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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 50-160/87-0:

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 Aoril 14,
1987. Our letter and NOV described six violations identified during an NRC
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 implemcn-
tation of your corrective actions during further inspections.

We have completed our review of the violations you deny and our nosition on
these items is presented in the enclosure to this letter,

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the MRC'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,

Xy

J. Nelson Grace
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
Evaluations and Conclusions

cc w/encl:
Dr. 7. E. Stelson, Vice President
for Research

7190048 960821
PBR | ADOC 05000160
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ENCLOSURE
EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Item A.2.B

We concur with your position, provided the handwritten notes were limited to
comments rather than procedural changes. This matter will be examined in
greater detail during future inspections.

Our 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 Tetter *:d August 6, 1987. The change request will be processed separate-
ly, and we «  ‘der 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 agree 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
August 6, 1987. Therefore, no additional response is required for this matter.
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Aa echliaCa. Specification 0,4,by0, regquires Lral wr.otien procedures Snasl
e provids. and ui.lized fur nurmal siartup, operat.on, and shutcown of
Low Feacier aiid ol Bad £y5%265 and COWPOUENLS .LivaiVanpg L€ huciear
sately ¢f th? gystem,

s whelal, ov The abuve, Lhe caceuses LAC LCL pruviges [rucecures Lo
aduress the foeiiowing Technical Specification Limiting Conaitions
for Dpiroiatl, whicli were tiereiure 1LO. being ver.fieo:;
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reactivity of tne core to be limited to 11,9 percent deita x/k
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T'chnical Specification 3,6.,e, which requires that the core
snall not be nede critical unless the oeuterium co.acentration
she Vhe litdaule oweep 45 ie35 Lhan 24 by veaudlee,

¢. Technical Specification 3.5,b,6, which requires that

countainuent 18cia..i0n Vaive Ciusure time shail not exceeg {ive
seconds,
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€. CZountrary t. .he above, tne Licensee faiivd to pruvi.e adequate
precedures in tne following instances:

@, Proceagure 2_.0, procedure 2400, and other procedures concerning
cunt: ol of the couver gas had not been updated as of February
25, 1987, wo reflect the counversion of the cover gas from
heliuvu to n.trogen in wid=1986,

Lo LCrtalin LbnlerJLLEL CHANoES Were Gade LO prucedures S00c ano
200 for over a year and a half without these changes being
incurporatec into a perwanent revision, On a number of
cLudsions Lhese handwritten changeés were inad.ertently onutted,
causing 2 failure to follow the procedurc as written,

s« Tontracy te the abuve, the Licensee failed to¢ follow their
plovenures on Lhe fui.owalip dnsStences:

v. ProciSure 2VUU require:s thet initisi criticas cundition data
and egquilibriuia conagition date be entered in tne consvie log
fo Cetn recciu: startup. This licensee 0.0 oL due anitial
critical concition data for stariups on May 19, May 21, May 23,
@liw Ol Gl OCC@810L8 during 1yov, Further, the liice.usee
faileu to leg equilivriua condition data for nuierous startups
SU.GuUCted uuring "985, ang numeruus other regyuired entries in
COUNSULIE l0gS were missing,

L., rProcecure 2210 requa.res that water be run througi. the cooling
towers for at least an hour per week ouring periods when the
reactor is not opercting. The licensee failed to run water
hrodgh Lne cocling towers auring ihe per.ods of reactor
shJtdown between March 31, 1906 and April 14, 1986, and between
July 24, 1900 anc August 19, 1900,

o - SR oyt it Level IV wilieigt.va (SGppastents 1),
fesponse

Ve aduit violations A.),a=c, Tne reasons for the violations are not xnown, As
fer as 7 8. L€.. I, predecossurs at the RURC never perfurmec any Reasurenente
or con.ucted any tests to ascertain that the requirements of A.1.a~c were met,
These viclatious were d.scovered internally by a stud; 1 commissioned for the
purpuse of hoving « cefinite evaluat.un of whether or not we are weeting our
commitwents under the requirements of Technical Specifications,

