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2 Nhereupon,

DOMALD R. HAVERKAMP
3

'~ having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as
4

follows:5

EXAMINATION6

BY MR. HELFMAN:
7

8 Q Uould you please state your full name for the record?

A Donald Richard Haverkamp.
9

Q Please describe your present title with the MRC and
10

briefly describe your functions?
11

A My title is Reactor Operations Inspector, assigned to
12

the Reactor Project Section Number 1 in the Reactor Operations
13

and Nuclear-Support Branch, Region I, currently assigned as a
14

member of the 3 Mile Island IE staff of the Resident Office15

of S taf f a t 3 Mile .16

17 Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before?

A No. I have not.18

Q Let me explain to you some of the characteristics of
39

20 a deposition. You have been sworn; your testimony today is

being given under oath and although we are in the relative in-21

22 formality of the NRC Bdilding here in Bethesda, your testimony

will have the same solemn force and effect as if it were given-

23

in a court of law. |g4

At the conclusion of the deposition, your testimony25
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sill be reduced to transcript form by the court reporter, and
1

' '

in the course of time, you will be afforded an opportunity to2

review the deposition and make any changes in it you feel are3

.

4 necessary.

You should be aware, however, that should you make
5

substantial changes in the deposition, we would have an oppor-6

tunity to comment on this and that could ' ubstantially affects
7

your credibility.3

Therefore, it is important that you try to be as
9

accurate and complete as you can today. For the same reason,
10

it is important you ask for clarification of any question that
11

you do not understand before attempting to answer it.
12

For the benefit of the court reporter, it is necessaryg3

to give audible responses since the taping device and the !14

court reporter would have difficulty recording gestures such as
15

n ds of the head.16

1

For the same reason, it is important that you allow
'

17

me to complete the question, even if you anticipate where it is
18

going before you provide your answer and I will try to allow
39

you to finish your answers before I ask the next question20
!

i tecause it makes it difficult for the court reporter to pick up2;

two people talking at the same time.22

-

23 It is our practice, at the conclusion of the depo-

sition, to recess it rather than terminate it, in the event we24

| 25 have further questions to ask of you. We simply reconvene the
!

|
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deposition and continue. Do you have any questions about the
3

~

foregoing?
2

A I have no questions.
3

Q You were asked to bring your resume with you. Did you
4

do so?
5

A Yes. I did.
6

Q May I have that, please?
7

.

A Yes.
8

MR. HELFMAN: We'd like to have this marked as the
9

first e::hibit to the deposition.
10

(Whereupon, the document
11

referred to was marked Exhibit
12

1 for identification.and re-
13

ceived in evidence.).
14

BY MR. HELFMAN:
15

Q Is this resume, what you have provided, marked as
16

Exhibit 1 -- accurately relhte your educational, professional
37

and employment background?
18

A Yes. It does.
19

Q Could you describe briefly what your duties are as ,

20 I

|

a Reactor Inspector?
21

A My specific duties as a Reactor -- let me ask you a
22

question first. Are you speaking of before the accident or as- 23

of right now? The duties have changed.
24

Q Before the accident.
25

Acme Reporting Company
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A Prior to the accident, I was a Project Inspector withi

broad responsibilities for the overall inspection of the 3 Mile
2

Island. I had had other facilities assigned previous to 3 Mile ,

3

Project Inspector is a person who coordinates the inspections
4

that are performed by specialists, performs his own inspections
5

in the operations areas, specifically in the areas of the
6

_ control room, reviews of logs, records, equipment, configurations

plant tours, also review of licensee reports, review of all
8

correspondence that comes into our office under the docket ofg

either 3 Mile Unit 1 or Unit 2, review the inspection reports
10

that are prepared by the inspectors and concur in their reports .

33

Q What do you do with the reports that you either prepare'
12

y urself on the basis of your own inspection or in which you
13

concur, which are prepared by specialists?
14

A When I review the report, if I find an error in the
15

repo-t, or something I do not agree with, I bring it to the,4

attention of the author. If it is something we cannot resolve,g

if I am not satisfied with the resolution, I then bring it togg

the attention of my supervisor, the Section Chief.
19

Q If you conduct an inspection of your own -- you've
20

indicated that you do some of your own inspections -- at that
gi

time, did you prepaf6 An inspection' report?
22

A Did I prepare an inspection report?.

23

Q Yes?
34

A Yes. I guess in elaboration of that, I prepared
25

Acme Reporting Company
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)
several reports associated with 3 Mile, not just a written '

i

2 report.

3 Q Where did that report go af ter you prepared it? !

A After I draft a report, it goes to my supervisor for
4

his review and these reports get concurred in by various levels
5

of supervision, at least a Section Chief and a Branch Chief and6

in some cases, depending on the nature of the findings, the7

reports get reviewed by the Deputy Director or the Director of8

our office or by Headquarters.9

10 Q Let me show you a document which bears the date,

April 20, 1979, signed by Eldon J. Brunner, Chief, Reactor
11

Operations and Nuclear Support Branch, addressed to Metropolitan12

Edison Company, a two-page document which covers -- the docu-
13

ment which bears the title -- excuse me, bears the name United
g4

States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Inspection and
15

Enforcement, Region I, carries your signature with the date
16

April 17, 1979 and two report numbers 50-289/79/08 and
17

18 50-320/79/07, and ask. you if you have seen this document before'

19 A I have seen that document before and it appears

20 complete.

21 Q Are you including in that, the cover letter?

A Yes, the cover letter and the details.22

MR. HELFMAN: We would like to have this marked as the23-

24 second exhibit to the deposition.

25
~
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(Nhereupen, the document re-
3

ferred to was marked Exhibit 2-

2

f r identification and received
3

in evidence.),

4

BY MR. HELFMAN:
5

0 Will y u please describe, for the record, what this
6

document is that we have just hand-marked as Exhibit 2?7

A The document is a report of an inspection which I had
8

performed during the periods of March 19 to the 23 and Marchg

26, 1979.
10

Q Was diat an inspection of TMI-2?gg

A An inspection of 3 Mile Island Nuclear Station,
12

!

Units 1 and 2. The inspection was done entirely on-site at the
13

station. *

g4
1

Q Did tV' 'nspection cover a number o~f days, the actual
15

|n-site inspect on itself?
16

A Yes. It covered the days from March 19 through the
1

23rd and then March 26, 1979. The purpose of the inspection was
33

as described in the report. Do you need any elaboration en that19

.

at this time?20

-Q Yes. Could you briefly describe what the purpose ofgg

the inspection was?33

A I was looking at the -- the purpose was with respect'

23

to Units 1 and 2. With regard to Unit 1, I was looking at
24

previous inspection findings, that is, those findings which had33

Acme Reporting Company
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been unresolved or certain items were not complied with during
1

previous inspections and the licensee's followup to these find-
2

ings.3

I was also looking at the various licensee events
4

that occurred at both Units 1 and 2, recent events that were
5

reported in licensee reports. Also I was performing a tour of6

the Unit 1 areas, specifically because Unit 1 was near the end
7

7of a q==r e f re ueling outage at this time and I was locking at >E
8 3

the preparedness for starting up the facility at the end of the9

10 outage.

I

0 What were your purposes with respect to Unit 2? I
11

A Unit 2, the only purpose was looking at previous12

licensee events, licensee reports. That inspection did not take
/ 13,

me to any Unit 2 areas. That is, it did not take me to the
14

control room, the auxiliary building, or the turbine building.
.15

|
It just required that I talk to various engineers and superin-

16

tendents and look at some records that were available in a |
17

trailer complex that was inside the gate, but not physically at
18

the Unit 1 though -- excuse me, Unit 2 part of the plant.19

Q Do you recall what LER events?20

A I would have to go through this. There were several;21

22 actually I can refer to them by number, if you e ?nt. The

-

23 following events were reviewed; this was a documentation of a

review performed in the Region I office upon receipt of the

25 reports -- the written reports for the events, including the

Acme Reporting Company
1
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non-compliance notification, 78-26, that has to do with the
1

environmental area of non-compliance.2

Q What did that involve specifically? Do you recall?
3

EWFS
DEA It is as described in the report.cc .ith : pH --

4

JcFT hwW Or-
UE'?it. a discharge of the pH from the industrial waste filter

5

system exceeded -- it was 9.1 which exceeded the permit limi-
6

tations, the range of which was 6.0 to 9.0.-

Q Was that discharged into the Susquehanna?
8

A Yes. It was.9

Q Any others?
10

A The licensee report 78-73 and'78-74, which were 30 day
13

reports -- do I need to read all -- do you want me to read each
12

LER for the record? '13

I :

Q If that's' the list, let me take a look at it. If
,,

there are any that I sant further information on, I will ask you.15

A While you are looking at that, I can explain that
16

the our inspection of LER's is really a two-fold one. It is a
17

review in the office where we are looking at the correctness of
13

the report so that, we understand it, is it complete, is it a
19

problem that requires immediate followup or is it something20

that we can defer until a later time to go to the site to
21

22 review or is it a problem that really requires no additional

-

23 followup because it is of a minor nature?

'

24 These -- the guidelines for performing this inspection

25 are provided in our Inspection and Enforcement Manual, in Manua:

Acme Reporting Compc ny
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.

Chapter 92700. It is the specific criteric for inspecting
1

LER's.2

Our program requires that a certain number of our 303

day reports be inspected; it is a sampling inspection. We look4

at the accuracy of the report on-site. The program requires
5

that we inspect all of the prompt reports at the facility, and6

this'is the program that existed prior to the accident.7

Then, of course, we document the inspection in our
3

9 report.

Q As a result of your on-site inspections in March of
10

1979, did you reach the conclusion that the various non-com-
11

pliances that were noted -- previously noted, had been closed32

13 out or that the non-compliances had been corrected?

A I do not understand that, non-compliances, in relation
14

is to what, the previous findings?

16 Q Am I using the word correctly? You have a list of

some two-odd of apparent failures or non-compliances?1-

A These are not necessarily non-compliances. A licensee18
,

a.ved
gg ir th:tgreport -- is any event which is deemed reportable by Y/

4A'doet
20 the technical specifications that could be a componengy for hk

gi example, you would be required to have two operable diesels.

22 If one diesel is not operable because of an equipment malfunctica
1

23 then that requires a 30 day report. It does not mean that the-

1

l

24 facility was operating in non-compliance of the technical
'

25 specifications.

