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ALARA PROGRAMSPRIVATE 

1.0
Objective


The objective of this surveillance is to evaluate the effectiveness of the contractor's implementation of a program to minimize doses to ionizing radiation As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA).  The Facility Representative will examine systems and programs to minimize doses during facility design, modification and routine operations as well as the effectiveness of management's leadership in minimizing doses to workers.  In this surveillance, the Facility Representative also evaluates compliance with applicable DOE requirements and best industry practices.

2.0
References


2.1
10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation Protection
3.0
Requirements Implemented

This surveillance is conducted to implement the RL Functions, Responsibilities, and Authorities Matrix (FRAM) item 5520.  10 CFR 835 requires a documented radiation protection program.  The Hanford Site Radiological Control Manual (HSRCM-1) serves as the Hanford radiation protection program and hence references often come from that source.

4.0
Surveillance Activities


The Facility Representative performs the following activities in completing this surveillance:


1.
Examine the ALARA review performed for a design modification.


2.
Examine the ALARA review for a maintenance job, operations activity, or experiment that has the potential for exceeding radiological trigger levels set by management.


3.
Review ALARA records and annual report.


Surveillance Guideline

ALARA PROGRAMS

Surveillance No.:


Facility:


Date Completed:


Activity 1 -
Examine ALARA review for a Design Modification
Yes  No   N/A 

___  ___  ___
1.
Was a radiological engineer or a representative of the radiation protection staff assigned as a member of the design team to assure identification and incorporation of radiological requirements (HSRCM-1 Article 312.1)?

___  ___  ___
2.
Does the facility have a procedure to perform a documented radiological or ALARA review (HSRCM-1 Article 312.4)?

___  ___  ___

a.
Does the procedure consider the 15  HSRCM-1 Article 312.4 criteria?

___  ___  ___
3.
If a first time or infrequent activity, did planning activities include a formal radiological review, senior management review, review and approval by the ALARA committee and increased oversight during work conduct (HSRCM-1 Article 313)?

___  ___  ___

a.
Were recommendations from the review incorporated in the technical work documents?

___  ___  ___
4.
Did the ALARA design review include a dose assessment to establish dose, contamination, airborne and release criteria (HSRCM-1 Articles H312.3 and 312.4.n)?

___  ___  ___
5.
Were anticipated radiological conditions reviewed against administrative trigger levels established by management to require more detailed review of design modifications (HSRCM-1 Article H312.3)?

___  ___  ___
6.
Were applicable radiological design criteria identified during design development (10 CFR 835.1002 and HSRCM-1 Article 312.1)?

___  ___  ___

a.
Is there evidence of optimization methods being used to assure ALARA (10 CFR 835.1002(a))?

___  ___  ___

b.
Was the design objective to control exposure from external sources in areas of continuous occupancy (2000 hrs. per year) to below 0.5 mr/hr and ALARA?  If occupancy differs from above was the objective to maintain levels ALARA and below 20% of exposure limits for general employees (10 CFR 835.1002(b))?

___  ___  ___

c.
Was the airborne design objective to under normal conditions, avoid releases and control inhalation by workers to levels that are ALARA – confinement and ventilation shall normally be used (10 CFR 835.1002(c))?

___  ___  ___

d.
Did the design or modification of the facility and material selection include features that facilitated operations, maintenance, decontamination and decommissioning (10 CFR 835.1002(d))?

___  ___  ___
7.
Were similar jobs, designs, or processes reviewed to assist in selecting optimum design alternatives?

___  ___  ___
8.
Were optimization techniques, such as cost-benefit analysis applied and documented (HSRCM-1 Article 312.7)?

___  ___  ___
9.
Was a post-construction review performed to evaluate the effectiveness of engineering features to reduce dose, if required by the trigger levels (HSRCM-1 Article 352)?

___  ___  ___

a.
Was the review performed in accordance with the facility's procedure?

___  ___  ___
10.
Does the design package include the records associated with the ALARA review (10 CFR 835.1002)?

Activity 2 -
Examine ALARA Reviews for Work Activities
Yes  No   N/A 
___  ___  ___
11.
Was a preliminary estimate prepared of time and radiation dose associated with the planned activity to establish dose, contamination, airborne and release criteria (HSRCM-1 Articles H312.3 and 312.4.n)?

___  ___  ___
12.
Does the facility have a procedure to perform a documented radiological or ALARA review (HSRCM-1 Article 312.4)?

___  ___  ___

a.
Does the procedure consider the 15 HSRCM-1 Article 312.4 criteria?

___  ___  ___
13.
If a first time or infrequent activity did planning activities include a formal radiological review, senior management review, review and approval by the ALARA committee and increased oversight during work conduct (HSRCM-1 Article 313)?

___  ___  ___

a.
Were recommendations from the review incorporated in the technical work documents?

___  ___  ___
14.
Were special ALARA controls selected for the work to reduce doses and minimize the potential spread of contamination specified on the Radiation Work Permit or in the technical work documents (HSRCM-1 Article 321.9)?

___  ___  ___
15.
Is evidence provided that individuals were instructed in measures to be taken to keep the dose ALARA, such as through pre-job briefings, etc. (HSRCM-1 Article 324)?

___  ___  ___
16.
Were individual and collective doses tracked and periodically compared to dose estimates to identify discrepancies (HSRCM-1 Article 344.3)?

___  ___  ___
17.
Was a post-job review performed to evaluate the actual exposure against projected exposure, effectiveness of ALARA controls, and lessons learned, if required by trigger levels (HSRCM-1 Article 352)?

Activity 3 -
Review ALARA Records
Yes  No   N/A 
___  ___  ___
18.
Are records of ALARA goals and plans maintained (10 CFR 835.704(b) and HSRCM-1 Article 742)?

___  ___  ___
19.
Are minutes of ALARA committees and other committees where radiological safety issues are formally discussed maintained (HSCRM-1 Article 742)?

___  ___  ___
20.
Are records maintained in such a way to protect them from fire and elements (HSCRM-1 Article 775)?

___  ___  ___
21. Is there a monthly (or at least quarterly) performance report for radiological indicators (HSCRM-1 Article 133.1)?

___  ___  ___
22.
Does the report discuss actual performance in relation to established goals as well as provide tracking and trending for the previous 12 months (HSCRM-1 Article 133.1)?

Note:
For Project Hanford Management Contract Facilities a series of HNF-PROs for ALARA have been developed and issued.  Contractor performance against the HNF-PROs should be evaluated.
OTHER:

NOTES/COMMENTS:

PERSONNEL CONTACTED:

PROCEDURES REVIEWED:

FINDINGS:


Finding No.:


Description:

OBSERVATIONS:


Observation No.:


Description:

FOLLOWUP ITEMS:

CONTRACTOR MANAGEMENT DEBRIEFED AND RESULTS:

Signature:  ___________________________________
Date: _____/_____/_____




Facility Representative

