
. 1. Petrotomics Campany
P. O. Drtwxr 2450
Casper, Wyoming

2. August 18 and 19,1%5-

3. Reinspection (2)

4. 10 CFR 20, 40

5. License No. SUA-551, (Docket No. 40-6659), as issued March 8,1%2
Expiration May 31,1%6

6. De inspection showed that the licensee liad taken appropriate corrective action with

regard to the iteins of noncompliance noted during the last inspection. De licensee's

facilities and process for separating uranium from the ore remain unchanged from

that noted during the previous inspection.
(
i

De licensee's survey program to determine the concentration of airborne uranium is

cumprehensive and takes into account Just generated as a result of special maintenance
i

e or cleanup operations. De licensee takes numerous breathing zone samples which are
t

used to establish concentrations of uranium in the breathing zone of the employee.,

The circumstances regarding the overexpuure to airborne radioactive maternal during

. the replacement of the refractory in the yellow cake dryer by two maintenance

, engineers were reviewed and found to be essentially as reported to the Commisslun in
.\

dF letter dated Janusry 25, 1965. The corrective action instituted by the licenwe to prevent ,

9.| future exposures included; the dryer will never be worked on dry; the rotosIt
,

le will he
.

left nn durtrg the work; only one door to the dryer will ne oper:ed at a time; and. wherever

pos<tble. the replatement of parts will te done remotely.

De items of noncompliance noted or otherwise observed during the inspection included:
e
,a.

10 CFR 20.203(f)(2) in that, in lieu of posting the entrance to the mill in accordance %, h
'

;;
,a. -:,

~ -~ " - with ConditioriNONrthe7tceHse, comratners wman N
.pk , %Wcbi'*h ? sh., .

plant holding uranium in quantities grosser 0 -

quantity specified in Appendix C were not labeled, " Caution - .

,
,

Ra.fi a mt N1.m ,; . . . .n t ra ry r' 11 CF R 1". Jt'40 ti n

(I
'

8
'

' Cautt..n p . latti- and signals" (See par . 2N
,I
u

I

8507310069 850530
'

PDR FOIA
BURR 85-229 PDR

.__



-

'

10 CFR 20.103(a) in that, during the pers.id Dt eendwr 13 througt) &s emrter 26

1964, two matateranu empl>>>ets. replasing the is t r .. > ryx
f. ., .;

.

in the yellow cake dry:tr, were exp.,3ed to concentrations .,f air-

borne natural uranium that exceeded the limits spectfted by 10

CFR 20.103(a) " Exposure of individuals to concentrations of

radioactive material in restricted areas". (It is noted that these

e xposures were reported to the Commission in accordance with
-

10 CFR 20.405(a).) (See par. 20)

10 CFR 20.201(b) in that, in the following respects surveys were saadequate to

determine compliance with 10 CFR 20.103(a), " Exposure of

individuals to concentrations of radioactive maternal in restricted

areas"

1. During the period August 12. 1964 through August 10 1965,

time-weighted exposures were not computed for the pre-

cipitation and crusher operat ;rs during those peroxts when

concentrations of airborne uranium exceeded the MPC.

(See par.17)

,

, 2. The time study performed for the precipitation operare,r in
i

! -

October,1962. due 4 not currently refles e the astual tina
*

.

required to clean the yellow cake rotoctone where the con-

centrations of airbortie urantum, uti occuton3, t- u ct iteti

t
~ the maximum permissible concentration. (Set pa r.18)

' ORIGINAL SIGNED Bf

N. PAUL ALLEYi

f N. Paul Alley fy46
Intifais inspector / htej

~' '~ M;inal s'; :Hf!

.: R:;er 1.Woolser SEP 3 1965
' Initials Reviewe r Date
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GENERAL INFORM ATION
,

9. Type of Inspection and Persons Contacted
9

An una--M. reinspection cf the subject licensee was conducted on August 18 and 19

1965. The principal tenerviewee was Mr. Claude Duffield, who is the Plant Radiologist

as well as Chief Chemies and Macmilurgist. Other employees of the licensee contacted

during the course of tte lampeestem were Mr. G. K. Coates. Project Manager, and

Mr. Emerson Kemp, hall Swedent. At the conclusion of the inspection, the

inspection findings were reviewed with Me'ests. Coates, Kemp, and Duffield.