;
,

Acme Reporting Company
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O Is there a word that we can use that would describe
3

these various things?
2

A We call them events; they are licensee events. The
3

event just means it is a non-routine matter at the facility,
4

w'|tich is required to be reported by the licensee and it may
5

'tequire some review by inspection and enforcement for either
6

generic applicability or have our own assessment of the-

licensee's.
8

O It was your conclusion, after having conducted in-
9

spections in March of 1979, that the problems noted, as a
10

result of the events listed onihese two pages in Exhibit 2,
33

were satisfactorily dealt with by the licensee and were no
12

1 nger events?
13

A I.have to take a look here. We are addressing anotherg

paragraph of the report right now. Most of the LER's that are
15

documented in the report were satisfactorily closed out or
16

,

considered satisfactorily closed out. Some of the reports were
17

closed out based on review in the regional office and did not
18

even get reviewed on-site. Those specific ones are documented
19

as such in the report.
20

The following LER's required some additional cor-gi

rective action or additional review. They included Unit 2 LER
33

78-74/3L, which concerns the diesel generator failure to start._

33

Q Had the diesel generator failed to start at the time
34

y u conducted your inspection?25

Acme Reporting Company
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wa
A No. This is the report of an earlier failure. I do g hu

i

have the date but this is an event that happened in 1978,
2

3 probably in December, although I do not have that report at

hand.4

5 Q Did that remain an open event subsequent to your

investigation because the diesel failed to start during your6

7 Inspection as well?

A No. It did.not. It remained an open event because the
8

g LER -- the report did not fully describe the corrective actions

to that were taken by the licensee. It was considered that the

report had to be updated to better reflect the corrective
it

actions that were taken.12

'

Q The diesel had been fixed?
,. 13

A The diesel problem was fixed; the reporting problem
14

was not. There was another LER, 79-04/3L, concerns an inop-
15

erable valve BS-V-1B, which is a building spray system valve.
16

LLG '"That was left open because the valve was repaired using -- it
17 3

was temporarily repaired and our program requires that the13

modifications of equipment,that we leave the event report open19

until the permanent corrective action is taken and they hady)

21 not completed the permanent.

22 Q Did your inspection in 1979 require that you take a

look at that valve and see if that had actually been temporaril:r- 23

24 repaired?

A It is -- it did not require that, no.25

Acme Reporting Company
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Q Did you?
1

A M I did not. This was inside the reactor building2 .

and I did not have to go into the reactor building at that3

time to look at that.4

0 How did you know the valve had been temporarily5

repaired?6

A It was reported in the LER and I verified that it7

8 was temporarily repaired by looking at some records and having

g discussions with the various engineers at the facility.

10 0 Is that particular valve a safety-related item?

A Yes. It is.11

Q Does that mean that it is a testable item?33

13 This would be a testable valve, yes. It was testedA

after repair. The fact it was temporarily repaired does not14

mean it was improperly repaired. It is just that it had to do15

with a valve stem problem; a spacer was used -- a temporary16

17 spacer was used to get the right adjustment for operating the

18 valve rather than manufacturing a new valve stem. The valve

19 worked satisfactorily with the temporary repair.

Q Had anyone from NRC verified that that valve worked20

gi satisfactorily with the temporary repair?

22 A I verified that when I reviewed the repair because

-

23 part of our review was to look at their post repair surveil-

lance, at least look into documentation of the fact that they34

25 had tested the valve and the valve they were testing was

Acme Reporting Company
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satisfactory and I did do that in this case. He did not ob-
1

serve it but it was, by looking at their records , related to
, 2

the testing.3

~

Q The licensee then did the test on the repair that
4

the licensee made?5

A Yes, and that is normal.
6

Q And the licensee then made a report describing the
7

8 test that they conducted?

A It is not a special report; it is just an additional
9

test was made. The normal test was made after doing the repair
10

to verify the operability.
11

32 O This was done by the licensee?

A Yes. That is part of the change modification --r' 13()
y excuse me, Let me look at this again, please. The testing of

any component that is repaired is covered by the work request
15

that is used to accomplish a repair.
16

Q What is the work request? -

3-

A That is a document that the licensee uses to identifyg

the specific nature of a problem associated with a component,
39

the corrective maintenance that is required to fix the problem,20

the acceptability of taking that component out of service, be-21

cause -- which is based on an operator's verification that the22
.

-

23 equipment can be removed from service for repair. It also in-

24 cludes, in the quality control, requirements that need to be
-

25 complied with such as non-destructive testing, witnessing by

Acme Reporting Company
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quality control inspectors of the work, if it is a safetyg

2
component, also the post-repair maintenance or testing to

3 verify its operability.
'

Q In your determination that this temporary repair had
4

been done, and was satisfactory and the valve was properly
5

operating, did ycu review this work request?6

A Yes. That is documented in the inspection report.
7

Q Did you review anything else?
8

A I reviewed the change modification documentation that
9

was associated with the work request.
10

O Was. that also prepared by%the licensee?
ii

A Yes. It was and I reviewed the minutes of the PORC12

13
meetings. PORC is the Plant Operation Review Committee which

documented the fact that this work request had been performed,
14

and the modification was approved.
15

16 Q Is that a licensee -- Plant Operation Review Com-

mittee, is that a licensee committee?g-

A Yes. I verified that the PORC was tracking the
18

repair of this valve and the fact that they had not yet closed
39

that out because it was a temporary repair. So the licensee
20

was keeping track of the fact that it needed permanent repair
21

in the future.22

There is one additional factor in this particular-

23

24 problem that I looked at; that was the generic applicability

since it was a bent valve stem. I looked at other valves of25

Acme Reporting Company
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similar design that were used at the facility.
g

0 You physically looked at the valves?2.

A I didn't look at them; I identified theia by records3

and talking to various licensee personnel and looking at
4

drawings.
5

0 Documentation prepared by the licensee?6

A The licensee or their contractor, yes. It wouldn't
7

be much good to look at a valve because you cannot identify
8

a valve that easily by the looking up and trying to -- the9

way to identify valves of similar design is to look at the
10

records. There were 18 other valves of this particular manu-
11

facturer that had similar stems that could be susceptible to
12

the same problem so that was an additional aspect that was being
33

reviewed by the licensee. That is another reason for leavingg

the events open'.
15

0 When you discovered a potential generic concern, did16

y u ever communicate that to the Bethesda office?1-

A No. The licensee's review was not yet done. It was
18

still kind of in the earlier stages to find out whether or not
19

there was a need for a permanent repair. That is really what it20

was up to resolve -- I did not feel that the other valves had
23

to be modified. I did not have enough information but I though22

that the licensee needed to address that matter. My management- 23

24 was aware of that because they reviewed the report and we talked

about it.
. 25
l
,
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Q And that generic concern is stated in your rcport?
1

A That's correct. Another licensee event that was left2

open or unresolved was the licensee event report 79-05/3L,
3

J ~ concerned a small crack in a pipe weld in their decay heat
4

5
systems, specifically in the B Decay Heat Pump Discharge Relief

Valve.6

The crack was believed associated with the manufacture7

or with3the construction of the piping, fabrication of it andg

there was an evaluation in progress by the architect engineer9

to determine whether additional pipe hangers were necessary,
10

so that the problem would not repeat itself.
11

This.'is another problem that was being traced by their
13

Plant Review Committee. Since the information was not available
13,

to determing whether or not it could be closed out, it was
14

left as an unresolved item. -

15

Q Where was that pipe located?16

A This would be in the auxiliary building in a pit
17

about 30 feet below the basement level in a sump.
18

ig O Did you inspect that pipe?
r6t

A No. I did not. I did go into any -- I have inspected M.
20 r

21 that pipe, but not for this particular reason, during previous

3 inspections but this inspection, I did not go to the auxiliary
I

- 23 building. !

|

Q Did you rely primarily on documentation which had been |
. 24

25 prepared by the licensee? I

A, cme Reporting Company
;
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A Yes. That was the whole purpose of this inspection,i

was to review that documentation which supported the licensee
2

event and if there was any, based on looking at the documentation3

to actually look at the equipment, then I would have done that,
4

5 Q Did you rely on anything other than documentation that

was prepared by the licensee?6

A The only documentation prepared by the licensee or7

their contractors and discussions with the various licensee3

g representatives.

10 Q Any others?

A The last report that was left unresolved was LER
11

79-10/lT. This LER is somewhat different from the first two12

that I had discussed because as a prompt report, actually this i
33

is a 10 day.or 14 day followup to a prompt report. The other
34

LER's were 30 day reports.15

16 O Does that indicate some greater urgency with respect

to this matter?g-

A Yes. It means that there are several criteria that18

require prompt reporting of problems. One of those is operating
19

in non-compliance with the technical specifications, which was20

21 the case for this . report.

22 The report described the boric acid mix tank beingI

- 23 out of specification and the physically operating in violation

24 6f Technical Specification 3.1.2.9, requirements.

The LER was considered inadequate in that it did not25

Acme Reporting Company
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fully describe the corrective actions that wars taken by the
1

licensee.2

Q Where is that particular component located at the
3

facility?
4

A The boric acid mix tank is in the auxiliary building
5 #U#

again, CuildingII.6

Q Did you look at that tank in the course of doing the
7

inspection with this report?g

A No, because it had no relevancy with the problem
9

identified.
10

Q The problem was with the report?
11

A The problem was with the report, yes.
12

Q What was the problem with the report?
, 33,

A It did not identify why the boron concentration was
34

high, why it was out of the specification.
15

Q Had that problem been corrected by the licensee by
16

|

the time you did your inspection?
37

A Yes. It had. I do not have the date of that at hand.
ig

Q Was it prior to March?
39

A Yes, prior to March.
20

Q Did you conduct --
21

A -- It may have been in March. I am not sure if it was
22

March or not.- 23

Q At the time the licensee took corrective action, so
24

far as you know, did you inspect that tank to determine whether
25

1
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or not the correctiva action had, in fact, bean takon?
1

A There is no way -- the problem was that the concentra- -

2L,

tion within the tank was out of specification. It was returned
3

d(c \ w s'. A E
~

to specificati.on. By looking at ab-' -4 4^ jpf the tank, you Dr
4

cannot tell what the concentration is of the boric acid inside
5

of it. That is done by a chemical analysis.
6

Q A sample would be taken and then analysis done on the-

sample?
8

A That'is right; that is how they found out it was out
9

of specification in the first place, but they had fixed theto

problem and they had the corrective actions -- the immediate
it

corrective actions were considered adequate.
13

Q Did they take a sample and do an analysis af ter the,-
13

)<

correction hdd been taken, so far as you know?
~

14

.A Yes. They did. In fact, I looked at similar sample
15

records.
16

Q You reviewed the licensee's r- the report of the
g.