The corrective steps we ,ave taken are: (1) We have drafted a revision tc
procedures /240 anc 7220 to account for violations A.1.a and A.1,¢; (2) we
a.quired a gas ch/ umatograyhy macnine for meeting A.1.b requirements, and (3)
We are devisin, a procedure to govern the D, concentration analysis., We
cxpect that fuli compliance will be acnieve% by Septemver 15, 1987,
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Ve 0o rot consiver A.2.a a violation, It is true that by February 23, 1957,
the prucedures had not all been revised to reflect the cover gas change from
heliunm to nitrugen, 3Sut the Nuclear Safeguards Committee did not require
updating by a certain cate, There are many procedures impacted by the change
anc at the time of Lhe inspection we were in the process of updating the
procedurys, Pleace remember that we have limited rescurces, but nevertheless,
as of May 22, 1937, we have coupleted updating all procedures.

We Jeny that A.2.b is a violation, It was stated in inspection report (IR)
that certa.n handuritien changes were made to procedures 2002 and 2003 for over
& ycar ang a hsif w.tnuout these changes being incorporated intc a permanent
revision, The IR states further that on a nunber of occasions these

handwritten changes were omitted causing failure to follow proced.re as
written,

The changes that the IR refers to are not changes to procedures 2002 and 2003
but are comuents on certa.n eguipmue.t operational status. The comments are
simitel Lu the phrase, "out of commissiun" being used to describe the status of
tne following e€g ipuerg: (1) universal couwter; .2) PA system; (3) stirage
pool drained for painting;, (4) picoammeter #1, and so on, In all cases, except
the unaversa. ccunter, the concitions are .emporary. with regard tc the
universal counter, weé hzve been unable to buy parts for this instrument to keep
it .n working oru.r, No one makes this instrument any more, Conseguently we
cecigec to rep.ace it, 7This wili be cone b, February 1383,

We alilt that error. were coustitieu as charged in A.3.a by not logping initial
critical conditions and equilivrium condition dsta, Tne reason is simple
cversight, I emphalized to Ll operators that we must methodically and step by
ste; corpl, «ith al. procedurcs, More care shall be taken Lo appropriately
follow proceoures, Additionall,, 1 have instituted internal audits to monitor
our complia~ce, Conpliance was achieved May 1, 1987,

‘e ainiit violatjor ' .,3.b. The reason for the violation is again oversight., &
contrituting factor to the vivlotion is the limited number of licensec
operator: we have,

We are lasing steps Lo increase the number of licensed operators by 2.
Adcitionall; we have disc.ssed at length the need for procecure 2210,
Originally the requirement cf{ procedure 2210 was instituted during the extended
period of no reactor operation at the time of conversion frot. one Lo five MW,

B concensus exists thit 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, 1837,
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3. Technical Specification 6.3 defines requirements for the administrative
centrols of experiments, including requirewents for approval, quality
as.yranci, ond cocumertation, Technical Specification €.3.a.1)
requirez that no experiment shall be performed without review and
approval by the Muclear Safeguards Committee. Technical Specification
D.Z.e rejuires thet tnere shall e a quality assurance .QA) prograc to
assure conplilance with the limitations on experiments in Technical
Specificetion 3.4, Technicel 3pecification ©,3,¢(3) requires that each
exper.ae: L removel from the reactor be subject to radistion monitorine
and the resuits be documented,

entrery Lo the above, the licensee failed to meet the requirements of
Teean.ily Specificataon L.5 fur the epproval, QA, and docuenteticn of
experiments .n the following instances:
it .echnical Spec.if.ication 6,5.ai1) is implemented in par. by the
"Requesi fpr Minor Exper.ment Approval® form, which gprovides
.nforwation regessar'y for obtaining and documenting Safeguards
Tourittee approvael cf experiments, The “Reguest for Minor
cxperiuent Approval' reguires a copy of calculations of estimated
actuivities of principal isotopes to be attached, ‘llumerous copies
Of tias forw were 0. f.le for 158, without attachea calculations of
cslimatel activities,