ADMINISTRATION

10. Orsanization

There has been no change in the partnership of the firms holding interest in the

Petrocomics Company. Since the previou inspection, which was conducted on

August 10 and 11.1964, Mr. Claude Duffield has replaced Mr. John D. Crozier as
|

Plant Radiologist Chief Chemist and Metallurgist. The licensee has not elected to

continue producing uranium in the " stretch-out" program and continues to hire the

same number of employees as that noted during the previous inspections.
I

11. Responsibilities

Mr. Claude Duffield, as Plant Radiologist is responsible for the plant's radiation

safety program. In this capacity, Duffield performs all surveys pertinent to

f determining compliance with the regulations. Mr. Duffield stated that he has no

assistant to help him in these duties and that ne reports directly to Mr. Coates

on matters pertinent to radiation safety.

12 . Facilities

With the exception of routiae malatenance (such as changing the refractory in the,

yellow cake dryer) there has been no change in the licensee's facilities from that

noted during the previous inspection. All systems designed to reduce air concentrations

of uranium in the restricted area were operating as designed.

2-
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13. Hous: keeping
.

During th2 inspection, a tour of the plant facilities and tailing- a rea wa- made and

It was observed that the general housekeeping in all sections of the plant appea red
.

good, la particular, the packaging and dryer areas appeared exceptionally clean

with no visible dust observed. Mr. Coates stated that good housekeeping in the mill

is impressed on personnel and washdown of facilities is an integral part of employee

duties.

RADIOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

14. Airborne Radioactive Materials - Restricted Areas

he licensee has collected monthly general air' samples at 27 locations throughout

the mill and an additional 9 breatining zone samples during specific jobs. Rese

locations correspond to the sampling points listed in the licensee's letter to the

Commission dated February 14,1962. which is inccrporated in License Condition

No. 8. In addition to the routine air sampling performed by the licensee. breathing

zone samples have been taken during the crusher cleanup and during maintenance

on the yellow cake dryer. De only areas within the plant where concentrations

j of uranium exceeded the MPC were in the dryer room (during the cleaning of the
A

.

rotoctone) and in certain sections of the crusher plant.

15. Shift Schedule and MFC

The plant work schedule remains the same as that noted during the prevluu3

inspection. De licensee is authorized by condition 12 of the license to aserac-

airborne concentrations of urantum over an 80-hour period in any 14 consecume days.

De licensee's work schedule results in 84 hours on the job in 14 days. Weighted

exposures are computed each month for the package operator using an MPC of

4.6 x 10' uc/ml since the package operator is required to spend 1/3 of his time'
<

~

in the sample. preparation room where the exposure is to uranium with it's daughtet s.
e

i

60. Equipment

he sampling equipment and the analytital procedures emplosed t . the lio,n-ce

remain the same as that nured during presi..u- inspections. D'it ing 'he pNv too-
.

Inspection it was noted that ths licen.-ee lasled to inclutk the atomic weight tas i er

of 0.85 in converting th laborators fluorometrie units of microgram, o- L.* ;O3 p1 r

f

3
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* $1mp12 to unit < of mic rocuries ,4tu r d ist u h n' pi r s . t .u r . t u .. ,,,e'..

est erit sta rm? .i,...,-ealculati.an* showed that this di c rep in< y I ait Iten sorrn r
;

i

* factors were used.
1

17. - Time Studies

According to Duffield, a stop watch time study is performed each montn for the yeltaw
a

cake packaging operator. 'the time study reflects the time it takes in minutes f.,r the

yellow cake package operator to perform specifie duties. In addition to the foregoing.

the licensee has made a time study showing the amount of time invulved during -pes ial

maintenance on the yellow cake dryer and during cleanup in various <ections of the is: ant

Although the lice nsee has made a time <ruds for rhe rusher and precipitat: .n .,per ai r .

the licensee does not compute time-weighted expo <ures for these job cla-stfaearic.ns.