licensee's analysis of the sample which was taken following the
ig

corrective action?
19

A Yes. I did. I also reviewed or determined that the
20

concentration of the boric acid mix tank was correct at the
21

time of my inspection, that the problem had not recurred since22

the time they first identified this.
- 23

Q How did you assure yourself of that?g4

A By looking at the licensee 's records of the sample -

25
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results. We do not do our own independent m:asurcments of the
g

boron concentration; that is not part of our program. Sometimes
2

you do watch the licensee perform a calculation or perform an3

analysis. The measurements are done very frequently.
4

0 Are there any other items?
5

A That was the last item associated with Unit 2. I
6

may have to look at that for previous findings. I think it was-

Unit 1 only.
8

Q Are nuclear reactor plants subject to on-going in-
9

spections apart from inspections such as this which concerned
10

itself with particular events and the LER's?
93

A The inspection program for 3 Mile Island, Units 1 and
12

2, is covered by our manual chapter which takes various moduk
13

lues. I don't know how much detail you want me to go into ony

that at this time, but I guess I could only refer you to the
15

manual, Chapter 2500 of our IE Manual, which includes different
16

types of inspections during construction, pre-operationalg

testing, start-up testing, end operation and also decommission-
18

ing phases.
39

Q Did TMI II have its operator license in March of 1979?
20

A Yes . It did.
21

Q Is a plant which already has its operator license,
33

subject to periodic on-going inspections which are not related-

23

to particular open events or LER's?
34

A Yes. Most of the inspections that we perform are
25
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.

programmatic as we are looking at cuality assurance program or
g

environmental monitoring program, the surveillance program,
2

things of that nature.
3

These inspections, prior to the accident, were done
4

pretty much on the annual frequency where specialists in those
5

areas in our office would review the licensee's program for
6

maintenance or for calibration and surveillance, things of that
7

nature and they would also look at some specifics, not just the
8

program requirements, but also some specific records of theg

maintenance or records of surveillance.
10

In effect, they would try to witness some of those
gg

activities. That was part of their inspection.
12

Q When you say an annual inpsection, do you mean once
13, ;

a year, or an on-going?
14

A Once a year inspections. At 3 Mile, we do not have a
15

resident inspector assigned. They were scheduled tentatively
16

for the fall of 1980 to have a resident inspector, to my know-
3

ledge. So the inspections were performed from the regional
!33

o ce, de Mng of hssia, and dat meant dat I wouM go
19

perform my operations inspections about, for example, once.g

every three months. I was required to review the plant
Jgi

l

..

operations. |, , , ,
1

Q At TMI II?-= 23

A At TMI II, and also operations at TMI I, but usually
24

did those as doing separate inspections.
25

1
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0 You used the term annual inspections and yet you did
3

an operational inspection every 3 months?
2

A That's correct.3

0 In what sense are you using the term annual in-
4

spection?3

A The annual inspections, you have to look -- it's
6

difficult to answer this in this type of form, but you have to
7

look at'the manual chapter and the entire schedule that is
8

used to develop the inspection program for that year. It is a
9

coordinated inspection plan which I direct and the other project
10

inspectors conduct those plans with their facilities. We
33

recommend the guidance as to what inspections had to be done.
12

It is our responsibility to schedule those, and see that the^

f
\_1

inspections.are. performed.
14

Q Did you inspect operations at TMI II more of ten than
15

was required if an annual inspection is al* that is required?
16

A I perform -- I went -- the operations inspections
17

were required every 3 months on a quarterly basis. That was
18

for plant operations, inspections meant to review logs, records
39

and a facility tour and there were certain specific things we
20

would look for in those directions.
33

I also did annual inspections of, for example, the
33

organization or the program changed. I participated in some-

23

annual inspections, for example, of the emergency planning,
34

.

although I was not the lead inspector for those.
25
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In addition to that, I went to the plant on a frequenti

basis, because reviewing the licensee events that occurred and
2

reviewing the previous inspection findings that other inspectors
3

' had, and doing what I have always called independent inspection,
4

about 80 percent of our time -- of our inspection time, was pre-
5

6 programmed . We were given the guidance that about 80 percent

of our time on-site or duiingfinspections was to be in accord--

ance with the modules that were developed in the inspection
8

Procedures, that were established.9

About 20 percent of my time was to review other areasin

that we felt were necessary to look at but were not specifically
11

delineated in the program.
12

Q When was the last time that you conduct :d an in-^

) 13

spection suoh as that prior to the more limited inspection youy

conducted in March of 1979 at TMI II?
15

A Before that, that inspection was in some regard an
16

independent inspection because it was where e got our manualg

chapter requirements, we were looking at licensee reports.
18

The manual requires that we look at 5 percent on the 30 day
19

20 reports. I was reviewing a larger percentage of those with

the concurrence of my supervisor.21

The independent inspection I..did primarily consisted22

of g ing beyond the scope or the frequency of the programmed-

23

24 inspections.

Q Prior to March of 1979, when you did this inspection
25

:
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which is detailed in Exhibit 2 to the deposition, when had youI

conducted an inspection of TMI II?2

A I do not have the schedule with me. To my recollection,3

g\a K
the last ?cnn , operations inspection was in January 1979. There VJ

4

was also a management meeting conducted at the Region I office5

6 in February of 1979 and I believe that was the last inspection

at II. I just do not recall an earlier inspection in March. As-

I said, I would have to look at the records to verify that.8

Q Are you referring to this meeting as an inspection?9

A There is an inspection report prepared; it is actually10

a meeting of licensee management and Region I management. The
it

meeting was donducted at King of Prussia.12

Q What was the purpose of that. meeting?-

13

A That was to review --- the purpose of the meeting was14

to review, in a general sense, the weaknesses or specific con-15

16 cerns we had identified during the previous 3 to 4 years. In

this case, the meeting was for Units 1 and 2. It provides ang
|

pp rtunity, one, for our regional management to identify who18

the licensee management is and vice versa.39

l

20 Part of the 1.2ason for the meeting was for each |

branch chief or section chief, and the director, of course, to21

22 identify themselves in their own areas of responsibility. We

23 have had telephone calls, the licensee management; they would )*

i
,

24 Put down who they were talking to.

25 Another aspect of it was to review some of the
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licensco events that had occurred during the previous year in
1

the case of Unit 2, because it really covered the period since
2

the license was issued in February of '78 or the past 4 years
,3

for Unit 1 because it had been that long since we had had a
4

management meeting. The meetings are supposed to be conducted
5

at a 3-year interval.6

Q Two questions occur to me. You said that the license
7

was granted in February of '78. Are you referring to the TMI II
8

9 operator's license?

A Operating license, that's correct.10

Q Do you recall the precise date?
11

A February 8, 1978.12

Q The second question, with respect to the neeting^

13

that you hav.e described where events which had occurred at the
14

plant over the preceding years or months were discussed with
15

management, did that concern only open events or unresolved
16

LER's or did you discuss generally all sorts of problems and17

events that had occurred?18

19 A First meeting was fairly general in nature. It was

not a specific rehashing of every event that happened during20

21 the previous 4 years. I had prepared a list of the licensee

22 events that had occurred, tried to group those according to

I

- 23 either a prompt report, a 30 day report, and als.o as to the

24 cause of the event, if it was personal error, design deficiency ,

25 procedural inadequacy, tl.ings of that nature.
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Then I also provided some comparison between Metro-
1

politan Edison -- that is , the 3 Mile Island facilities and
2

other operating plants. Also I prepared a listing of all non-
3

- compliances that had occurred since the last management meeting,
4

or the 3 Mile Island ones.5

Q Did you bring with you the list of events you com-
6

pared -- the comparison of the list of non-compliances to which
7

you referred?3

A No, but that information is available at the regional
9

office.go

Q W uld it be possible for you to arrange for copies of
11

these three items to be sent to us?
12

A W uld you state that again? ;' ' , 13
s

Q Let me give you a piece of paper -- or you have one ;9
i

there. Why don't you jot them down. The first is the list of
15

events that you questioned; the second item would be the com-
16

parison which you prepared of TMI II with other operating
17

plants; and the third item wohld be the list of non-compliances
18

that you prepared.
19

A To my knowledge, these things have already been pro-
20

vided to the inquiry team.
31

Q Which inquiry team?
33

{tes;AeMr
A They may not have been provided to the -asesent com- T3(. 33

mission.34

Q Who were you referring to?
25
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A The NRC Inquiry Team.
3

O Is that Rogivin inspection team? Do you know how to
2

spell Rogivin? Would you spell it for the reporter, please?
3

~

A R-o-g-i-y-i-n.
4

. Q You also indicated that an investigation report was
a

prepared as a result of this meeting?
6

A An inspection report, yes, documented the meeting and
7

the list of attendees.
3

Q What was discussed?g

A In general? Yes, in general terms.
10

Q Could we also be provided with a copy of.the report?
, 13

A That is one of our inspection reports. Do you have
12

all of our inspection reports?
; (~ } 13

O If you saw our document room, we may very well have
34

:
'

ID*
15

A You want me to specifically provide this?
16

Q Yes.
3

A Okay.
33

Q I assume you did not bring a copy with you?ig

A No. I did not. This is it.
20

Q Let me show you a document that I found in my file
21

I
dated February 26, 1979. It has dockets numbers 50-289 and

22
.

~

50-320 in the upper lefthand corner of the first page. It- 23

bears the signature of Boyce H. Grier. That is B-o-y-c-e34,

G-r-i-e-r. The subject indicated on the first page is " Combined25

1

Acme - Reporting Company
|

.aea, <a......
_ ,



30

Management Meeting" repeats the docket numbers and would you
g

describe what this three page attachment is?
2

The attachment to the report is a listing of theA
3

persons who attended the meeting, which was held February 9,
4

1979. These are the attendees both of the Metropolitan Edison
5

In addition, itCompany and also the NRC Hegion I people.
6

describes the areas discussed during the meeting, which is some-
7

what of a standard summary of the type of meeting.
8

Q Are minutes normally kept of such meetings?
9

A No.
10

Q Are these meetings tape recorded?
11

A No.
12

Q Is a court reporter present during these meetings?m
13,

A No..
14

Q Did you take notes during the meeting?
15

A I took some notes but I do not have them any longer.
16

Q Do you know if anyone else took notes during the
17

meeting?
18 !

A I recall that most people at the meeting took notes
19

f r their own purposes but I do not recall the specific in- ;

20
!

dividuals.
33

MR. HELFMAN: Let us have this marked as the next
33

exhibit, which I believe is Exhibit'.3, this February -26, 1979 |
-

23 |

document concerning the combined management meeting. |
94 !

