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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE

BERKELEY o DAVIS » IKVINE o LOS ANGELES » RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGO « SAN FRANCIHCO

\RVNE, CALIPORNIA $2717
October 25th 1989
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comuaission, Region V,
1450 Maria Lane, Suite 210,
Walnut Creek, CA 94596
Auention: Director Ross A. Scarano
Docket 50-326
License R-116
Re: Reply to a Notice of Violation dated September 27th, 1989

Gentlemen:
With respect to the referenced Notice of Violation we respond as follows:

ltem A. " Reactor operations continued even though none of the Operator Monvhly Maintenance
checklists had been reviewed for the period August through December (988 "

(1) Comment:
As noted in remarks to the inspector this was an oversight on the part of the Reactor Supervisor
and Assistant Reactor Supervisor, even though all maintenance iteins had been completed on
schedule, and such a report made orally to the adnuinistrative staff.

(2)Corrective steps:
The reactor daily start-up checklist has been modified to require reactor operators to verify the
completion angd sign off of appropriate checklists prior to any daily operation. This has been
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(3)Furtber action:
Future operator training and requalification discussions .ill include reference to the importance

of siga-off on documentation and additional review of pecessary conditions for continued
tion, The staff, and the Reactor Operations Committee will study possible revision of the
%dﬂ Procedures so that cingle review may be all that is needed to assure compliance.
(4)Full Compliance:
Compliance with existing procedures is considered t0 have been accomplished.

Item B. "The Reactor Operations Committee failed to meet during the pariod August 19, 1988, 10
Jaruary 30, 1989."

(1) Comment:
This iiem was reporied to NRC by letter dated May Sth, 1989, The reasons and the corrective
action were described in the letier. A copy is attached for your information.

(2)Corrective steps:
The steps taken are described in the attached letter.

(3)Further action:
No further action is planned, except for consideration beiag given to requesting an amendment 1o
this Technical Specification item 10 reduce the frequency of required meetings.

(4)Full Compliance:
Compliance with existing requirements is considered 10 have been accomplished.
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 Item Ca, "Contrary 10 the above requirement the licensee did not document additional mining
provided to a senior reactor operator who scored less than 80% on two sections of the 1988
requalification examination."

(1)Comment:
In his detailed report on this item (Inspection , page 7, line 20), the inspector noted: “The
Reactor Supervisor stated that the two sections of the examisation were discussed with the SRO
as compensatory training. " This fact was documented by a note made on the front cover of the
senior operator's examination script maintained in the files as "Reviewed with PIR", The
operator's initials are PJR. At the time this was felt w be both sufficient training and
documentation.

(2)Corrective steps:
This issue has been noted by the Reactor Supervisor, who acts as the training and requalification
director. Future records 'l be made clearer.

(3)Further action:
None contemplated.

(4)Fuil Compliance:
This issue did not aric: withi the 1989 requalification, where all scores were satisfactory. The
difference may have been because of a deliberate effort to make the examination even more

Item C.b. "Contrary to the above requirement the Keactor Supervisor did not conduct an operating
:;at lf\m evaluating operators or senior operators during the period of 1988 and 1989 to the date of
e inspection.”

(1)Conunent:
At this facility there have only been two licensed senior operators and one licensed operator
during the period since 1987, One of the senior operators is the Reactor Supervisor, and the
other acts as Assistant Reactor Supervisor. All three individuals are in close collaboration
regarding operation, scheduling, maintenance, safety and all operational issues. Thus the other
operators are often under direct assessment bK:M Reactor Supeivisor and there has never been
any question of their comp-ience to operate the reactor safely. However, documentation of this
contact is weak or non-existent.

(2)Corrective steps:
None taken at this time.

(3)Future Actions:
The Reactor Supervisor as training coordinator will implement a diary of 1. xctor operator
meetings, discussions, and observations of performance for each licensed individual.
Each operator will share responsibility for entries, tlthough it will clearly be the Supervisor's
responsibility for the upkeep of this dw; This log should provide the necessary documentation
for ongoing requalification. In addition, the "eactor Operations Committee will discuss the
possibility of applying for a license amendme..t ~ obtain permission for a more flexible
mu:liﬁcadon progran better suited to the needs of our facility than that imposed by NRC in

(4)Full Compliance:
"The diary system should be fully implemented by the end of this year (December 31st, 1989),
We hope this will satisfy full compliance as facility and department resources do not pernit
rrovia..on of additional full coursework for operators. Changes in the program will take much
onger to be drafted and approved.
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Additional Item:

Your notice of transmittal asks for comments on “the level of manage nent atiention necessary to
assure continued safe operations”. We are pleased that you agiee that such matters "do not ¢ spresent a
significant safety concern at thiz time". We comment as follows:

The Chemistry Department and the School of Physical Sciences are currently reviewing the staffing
s'tuation at the facility. There had oeen a plan 1o combine a position of reactor operator and reactor
beuvﬂw.{dcin. with othur chemistry departmental duties, 1nto a full-time staff position. The

individual in mind for this position is no longer available. Whether to pursue this or some other mode!
of improving paid staffing at the facility is currently under review.

In the meantime, the Reactor Supervisor has made a commitment to assign additional hours of his
time to facility management and operations. He and the Assistant Reactor Supervisor ere discussing
reassignment of certain tasks between them to provide more assurance of timely documentation.

It is anticipatad that plans will be firm by January, 1990. Meanwhile, the facility will continue to be
operated safely vader existing arrangements, but with closer attention to details of documentation,
which appear 1o be the major issue for concern. Review by outside individuals from E.H&S will also
plii clo'::rc;lnendon to details of documentation. They will be assisted in this task by nev'ly created
audit ¢ ists.

Sincerely,

Chang
Executi¥e Vice-Chancellor

M.C. Caserio, Chair, Chemistry

H.W. Moore, Dean, Physical Sciences
V.P. Guinn, Chair, Reactor Operations Committee
SS. Rowland, Reactor Administrator

P
E Miller, Reactor Supervisor
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