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/, j We do not consider A.2.s a violation. It is true that by February 23, 1987,

the procedurds had y t a.11 )eensreviseg to reflect the cover gas change from.
g

helium to nitro ensButithefHdelear Safeguards Committee did not requiren
updating by a certain'date..f There are -many procedures inapacted 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 rescurces, out nevertheless,
as of May 22, 1987, we have corapleted updating all procedures.'

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 overn
a year and a half without these chanses beins incorporated into a permanent
revision. The IR states further that on a nusaber of occasions these
handwritten changes were omitted causing sailure to follow proced.re as
written.

The changes that the IR refers to are not changes to procedures 2002 and 2003
| but are comments on certain equipment operational status. The comments are

i limited to the phrase, ''out of commission" being used to describe the status of
| \ i the following equipment: (1) universal cous.ter; (2) PA system; (3) storage

/ pool drained for paint.ing; (4) picoas. meter #1, and so on. In all cases, excepts

\ the universal counter, th'e conditions are temporary. With regard to the5

b' universal counter, we have been unable to buy parts for this instrument to keep
, it in working order. No one makes this instrument any more. Consequently we
} decided to replace it. This will be done by February 1983.

We admit that errors were committeo as charged in A.3.a by not logging initial
critical conditions and equilicrium condition data. Tne reason is simple
oversight. I emphasized to the operators that we must methodically and step by
step comply with all procedures. More care shall be taken to appropriately
follow procedures. Additionallj, I have instituted internal audits to monitor
our compliance. Compliance was achieved May 1, 1987.

We admit violation A.3.b. The reason for the violation is again oversight. A
contributing s uctor to the violation is the limited number of licensed
operators we nave.

We are taking steps to increase the number of licensed operators by 2.
Additionally we have discussed at length the need for procedure 2210
Originally the requirement cf procedure 2210 was instituted during the extenced
period of no reactor operation at the time of conversion from one t.o five MW.
A concensus exists that this procedure serves no safety function.
Consequently, we will ask the Nuclear Safesuards Committee to approve deletion
of this procedure. Until we get approval, we have been in compliance since

| June 25,1987.
..
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Item II

.

B. Technical Specification 6.3 defines requirements for the administrative
controls of experiments, includind requirements for approval, quality
assurance, nd documentation. Technical Specification 6.3.at1)
requires that no experiment shall be performed without review and
approval by the Nuclear Safeguards Committee. Technical Specification ,

|6.3.e requires that there shall be a quality assurance (QA) program to i

assure compliance with the limitations on experiments in Technical
Specification 3.4 Technical specification 6.3.c(3) requires that each

|

,

experiment removed from the reactor be subject to radiation monitorin6
|and the results be documented.

Contrary to the above, the licensee failed to meet the requirements of
Technical Specification 6.3 for the approval, QA, and docun,entation of
experiments in the following instances:

1 Technical Specification 6.3.a(1) is implemented in part by the
p " Request for Minor Experiment Approval" form, which provides

,y information necessary for obtaining and documenting Safeguards
e Committee approval of experiments. The " Request for Minor

j d, ' Experiment Approval" requires a copy of calculations of estimated
/;J ' - activities of principal isotopes to be attached. Numerous copies

.

of this forta were on file for 1980 withoat attached calculations of I

estimated activities. I

2. Technical Specifications 6.3.a(1) and 6.3.e are implemented in part
/ by Procedure 3102, which requires that an Experiment Schedule Form

,p' be completed and retained in the files each time an experiment is
performed. The required 2xperiment Schedule Forms were frequently,

l '{ F not completed and filed for runs in the pneumatic facility or for,

Nuclear Eng.neerins class laboratory experiments.
A

Yf j 3. Technical Specification 6.3.e is implemented in part by the
"Experimentor's Checklist" form. No Experimentor's Checklist form

"