The precipitation operator provide . icca sonal attendance to the yellow cake drn r t.ar is

required dursng its operation. One vf the r hs inv..lves the cleaning ,t the rot..cl .ne. The

licen.see collects monthly breathing zone sampli.* tor the preupitation o,wrar ,: .toring

the cleaning of the rntoctone. A review -,f the resords showir.c the air c..ns ent ner .n ..f

urantum during this particular operats it' *howed -everal occ a-tans whe re c n en' r..ti..n-

of uranium exceeded the MPC. The f.,ll,w tog informati n was extra,tu! fr n " ;i. -s -

records:

Precipiration Operator *

Uranium uc '..e x 10* 31

9'64 12 '64 I/65 2 'en ; 4

Clea.iing rotoclone 21.56 2C. i 4o4.' i14.. I_ C2

* MPC 5.7 x 10' 31 ue/ce.

f.
A review of the concentrations of airtisrne uranium in the crusher parti..n ..f the plant

during crusher cleanup and during normal operations showed that the MPC for re du*r

was exceeded as follows:.,

_Cru-ber utserator *

0 64 1.i'64 12, t*4 1,ei JM 4 65
--

Cru*ler ptr flo r 4 . J- ** ; es . :J p.,

Second cru ner il .r I . :- n.sf** t.s- :a
impac tor m . #J * * o . oi .
Screen floor 1.1 "

i.

* MPC 2. 4 x 10 * l l ut 'ec
** Breathing zone during cle.inup.

-
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mm um
A3 notid previously, the licenser failed to time-*enght the ahuve need ,u rtwrne*

ddD " " *concentrations to determine exposures for the precipitation and crusber >P

licensee was remind =4 that surveys performed to show compitance wten 10 CFR 20.103,,

includes a
" Exposure to concentrations of radioactive materialin res*rtered area 8".

complete evaluation of employee exposure <turing those periods when the conentration

of uranium exceeded the MFC and failure to make such evaluation constituted noncom-

Pliance with 10 CFR 20.20l(b), " Surveys''. Mr. Daffield stated that he would re-evaluate the

time studies that had been made by his predecessor, Mr. Crozier, and that time-weighted
j

exposures would be calculated in all instances where air concentration data showed levels

in excess of MPC.

18. Time Study - Precipitation Operator

The only time study that the licensee could locate for the precipitation operator was one

made in October,1962. The time study showed that 24 minutes had been allocated ta clean

the rotoclone per 12-hour day. Utilizing this data an independent calculation was made for

the precipitation operator's time-weighted exposure using the airborne concentration of

uranium that was determined in January, 1965 (404.7 x 10-1i ac/cc). The calculation was

made by multiplying the time worked by the precipitation operator at various locato.c,

The sum of th time .u aghted
by the airborne concentrations of uranium at those locations.

concentrations for alllocations was determined. This value was divided by 710 minute <'

the ae rage
to determine the average concentration per 12-hour day. The data showed rivt

,

concentration during a 12-hour day was 14.28 x 10-Il Le/cc. Usmg tne MPC tar rx

precipitation operator of 5.7 x 10-11 uc/cc. (fur 84-hour wetk) the precipitati n ", erator
,

was exposed to 2.5 times the maximum permissible concentration duttng ea,h 12-hvur day,

Mr. Daffield was questioned regarding this computation and he stated that the time involvedo

cleaninF the rotoctone had been reduced significantly since the October.1961, time study was
.

The precipitation operator was interviewed and he stated that the cleaning ..f themade.

rotoclone is no longer a daily job and that it is now done about twice a week. liowever, he

added that the job takes about an hour to complete. The licensee was informed that an

up-to-date time itudy should tv c ,ndusted for the precipitati n oper ator so that time-aelWi t

exposures could be calculated to show comptiance with 10 C"R 20.lul(.o. "Expeuru
e-

<us h
concentrations of radioactive material in restricted areas", and shar faalure f. uritart

Mr, rhtfis IJtime studies constituted noncompliance with 10 CFR 20.20! fbi, " Surveys".

stated that a time study would be performed in the near future for all job elausf acat. >n<.

.s.
\



19 T1mc Weiu+!tet Extww are - Pickarrg Cm . -

The calcuiations made os the licen-.. r ' . * , .. .sn. . .

for the packaging operatrir -nowed r.:at tot ope ra : -*iP -2.v - .a . em C ...

x MPC to 0.919 x MPC. There were no instances noted wherem .ne ps. .. eme feram-

received exposures in excess of the permisstble limits.

