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ATTN: Dr. Ratib A. Karam Director ,

'Neely Nuclear Research Center'

900 Atlantic Drive, N.W.
Atlanta, GA 30332- !

Gentlemen: !;

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-160/87-01
,

,

This refers to your letters dated May 25, 1987 and July 15, 1987, in response :
'

to the Notice of Violation (NOV) sent to you by our letter dated April 14 '

.

1987. Our letter and NOV described six violations. identified during an NRC 1

inspection at your' facility on February 9 - 23, 1987. {
,

With regard to violations admitted, we have evaluated your response and found
that it meets the requirements of 10 CFR 2.201. We will examine the implemen- i

tation of your corrective actions during further inspections. '-

We have completed our review of the violations you deny and our position on
i

these items is presented in the enclosure to this letter. 1

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rule of Practice," Part 2 .
Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosure
will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,
4

-- v' W,
,

J. Nelson Grace--

Regional Administrator

Enclosure: l
Evaluations and Conclusions i

cc w/ enc 1:
Dr. T. E. Stelson, Vice President

for Research

i
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ENCLOSURE

EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Item A.2.8

| We concur with your position, provided the handwritten notes were limited to
i comments rather than procedural changes. This matter will be examined in

greater detail during future inspections.

| Dur records will be adjusted to delete this item as a violation.
!

Item B.1

We concur with your use of the Minor Experiment Appraisal Form and therefore
will delete the violation from our records. However, a clarification on usage
and purpose of the form is needed. We understand that a review of forms is
currently underway 'and should be completed by October 1,1987.

Item D -

,

In your discussion regarding the use of helium in Technical Specification 3.6.e.
you state that helium is incidental to the requirement. We believe that
a better view is that use of helium or nitrogen is of low safety significance
and that the change to nitrogen gas may be an improvement. However, licensees<

are not permitted to implement changes to Technical Specifications without
prior NRC approval; therefore, the violation stands as written.

We note that you submitted a request to change Technical Specification 3.6.e
by letter -*:d August 6, 1987. The change request will be processed separate-

ly) and we cF dder the request letter as an adequate response to questions (3)(4 and (5) in our NOV dated April 14, 1987. Thus, no additional response is
requested.

Item E.

We concur with your position in that records are available on control manipula-
tions and performance can be inferred from these records. Our records will be

-adjusted to delete this item.

Item F. |
'

We a ree with your view on the role and function of the Nuclear Safety Commit-
tee NSC). Compliance with the NSC charter-is a subjective matter. Followup '

on the NSC's role and function will be the subject of future inspections. We ;

will adjust our records accordingly.
,

We note that a revised charter has been submitted to the NRC by letter dated (
j August 6, 1987. Therefore, no additional response is required for this matter.

!
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! lir. Luis A. Rcie:,, Directcr
3; . s.wii uf Et ..or Pav,ects

J.:.. :;u.le : h e..,2 st ar , ;c,m...:,s io n
Rea:cn II,

! 101 !!ari.itta Street
,

'

Atlanta, Gcor, a 30,uje

Dear "r. Reje::

Subs.ct: ' t.spr.t.or. h per t t'o. *.,0-100/5't-01

' /=. .. p e.. :,e t v~' r. . t. c . . _ c; ; r. . re. e r en ced .:. pew .40., c u a du . t t.u :,y 11 . ;. . !! .
'

Lons or.l~ebruir; i-2,, 1 Di. Tnc revi ou war requestec by Mr. David terreia
of *;i. huu.u:. II. 'ir.e wri,t.:..: Licc. of ti.e response iv1.vas tr.e sete croer of

ite.as a:, listed in ttx Inshectic,n Report Era.losure 1

Iten .

A. '.echnics. 5; eLif1.ati c,r. 6.13 bi' , requires tr.at wr.ttcr. procecares snail
De prusiow ar.d utilized for normal startup, operstlor., and shutoown of
tz.e rca t r ona vi ha cystaus and compoaents ,nvaivan6 the nucAear
safet) c f ther :ystem.