}e was on file for experiment k6512 for the run on September 10, 1986
a

4 Technical Specification 6.3.c(3) is implemented for experiments
,> ,7 performed using the pneumatic facility by entering the results of

radiation monitoring in the console lo.. Dose rates for,

;,p experiments were not documented as required on pages 125, 131, andr 147 of console log #29.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I).
_

Response

B.1 The Inspection Report stipulates that calculations of estimated
activities of principle isotopes are required in every case. While this
interpretation is possible based on the inforaation requested on the " Request
for Minor Experiment Approval Form," it was never meant to be a requireuent.
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i ) In fact the practice at the NNRC before I came was often not to fill-in this !
I

information. I made a conscious effort to estiscate the activities on the forta
a

! \q based on knoGledge of what was in the sample. Often however we have samples
| D that we do not know their elemental composition. Consequently, we approach the
| [ problem with care, i.e., we irradiate a swall sample for a short duration at
| g } 'b normally low power. The bottom line here is that we will make, to the extent

3
i -K possible, analyses of the activities of the principle isotopes, but we do not1

treat this as a requirement. We therefore deny that any violations were
, K committed in B.1,

d

i B.2, 3, 4 We admit the violations and admit further that our procedures for
! tracking required information under Technical Specifications 6.3.a(t) and a.3.c
j are somewhat confusing and unnecessarily complex. We are re-evaluating the

whole process. The root cause is that we have too many forms. The form
'

j consolidation and streamlining will be finished October 15, 1987. We are
! currently reviewing and re-evaluating all procedures to be finished October 15,

!
! 1987. We achieved compliance with this requirement on March 1, 1987.
|
; Item III

,

*

. I

C. Technical Specification 4.2.b requires that a channel check of the
! pagier trip channels and picoammeter channels, comparing the channel
! checks to a heat balance, shall be made weekly when the reactor is
j operated at a power level at or above one megawatt,
i

! Contrary to the above, no heat balance calibration check was made
j between March 31, 1986 and April 14, 1936, although the reactor was i

{ operated at one megawatt on April 7,1936 |
t

i This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I).
ii

j Response

!
! We admit the violation in that no heat balance was made between March 31-Apri,1
1

', 14, 1986 The operators claim it was an oversieht. I continue to stress the
i need to minimize or eliminate oversight altogether. Our internal audits,
i started this year, will help monitor this proolem. I will evaluate whether or
; not progress is being made in aboat one year from now. Compliance was achieved
j July 1, 1937.

1

i Item IV
|

D. to CFR 50.59 allows the holder of a license to make changes in the
facility as described in the safety analysis report without prior
Commission appr_ oval 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 amenament 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 Georgia Tech Research Reactor, stating that the reactor
shali not be critical unless "The D ncentration in the helium2sweep is less than 25 by volume.

Contrary to the above, the licensee made a change to the facility
involving a change in the Technical Specifications without prior
Commission approval, in that the cover gas was changed from helium to

initrogen in mid-1986 without first obtaining a Technical Specification '

change. In addition, the licensee did not inclu'de the change from
helium to nitrogen cover gas in the annual report to the NRC, as
required by Techical Specification 6.7.a.

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

| Response

The charge in D 14 that Technical Specifications were violated because the
cover gas was changed from He to N and for not reporting the change in the

2
Annual Report. Our response to the charge of violation on the cover gas change

; is as follows: Altho' ugh the word helium appear; in the Technical
| Specifications 3.6.e. it ' as felt that the 3.6.e requirement is 25 by volumew
| D, concentration in the cover ===- The fact that the cover gas was mentioned
i a3 helium is incidental to 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, among other things, the change in cover gas mentionea in 3.6.c and on
page 24 of Technical Specifications. The amendment to the Technical| ,

| y Specifications has been drafted and is awaiting approval by the Nuclear
g, Safeguards Committee (scheduled to meet on July 23, 1987). Submittal of the
)F request to acend Technical Specifications will take place July c4, 1987. With

regard to the violation account of not including the change in the Annual>

!Y Report, we are guilty as charged. Tnis again was a simple oversight that
| eluded reviews of seven different people. I have however established a

punenlist for items to be done and this list will be updated weekly. On this
punchlist there will be an item to review Nuclear Safeguards Committee minutes
in January of every year. This review should help refresn appropriate memories
of whetner or not changes to tne facility were incorporated.

