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e. Pool level/demineralize~ system trip verification.

-

Power Range #2 calibrations.

g. Primary heat balance calculations and correlation checks with nuclear
instrumentation.

h. Primary coolant conductivity and pH.

Within the areas inspected, no violztions were identified. The inspectors
did recommend that the Radiation Monitoring Systems (RMS) calipration
procedures (7.2), be expanded to include additional instructions and
acceptance criteria; the procedure currently refers to the vendors manuals
for calibration and maintenance of the detectors and chennels (e.g., Bridge
RMS). Open Item (62/85-03-05), Upgrade RMS calibration procedures.

Review and Audit Function

The inspectors reviewed the 1984 and 1985 Reactor Safety Committee (RSC)
meeting minutes and verified the following:

- Qualification of personnel satisfied those specified in Technical
Specificaticns (TS) and the Committee Charter

- A gquorum was present and meeting frequencies satisfied TS requirements.

Although few design changes were made to the facility in the 1984-1985 time
frame, one major modification was reviewed. The modification reviewed
involved the installation of a pneumatic rabbit system for the delivery of
experiments in and out of the UVAR reactor. The inspectors found that the
Safety Evaluation as well as the RSC review of the modification was detailed
and provided an excellent basis for determination of the safety implications
of the modifications. The inspectors did note, however, that the checklist
discussed in the Quality Assurance Program Description (QAPD) was not
utilized for this modification. Although no formal commitment to utilize
this checklist could be found, the inspectors did recommend that the
checklist be used for review of modifications since it provides a sound
basis for making the 10 CFR 50.59 safety determination.

The inspectors did identify one item of concern which involved the blanket
approval given by the RSC on April 17, 1979, or -“re configuration changes;
the operating staff has interpreted this “.p  wval to mean that core
configuration changes may be made with<* - >r committee approval.
Specifically, the operating staff frequi t . 1 core configuration changes
without prior committee approval provid..g tu. -hange is similar to one
previously used and providing that excess reactivity and shutdown margin are
verified to be within TS limits. The committee is provided with an
information copy of the core changes made as well as the excess reactivity



and shutdown margin measurements made after loading. The inspectors
reviewed Section 5 of the UVAR TS and determined that freedom to safely
change core configurations, providing excess reactivity and shutdown margin
are within limits, is a design feature of the reactor. However, the
inspectors requested that the RSC review this matter to determine if a
pre-established safety envelope should be provided by the RSC to the
operating staff to ensure that core configurations have been previously used
or properly reviewed prior to operations. Open Item (62/85-03-06),
Consideration of a safety envelope for various core configuration changes.

Experiments

Durirg inspection of the 1984 and 1985 RSC meeting minutes, the inspectors
reviewed several new non-routine experiments that had been approved. One
such experiment dealt with the irradiation of gem stones for the purpose of
improving their luster guality. The experiment was approved prior to
accomplishment as required by TS and the accompanying safety analysis
contained sufficient detail to make a hazarcs determination. Additionally,
the inspectors verified that experiments were evaluated as to whether they
should be fixed to the core or movable and that reactivity limits had been
established on movable experiments. The rabbit facility was also reviewed
as discussed in paragraph 8.

No violations or deviations were identified.