1 0. r. ;.r a r , the ata e, the Licent.,ec 1.ac act provicee 1 N ceoures to.v

ad ress the fcilowinb Technical Specification Limiting Concitions
f:,r Opcrot.or., whith were theret ure :.o'., belns ver:fieo:

i :.i.....:.. ' p.n 1 . ...:,:. .,,i .t , wi..:b re .;.rcs Lhe e hi.s.,s.

reactivity of the core to be limited to 11.9 percent delta g/k
.

b. T schnical Specification 3.6 e, which requires that the core
| shall not be m.de critical unless the oeuteriun. coacentration

li. the ht.liu: aweep is less thar. 2 A b) v olui e.

c. Technical Specification 3.5.b.6, which requires that
cuntaintsent iscia. ion valve closure time shall not exceec five j

seconds. I

!
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2. Contrary t. .he above, tne Licensee failed to proviwe adequate
procedures in tne followins instances:

a. Procecure 2350, procedure 2400, and other procedures concerning
cont:ol of' the cover gas had not been updated as of February

.

2), ly37, to reflect the conversion of the cover gas from I

helium to nitrogen in mid-1966

L. Certais. hand-r.ttes. cuan es were mace to procedares 2002 anoo

200'; for over a year and a half without these changes being
incorporateo into a permanent revision. On a number of
cecasions tnese hanowratten chanses were inad.ertently omitted,
causin a failure to follow the procedurc as written.o

3 Ccr.trary to the above, the Licensee failed to follow their
prw.uures II. t!!e f oA.o'. iter, if4 stances;.

Prde;c;re 2JOU requirec thht initial criticaa condition dataw.

anc equilibrium conoition data be entered in the console los
fo: eaen reocto startup. This licensee dio not Iv initialo

I
critical concition data for startups on May 19, May 21, May 23.

ar.- ca otner occasions durin 1900 Further, the lice.4see
failes to Ic equilibrium co.dition data for numerous startupse
co..cuctcd curinh '.9db, ano numerous other required entries in

console loss were missin .s

L. Procecure 2210 requires that water De run througt. the coolir 6
towers for at least an hour per week curing periods when the
resetor is not opervtina. The licensee failed to run water
thrca.h tne cocling towers curing the periods of reactor
shJtdown between March 31, 1966 and April 14, 1986, and between
Jcly 24, 19so and Au6ust 19, 193u.

~.it .: L e n: !; Leve' !" vic" st;w , (S up pler.,e r. !). |. . .

Response

We adult violations A.1.a-c. Tne reasons for the violations are not known. As
isr is : ac tc.. ::., predeacssors at the HuRC never performed any measureroer.ts.

or concucted any tests to ascertain that the requirements of A.1.a-c were met.
These violations were discovered internally by a study I commissioned for the
purpose of h.ving i definite evaluat.cn of whether or not we are meeting our
commitments under the requirements of Technical Specifications.

| Tr.e corrective steps we :. ave taken are: (1) We have crafted a revision to
procedures 7246 anc 722e to account for violations A.1.a and A.1.c; (2) we
aoquired a gas chromato.raphy macnine for meeting A.1.b requirements, and (3)
We are devisin a procedure to govern the D e neentration analysis. Weo 2

| cxpect that full coc.pliance will be achieved by September 15, 1987.
|
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a Mr. Luis A. Reyes!

;

Pate 3 i

|. July 15, lysi }
!