¢. Tecnn.cal Specifications 6,3,a(1) and 6,3,e are implemented in part
b, Proucegure 102, which regquires that an Experiment Schedule Foura
o oconpleted anc retained in the files each time an experiment is
perforued, Tne requirec Lxperiment .chedule Forms were frequently
not completed and filed for runs in the pneumatic facility or for
Luclear _ng.neeriu, class laboratory experiments,

>+ Jechr.cal Specification ©.3.e is inplemented in parti by the
"Experimentor's Checklist" form, Nc Experimentor's Checklist form
was un {ile for exper.iment R6512 1or the run on September 10, 1906,

4, Techn'ca. Specification 6,3,.c(3) is implemented for expe: iments
perfurmes ucing the pneumatic facility by entering the results of
radiation monitoring in the couscle lo,, Dose rates for
experiments were not cdocumented as required on pages 125, 131, and
147 of console log #29.

This is a Sever:ity Level IV violation (Supplement 1),

Hesgorse

E.1. The luspection Report stipulates that calculation. of estimated
activities of principle isotupes are reguired in every case, While this

interpretation is possible base¢ on the inforuation requested on the "Request
for !'inor Zxperiuent Approval Forw," it was never meant to be a requireument,



Mr., _u.s A, Reyes
P.ge 5

d’-) ‘4' o

in fact the pructice at the NNRC before I came was oftern not to fill=in this
inforriation, 1 made & conscious effort to estimate the activities on the fort
based on knowlvdge of what was in the sample, Often :owever we have samples
that we do not know their elemental composition, Consequently, we approach the
problen with care, i,e,, we irradiat. a small sample for a short duration at
normally low puwer, The bottom line here is that we will make, to the extent
possible, analyses ¢f the activities of the principle isotopes, but we do not

Ltreal this ac a reguirement, We therefore deny that any violations were
Commaties in 3.1,

B.2, 3, 4. We admit the violaticns and admit further that our procedures for
Lracning requirec information under Technical Specifications 6.3,a(1) .n¢ 5.3.c
are sciewhal ccufusing anu unnecessarily complex, wWe are re-evaluating the
whole process, The root cause is that we have too masy { rms, The form
consvi.vation and streamlining will Le fin.shed October 15, 1937, We are
currentliy reviewing and re-evaluating il procedures to be finished October 15,
1907, Wo acrieved compliance with this requirement on March 1, 1987,
stew 111
C. Technical Specification 4.,2.b requires that a channel check of the
peCer Lrip channeis ang picoammeter channels, comparing the channel
checss Lo @ heat bala.ce, chall be made weekly when the reactor is
oper.tec at @ power leve. at or abuve one megawatt,

Contrary to the atcve, no heat balance calibration check was made
belween Marc. .0, 19cb and April 14, 1305, altiiough the reactor was
Operated at one neyawatt on April 7, 1986,

-

culs 4t & Severity Level 1V violation (Supplewent 1),

Fespotise
wE @3..T T.: Vicaolicn in that no heal lulance wes weU€ Detween Marct. l=Api.d
14, 1386, The operators claim it was an oversight. 1 continue to stresc the
nced to winimize or e iminate oversight altosether. Our interral audits,
Started this year, will help monitor this problem, T will evaluate whether or

not progress is being made in about one year from now, Compliance was achieved
July 1, 19./,

Item IV

D. 10 CFR 50.59 allows the holder of a license to maxe changes in the
facllity as described in the safety analys.s report without prior
Comuission approval unless the proposed change involves a change in the
Technical Specificstions incorporated in the license or an unreviewed
safely g.estion, The holder of a license who desires a change in the
facility which invclves a Technical Specification change shall submit
an agplication for amengment of the license pursuant to 10 CFR 50,90,
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Technical Specification 3.6.e addresses the use of helium as the cover
gas of the Ceorgia Tech Research Reactor, statin, that the reactor
shall not be critical unlecs "The D, concentration in the heliun

sweep is les: than 2% by volume,

Contrary to the avove, the licensee made a change to the facility
involving a chang. in the Technical Specifications without pr.or
Comuission appruval, in that the cover gas was changed from helium to
Nitlle.u iN wi0=1700 without first obta.ning @ Technical Specification
charge. In accition, the licensce did not include the change from
helium to nitrogen cover gas in the annual report to the NRC, as
regquireod by Techica! Specification 6.7.a.