20. Special Maintenance

Duffield stated that time studies are conducted and breathing zoae samples are taken

for all work of a special maintenance nature wherein there is a potential for gene ari..n

of airborne uramum. Such maintenance work included replacing and knocking 3c.ae

from the rotoctone. maintenance in the yellow cake dryer, and cleaning of the c ru.-h

building. The highest concentration of uranium noted during the special maintenant -

jobswas during the replacement of the dryer ref racro.y that was performed un

December 16, l964. Two breattung zcne samp!v- taka during this maintenance - ei

*IIconcent tions of 841 and 916 x 10 ut<c.. re 3pec tn ely . The time weigering -

exp- I the two maintenance per-ennel pe > isrming the ,:n showed tha t t*w r.

overexposed to the extent of 3.74 x MPC. In at e.,rdanse wit 10 CF R 20.104(.o t''

licensee reported this overexposure in a letter to tne Damm::,-ion J c.s i2:n- -

A review of the circumstances surrounding the-e .. er6 sposu re , ind. cat. -

as described in the licensee's letter. The correc:ive action mlunteered . . * -e

to prese.it future recurrence of such expmurhas (1) the ye'. low eake Jr.er ul -

be worked on dry; (2) the rotoclone which -xhaust the dryer til be !c't - .

work; (1) only one door of the dryer will be utr n at one time: 44) the clas e::

parts w :hin the dryer will be performed remotely wheneser n, nie; and (5, ,w 'r..

will be rotatec to limit the amount of time each man is exposed to high cones ntrarnuts

of uraruum. The licensee was informed that the overexposure to the two maintenance

personnel that occurred on December 10, 1964, constituted noncomp!!ance with

10 CF R 20.103(a), " Exposure of individuals to concentrations of radioactive mater ate

l

in restricted areas".

.n.
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21. Prxvioui Violations - Survtys
,

'the licensee was cited at the time of the pres tous in-pettoin u .ilo u :

"la the following respects, surveys were inadequate tc determtne cumpliante.

with 10 CFR 20.103, 'Emposure of individuals to concentrations of radioactise
materialla restricted arees', contrary to 10 CFR 20.201(b):'

(1) From October 25,1%2 to August II,1964, breathing zone samples
were not taken during routine cleanup operations in the crusher
building to evatuses fully the exposure of the crusher operator
and helper.

(2) From October 25,1%2 to August 11, 1964, air samples were not
collected to evaluate the exposure of maintenance employees wmle

j performing such nonroutine work as occurred on June 10 -12. 19 64,
when the ventilation system for the yellow cake dryer and packaging
areas was modified and repaired. '

It was determined during the inspection that the licensee was taking breathing zone

samples during cleanup operations and also had taken breathing zone , mpte- on all
,

I, special maintenance that had been performed since the previous inspectan u nich

was conducted on August 10 and 11,1964 With the exception of the rwo m un' m

men who changed the refractory in the yelivw cake dryer, 'nere were no in-raae s-

noted wherein licensee personnel receised expuure in en e of the permt, r's
,

limits performing such maintenance.

22. Independent Samples

During the inspection, a total of 4 independent air samples were collectio in m.

crusher plant and the yellow cake packaging and dryer roon . Included ir, t'n . u:

was a sample taken during the cleaning of the yellow cake o. lone. D. . " r -

'were sent to che Health and Safety Division, ID, for aruiym- Pie licer . .?
;

similar samples for comparison. The results of the sampa .nt t"t u , r ix -y mg-

,

I
results of the licensee will be added to this report as a supplement when riie tLta

s

| becomes available.
i

23. Airborne Radioactive Material - Unrestricted Areas

Dating from the previous inspection which was conJucted on August 10 and 11,1964,

the licensee has taken samples in the unrestricted area on September 10. IJa 6. and

on March 9,1965 Die licenece h.id noted, on the ur .c 5 ra o rd , 't.; w i u . .r;

direction.and meteorologiea! conditions .it t% time ut amnime. IL e .: ,; ei~ s

..

1

11



of samples teken on September 10.14n4. we re this e n ath ht m u: .c.:.v: e f-
- .

uranium in the unrestricted area recorded a3 0.42 x til-13 uc s c . F ir 3ait -It- % re.

'

; taken on March 9,1%5, and the maximum concentration ut uranit m in the unro-trae .tc

area was 8.91 x 10-13 uc/cc. This location was 30 yards southeast of crusher feed bins,
i

All other sair.ples showed < MPC. With respect to the sample that indicated 8.91 x 10-13

t
uc/cc, the average concentration of the two samples taken at this location was < MFC.

,

i
It is to be noted that the licensee was cited at the time of the previous inspection for'

failing to conduct surveys of the airborne concentration of uranium in the unrestricted

area. The foregoing surveys conducted by the licensee since the previous inspection

indicates that corrective action had been taken with respect to performing surveys in the

unrestricted area.