We do r.ot consider A.2.a a violation. It is true that by February 23, 1967, |
the procedures had not all been revised to reflect the cover gas change from '

helium.to nitrc en. But the Nuclear Safeguards Committee did not require [s
updating by a certain cate. There are many procedures impacted by the change ;

and at the time of the inspection we were in .the process of updating the !

procedures. Please remember that we have limited resources, but nevertheless, !
as of May 22, 1987, we have completed updating all procedures. j

:
#We deny that A.2.b is a violation. It was stated in inspection report (IR)

that certain handwritten chan es were made to procedures 2002 and 2003 for over. in
a year and a hsif w.thout these chan es bein. incorporated into a permanent; n ;

revision. The IR states further that on a number of occasions these
handwritten changes were omitted causink failure to follow procedure as
written. .

!

The changes that the IR refers to are not chanses to procedures 2002 and 2003
but are commer,ts on certa;n equipme:.t operational status. The comments are t

limited to the phrase, "out of commission" being used to describe the status of
tne followins eg ipmen$: (1) universal counter; (2) PA system; (3) stcrase ,

pool drained for painting;, (4) picoas. meter #1, and so on. In all cases, except
'

the ar.1 versa; ccunter, thc concitions are temporary. 'nith re ard to the !

universal counter, we have been unable to buy parts for this instrus.ent to keep 4

it in working ordur. No one makes this instrument any more. Consequently we
cecidec to replace it. This will be done by February 1936.

Uc admit that errers were committea as charged in A.3.a by not logging initial
critical conditions and equiliorium condition data. Tne reason is simple
oversight. 1 emphacized to thc operators that we must methodically and step by
ster cor.pl with all procedures. More care shall be taken to appropriately
follow proccoures. Additionally, I have instituted internal audits to monitor.
our complia.cc. Compliance was achieved May 1, 1987. |

|

'!e a$ nit violatiot. *. 3.b. The reason for the violation is again oversight. A
contriLuting factor to the violation is the limited number of licenseo
operators we have. ;

We are takin. steps to increase the number of licensed operators by 2.
Adcitionally we have disc;ssed at length the need for procedure 2210
Originally the requirement cf procedure 2210 was instituted during the extended
period of no reactor operation at the time of conversion frot one to five MW.
A concensus exists thct this procedure serves no safety function.

| Consequently, we will ask the Nuclear Safeguards Committee to approve deletion
| of this procedure. Until we get approval, we have been in compliance since

June 25,1937.

I

i

|

|
|
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!y Mr. Luis A. Reyes

Pa c 4e
July lu, iv.,.

i

I tci.. II

| 3. Technical Specification 6.3 defines requirements for the administrative
| controls of experiments, including requirements for approval, quality
| assurance, .nd documer.tation. Technical Specification 6.3. ail)
I requires that no experiment shall be performed without review and

approval by the Nuclear Safeguards Committee. Technical Specification 1

6.3.e rc.;uires thet tuere shall De a quality assurance (QA) program to )
| assure compliance with the limitations on experiments in Technical
| Specification 3.4 Technical Specification 6.3.c(3) requires that each

,

experime:.t removed from the reactor be subject to radiation monitorin. J

and the results be documented. I

:ontrary to the above, the licensee failed to meet the requirements of
Tea.. .icsi Specificatior. L.3 for the approval, QA, and docun.entation of
experiments in the following instances:

.

1 iechn; cal Specification 6.3.all) is implemented in part by the
! " Request fpr Minor Experiment Approval" form, which provides

inforwation r.epessary for obtaining and documenting Safeguards
"o:2.ittee approval cf experiments. The " Request for Minor
Experiuent Approval" requires a copy of calculations of estimated
activities of principal isotopes to be attached. Numerous copies
of this fort. wer e on file for 1980 withost attachec calculations of
estimated activities. |

l

I2. Technical Specifications 6.3.a(1) and 6.3.e are implemented in part
by Procecare 3102, which requires that an Experimsnt Schedule Form
be completed anc retained in the files each time an experiment is
pe rformed. Tne required Experiment scheoule Forms were frequently
not completed and filed.for runs in the pneumatic facility or for |
::uclear .ng.neerina class laboratory experiments. |

3. Techt.ical Specification 6.3.e is implemented in part by the
"Experimentor's Checklist" form. No Experimentor's checklist form
was cn file for experiment R6512 tor the run on September 10, 1986.