25
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(Whereupon, the documrnt re-
1

ferred to was marked Exhibit
2

3 for identifi~ cation and
3

received in evidence.)
4

THE WITNESS: I want to point out one thing in relation
5

to this meeting, it was not an enforcement meeting. It was --
6

in other words, it was not a meeting called because of specific-

concerns identified during inspection which would necessitate
8

a higher level meeting between our management and theirs. It
9

was a routine meeting that was conducted for all licensees,
to

meetings -- this was done for refamiliarization because licensee
it

management changes and our management changes and it is to bring
gg

the principal members in face-to-face contact with each other-

33

about once every 3 yects, in addition to identifying these
14

pr blems.
15

BY MR. HELFMAN:
16

Q You've indicated that to the best of your recollection,
g

the last previous inspection you had done at TMI II prior to
18

the March series of inspections was in January 1979?
1g

A Yes.
20

Q Let me show ycu a list of inspections conducted at
33

TMI II from the period February 6, 1978 through March 2, 1979
33

and ask you if this appears to be an accurate and complete list-

23

of the inspections that were conducted and the results of those
g4

inspections?
25
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A I cannot answer that question from this list because
3

there is no inspection number associated with these dates and
2

I do not know, I cannot tell without looking at -- I go by a
3

.

sequential number. I would have to have that information
4

available, also the findings. Somebody else has p: pared the
5

IISD*6

Q This list was not prepared by you, in other words?
7

A No. I did not prepare the list. It may be accurate,
3

but I cannot tell you that by looking at this right now. Ig

would ~ point out there is much better information available from
10

my computer printout that does identify inspection by number,
13

date and the specific non-compliances.
13

O Do you have that computer printout with you? /

3 33

A That is available from our office files. It is
14

called an enforcement summary. That would be the.name of it.
15

MR. BELFMAN: This will be off the record.
16

(A discussion was held off the record.)
37

- MR. HELFMAN: Let's go back on the record.
18

BY MR. HELFMAN:
gg

Q Would it be possible for you to provide us with theg

computer list -- computer printout list of inspections to which
gi

you referred?3

A Yes.-

23

Q Do you think you could arrange to have that done with -

34

in a week?
25
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A Yes.
1

O Let me show you a document which bears the title,
2,

"Three Mile Island Nuclear Station Procedure Change Request"
3

and ask you if you have ever seen it before? It bears a recom-
4

mendation date of 8/10/78 and an approval by a unit superin-
5

tendent dated 8/15/78?6

A I will further identify this as a procedural change
7

3
request' number 2-78-707, associated with Procedure 230-M27A/B

Provision 3. To answer your question, I do not recall seeingg

this before.10

MR. HELFMAN: We would like to have this document
11

marked next in order to the deposition, Exhibit 4.
12

(Whereupon, the document re-;( ) 13

ferred to was marked Exhibit 4
14 .

for identification and received
15

in evidence.)
16

BY MR. HELFMAN:
37

Q Are the EF-V12A/B valves considered safety related
18

items?19

A To my knowledge, they are safety related.go

Q They are safety related?
21

A Yes.22

23 Q When you conduct inspections of a nuclear facility,~

such as TMI II, is your primary focus directed towards safety
24

,

related items?25
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!

A The answer is yes; the primary focus is for safety
1

related items. Perhaps something different to express, is that
2

the focus -- is that it complies with the technical specifi-
3

cations and license requirements.
4

Q So the answer is yes?
3

^ Y' * '

6

Q When an investigation is conducted on-site of any |
.,

ffacility,.would a safety related item such as the valve de-
Ig

scribed in Exhibit 4 have been the subject of an inspection?
g

A Let me answer that question in two parts . First, the
10

investigations are not normally performed -- investigations
33

are performed and investigation is usually done in response to
33

an allegation that is made concerning the facility, but the', 33
-.

safety related items you are referring are not necessarily in-
14

spected but it is more the controls, things like the procedures
15

that are used to operate safety related equipment, which is
16

what we have here, is a temporary change, actually a procedural
3

change request for a procedure that is used to test the motor-
33 ,

driven emergency feedwater pump valves, the va.'.ves you referred
39

to as EF-V12A/B.
20 i

Our inspection program is a sr.upling inspection and
33

i

may or may not review the specific procedure change request.
|22

Q Does this procedure change the sort of change which-

23
\

would constitute a violation of tech specs?
y- |

A It appears to me that is true, although I have not )
25 |
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|

personally done the investigation; other people have looked |
3

into this change. I have heard their discussions of it and
3

I believe that shutting those valves would in fact violate the
3

technical specifications.
4

0 Was this investigation that you have just referred to
5

6 a post-March 28, 1978 investigation?

A Yes. It was .-

Q To your knowledge, was any investigation done between
3

8/15/78 and March 28, 1979 concerning this change in procedure?
9

A There was no investigation, nor was there any inspec- ,

10

tion, to my knowledge, done of this_ procedure.
ti

Q Between the period 8/15/78 and March 28, 1979, did you
12

or people on your staff conduct an inspection of TMI II pro-
3 33

cedures? -a

A May I see the list you have of inspections?
15

Q Yes.
16

A I do not think that inspection was performed byp

procedures or procedure changes during the time period that
33

you mentioned. I believe there was an inspection shortly before
19

then in a period, as I recall, of around July 1978. The pro-
20

cedures were reviewed, although I cannot identify from that
21

list. However, procedures -- I look at procedures -- certain
22

procedures, during every inspection, are performed. It just'

23

happened, this is not one of theu. I do look at other procedures
24

because I review the implementation.
25

Acme Reporting Company
. m . ........



_ _ _

36

Q Is the licensee obligated to call such procedural
1

changes to your attention?
2

A only if the procedure change constitutes a change
3

as describsd in 10 CFR 30.59 (a). Those changes require prior
.,

NRC approval. The licensee is allowed to make changes to the
5

procedtres as described in the FSAR.
6

0 Is the licensee authorized to make changes in pro-
-

cedures which would result in a violation of tech specs without
g

NRC approval?g

A " *

10

Q So with the change that'is described in this proced-
g

ure change request for this sort of change, which the licensee
7g

w uld be required to report to you?'

13

A The licensee would not be allowed to make such ag

change, ho, indeed. In -the 'first place , if the licensee had
la.

identified that the change was made after the fact, that
6

would be the basis for a prompt report. I

1, ;

1

Q We note at the bottom of this Exhibit 4, box number |

18 |
|

10, entitled, " Approval" and it reads, " Manager generation
g

1

9uality assurance." There is the notation NA where the !

N j
i

signature would go and a slash where the date would go.

Does this indicate to you that quality assurance
i

,

was not af forded an opportunity to approve of this change in |
- \

1

,

procedure?

A " Yes.
,a,
-

|
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O Is this normal procedure for procedural changes such
g,

as this?
2

A Yes. The manager of generation quality assurance,
3

as described in this change form, is required to approve those
4

_
changes that concern certain administrative procedures that

o

are listed in their Administrative Procedure 1,0001. That is,
6

he has to approve some of their station administrative procedure s
7

because those are the procedures that implement quality as-
8

surance requirements.
g

He does not necessarily have to approve the individua:.
10 sceve;\b mee -f60operating procedures or -sesvi.eegrocedures by their current

program.

Q The administrative procedures idiat you refer to,
,_

s

would they b,e built within a form such as this, the same form?

A Yes. This form is used to document and effect a
15

permanent change to a procedure.

O Can you explain how it is that this procedure change

request and the apparent change in procedure was not called to

your attention or did not come to your attention?
19

-A No. I cannot explain that.
20

MR. HELFMAN: Off the record.
21

(A discussion was held ~off the record.)
22

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go back on the record.
23

*

BY MR. HELFMAN:
24

Q As a part of your duties as a inspector, do you
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review r inspect instrumentation in the control room to deter-
1

mine whether it is functioning properly?
2

A I review whether the parameters that are indicated
3

by the instruments are within technical specification require-
4

ments as opposed to whether the instrument is functioning
5

peQ, WMd is anoder part of ou inspecdon program.
6

That would be their surveillance or calibration of the
7

instruments.
8

ew de inMcated inf&madon not necessarHy &e
9

instrument.
10

Q You review the indicated information to determine
U

what?,g

A Compliance with the technical specifications. For~

13
hogded3

n
IEkexample, is ,the level of the L. 2n, water storage tank

within specification within upper and lower limits? Is the
g

temperature of the cooling system within the limits?
6

Q So you use the iddications to determine whether other <

g

mp nents are within tech specs?
18

A That is correct. This is done by the program once
19 j

. e4 vow d ro $)every 3 months. We select, on a random basis, thel pr_-rr : A

20

we want to verify.

Q Do you review control room instrumentation layout
- or location?

1

A No. Design of the control room is not within my --

che inspection ef fort.
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,

0 Is it within the duties of any inspector that you
3

know of, or any NRC department that you know of?
2

A I do not know of any inspector or any individual in
3

inspection enforcement that reviews the design and I cannot
4 $auswe f

d sigigfor NRR.5

Q You indicated that there is an inspector that in-
6

spects or determines the range of instrumentation. Is that
7

someone who reports to you?
8

A Not necessarily the range but the operability of theg

instrumentation. There is - 'the operability is based on
10

calibrating the instrument at a specific frequency and then
33

doing a surveillance that is a check of the electronicsg

associated with the instrumentation on a more frequent basis
13

(

and then comparing instruments of similar parameter, such as

you have for instruments that measure temperatures. You compare
la.

* *

16

Other inspectors assigned are performing inspections

on those areas. They do note: report to me but they are specialists

within our office and I review their reports. e. crc ;;e-
19

Uspccialis t; and the; repert the re72rts.g

.
The range of od-[ instruments , the e" instruments, tR

g

may be inspected but it is not because our program requires

i
,.

t but bec'ause an individual may be looking at a temperature

instrumentation or pressure or level and just by happening tog

obs erve' 'the' ins trument, he might happen to know of an error but

,

I
'
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et-~ cdp
it is not fc- th crrer nspection that does that. DE@

1

Q Is something left to the discretion or the whim of
2

the particular inspector?
3

A You could call it that, perhaps the irdependent
4

inspection effort of an inspector.
5

Q And independent meaning what he may take upon himself
6

to look at?
7

A To look at the ranges, that is correct. There is no
8

programmed -- there is no modular or inspection requirement for
g

us to look at the ranges of instruments.
10

Q There are, as you know?
11

A That's correct.
gg

Q W uld the fact that repaired tags- on instruments in
,e - 13
.

the control room hung down and covered indicators or controls |
g I

or other items on the control panel is something that would
la.

fall within the duties of an inspector to note?
16

A Yes.

Q Do you recall when the last time was that you walked
g

through the control room at TMI II prior to the March '79 --
g

I think before you answer the question, since you referred to
g

this list a number of times, we ought to have it marked as an
g

exhibit. This will be Exhibit 5 for the deposition.
22

(Whereupon, the document re-
~

23

ferred to was marked Exhibit 5
24

for identification and received
' 25
i

in evidence.)
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MR. HELFMAN: This is a purported list of inspections
g

conducted at TMI II, starting with February 6, 1978 and up to
2

March 1979.
3

BY MR. HELFMAN:
4

O Are you ready?
3

A The last time I recall making a tour of the control
6

_
room is in January. I believe it was the period January 8 to

,

11, although I cannot recall the specific dates. That is when
8

I believe I did the last operations inspection.
g

Q Would that inspection have taken you through the
g

ntrol room on more than one occasion?u

A Yes, frequently. There were other NRC individuals
g

that were'in the control room, to my knowledge, since that time,
g

Q Do you happen to know who they are?