Thic is a severity Level IV violation (Supplement 1),

Respoise
Tne charge 4 o .8 tnel Tetnnica. Specificativnus were violateo because the
cover gas was changed fror lle to N, and for not reporting the change in tne
AnnJa. Repart., our respunse te thé charge of violation on the cover gas change
is as folluus: Although the word helium appears in the Technical
Sp :cifications 3,0.e, it was fell that the 3,6.e requirement is 2% by volume
concentr.tion in the cover gas, Tne fact that the cover gas was mentioned
ai heliurm is incicdental tc the reguiremeut, For this reason we felt that
Technica. Specifications 3.6.e was not violated, We still hold that view. We
will however subuit a for.al request to change the Technical Specifications to
rellect, amon, other thing., the chang. in cover gas mentionea in 3.6.,e anc on
‘page 24 of Technical Specifications., The amenduent to the Technical
Specificaticns has beer. drafted znJ is awaiting approvel by the Nuclecr
Safepuarcs Loni..ttee .screduled to me.t on July 23, 1967), Subnittal of the
request t:- anend Technical Specifications will take place July 24, 1987, With
regarc to i siolaticn acccunt of rnot inclu2ing the change in the Annual
Repori, we are guilty as charged, Tnis again was a simple oversight that
Cadie VeVales Of Jeve Jiffereit pec.le, L have huwever estea.lish.u &
purichlist four items to be done and this list will be updated weekly., On this
punchiiet there 4ill te an iten to review Nucleor Safeguards Tommittec minutes
in January of every year, This review should help refresh appropriate memories
of wheiter or not changes to the facility were incorporated,

iten V

Ze 10 lFu Dv.54 paragraph (i=1) requires the licensee to have in effect an
NRCT approvec operator regualificalion program which satisfies the
reguirrents of Part 55 Appendix A, The licensee may not make changes
in the approved nrogram which tecrease the scope or frequency of
conJducting different parts of the prograin,
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10 SFP 55 Appendix A Paragraph 3 requires that the requalification
prograi include control manipulations. Appendix A Paragraph 4.c
requires that the requalification program include systematic
observation and evaluation of the performance and competency of
licerced operators including evaluation of actions taken or to be taken
duri.g actual or simulated abnormal and emergency conditions,

Tro licensee's approved regualification program requirés that summaries

of L2t the sontrol manipulstion. and the performance observations
required by 10 CFR 55 Appendix A Paragraph 4,c be documented annually,

Contriry Lo the above, as of February 25, 136, yearly summaries of
control .aripulations and annual observations of the performance of
lice:.sed operators under simulated emergency conditions had not been
doc.rented since 1983,

Tnis is a Severiiy Leve. IV violation (Supplement 33,

Rcsponse

The charge in (E) is that we failed tc keep sumuaries of the control
Mo..ipvadtil.s abiv the perioriance cbservations Ly licensed operatuis, Annyal
sumigries of controi manipulations do exist in our files, Tuerefore no
violatior was committez, The performance evaluations were not done since
1585, This appears to ccincide with the cnange in personnel, The person in
charge of this activity stated that he simply forgoti,

As a step to correct this, 1 have begun to list all system worksheets,
procedure 4>.J, un My punchlist with cue dates listed, Compliance was ach.eved
July 1, 1931,

Ite: 17

£, Teck-iczl Specificetion 6.4a requires thet all procedures anc wajor
changes thereto shall be reviewed and approved by the Nuclear
Safezuards Committee prior to being effective.