4 Technic 6. Specification 6.3.c(3) is implemented for experiments
performeo using the pneumatic facility by entering the results of
radiation monitoring in the console lo.. Dose rates for
experiments were not documented as required on pages 125, 131, and
147 of console log #29.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Suppleraent I).

| Hesponse

B.1 The Inspection Report stipulates that calculations of estimated

I activities of principle isotopes are required in every case. While this

interpretation is possible based on the information requested on the " Request
for "inor Experiment Approval Form," it was never meant to be a requirement.

_ _ _ _ _ _
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.

In fact the practice at the NNRC before I came was often not to fill-in this
t

information. I made a conscious effort to estimate the activities on the forb '

based on knowlec&e of what was in the sample. Oftan howevar we have samples {that we do not know their elemental composition. Consequently, we approach the !probleu with care, i.e., we irradiate a small sample for a short duration at *

normally low power. The bottom line here is that we will make, to the extent '

possible, analyses cf the activities of the principle isotopes, but we do not ;

treat this a a requirement. We therefore deny that any violations werc
|coucittet ir. 3.1. '

B.2, 3, 4 We admit the violations and admit further that our procedures for
tracxins requirea information under Technical Specifications 6.3.a(1) .nd o.3. c
are soucwhat ccorusin. anu annecessarily complex. We are re-evaluatins the ,

whole process. The root cause is that we have too many f rms. .The form
cons 011uation and streamlinin will be finished October 15, 1937. We areo
currently reviewin and re-evaluatins all procedures to be finished October 15, .

| 1987. We achieved compliance with this requirement on March 1, 1987. '
'

;
,

Jter III
,

C. Technical Specification 4.2.b requires that a channel check of the
paoer trip channels ano picoammeter channels, comparing the channel I

checi:s to a heat balaace, chall be made weekly when the reactor is
o eroted at a power level at or above one megawatt. |, s

!

l

I Contrary to the ateve, no heat balance calibration check was made
between ! arca 31, 19sb and April 14, 1936, although the reactor was

; operated at one me.awatt on April 7, 1986. '

!

| This is a Severity Level IV violttion (Suppleuent I).

P.esponse

.e adL.t t;. 4 vicistica, ir. tr.at no heat talance wa: Looe between March ' 1-Apr.1 |3
14, 1986 The operators claim it was an oversight. I continue to stres: the
need to minimize or e'iminate oversight altogether. Our internal audits,
started this year, will help monitor this problem. I will evaluate whether or;

i not progress is being made in about one year from now. Compliance was achieved
i July 1, 196t.

Item IV

D. 10 CFR 50.59 allows the holder of a license to make changes in the
facility as described in the safety analysis report without prior

I Comraission approval. unless the proposed change involves a change in the
, Technical Specifications incorporated in the license or an unreviewed
! safety question. The holder of a license who desires a change in the
'. facility. which involves a Technical Specification change shall submit
| an application for arenament of the license pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90.
'

i

I
!

|

~ _ , _ - . _ . . .- . . .
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Page b
July is, 1s.7.

Technical Specification 3.6.e addresses the use of helium as the cover
gas of the Georgia Tech Research Reactor, stating that the reactor
shall not be critical unless "The D n entrati n in the heliur.,

2sweep is less than 2% by volume.

Contrary to the above, the licensee made a change to the facility
involving a changc in the Technical Specifications without prior
Comnission approval, in that the cover gas was chan6ed from helium to
nitrc .a in .10-1906 without first obtainin a Technical Specificationo

char.ge . In aJdition, the licensec did not include the change from
helium to nitro en cover gas in the annJal report to the NRC, asu
required by Techical Specification 6.7.a.