A They were operating licensing examiners. I believe

the individuals are Bruce Wilson and Bruce B-o-g-e-r, Boger.

They were at the 3 Mile Island Station during the same period

when I was doing my inspection in March which was around --

'
' ' ' '

19

I am not sure but it's about that time.
20

Although they were performing examinations of the

operators, the licensee --

. Q Do you recall if when you walked through the control

room on those several occasions in January of 1979, you noticed

that instruments were out of calibration?
25
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A I do not recall noting that, no.
,

O Did you notice whether tags were hanging from instru-
,
_

menta tion , covering other instrumentation on the control panel?
3

I did not note that the tags in place were coveringA
4

indications or other controls.
3

Were there tags in place when you toured the controlQ
6

Panel in January?
_
.

A Yes.
8

Q Did you note that they were not covering other con-
g

trols or indicators on the control panel?
o

I did not hote that they were not covering theA
11

indications either.

Q You did not note one way or the other?
g,

.

I did not specifically look for that in my inspec-A
14

tion.
15

~ '

16

you have an opportunity to look at -- before I ask that question,

let me ask you if there is a position indicator in the control

room for the EF-V12 A and B valves?
19

A Yes, there is.
20

0 cc 702 *ecall whether you noted, during your inspec-

tion of the -- your tour of the control room in January of 1979
,,
__

that the valves were in a closed position instead of open?
23

I did not look at those valves during that inspectionA
24

or the indications .
25
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MR. HELFMAM: Off the record.
g

_ (A discussion was held off the record.)
2

MR.HELFMAN: Let's go back on the record.
3

BY MR. HELFMAN:
4

0 You indicated off the record that you did not under-
5

stand one of my previous questions concerning miscalibration cf
6

instrumentation. Do you recall now whether you noticed that
_
i

any instruments in the control room were out of calibration
g

when you walked through the control room in January 1979?
3

A Yes. There were instruments used for various purposes
10

including the sensors for pressure or temperature or radiation i
11

monitors that had stickers on them, indicating that the valves

were out of calibration.-

13 |)
In ,the cases where I observed these stickers , I

looked at the instrument to find out if there was a technical
|

specification requirement to have the instrument in service ,

)16
1

and the cases , I do not have the specific instruments at hand, '

I cannot recall them, .but the ones that were out of cali-

bration were not required by technical specifications. They
lwere for information purposes.

O Did you do any reports which indicated the lack of

calibration or the out of calibration condition of these various
no

|
--

sensors and monitors?
*

23
,

A No, since they were considered non-safety related.
t

Q Do you recall whether -- is the quench tank'

2a, .

'
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:nr+,u w T DC
i*

considered to be safety related?aressure t rperrt>r=3
i

it would not fThat's a tough question. To my knowledge,A
2

be considered safety related because there is no technical
3

specification requirement that the licensee monitor or record
4

quench tank pressure or level or temperature.
3

Do you know where in TMI II the quench tank pressureQ
6

ar level indications are located?_
o

Actually they are right where the drain tankA Yes.
8

that is equivalent to a drain tank -- the instrumentation for
g

the drain tank is on the back side of the panels that the
g

operator is facing. Actually if you are looking towards the
11

center of the control board, it is on the left portion of the
gg

ntrol board, on the back side of that panel. So it is not
:

T 13

actually in sight of the control operator.
g

Are there any other indicators which are out of theQg

sight of the operator as far as you can recall?
g NIsuch asThe indications -wess the ventilation system,A

are alsoEans, valves associated with .the ventilation system,
18

on the back side of these panels.
g

Would this include the ventilation system in theQ !

auxiliary building?
21

A Yes.
22

Q Any others?
. .g

I just cannot recall them right now.A
24

Is putting such indicators on the back of a controlQ
,
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panel a violation of any requirement or spec as far as you'
3

know?
,,_

A No.
3

Q Do you recall whether the pressure and temperatures
4

.
sensors which you referred to and noted were out of calibration

a

s6nsors which detect pressure or temperature of items which
6

are part of the primary coolant system boundary?
7

'I do not recall any such sensors being out of cali-A
g

bration.
g

Are the radiation monitors considered to be safetyQ
10

related items?g

A No.
g

Are the instruments which detect or display what theyO-

g3

are monitoring considered to be safety related items?
1,

A Would you repeat that, please?
Io.

Q I asked a preliminary question, are the sensors or
16

are there indicators which indicate what the radiation monitors

are monitoring?
3

A Yes. You have instrumentation that monitors and
19

indicates the iodine or particulate activities.
0

O As detected by the monitors?

A That's correct.
,,,,

You have indicated that the monitors themselves are0
. ,3

not safety related. Is the instrumentation which displays what
g

the monitors are sensing considered to be safety related?
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A No, not to my knowledge.
g

0 Do you have a personal opinion as to whether that is
2

a reasonable classification of radiation monitors?
3

A Safety related as defined, are those systems or
4

requirements that are required for the safe shutdown of the
5

facility or for -- I forget the exact definition, but anyway,
6

wo n14e <-x Cfldfor accident response. Radiation are not required by that3,

,

definition. They are not considered safety related but they are
8

important. To me, they are important, but there is no legal
g

#*9"i#***"D' to my knowledge, that they be operable.
to

Is the definition of safety related, in your opinion,Q
17

too narrow or is it appropriate?
gg

A I can only give my opinion.q g
.

That's all I am asking for.Q
g4

A Having requirements for safety related systems is
la.

t narr w to impose upon utilities. I believe that you
16

should look at the individual sensors and assess the importance |

t-

based on the system they are associated with, such as these
18

r diation monitors which are important from a health and safetya
g

standpoint and from an exposure control. It is very important
0

yet there are no requirements and I think the requirements
g

should be much broader placed upon the licensees.
g

Q Is this opinion of yours based on post-TMI I and II
.

73

transient learning?
g

A I had that opinion prior to the transient.
g
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.

Q Have you communicated that opinion to anyone within
1

NRC?
,, .
-

A Yes, informally.
3

0 Informally?
4

A That is, in discussions with my counterparts and
5

supervisors.
6

Q Was anything formally done with respect to your
.,.

feelings or the feelings of those you discussed this with by
3

ecommendadon, report or memorandum to theyo a o a
9

10

A In the case of the radiation monitors, I believe that

one of our inspectors, Karl -- I believe it is with a K -
g

1-u-m-1-e-e -- he was' assigned'is a' radiation' specialist -

l-

l a,,
)

for the facility and one of the areas of concern that he had

,

identified was-the ' fact that they had a lot of radiation
10

monitors that were out of service and this was identified by

memorandum internally, they sent out to our of fice. I do not

know just how far they got, if it went to headquarters or if it
g

stayed within our office. It is in the inspection reports.
g

Q W uld you be able to provide us with a copy of Mr.
20

lumlee's inspection report concerning radiation monitors?
21 ),

A I should be able to get that. j
22 l

_ Q I assume you did not bring a copy with you? |

A No. I didn't.

Q On the basis of our post-TMI transient learning, are
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you presently aware that for TMI II there was no shift changei

procedures in the control room?
2

A I do not understand your' question. First of all,
3

to my knowledge, there was a shift change procedure that existed .

4

Whether or not it was in the control room, I don't know but
5

the files are right there in the control room and there was
6

a procedure,"an administrative procedure that there were
'

-

control room operator duties and responsibilities which ad-
8

dresses , at least in part, shift changes and on previous in-
9

spections -- if this is the type of procedure you are referr-
10

ing to -- I verified that at least the procedure was in the
11

files and that is in the control room.
12

MR. HELF N : Let's go off the record for a moment. i
'

13i

(A. discussion was held off the record.)
14

MR. HELFMAN: Back on the record.
15

**

16

Q When you referred to a shift change procedure which
g

was in existence that you were aware of, what sort of a shift
18

change procedure are you referring to?
g

It 'Is a procedure that specifies some very basicA
20

|

-- a few requirements that the operators must at least deter- |
21

mine the status of the plant before they relieve the watch and
g,

that sometime during the shif t, they are supposed to review
-

33

their records and they have to describe at some point when they
24

review these recors. It is a minimum list.
o.o.
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You . aid this requires that the opprator review the0 9
1

status of the plant. Is that the operator that is going off
2

shift or the operator coming onshift?
3

A The operator coming on shift. It is both the
4

perator -- you have the control room operator, plus the shift
5

f reman and'the shift supervisor and I believe it addresses
6

those three positions.

Q Do the shif t change procedures reqdire a detailed
8

statement by the operators or foremen who are going off shif t
g

to relate to the operator and foremen who are coming onshift
to

as to the standards of the plant?
11

A The procedure does not require that the operator
13

coming on the shif t have a detailec' turnover of plant status.^
13,

... For example,. there is no requirement that the shif t foreman
g

tour the fadility hafore he takes the shif t. There is no require-

ment that the person operating the controls coming on shift |

physically w&lk the control room panels and verify that all the 1

g
l

valves are in the right position. There is no requirement
g

that'they look at all the enunciator alarms and verify there
g

are no abnormal alarms, things of that nature.

It is more of a verbal turnover of the plant status.
,

The -- is on line at 99 percent power, things of t. hat nature

and it would require that any other service equipment be
. g

identified to the person coming on the shift, that is technical
g

specification required.g
1
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Q But basically a very general statement?
g

A A list, a minimal list. of items to be addressed
2

during a' turnover and some things in fact are allowed to be
3

reviewed after the fact. That is, the logs are allowed to be~

4

reviewed af ter the turnover is complete,af ter the operator
5

assumes the watch.
6

And af ter the persons who know about the enti-iesQ-

they made in the log have gone?
3

A Yes, because in some cases you have to review the
9

1 gs since your last shift so obviously all those people are
10

not going to be there at the time. That is impossible but they
11

N
have to review. If it is ah shif t rotation, they would

12 MdbadC
have te look at the whole day's or the b. leek'yentries.

~) 13

O In.your opinion, is this shift change procedure
g4

adequate?
15

In my opinion, it is in compliance with our regu-A
16

lations.g_

Q Are the regulations. adequate?
18

A That's a matter of judgment.
.

