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alleged violations sited in the

tice Our response to the violations 1s given below in the
r 45 they appear in the notice:

A1l the people authorized to work with special nuclear material will

requalified within the next 60 days. This will be accomplished
with a revised training manual which includes all of the new
provisions 1n the recently renewed Vicense. Our check of the
training records revealed that two people lacked evidence of being
traired in 1984. One person is a manager and we believe his record
was inadvertently not updated although he was involved in the
requalification. The other was an employee who left the company in
1984 and whose record was not removed from the active file.

We do not fully agree with the violation regarding the audit
function. Our method of cmth’ audits has been to look into
specific areas of the functions being audited that, {f not conducted
properly, would have ﬂriﬂmt adverse impact on thn accountability
program. The inspector's criticism of the management review audit
stated that it did not address three secific sections of the FIMC
plan. We believe that the audit, as 1t was conducted, satisfied,
both the intent and the specific requirement of the plan. The
inspector also criticized the fact that a member of the of the 1ine
management organization conducted the audit. We believe that,
although the person conducting the audit was in the 1ine management
of the organization and in this instance was the Business Manager,
Radiochemicals, the auditor was sufficiently removed from the
functions being audited to maintain its effectiveness. The audit
report could be considered evidence of this, since severa)
deficiencies were reported.
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the function being audited, iine managers
pEryis wili y functional group should be considered as valid

quditors We 2150 propose that it not be necessary for an auditor t

look intc every possible aspect of the function being audited so long as

rendom, salient areas are looked at thoroughly. We believe this

more effective way to assure compliance with both the intent and the

better of the plan.

' t

We request that the latter issue on the conduct of audits remain open
pending further clarification and guidance from Regfon 1.

Yery truly yours,

JMcG:mag

Attachment
021724