This is a .ieverity Level :V violation (Supplement I),

Respcase

Tne cher62 in * is tnLt Tecnr.; cal Specificativres sere violatco because the
cover gas was changed from lie to N and for not reporting the change in the

2
Annaal Repcrt. Our response tc the charge of violation on the cover 6as change
is as follcus: Although the word helium appears in the Technical
Specifications 3.6.e, it was felt that the 3.6.e requirement is 2% by volume
D c c ntrotion in the cover gas. Tne fact that the cover gas was mentioned

2
as helium is incidental tc the requirement. For this reason we felt that
Technical Specifications 3.6.e was not violated. We still hold that view. We
will however submit a forcal request to change the Technical Specifications to
reflect, amon. Other thin 6., the chan e in cover 6as mentionea in 3.6 e ano ons

*

page 24 of Technical Specifications. The amendment to the Technical
Specificaticns has beer. drafted and is awaiting approval by the Nuclear
Safe 6uarcs Coudttee 'scr.eduled to me.t on July 23, 1967). Submit tal of the
request t; acer.d Technical Specifications will take place July 24, 1987. With
regar; tc ti... .iolaticn acccunt of not inclucing the change in the Annual
Report, we are guilty as charged. Tnis again was a simple oversight that
c l a d e. . rev.ea; ef _tve. differs;.t pecyle. have nesevur eststlish.o a
punchlist fcr items to be done and this list will be updated weekly. On this
punchlist there will be an iten to review Nuclecr Safeguhrds Committee minutes
in January of every year. T;.is revieu should help refresh appropriate memories
of whcther or not changes to the facility were incorporated,

i

Item V

. 10 0Fh ">J.54 paragraph (1-1) requires the licensee to have in effect an
NRC approved operator requalification program which satisfies the ;

requirments of Part 55 Appendix A. The licensee may not make changes |
in the apprvved nrogram which decrease the scope or frequency of |
cor.JuCting different parts of the probram. |

|
,

I

a
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|, July 15,19s7

10 CFR 55 Appendix A Paragraph 3 requires that the requalification
program include control manipulations. Appendix A Paragraph 4.c ,

'

! requires that the requalification program include systematic
observation and evaluation of the performance and competency of
licer. sed operators including evaluation of actions taken or to be taken

.

duri:.g actual or simulated abnormal and emergency conditions.

The licensee's approved requalification program requir's that summaries ie

of teti. tnc control .%anipulation. and the performance observations
required by 10 CFR 55 Appendix A Paragraph 4.c be documented annually, i

Contrcry to the above, as of February 25, 1984, yearly summeries of |

control Lar.ipuletions and annual observations of the performance of |
licensed operators under simulated emergency conditions had not been j

.

jdocsmented since 1983.
1

|- Tnis is a Severity Leve. IV violation (Supplement 1). !

Response
..

Tne char e in (E) is that We failed to keep summaries of the controls
ma .. i rulatic:.a and the perfornance cuscrvations by lisensed operators. Annual
summaries cf control manipulations do exist ir. our files. Tnerefore no'

violatior. was committed. The performance evaluations were not done since
1983. This appears to coincide with the enande in personnel. The person in
charge of this activity stated that he simply forgot.

As a step to correct this, I have begun to list all system worksheets,
procedure 4ssJ. on my punchlist with duc dates listed. Compliance was achieved
July 1, 1937.

Ite::. 9: j

F. Techr.icci Specificction 6.4a requires thct all procedures and major
changes thereto shall be reviewed and approved by the Nuclear
Safeguards Committee prior to being effective.

Technical Specification 6.4.b(5) requires that written procedures shall
|be provided anc utilized for preventive or corrective maintenar.cc

operations which could have an effect on the safety of the reactor, i

Technical Specification 6.2.e(5) requires that the Nuclear Safeguards
Committee shall audit reactor operations and reactor operational
records for compliance with internal rules, procedures, and regulations
and with licensed provisions including Technical Specifications.