19

Q What is your judgment?
20

! A I think that the requirements for shif t turnover
gg

should be more. specific and should require, in my personal
gg

opinion, an operator come on an hour before his shif t to tour-

33

the plant and become familiar with the shif t and of course,
g4

that has to be paid for, but that is not my problem. There
25
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should be a more extensive turnovar of information.I

O As an example, as we know in post-TMI learning, the
3

EF-V12 valves were closed. Would the present shif t change
3

procedure require .the operator going off shif t to notify the
4

Operator coming on shif t of that fact?
5

A To my knowledge, if you were aware of that fact, it
6

- would require that because that would be -- it's really not a

fair question because having those valves closed, by the
3

technical specifications, those valves are closed which puts
g

*j%w ,

then theboth the -4 IL,of emergency feed water inoperable,
10

plant could operate for 1 hour before they have to shutdown
33

and so it is just an unlikely situation that you would have
37

that happen and the operator be aware of it.-

33

O Ba unaware of it?n
- A Mo, it is unlikely it would happen and have the

15

Perator be aware of it because if he were aware of it, he
16

would open a valve. It is possible that it could happen and
3_

n t .have him be aware of it because there is no alarm that
18

goes o H H somebody were to s M d e va h -
19

There are a lot of lights in the control. The valves
20

could be open or operated remotely. It is possible to opera.e
73

the valves remotely, not in the valve room, not in the control
22

# **~

23
i

Q These valves to which we have been referring are the
g

valves in the auxiliary feed line or the main feed water line?
33
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In the cmsrgency fond water linn.A
3

The auxiliary feed water line?O,
.

It is called the auxiliary feed water line atA
3

Westhinghouse facility but emergency feed water line at B&W
4

design.
5

You've indicated that the plant could only operate0
6

for a hour so these valves sere closed -- let me understand_
,

y u correctly. Are you saying that if both valves on the emer-
8

gency feed water system are closed, the plant would be able to
9

run only for a hour or so even if the main feed water system f
10

were. opened?
33

according to techn'ical specifications.
A That's correct,

12

I do not have the technical sp9.cifications with me but during
13-

if the plant was operating as it wasoperations of,that power,
14

Operating on March 28, they are required to have two trains
15

valves,
of emergency feed water in service. That is the pumps,

16

the line up ready to operate if needed,
g adoe DCThe technical specifications Juar one train of emer-s
18

gency feed water to be out of service for a certain period of
39

thatsay 8 hours, althou .; I do not recall that time,time,
20

w uld be for maintenance purposes or if you have a problem, you
21

are &llowed to operate for a certain. period of time with only
,,
--,

ne train av&ilable.
- 23

The specificttion for emergency feed water system only
24

It does not addressaddresses having one train out of service.
g

1
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having both trains out. However, there is a general provision
1

in the technical specifications which I b61ieve is Specification
2

303 that says if you are beyond -- if you are operating in
3

excess of those conditions that are allowed by the tech specs,
4

such as having both trains valved out, then you are shutdown
5

within 1 hour. There would be a cold shutdown within a certain6

period of time af terwards .-

0- When you referred to having to shutdown the plant,
3

if both of the auxiliary feed valves are closed, are you referr -
9

ing to an automatic shutdown, automatic trip of the reactorp)

that would automatically occur or are you referring to a
gi

requirement as to uhat the operator must manually do if heg

discovers this to be the case?-- g hater |

This is -- r7er2 ted ge r-rder -at=3 manual action to shut theA
74

plant down.g
1

0 In cther words , these two valves that we referred to, |
16 |

the EF-V12 A and B valves could both remain closed and yet the
'

t-

plant could continue to operate?
18

19
. A Yes, it is physically possible for that to happen,

yes.3)

0 So if during the shif t change procedure an operator
3

who'is g6ing off shift either did not know or did not inform
~

._m_

the operator coming on shif t, that these valves were closed,
~

23

the plant could conceivably continue to operate for anothery

shift or more, for days, for weeks, for months, with these
25
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valvos clossd; is that correct?
3

A That is correct, to a point, because those valves
g

are checked for their operability on a monthly basis, I believe ,
3

Q By whom?
4

By operators,that means you have to cycle the valve,A
.
a it would be open

you have to operate the valve. Normally,
g

but you have to demonstrate that it is capable of clos'ing so
.,

y u stroke the valve shut and open the valve to demonstrate
8

0 s p ope Q .
9 theYou also had to perform checks of the pumps,

10

emergency feed water pumps. So during these evolutions you
Nzd33 -I f icu did notidentify the fact that the valve was closed. 1 E" S

12

it.M ay, you d pr.eswuu
33,.

You would presume from that -- if we presume
Qg

hypothetically that these valves were closed from August 19,
la.

1978 through March 28, 1979, that those operators who were
16

performing these tests on the valves were aware that they
g

were closed in violation of tech specs?
33

No. We were looking earlier at a change that wasA
19

made to a procedure. That is used during the -- could I have
20

the procedure?
3

O Exhibit 4?
,,

This procedure is used to perform the monthly
..

,

A
~

23

verification of the operability of the motor-driven emergency
g4

feed water pumps and in addition, it performs a verification
25
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of the valve operation. So this chango -- what the procedura
1

is referring to is the fact that the valves were closed in
2

if weorder to perfonn this test and at the end of that test,
3

had the whole procedure here, we could look at it, you would
4

see that the valves were reopened upon completion of the test
5

or should have been_r . opened to return the system -- to online
6

the fact that both valves were closed at the same time is7

contrary to tech specs.
8

Q Closed during the test?
9

A During the test.
10

Q And we know, as a result of post-TMI II learning, tha:
11

these valves were closed during the transient which occurred
12

on March 28, 1979; is that correct?
, 13
!

-

I have heard that but I was not a member of theA
34

investigation team so I cannot address that.
15

Q Are you adare that following TMI-II, it was dis-
16

covered that the condensate polisher bypass valve. manual,
17

hand valve wheel war not in position? In fact, it was not
18

even on the valve?g
1

A The hand wheel was not on the valve? I was not aware
20

of that. ,

21 1

Q Is that something that an inspector would be expected
33

to observe on a walk through?
- 23

A It is something that he might observe. That is a
34 i

'

!

system we do not normally inspect because it is a secondary
25
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It
system and does not have any safety related significance.

g

is not an area that I typically would inspect when I go to the
,
.

plant.
3

|Are you aw're.df any requirement that the licenseeO
4

keep plant blueprints up to date so as to accurately reflect
5

any m difications that were done to the plant during the OL
6

stage or subsequent after an operating license was received?
_

I am aware of the fact that there are requirementsA
3

for drawing control and that the drawings be updated, yes.
g

Is it one of your duties as an inspector to insureQg

that that requirement is complied with by the licensee?
gg

We haveIt is not c.n area 'I typically would inspect.A
12

the specialists..that would review the quality assurance aspect.
=

- g
.) of plant operation and that is one of the areas that they

34

inspect.
15

I may happen to look at a drawing and by chance
:

16

note that it is not up to date but that is not because the
17

program led me there, but just that I perhaps was familiar with
18

some work that was performed and observed later that the
19

work was not reflected on the drawing.
l

Does inspection to determine compliance with this.Q
21

requirement fall within the areas that you, as a supervising
, y,

__

: inspector, are required to deal with, whether or not you per-
-

23

sonally go out and inspect these plans?
g

.

A Would you repeat that?
25
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You have indicated that there are a number of tech-QI

nical inspectors that do actual inspections and that you review
2

their work, you review their reports?
3

I am not a supervisor of these
A For concurrence, yes.

.
4

Now,inspectors. I am more a coordinator of their records.
3

the cuestion was?
6

The answer is -- the question was, is it one of yourQ-

bligations to determine whether or not the licensee is com-
8

plying with the requirements that their blueprints or plans
g

are kept up to date so as to reflect all modifications in the
g

p31ns in the plant?
13

I guess -- I cannot say that's my personal obli-A
3g

gation but my obligation is to review the reports of these
13

other inspectors and determine whether or not they are correct
g

from an enforcement standpoint.
la.

If the problem they are addressing or identifying, is
g

in fact, legally in non-compliance or if I agree with the fact,

g

that they are in non-conpliance, these inspectors have their
33

Own supervisors, they are in a different section within our |

gg

branch. It is their supervisory responsibility to see they are
20

doino.their job in that regard, not mine.
21

If it were reported to you by one of these technicalO,

inspectors that the licensee had failed to update their blue-
-

3

prints so as to reflect modifications of the plans, would you
g4

deem this to be a violation of tech. specs?
g
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If they had mado no attempt to update the drawings,A
1

_

yes. If this were somewhere in the revision stage, you know,
,,

the drawings in the control room were not reflective of the
3

actual design, that would be a different matter, but if the
4

modification were performed and the modification were never
3

reflected in the drawings, that would be a non-comoliance.
6

Q To your recollection, had you, at any time, been
a

informed with respect to TMI II, Met Ed had failed to keep their
g

blueprints up to date?
g

I recall previous occasions of non-compliance con-A
10

cerning drawing control. I do not recall r.he specifics of those,

0 Do you recall whether this was in connection with
33

TMI II?
33

.,

I think it was TMI I because the TMI II hadn't had.

A
14

an operational quality assurance inspection since -- it had )
g 1

never had one since the_ time they had the operating license.
16

Q Had they had one up to the time of the March 28
g

transient?
18

A No. They had one recently, just within the past 2 to
g

3 weeks, thattthey had an operational quality assurance in-
20 |

spection. One thing to keep in mind is that a finding of this
21

that is applicable to Unit 1, also would apply to Unitnature,
22

,

2 as far as corrective action that is taken for the plant be- (
|

. 23 |

( cause there is no distinction between the administrative pro-
,3

cedures for procedural requirements for Unit 1 and the requiremeng
3

Acme Reporting Company
. m . ........ ;



59

for Unit 2. ,

3

If a problem is found in that area, then the corrective
2

action that'is taken would apply to both units.
3

MR. HELFMAN: Off the record.
4

(A discussion was held off the record.)
5

BY MR.'HELFMAN:
6

Q Are you aware of whether Met Ed has assigned responsi<-
7

bility for bringing the TMI II equipment drawings up to date?
3

I had no specific awareness of the assignments in thi s
A9

area, no I was not aware .
10

Q one way or the other?
11

A No.
12

Q Did you participate in the TMI II QA evaluation^' 13
i

which was donducted more recently?y

A No, I did not.
15

O Do you know when this evaluation was done for TMI II?
16

A It was done for both TMI I and II during the period
17

f about July 15 through August 2.
18

Q Normally do inspectors such as yourself cooperate
19

in the performance of a QA review?
20

A Normally, yes. That is generally the time that I
33

would look at the. orgadizational aspects of the quality as-
33

surance program and I would schedule my organization inspection
. 33

at the sune time as the quality assurance inspections of design
3

control, procurement control and things of that nature are done .