Technical Specification 6.4,0(5,) requires that written procedures shali
be provided anc utilized for preventive or corrective maintenan.c:
operations which could have an effect on the safety of the reactor,

Techn.cal Specification 6,2.e(5) requires that the Nuclear Safeguards
Comrittee 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
Comajttee audit plant equipment performance,
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Technical Speciflication 6,2,e(b) requires that the Nuc.ear Safeguards
Comn.ittee audit existing operating procedures for adequacy and to
assure that the; achieve their attended purpose in lignt of any changes
since their implementation,

Conirury to the above, the Nuclcar Safeguards Committee failed to
perfori. the review, approval and /udit functions required by the
license in the following instance::

1. Procecure 4901 provides administrative requirements for preparing
written juU plans to satisfy the requirement of Tecnnical
Specification 4,4,.b(5) that maintenance operations be conducted
according tc written procedures, The Nuclear Safeguards Committec
was nct performin_, reviews or wudits of the completed job plans as
rejaired teo satisf; Technicul Specification 6,2.e{(%), 6.4,a ang
Lebi W DSy

. owtleor Lrngineering labtoratory experime ts were being performes
€cCh jJuarter without docunmientation that the Nuclear Safeguards

Cuaiatice maC ever reviewcd the procedure. as required by Technical
Specification b.4.a,

2. Systernatlic audits of equiptlent function were not being performed as
reg..red by Technical Specification 6.2,e(7).

. Nuclear Safej,uards Comuittee audits of operations, operational
recorcs, anc existing procedures reyuired by Techn.cal
Specifications 0,2,e.5) anc 6,2,e(b) were inadequate in that the
sane ei ht procedures were audited each year, and records of
CopCrirents were not being avudited,

Th.e is o Zeverity _evel IV viciation (Supplement 1),

The charge in F,1 refers to the Nuclear Safeguards Committee not perfor.ing
reviews and audits. The implication is that this committee must audit
everything exhaustively and anmually., The Technical Specifications do not
spceifly sucs.. @ reyuirenent, ecent audits have been t.ore extensive thnan in
years past but not to the degree implied in item F, I would be delighted to
have the Coamittee 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, 1 will distribute
the inspection report and this response to the Committee meubers, 1 also will
recom.end to the President of Georgia Tech to enlarge the membership of the
Committee sO thet more cepth anc breacdth of audits can be realized,
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Technical Specifications 6,2,e(5) requires that the Committee perforw audits on
reactor operations and reactor operational records out it does not specify at
what frequency, Consequentl; no violation was comwitted in F.1; however, we
agspreciate NRC's eiforts to bring this issue out in the open,

The charge in F.2 is that Lne records for appruval of class experiments by the
Comuittee were not found, But the experiments are all minor in nature and as
fuch explizit agproval by the Committee is not necced, Technical
Specificatiocns L,2.e(1) states that the Committee shall: Review and approve
pProgosed experinents and tests utilizing the reactor facility which are
Significantly Sifferent frow tests and experiments previously perforwed at the
GTRR. Ail experiuents involving students have previcusly been performed many
tines, onseguently nc¢ violation was committed in F.2,

8 T reletes Lo audits of eyuipwernt functions &s requirec by Technical
Speci flbitlUuS. Again we fee. no violations were committed here fo: the saue
reasons given in F,1, We agrve however that expanded audits by the Coumittee
@re necessery Lo weel tne s.irit anc letter of Technical Specifications,

Iteis 7.4 relates to audits by tne Nuclear Safeguards Committee being
inscejuate, Thies charge is rather subjective anc agaii no viclations were
co.mittec, Expanded audits wiil however be instituted.

Acdditionally we are evaluating .ethods to track limiting conditions for
operation .nd &lso instrunent calicration necessary for the operability of
safety equipment, Tnese evaluations shou.d be completed by Octooer 30, 1937,

: hope thal you will fino our response satisfactory, If you have any questions
please let me know,

Sincerely yours,

?ﬁ@\’*"*

LA, Karan
“a f‘es. Lor

RAN: jlr