Technical Specification 6.2.e(7) requires that the Nuclear Safeguards
Committee audit plant equipment performance.

_. _. .__ _ _ __ _
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,

1

Technical Specification 6.2.e(6) requires that the Nuclear Safeguards
Cou..ittee audit existina operating procedures for adequacy and to ;

assure that they achieve their attended purpose in lignt of any chan6es
since their implementation.

ContrLry to the above, the Nuclear Safeguards Committee failed to
perform the review, approval and radit functions required by the

license in the followin6 instance::

1 Procedure 4901 provides administrative requirements for preparing
written job plans to satisfy the requirement of Tecnnical
Specification 6.4.b(5) that maintenance operations be conducted
accordins tc writter. procecures. The Nuclear Safe 6uards Committee
was nct performing reviews or nudits of the completed job plans as
required to satisfy Tecnnical Specification 6.2.e(5), 6.4.a and
u .4 . b.b .

:. .ucle 'En;ineerin; laboratory experime.:ts were being performes
e.ch quarter without documentation that the Nuclear Safeguards
;c.:.'ttee had ever reviewed the procedures as reqaired by Technical
Specification 6.4.a.

;. Systematic audits cf equipment function were not being performed as
_

req ircJ by Technical Specification 6.2.el7). |

4 Nuclear Safebuards Committee audits of operations, operational
recurds, ano existinL procedures re uired by Technicals
Specifications 6.2.es5) and 6.2.e(6) were inadequate in that the
same eibht procedures were audited each year, and records of
u.pcriter.ts were not being audited.

'

This is e 2cverity Level IV violation (Supplement I). |

' : y- . :-

The charse in F.1 refers to the Nuclear Safeguards Committee not perfor.aint
reviews and audits. The implication is that this committee must audit
everythin6 exhaustively and annually. The Technical Specifications do not
specify suc. a requireLent. ::ecent audits have been Lore extensive tnan in
years past but not to the degree implied in item F. I would be delighted to
have the Committee conduct exhaustive and thorough audits. But we all should
realize that the Committee does this work on a voluntary basis and realistic
expectations of how much they can do would be useful to all. I will distribute
the inspection report and this response to the Committee members. I also will
recommeno to the President of Georgia Tech to enlarge the membership of the
Committee so th t uore cepth and breadth of audits can be realized.

.

a
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Page 9
July la, lyst.

Technical Specifications 6.2.e(5) requires that the Committee perform audits on I

reactor operations and reactor operational records out it does not specify at
what frequency. Consequently no violation was committed in F.1; however, we
appreciate NRC's efforts to bring this issue out in the open.

The charge in F.2 is that the records for approval of class experiments by the
Committee were not found. But the experiments are all minor in nature and as
such expli:it approval by the Committee is not necded. Technical
Specifications b.2.e(1) states that the Committee shall: Review and approve
proposed experiments and tests utilizins the reactor facility which are
sionificantly ciffere:.t frou tests and experiments previously perforued at ths
GTBR. All experiuents involvin6 students have previously been performed many
times. Consequently no violation was committed in F.2.

I te. T.. rclutes to audits of equipLent functions as requirec by Technical
Specificaticas. Again we fee' no violations were committed here for the same.

reasons given in F.1 We agree however that expanded audits by the CoLmittee
cre necesssry to Leet the spirit and letter of Technical Specifications.

Iteu F.4 relates to abdits t>y the Nuclear Safeguards Committee being
insdequate. This charde is rather subjective and a ain no violations were
c o...mi t t e c . Expanded audits will however be instituted.

Additionally we are evaluatine Lethods to track limiting conditions for i

operation end also instruLent calicration necessary for the operability of
safety equipment. Tnese evaluations shou.d be completed by October 30, 1937.

,

1

: hope that you will fino oar response satisfactory. If you have any questions I

please let ne know. I

|
,

Sincerely fours, j.

19
'

E. A. Karara
Lirector

RAM:jlr

i