25
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That was not done with respect to the TMI I and IIQ
1

quality assurance program this year because of a temporary
2

assignment?
3

Because of my current assignment cn the 3 Mile IslandA
4

staff, the present office staff, dhat's correct. I do not knov
5

if they looked. at the organizational aspects of it. Our routine
6

inspection program does not currently exist as it used to before

the 3 Mile event.
8

In relation to 3 Mile Island Unit 2, we no longer
9

have a routine inspection program.
10

Q But there is an inspection program?
gg

A There is an inspection program but it is not the
12

routine program that we had before the event where wE did the-

13,

quality assu:rance inspection once a year. I guess what I am
14

saying.is.that we are trying to do those inspections which areg

considered the most important on a routine basis.
16

I tried to get back to a routine program but for the
g

past several months, they were very occupied looking at the
33

(

specific corrective actions that all licensees had to take
gg

f er the 3 Mile event.t
20

Q Could you describe generally,I guess,the term inter-
21

face is the appropriate term to use of the supervisors in |
| gg

Region I and NRC divisions, such as the Division of Project--

g3

Management and-the Division of Operating Reactors? Is there
g4

such an interface between all of these groups and if so, how
25
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would you describe it?;

A There is an interface on an informal basis between
2

project inspectors such as myself and licensing project managers
3

in either Division of Operating Reactors or the Division of
4

Project Management.
5

If meetings occur, for example, NRR meetings --hi[h DIA
6

generally get alerted to that by a telephone call from the-

project manager, if there are specific problems that occur
g

at the facility that we think may require some licensing
9

actions, I may call the project manager to tell him that some-
g

thing is coming his way to alert him of the problem.
11

There is always the formal chain which is , if we 'see
gg

a Problem, or if we have a concern at a facility that we think
13

] should require a change in the tech specs, we would put that

in a written memo and through our internal management and in
g

inspection enforcement headquarters and then in turn plants
16

with'.the . responsibility would be affected to assign the responsf.-
g

bility to NRR for resolstion of/this matter.g

Q Do you recall if that was ever done with respect to
gg

TMI II?g

A There were probably occasions of transfer of responsi--
21

bility for TMI II but I do not recall them.
gg

Q W uld it be possible for you to provide us with the
23

memorandums relating to such transfers?
g

A Yes, that would be possible.
25

Acme Reporting Company
.aaa, .2......



,

62

MR. DIXON: Off the record, please.
i

(A discussion was held of f the record.),
_

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go back on the record.
3

BY MR. HELFMAN:
4

Have you noted any fanits in ~ the supporting docu-0
5

mentation provided by TMI with respect to procedure change
6

temporary change notices, change modification requesta
- requests,

and special operating procedures prior to the time of the March
8

28, 1979 transient?
g

A That's a very broad question. It will take me some
10

, aarwartime to try to abccrb the whole thing. I do not recall any3
11

significant faults with the change modificatinns or the TCN's
13

or procedure change requests, things of that nature.-

33

I have not identified specific faults myself.
14

0 Has anybody reported to you any faults they have
15

noted?
16

I have read of the problems concerning temporaryA
1-

I do not recal:.change notices, identified bs their inspectors.
18

'

now about inspection reports related to but I would say that
gg

within the past year, administrative types of problems with
20

the review and approval of the temporary change notices.
33

0 Have there been numerous such occasions?
,o_
_

A No. I would say that these problems are identified
-

23

Our review was
| once ,-- and the corrective actions were taken.

34

conducted and indicated the corrective action.was adequate.
3
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Was this pre-March 28?Oi

A Yes , it was.
2

Would it be possible for you to provide us with the
Q

3

documentation on that?
4

There was a question asked, if it is just the TCN's,
A

5

yes, but any faults with design changes.
6

Procedure change requests?Q.

Procedure change requests.A-

3

Q Would you be able to get --
g

Modifications, you might as well jus". review theA
in 3z ,)

M e>H 'n 3 or 4 years because that is what
y -M eports for the last

11

I would like to satisfy the request but --
is in it.

33

I'm referring to a complaint which was brought to yourQ
13

;

attention by an inspector that TMI provided inadeauate docu-
34

mentation or followed inadequate procedures in handling pro-
33

temporary change notices or changecedure change requests,
16

modification requests in the special operating procedures?
g

You indicated that on one occasion or on a number of
33

ccasions --
19

I remember specifically a problem with temporaryA
20

change notices. I do not remember looking at problems in
21

You know, everything you mentioned,
special operating procedures.

g3

that is their whole program for controlling changes to the
-

23

That is a program that any problems that are identified
plant.

24
I do not know howwould be described in our inspection reports.

33
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else to provido the information than to just give you copics of )

g

the reports.

Could you provide us with the specific report thatQ
3

you referred to regarding temporary change notices?
4

the information only for Unit 2?A You want
5

0 E' *

6

A For what period?
7

0 Pri r to March 28, 1979?
8

After what time period? Prior to but starting inA
9

,

1976.
10

Would there be numerous such notices?0
13

I would have to go back to the first inspection thatA
12

was done on the facility.
13

From the date upon which the operating license wasQ
14

granted, February 8, 1978 through March 28, 1979?
la.

I can . identify the inspections, where faults of thisA
16

nature were found and described and give you those reports

separate from anything else.
g

O We would appreciate that.
19

MR. HELFMAN: Off the record.
20

(A discussion was held off the record.)
21

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go back on the record.
22

BY MR. HELFMAN:
~ 23

With respect to the document we requested from you,Q
24

is there such a thing as an outstanding items list on the TMI II
,
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which would reflect that infomation?
3

A Yes, there is.
2

0 W uld it be possible to request that you provide us
3

with a copy of that list?
4

A Yes. That can be provided.
5

Q W uld it also be possible for you to note on that6

_ list or have noted onihat list the particular~ items dealing

with TCN's?8

A I can request that someone make those annotationsg

so that they will highlight the types of problems you are
10

Interested in.
11

Q Do you think you might be able to have that done3g

within a week?
33 ,

A Yes.g

Q Thank you. How does the region evaluate the various
15

ways used by TMI II to document track report and resolve non-
16

conformances? Is this done at all?g

A Repeat the question, please?
18

Q Let me ask this way. Does the region look at how Met3g

Ed deals with non-conformances?''O

A Yes. That is part of the quality assurance inspection
21

such as the one that was just completed yesterday.22

Q W uld there have been ar.y look by the region at this-

23

procedure prior to the quality assu. ance program that was done,g

post-March 28, 1979?
,,a.
.
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A Yes. That is part -- during pre-operational tests
i

f the facility, there was an inspection performed that did
2

look at the system that was designed to identify and correct
3

non-conformances. I do not recall specifically the inspection;
4

there were several inspections, prcbably that were done in
5

that regard.
6

Q How does the region evaluate the ways in which Met
7

Ed documents tracks and reports and resolves non-compliances?g

A That we have to defer because that is not an area
9

that I inspect and I think that more properly asked, the
1g

person such as George Napuda, who is a Quality Assurance Lead
33

Inspector.
33

Q How does Mr. Napuda spell his name?
13

A N,a-p-u-d-a.
14

Q He is with the region?
15

A Yes, he is. |16

Q What occurs when an inspector notices an item whichg
l

he believes is an important! item and he brings it to you for
18

concurrence and you disagree, you decline to concur? What
39

recourse does he have to bring that matter he considers impor-g
|

tant to the attention of the NRC? -

21

A I do not know if there is any other procedure the
33

ffice has on this or not, but the normal action would be to
- 23

address that concern with his supervisor and my supervisor and
24

. M + uld hopefully be able to resolve any difference.,,o. .
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0 would the two of you be given an opportunity to
3

present your points of view at some type of meeting?
3

A Yes, we would discuss it in an open session, probably
3

with our supervisors. It is not -- I do not make the management
4

decisions; all I do is identify problems and then if I have
5

a conflicting opinion about another inspector, then we identify
6

that fact to our supervision and management resolves it._

Q Has that ever happened to you?
8

A In what regard, have I identified something where
9

an ther inspector disagreed?
10

Q Or you disagreed with another inspector,either way?
33

A Yes. I cannot recall any specifics other than it has
12

happened.
(- 13

-

Q Did that result in the matter being taken to the
34

supervisory personnel or management personnel for resolution?
15

A es.
16

Q And were you the disagreeing inspector or were youg

the inspector that found the item and felt it was important?
33

A It has happened both ways. There are occasions when
3g

I have found that something that I would have considered a non-
20

compliance or in fact I was later shown that there were con-
33

ditions that would make it not a non-compliance and vice versa,
22

I have no problem with the final resolution of these matters..

33

Q' In the event that either you or other inspectors are
34

involved in such a dispute were dissatisfied with the resolution
,,o..
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made by manngemont, by your immediate supervis6rs, what
3

pr cedure would you follow to take it further along, if any?
2

A If I feel strongly about a subject, I write a letter
3

directly to the commissioners. I would go through a chain but
4

if I was not satisfied by my management with a particular
5

concern, I would eventually take it to the commissioners if
6

I thought it were appropriate..

Q Y u w uld avail yourself of the open door policy,
8

in other words?
9

A That's right.
10

Q Do you work with the Division of Project Managementn

in the review of FSAR and the provision of the SER as a formalg

matter?g,,

( .,
.

A NO-
14

Q As an informal matter, is this done on occasion?g

A I have never done that. Portions of the FSAR or the
16

SER may be reviewed during the pre-operational ~ testing phase

f inspection but I haven't done those inspections or I really
18

do not know the extent to which the inspection enforcement,g

ets inwived. You would have to ask a manager or somebody such
20

'
as the branch . chief perhaps that question.

33

Q Do you know if the results of the review of the FSAR

are used by inspectors such as yourself in planning your sur-
23-

veillance of the facility?
g4

A The FSAR is used as a source of inspection as well as
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the technical spccifications. Dans that answer your question or;

are you looking for something beyond that?
3

MR. REILLY: Off the record a minute.
3

(A discussion was held off the record.)
4

BY MR. HELFMAN:.
a

Q Does the FSAR, so far as you are aware, concern it-
6

self with the particular characteristics of the plant?
7

A Yes,
8

Q Do you, as a result, tailor your surveillance procedureg

in light of the FSAR?
10

A The FSAR is used primarily during the period of con-
11

struction and pre-operational testing as a source document for
12

inspection, as a planning document for inspection, because that
k' '

13

is the time ,at which we are looking at the system design more
34

predominantly. After the plant is licensed and it becomesg

perati nal, the FSAR becomes less of a reference and at that
16

time, you are looking at design changes, we are inspecting theg

changes that are made to the design in the form PCR's for
18

procedures or change modifications for systems and the FSAR
39

pr bably would not be up to date, until the license is issued,
20

so it is used quite a bit for' inspection and we do tailorgg

our inspections to it.gg

. Q And the procedure that you developed at the time of3

the FSAR is more pertinent, continues to be used af ter the
3

plant is operational, is that correct? Or do you abandon the,3,
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1
inspection?

