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evaluate radiation safety programs and the
Important role compliance plays in this
&us  assessment
44" ~ To objectively identify the common

" 4 violations issued to permit holdersin Texas
> Show how this data can be put to use for

prevention by Identifying the root causes of
non-compliance

> Make you an offer you can't refuse!
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behaviors, attitudes

» humbers of unsafe conditions, practices
v regulatory compliance
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~ humber of Injuries, Ilinesses, fatalities

+ OSHA 200 log or eguivalent

> Organic: Indicators of program design and
Implementation

> Systemic: ultimate program outcomes
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(to the reguliated community)
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holders aware of the common deficiencies

so they can be avoided.
> T his should not be done to the exclusion of

profession benefit from the compliance

& Inspection process.
Y -~ These works are intended to make permit

other important safety tasks!
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&~ Thepublic and the radiation safety
ﬁ“
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Licensees: Top Ten Violations
1988-1997
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Py 11% » Inventories 6%
23, ';' s S
C6i e Absent surveys 10% » Transfer records 6%

IL' F

4O

SR Leak testing 8% » Disposal records 4%
S Personne monitoring 7% > Mainprogram 4%
nstrument calibration 7% > Training 2%

L
Wl

Total” 65%

- TAnnual Top Ten Varied from 55% to 75% of all NOV's




Licensee: Top Ten Violations By Y ear
1988-1997
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L icensee NOV's by Regulatory
Citation: 25 TAC 289

202(3) Radiiation protection program 17%
201(0) Seal ed source leak test 16%
202(0) Surveys and monitoring 11%
201(0) General public dose limits 8%
201(d) Receipt, transfer,disposal records 8%

> Top five account for 60% of total, based on
1999 data.




Severity Level lli

Severity Level Il
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Educational Value

Figure2: Summary of overexposure and total incidentsreported tothe Texas
Department of Health, Bureau of Radiation Control from 1988 to 1997.
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Educational Value

Figure 1: Dose irregularities, misadministrations, and total misapplication
events reported in Texas from 1988 to 1997 (n=355).
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Educational Value

Summary of reported misadministrations and dose irregularities from 1988 to 1957 in
Texas by radionuclide (n=355).
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Educational Value

Summary of reported misadministrations and dose irregularities from
1988 to 1997 by application process variable (n=355%).
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What Does All Trhis Cost?

' > Estimating the administrative cost to the

BRC associated with the 1ssuance of
violations:

» baseline cost of Inspection process
+ Some added cost to Issue and resolve NOV'’s

« If this added cost could be estimated, then
reductions through education could be
guantified

> Cost to the permit holders not included, but
equally important
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The EU (Emery Unit)!

Administrative dollars per NOV saved, at STP




> Root Cause
v Freguency
+~ Completeness

proscribed freguency?

Ex: Sealed Source Leak Test NOV:

v Ever?Or not at
+ Documentation
Incompl ete?

i i-;" 24 . Problem

. ..”..h.. T Al Y s i .
lir..iifw.,@pﬁt L__,lir..iifw__,@i?

h.,.mhﬁmm mm R TR e B

tn
D
Ea
qe)
-
<
-
qe)
O
©
O
0d
5
o
Z
Q
=

=4




Fault Tree Analysis:
Sealed Source Leak Test NOV

SEALED SOURCE LEA
TEST NOTICE OF
VIOLATION

SR
e

VIOLATION OF VIOLATION OF PERMIT
REGULATION CONDITION

FAILURE TO EXECUTH DOCUMENTATION FREQUENCY ACTIONS

o F

LR
I L

LT
AT s

TASKNOT PERFORMED : : TASKNOT PERFORMED BUT NOT AT
PERFORMED BUT NOT o) PERFORMED BUT NOT REQUIRED POSTED OR
DOCUMENTED DOCUMENTED TAKEN OUT OF

DOCUMENTER SERVICE NOT NOTIFIED
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Sealed Source Leak Test NOV
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Results of Analysis

INAPPROPRIATE
OTHER ONLY ACTIONS ONLY
2% 5%

FAILURE TO EXECUTE
AND INAPPROPRIATE
ACTIONS
7%

FAILURE TO
EXECUTE AND
OTHER

FAILURE TO
EXECUTE AND
COMPLETENESS
7%

FAILURE TO EXECUTE
34%

FAILURE TO
EXECUTE

TOTAL 93%

FAILURE TO EXECUTE
AND FREQUENCY
43%




Implications

", Consider the findings within the context of

the regulator’ s common plea: read your
permit!

+ Do the permit holders really know what they
are supposed to do?

> \WWhat can be done to Improve compliance?

~ Create summaries of requirements inherent to
permits and their identified regul ations?

+~ modify the way RSO’ s are trained?
~ Fe-structure permit Inspection process?



What About Other States?
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Proposal to OAS

", Tofacilitate comparisons, here’'s the deal :

« Identify number of licensees and average
number of NOV’s per permit inspection

« We'll calculate an appropriate sample size and
sampling strategy.
v YOU get the coding forms completed

v “We” (grad student) will summarize and
analyze as their research project

» findings provided to you and OAS
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i) eed to Stress That We're All
In the Same Pool!

> By any measure, the
radiation safety record is
excellent!

This success Is duein part

to the inspection process:
hate it or loveit, it benefits
all.

NOV outcome data can be
valuable for prevention

Emphasize the common
goal and work together to
achieve it!
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