24 Radiation Surveys

Mr. Duffield stated that a radiati .. c.ves .sf the mill had been performed by Mr. t:r"/ter

in June 1964. "This survey confirmed previou< survev resul'- recorded by the liu -re on

several occasions. 'Ihe licensee's survey results were rer rted in ene report . f tlw

inspection conducted on October 23-25. 1962. The -urvey in,t rument availat . r :e

licensee was also descrtbed in previou reports.

25. Personnel Monitoring

The licensee continues to supply fitru badges tu about sixteer .mployee , a .h . rt, a m

the previous inspection report. The film badge service is sm, plied by Trn e ri .. -
i

two-week frequency. A review of the film badge record 3 fur ' ht calen.ta r .s e n .m- :.

1905 through May, showed all exposures to be lew than 25 ' f r!t limit yu itiee i y

paragraph 20.101(a). The licensee has elected not to cumplete a form AEC-4 t-r ree irding

individual exposures.

26. Pbsring and Labeling

It was noted at the time of the previous inspection that the licensee had posted all mail
!

| entrances in acenrdance with License Condition No.10. During the interem per:od,
I

j however, the licensee had 4tarr d extracting oranium f r m b w e r... 'e . re .n a 'e ..e

leach treatment proce 3 The hear le.h.h ire pad and dr oning ie-ei . .ir t ihs -

i

riched uranium solution was losated 93t autande and adiacent tc rhe n.ain mill tenu .

! .g.



De licensee had extended the existing fence in order to enclose the heap leach lueation.
.

In so doing he had installed a new main gate; however, this date was not posted in accordance

with Conditsaa 10 of the license. The licensee had, however, posted various areas within the
,

mill perimoser where there was a potential for dust generation with a sign in accordance with

10 CFR 20.203(dK2). The ucensee was informed that in lieu of posting all mill entrances
.

in accordance with r'nadada= 10 d the license, containers within the plant in which natural

uranium was transporsed, scored, or used, in quantities greater than 10 times the quantity

specified in Appeariin C, required labeling in accordance with 10 CPR 20.203(Y)(2). Mr.

Coates stated that the new gate would be posted as soon as possible.

27. I IqM Effluents

The licensee has five sources of water that are sampled for Ra-226 Th-230, and uranium.

The water analyzed includes the mill potable water, three test wells located below the

tallings area and a seepage stream which originates in the unrestricted area outside the

fence enclosing the lower talleryre dam. The licensee was granted an amendment to

the license dated December 22, 1964, that authorizes the licensee to discharge into the

unrestricted area Th-230 concentraticca in the seepage in excess o' the limits spectfied

in Apper B. Table !!, Column 2, of Part 20. In addition, the amendment speciftes that

the mill potable be sampled at six month intervals, the three test wells be samp:ed at

twelve month intervals, and the mill seepage be sampled at monthly intervals. A review

of the licensee records from the date of the previous inspection which was conducted on

1 8/10 - 8/11/64, through December,1%4, showed that samples from the five locart. as were

obtained at monthly intervals. In accordance with the provistans of the amendment granted

December 22, 1964, the licensee started sampling the mill potable and the three test

wells at six month and twelve month intervals, respectively. Tha scenage stream,

which the licensee is required to sample at monthly intervals, was not sampled during

the months of January, February, and March 1965, due to adverse weasher conditions. -

i

[
i

j The amendment to the license does not nquire the licensee to sample the seepage

stream during adverse wsather conditions. The licensee again sampled the seepage

! in April, May, and June of 1%5, and the mill potable water in May.1965. The

results of the June sampling were not available at the time of the inspo s tion .

With the exception of the mill seepage stream wh4ch showed, on uccasion.

9



thertum-230 ceneset ta encoes of the permissible limit. there were no instances
.

eased wherede the esill poenble er tha three t2st walls showed concentrations

of reeum-2M, NW or uraaism in ascese of the regulatory limit.,

1

m. muusssen

,
19e descripmes out eget een sateam inere W en sunne detail to the

-
, , . . , ;. -.

ages af tlus wm est he revessuet, h aeomdsece week
*: 5- . . -

.

ee asentemed se
,

Deceanhar 23, 364. es his collecting

unser useptoe asem es sempics et a weekly tregasesy and emmpoesties the -@ os

a tuomibly heats. 'The mammpena are seat to Tracerleb der assay for radium-226,

thessmuPSW, and erseduum. The semple results for tie seepage stream, which

op hoe Pseur M as well as smilings seepage, are shows below

%'
fee 1964.