Item V

! E. 10 CFR 50.54 paragraph (1-1) requires the licensee to have in effect an
NRC approved operator requalification pro ram which satisfies thes
requirments of Part 55 Appendix A. The licensee may not make changes
in the apprvved. program which decrease the scope or frequency of
cor.Jucting different parts of the pro 6 ram.

4

I

|
K
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10 CFR 55 Appendix A Paragraph 3 requires that the requalification

F

!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
flicensed operators including evaluation of actions taken or to be taken
iduring actual or simulated abnormal and emergency conditions.
|

.h, The licensee's approved requalification program requires that summaries
.

/ of both the control manipulation.; and the performance observations\Y
h

required by 10 CFR 55 Appendix A Paragraph 4.c be documented annually,

Contrary to the above, as of February 23, 1987, yearly summaries of :
'

control manipulations and annual observations of the performance of '

licensed operators under simulated emergency .:onditions had not been
docomented since 1983.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I).
Response *

The charge in (E) is that we failed to keep sumstaries of the control
manipulations and the performance observations by licensed operators. Annual '

summaries of control manipulations do exist in our files. Tnerefore no
violation was committed. The performance evaluations were not done since
1983. This appears to coincide with the change 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 4900, on my punchlist with due dates listed. Compliance was achieved
July 1,1987.

Item VI j y j ., f f f e /pg
,

F. Technical Specification 6.4a requires that all procedures and major I

changes thereto shall be reviewed and approved by the Nuclear
Safeguards Committee prior to being effective.

Technical Specification 6.4.t,(51 requires that written procedures shall
be provided and utilized for preventive or corrective maintenance
operations which could have an effect on the safety of the reactor.

Technical Specification 6.2.e(5) requires that the Nuclear SafeguarJs
Committee shall audit reactor operations and reactor operational l

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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! Technical Specification 6.2.e(6) requires that the Nuclear Safeguards
|

!
Committee audit existing operating procedures for adequacy and to
assure that they achieve their attended purpose in light of any changes

j since their implementation.
!
; Cont ary to the above, the Nuclear Safeguards Committee failed to

perform the review, approval and audit functions required by the
j license in the following instances:
1-

1 Procedure 4901 provides administrative requirements for preparing
j written ,bb plans to satisfy the requirement of Technical
j Specification 6.4.b(5) that maintenance operations be conducted
: j according to written procedures. The Nuclear Safeguards roamittee,

i , y/ was not performing reviews or audits of the completed job plans as/'j/r' v required to satisfy Technical Specification 6.2.e($), 6.4.a ands

6.4.b.5. .

;
2. Nuclear Engineering laboratory experiments were being performed |

each quarter without documentation that the Nuclear Safeguards
'g Committee had ever reviewed the procedures as required by Technical

Specification 6.4.a.,,

t . '; || /
i,, - 3. Systematic audits of equiprent function were not being performed as
[ required by Technical Specification 6.2.e(7). 1

'

4 Nuclear Safeguards Committee audits of operations, operational
records, and-existing procedures required by Technical
Specifications 6.2.et5) and 6.2.e(b) were inadequate in that the
same eight procedures were audited each year, and records of
experiments were not being audited.

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

Response

The charge in F.1 refers to the Nuclear Safeguards Committee not perforaing
reviews and audits. The implication is that this committee must audit
everything exhaustively and annually. The Technical Specifications do not
specify such a requirement. F.ecent audits have been c. ore extensive than 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
recommend to the President of Georgia Tech to enlarge the membership of the
Committee so that more depth and breadth of audits can be realized.


