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Den/bes

MAY 2 2 1991
Unfversity of Cincinnati License No. 34-06902-05
ATTN: Donald Harrison, M.D. License No, 34-06903-09
Senior Vice President License No, 34-06903-11
and Provost for Health License No., 34-06903-13
Affairs License No. SUD-Z265
141 Health Professicns Puilding License No. SMM-490
Mail Location 663 EA 91-01

Cincirnati, Ohio 452€7-0663

Gentlemen:

Thank vou for your letter dated February 8, 1991, in response to the concerns
described in our letter dated January 23, 1991, recarding certain of your
activities authorized by Licenses No. 34-06903-08, Mo, 34-06903-12 and No.
SUD-265.

We have no further questions regarding your respoass to concerns No. 1 and 2
of License No. 34-06093-09 and concern No. 1 of License Nu, 34-06903-13, We
will review the actions you have teken during & future inspection,

In regard to concern No. 3 of License No, 34-06903-09, we acknowledge that the
current license does not require conductivity checks and that irradiavor pool
water is filtered through a demineralizer system. Your successful operating
hictory does not preclude future problems or provide assurance that source
integrity is not degrading from corrosive materials, Consequently, it is
desirable as a precaution to operate the sources in a low corrosion
environment. The effectiveness of your filtering system should be verified and
the NRC considers conductivity to be the best method of checkino the water
purity.

Proposed 10 CFR 36, "Licenses and Radiation Safety Requirements for Large
Irradiators," was published in the Federal Recister on December 4, 1990,
Proposed 10 CFR 36.33(e), 10 CFR 36.61(a)(4) and 10 CFR 36.63(a) and (b)
specify water purification system design requirements, operational testing
requirements including water conductivity testing and conductivity test
equipment calibration requirements. Workshops have been conducted with
licensees on these proposed rules, comments have been incorporated, and the
final rule is expected tc be published during 1991. A copy of this proposed
rule is enclosed for your information.

In regard to concern No. 1 of Liceise No. SUD-265, our position remains as
previously stated., Specifically, your current neutron survey instrument
calibration method appears to be an instrument constancy check rather than
a determination of ‘nstrument response to both fast and therme! neutrons
throughout each instrument s 2le, While we do not perceive this as a
significant safety fssue requiring immediate action, we plan to reevaluate
this matter during renewal of License No. SUD-Z265.
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the expected reading (the reading noted during the original
calibration setup), the meter is adjusted.

The University of Cincinnati feels the original calibration
established, by secondary standard methodology, a known dose
rate for each of the PuBe sources and thermal neutron
spectrums. Therefore, the procedures used are sufficient to
calibrate the instrument for neutron/dose rate response,

Heutron suxvey procedures may not he adeguate,

The setup used to calibrate the neutron survey instruments
uses unshielded PuBe sources (fast neutrons) and PuBe
gources shielded by up to three (3) paraffin bricks. The
bricks (thermal neutrons) were incorporated into the
calibration procedures to confirm the instruments of the
responseé to varying thermal neutron energy ranges and
spectruns. Therefore, the University of Cincinnati feels the
instruments are calibrated for any neutron spectrum which

maybe produced from the PuBe sources used at the University
of Cincinnati, §

Sincerely,
Ceo —~~
Donald Harrisen, M.D

Senior Vice President and
Provest for Health Affairs