Rattein-226 Davenin-22 thesisen-Natural
hose $ M G B'8 inc/ce) (X104 wic/ce) (X 10-6 mc/cc)

Jammary*
Februney'
hensch'
April'

heny .74 6.3 0.0012
has . .44 0.0025 .16
hty .M 22.33
Aegnet .34 13.W
Wr 2.9 1.12 .14
Ocseber .5 3.M .04

| Nwomber 1.3 .98 .8
| Narn har 0.007 7.7 7
.

! *No sampnee sekse des a seew.

Again in 1965 because of snow conditions no samples were obtained for the mocchs of

January, February, and hessoh,1966. De reeuks for April and May 1965, are outilned'

.- i ' below;

bhath 09e) medhan-236 -238 Urauham-Naanral
8 (x 10 ochs) fx 10-6 mcfce3y F 'es/cs)r e *. ,

April 0.35 47 0.00534

thy mil 6.2 .03

. .

.
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I

ne licensee has con 7tructed o wiir and the seepac flow rate- - k'ern e .' , e n >.
g

-
t

of campling. A review of the licensee's record wh.swett that 'h flow raft .s rtn rht

seepage is not frozen over is approximately 20 gallons per manate. neaver m fl,w.

. the period June 1964, through May 1965 was approximately 14 gallon * per minute.

De licensee is permitted to discharge n-230 in concentrations in excess M the Appendix

'- B limits based on flow rate providing the concentration of thorium never exceeds 8 times
|
.

the Appendix B limits. Based on the flow rate during the past twelve months' history. the

licensee can dispose of n-230 in concentrations up to about 14 x 10-6 uc/cc. Assuming no

flow during the first four months of 1964, the average concentration of 'Ih-230 discharged

to the unrestricted area was 4.6 x 10-6uc/cc. The table for 1965. above show s a Th-lio

concentration of 167 x 10-6 uc/cc for the month of April. On the bas s of past sampling

data for D-230 content of the seepage stream, the licensee and the inspector con 4tdered

the analytical data questionable. De licensee has requested Tracertab to re-determine
,

tb ' 30 content of the sample. On the basis of the foregoing evaluation, the 167 x 10-0

uc alue was not used to determine licenste compliance with the provision- of the

amendment. De licensee was not cited for discharging %-2 N in concentrations eveeding

the Appendix B levels for 1964, since the provision of the amendment permits the licen et

to average concentrations over a period of a year. Further, the only month in . h.ch 'n.

Licensee exceeded the limits spect'ted in Condition 13. l(b) was for the m 2 nth .f Julv !m4.

and the licensee was cited at tr.' time of the previous inspection for th:3 din rt panc.

29 Corrective Action

ne licensee has damped two carloads of timestont in the .seeraw area in ..rder . 'e inc t

the pH of the effluent streams and thereby make the Th-230 te,- soluble. In addition.

Mr. Coates stated that a dam would be constructed twfore the noct of winter which w.suld

enclose both the tallings seepage and the underground apring seepage in an effort to further

j control the concentrations of isotopes released to the unrestricted areas.
,

30. Instruction of Employees

it was observed that Form AEC-3 was posted on the bulletin board located near 'he mill

the teill i o 6 I vee-entrante and on the bulletin b ,ard w hieh w a- located in the ent ranc *

change room. A tv,oklet dew ribing the -aft ry program at 'he n' alt i , r..vnird e n h 'e w

emplojee . Mr. [haffteld h(d prehed a manual enttiled. " Radiological Safety and Fme

Product Packaging", which is issued to the employees working in this portion of ths mill.

-11-
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* * ~
,,

1he licensee possessed both copies of the license rind t' art .!ti. who h are iv iti tHt h'

the employees upon request.

.

30. Management Review

At the conclusion of the inspection, the results of the inspection were reviewed and

siscussed with Messrs. Coates, Kemp, and Duffield. The corrective action proposed

by the licensee with respect to each item of apparent noncompliance is noted in the

appropriate preceding paragraphs in the report.
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Attached for your information is the Form AEC-592MM

To (Name and unit)

inspection report with letter to licensee and
Files the licensee's reply thereto.2 -
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