UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20658
X !
Dr, Dale E. Kleir
0ffice of the Dean
College of Engintering
The University of Texas at Austir
Austin, Texas 78712-108(
-
Dear Dr. Klein:

R Thank vou for your letter of July . 1991, expressing concerns regarding
recent NRC inspection &t the USGS research reactor near Denver, olorado,
appreciate your willingness to bring these matte to ny attention becau

’ NRC desires to have inspections conducted in accorcance with accepted sta

* Q’ conduct and published regulations. Like you, our desire 15 that the

\ facility be operatec a safe manner and in compliance with all NRC regu
and we believe that the inspection of June 17-30, 1991 contributed to the
program for ensuring and improving safety rather than having the 0pposite
In response to your "t't'st"', 1 have addressed below the specific 15sue 1 d
and conveyed 10 you the results of &8 management review of this matter tha
directed be done.
In reading your letter, it appeared that your primary concern centered Of
Mr. Roger Federsen's behavior during the inspect and the licensee pe
tion that he was trying 10 1mpose N1s Owr philosophy on hOw a resedarch re
should be operated., Our review of the inspection activities i1ndicatles th
Mr. Pedersen did not i1ntend to impose personal phiylosophy and standaras

Icensee NOr did any such 1mposition occuy We acknowledged that Mr. Pade
was aggressive in his inspection activities, but tee!l Lhat he was prond
focused on a rigorous pursuit of technica! 1ssues and reguiaiory concernt
) As to the specific items in your letter, please let ou the resu

o Qur menagement reyview:

2 p 1 Dr. Nicholas was the "primary inspector" throughout ihe operation
focus on the satety 15sues raised by Mr, Pedersen might have caused
licensee to conclude that he had become the “"primary inspector,” bu
was not the cCase

-

1 2. wmr, Pedersen’'s manne stent with past inspecti

7 would attribute t} style and technique t
acknow ledged that Rog nspector, but do not t
¥ 'Y‘:c;'.y;)"';.;"“a'g,'t‘) the inspectors, the Ni hé
ciuged that their pr ensure that the taciiity
being operated In 2 nne T 3 rie
4 phere was crealed, | ertently caused by Mr, Pede
vigorous pursuit of s Ol D) K OT knOwledge anc Xperier
researcn reiclior Inspections, nowever, 11 1§ ackr v-ré‘;,f.‘s-" that ne
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qualiftied as a nonpower reactor nspectlor but w kngy ledgeab ie 10 the
specific areas assioned U im for review by Dr. Nicholeé

3 OQur review of this particular 1ssue indicated that M edersen did
impose personal standards and opinions about the faciln, during U
inspecticn, He did articulate standards Of practice and reguiatory
positions that reflect currunt agencCy requiremenis 1t 410 not appear
that any of the positions taken by the inspectors were inconsistent witl
present research reactor regulations or the iiCenses technical
specitications,

“ 1t is true that Mr. Pedersen's recent training and exjerience at %RE wois
not oriented to research reactor operation, and 1t 1§ &GCknowledged tha
extra licensee staff effort was required to explain speciiic aspects of
the USGS reactor operation to him. ‘'lowever, Mr, Pederser backgrovnd
includes a Nuclear Engineering degree from North Carolina State University
and experience with the research reactor at that institutior As L0 the
incovrrect reactivity insertion rate alculations, believe this resulted
from a misunderctanding by the reactor supervisor Notwithstanding the
above, 1 consider it part of our statutory authority and responsibility
to acgui nt and train inspectors on facilities as part of an ongoing pr
cess, and in the particular case at USGS, th as done under the direct
authority of a qualifie nspector

O n reviewing the three specitic actions you 1 tit1ed, we determined 1
there were extenyating circumstances that seem to place the ncident [
¢ t different light
a Mr, Pedersen had bee aken to the files the first time by Mr. DeBey

and shown wnherv arious records wereg ocCated This seemed t ngi-
cate that Mr. Pedersen would be Tree to use them again as required,
provided the ! return the material and restored the 11le t the
as-found condition. Mr. Pedersen has assured me that a files were
returned atter use ancg eft n the same nalt that they were Touna
i1t was not his understanding that he was to obtain licensee permissiolf
ever Lime he we | Jse their files
b emoved from Mr, DeBey's desk while the office wa
e official copy of the operationg! manual and a copy
the first instance, Mr. Pedersen had been referred
Mr. DeBey eSKk by the reactor operator because 11
plete official copy e. Also, Mr. Pederser
ument in that roon ever left Mr., DeBey
second instance, en needed to verily the
R 60.59%9 and went ev's office to use his
Mr. DeBey wa office at the t'me, but
the document ar t N1S work station 1or
enough to COopy the apj abie 1r etore roeturning 1t 11
wWOou i€ 4] ar that because My Debe ng comment about the T1irst
nstance wher t occurred, Mr Pedersen mistakenly felt that he ]
ike use of the - nd A ent witt it Dt r permiss B T1E % W
r,rt._/<”" on or Mr Venerser < ;:,~ tha wa { 4 ts 1 V ati
anyone's privacy or personal property right
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