized Exposure on RWP's).

Several discrepancies wene noted on RWP'S used by this individual:
1) "Rwp . - §or work in the Reactorn Building ClLeanup coarnidorn,
was not retwwed. Aften nepeated follow up, it was ginally .

recognized as Lost. A co-wonrkern estimated exposure fo be entered
gor this period.

2) A Auth. Exp. entered on RWP's did not always correspond to that
caleulated grom cwuwent Lotal and authorized exposure.

3)  One Rwp, nqug a TLD,_ was worked by him without wea/u'né Zhe
nrequined TLD.

4)  One RWP, requiring the TLD %o be netwined at the énd 04 the shigt,
wZi worked by him without fwwing in the TLD at the end of Zhe
shigz. ) ,

We believe the general inability to adhere to RWP and procedure ‘e-
quinements demonstrated by this man may have contributed to the over-
exposwre. There 4is no way to determine, §rom data available, precisely
when the overexposwie occwwied, however.

Several contributing items will recelve attention to avodid a ne-
cwuence of a situation of this type. These actions willgacilitate
management audit of adherance to procedunes by asking for more frequent
TLD readings: :

1)  Radiogrnaphy RWP's, although generally requiring minimal Zime 4in
an anea, will be wiitten to require tuin-in of TLD at specified
Antervals when area dose nates warrant this.

=1 2)  The computer dosimetry system will- be modigied o give an ewton

message upon accumubation of excessive exposure by self-reading
dosimetens (f§or example, 400 mrem) without a corresponding TLD
reading. ) .

3)  The computer dosimetry system will be modified to ‘give an error
message Lf the Dosimetern/TLD comparison results in a Large
diserepancy (200 mrem, for example).
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‘ The {tems requirning proghamming changes will be comp!_e,ted by the-end
of 1979.

In addition to RwP return problems encountefced with the contracton,
Late §4i8m badge retfwwn and poon prior. exposune records were also exp%cenced

Auditing of RWP confonmance, the single most: impontant item over which
we may exercise management controf, will continue to be conducted o
e,&muna,te Zthe dumepanueé which may have Lead to this overexposune.

me wly youns,

e et

Thomas E.  Lempges
General Superintendent
Nuclearn Generation
. gorr R.R. Schnedider
o Vice President - -
: Electrnic Production.
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DATES

4/12-14

4/15-18

" 4/19-20

4/30

. 5/1
. 5/2-14.

5/15-16

ATTACHMENT I

DOSIMETER, TLD, AND FILM DATA

DOS TLD DOSE REPORT VALUE
200. 81 200
1055 470 . 1055
635 . 351 - 635
100 135 135
100 —— 100
480 2331 2331
0 17 17

FILM
110
840

740

2100






(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT OUT-CONTAINS 10 CFR 2.790 INFORMATION)