A No. We do not do system inspections so much after
- 2

license issuance. For example, during pre-operational testing,
3

_ we would look at the decayed heat removal system, review the
4

design of that system, review the testing that is done on that
3

system and that is where we review the fact that the system is
6

built as designed and it is tested as required by the FSAR.-

We will perhaps do a review of some valves to see
8

that the valve orientations are correct, things of that nature,
9

plad
but once the pla" Oficonstruction is complete, we do not do DC

10

as much system type reviews. It is more of a generic inspection,
ti

My tours will take me throughout the facility and I will look
12

at the valves of 15 or 20 different systems rather than all the
13)

valves in the decay heat system.
14

0 Prior to the time the utility has received the
15

operating license for the plant, what in addition to tailoring
16

inspections to the FSAR is done by the region to insure that th e
g.

utility is really ready for its operating license?
18

A I have not been involved with the plant, just before
19

licensing, I took over through Unit 2 at the point of license
20

issuance, so I was not deeply involved with some of these
gi

Preparations for licensing, however, I do know that we look
22

at their quality assurance program, we look at cheir organi-. 33
to IE(=ation, the capability of the organizationer support, safe op-

34

eration.25
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Q You are not talking about financial capability?
g

A No. This is just technical capability, but we do
2

these programmatic inspections in the emergency planning and
3

all of our -- all of the areas we inspect during operation ~,
4

we do them before. operation and judgments are made or assess-
5

ents are made of each of dese areas and d e plant's read ness
6

to operate based on our findings. In the end, this goes into
-

our report that is given to our headquarters office, Inspection
3

Enforcement and that report, in turn, is transmitted to NRR.
g

Sometimes we testify at hearings. If there is a
10 scib a \k.e -re_ i s s va uc e_ g

hearing, Eurccu cf Licence Accuranc 4 we have to testify to the

licensee's ability to operate the plant based on our inspec-g

tions._

l3
,

Q Age there any elements in addition to NRR that
34

participate in this activity?
la.

A ere may be- I just don't know.
16

Q Does NRK ever make specific requests or communicateg.

ertain areas that ought to be looked into at the time this is
18

being planned or is it simply completely in the hands of I&E
g

and then the results are turned over to NRR?
20

A I'm certain that NRR does make certain requests for
g

each plant but I do not' know that requests were made for 3

Mile, Unit II. We could' find out. Do you anticipate a need
_ g

t talk-to inspectors before the plant was licensed -- do I
24

need to identify those inspectors to you?
3
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Q Suro.
g

.

A Paul Kallogg was the project inspector of the facility
2

pri r to my tenure and he had the plant for about a year. IIe
3

currently is a Section Chief in Region II. Prior to him, the
4

inspector was Tony Fasano. Tony Fasano is currently.a Con-
5

struction Inspector in our Region I office. That's F-a-s-a-n-o.
6

His predecessor was Richard Lee Spessard,-

S-p-e-s-s-a-r-d. I think he may have been primarily involved
8

with Unit I and I do not know how much he had to do with Unitg
.

II*
10

Q Basically what I was asking is how does NRR get
13

actively involved in the inspection and reviews that are con-
33

ducted prior to the issuance of the OL?e, 13
(_

I believe there are teams that go out to review theA
g4

design of the plant, but I do not know to what extent they do
15

their reviews.
16

Q With respect to reporting and closing out LER's, how
1

do you determine which LER's or events should be brought to the
18

attention of the region or to other NRC elements?
39

A All LER's received by the office are brought to the
20

ttention of our regional management based"on their routing
21

that we have in the office. For example, all 30 day reports are
22

:

reviewed or routed, and generally signed off and initialed by
- 23

the section chief of the project section that has the plant,
24

his boss, the branch chief, and the M Ee s generally get %
,,5 A-
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rcvicwad by the Dircctor. Thorofore, there is soms backup; it
1

is not just the inspector that is making decisions as to how
2

significant that area is.
3

Q Does the inspector make any decision as to which
4

LER's or event repcrts are to be --
5

A Wie de concunence of a supervisor before inspeca
6

tion, I will tell my supervisor that I am going to review such.

and such LER's on-site for the following reasons, and I will
8

tell him which ones I am not g6ing to review on-site and give
g

him reasons for that too.
10

Q How do you determine which LER's require a site in-
11

spection or site followup and tracking to completion?
12

A. Our program gives us some guidelines which, as IA 13

(.
said earlier,, there is -- anyway, there is an inspection pro-

'

g

cedure that tells us how to review an LER in the office. Thereg

* * * *
16

site and gives us some guidelines for the review.g

All reports that are considered prompt reports, and
3g

have 14 days, are required to be reviewed on-site. Most that are
3g

30 day reports is a sampling inspection of at least 5 percent
,,

per year or so many per year which I think it is 10 but I am
33

not sure df that number and then anything above and beyond that
gg

is pret_ty much in the inspector's judgment, so when you get -
- 23

right down to it, it is the?LER, the nature of the problem,
24

that determines whether or not they will get reviewed on-site.
25
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Q Is this pratty much up to the individual inspsetor
1 dec:11on MIJ

,

or is the supervisory concurrence recuired in a ditici:n not
2

t review r to review such an LER?
3

A There is that decision that is concurred in by the
4

s pervisor.u

Q To what depth do you evaluate the completeness of
6

failure analysis?
o

A u d y u repea e question, please?
8

Q To what depth or to what extent do you evaluate the
g

completeness of failure analysis?

A I review it to my own capabilities. I am not an ex-
u

pert in all fields. I do not feel I can make an assessment for
g

that judgment to what I consider an appropriate reviewer,
13'

)
somebody with a different metallurgical background or an

g

electrical background. We have inspectors in our office that
la.

ave se backgrounds, so I personally do not review all of
16

the LER's. Many of them I forward to others for their technical
g

* *

18

MR. REILLY: Off the record.
g

,
(A discussion was held off the record.)

BY MR. HELFMAN:

,
Q Referring not solely to what you as an individual |

|

,' do, but what the region does with respect to determining the
, ,y

|-

completeness of the licensee's failure analysis, and an event
g

report or an LER?g

Acme Reporting Company
1. m ,. .. ...



_ _

75

A The review we perform depends considorably on the
1

nature of the failure. If it is something that appears signi-
,,
-

ficant to myself and supervision, we may send a team of in-
3

spectors to that plant to determine -- to perform our own in-
4

dependent failure analysis or to review the licensee's depth
5

Of analysis. We make our judgments with experience as to which
6 .

problems are more significant than others.-

If it is something more of a routine nature, we don't
g

go to those depths. We rely upon the licensee's familiarity
g

with his own procedures and the disciplines they have established
10

'

with their engineering staffs, to decide not to -- the licensee
11

has the responsibility for that. We inspect and they fulfill
12

that responsibility.-

13)

Q Do. you review the licensee's procedures for doing
g

some of your analysis? -

la.

A No. I don't.
16

Q Does the region? j

1

A I do not know of any specific review of that nature.
18

It is more of an individual review. You come across a signi-
,g

ficant problem, such as a transient, you look at this depth
gg

of review or the scope of review with the transient on that
g3

failure, then you make an assessment after that.
g

Q Were you aware prior to the transient of March 28
. g

.

of this year, that the TMI II had been operating without PORV
3

resulting in downstream discharge by temperatures in excess of
25
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the sp:cified limit of.130 d grecs ??
,

A I was not aware of that leakage befcre the accident,
g

no.
3

Q Is this leakage something that should -- which should
4

have been included in inspecticn or for some reason, is this
5

utside the scope of the parameters of inspection?
6

A The fact that there was reactor coolant system
7

leakage is within our inspection program or at least is subject
8

to inspection. There are different categories of leakage,
g

controlled, identified, unidentified, limits associated with
g

each of these.
33 .

The leakage -- during previous inspections, I have
33

~ verified a review of licensee records and some calculations of
, g

- their determinations, my own calculations, that indicated it
g

was within specification.
l a.

Q You were aware of the leakage?

A I was aware of leakage problems, that there was

scmething abo-re zero leakage but the limits for identified
g

leakage, I believe, is 10 gallons per minute. I believe they
g

were well within that limit but I do not recall the actualg

numbers.g

I did not know that the temperature of discharge
gg

lines was above 130 degrees..

33

Q In addition to investigating the amount of leakage,
,g

is it;also within the scope of your investigation or examinatio r,

,,,
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to determine such things as exceeding the specified pipa
3

temperature of a discharge pipe as a result of leakage?
2

A That is not something I normally would have inspected
3

in the past but it is something I will be looking for in the
4

future,
.
a

0 Do the tech specs deal with temperature limits as
6

well as with amount of leakage?
.

A Would you repeat that, please?
g

Q You have indicated that you were aware of the amount
g

f leakage through the PORV,and that if it was less than 10
to

gallons per minute, or whatever the figure was for this partic-
13

ular valve, it would not be in violation of tech specs; is
gg

that correct?f, 13

A Yes.
14

0 I am asking whether or not the tech specs also
15

specify that the temperature of the discharge pipes shall not
16

exceed a certain temperature?g

A The temperature is not specified in the tech specs
18

and I was not aware of the leakage to the PORV through the
g

electromatic relief valve. I was aware of the fact of the
20

identified leakage because I had looked at some of their
33

surveillance sheets but that means that the leakage is going
22

to the drain tank. There are other paths available for water
. g3

to get to the drain tank; the most important is that it is
74

a collected' system and it is not spraying into the atmosphere
g3
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and it is identifiablo and is collected.
3

Q S is it true that so long as the amount of leakage''

2

does not exceed 10 gallons per, minute, or whatever the figure
3

'

is, that you are not: reqdired or obligated to attempt to trace
4

the source of the leak?
5

A There are various -- for example, if it was 1 or 2
6

gallons per minute, I probably would not accept that. If it.

was like 9.5 gallons per minute, very close to the tech spec
3

limit, I would trace that and check out the source of it,
g

because even though it was within specification, it was closeg

to exceeding it.n

Q Did you prepare any documentation relating to yourg

awareness of the amount of leakage at TMI II?n() 13

A The only documentation that I can recall that mightg

be relevant is the review of surveillances that I did severalg

m nths ago. I do not even recall the date but I could find
16

the report that shows that I looked at various technical speci-g

fications of limiting editions for operatings operation and
18

review of some surveillance, so if I could find that.
g

O Would'that indicate the amount of leakage that ycu

discovered?g

A It would not indicate the amount; it might indicate
.

the fact that; I reviewed a surveillance procedure for leakage. ,,3 ,

*

,1

determination. I do not specifically recall that I did --
,

l

that I looked at large surveillances.g

Acme Reporting Company !
,m ,.>......



79

Q Do you recall what the amount of leakage was at the
3

TMI II?g

A No.
3

MR. HELFMAN: Off the record.
4

(A discussion was held off the record.)
3

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go back on.
6

BY MR. HELFMAN :.
i

Q When I referred to a specified limit of 130 degrees
8

F, are you aware of where such a limit is specified?
g

A That limit is specified in one of the licensee's ;

10 I

operating procedures but I do not know the specific procedure. f
33

The IE investigation report would probably identify the
)12
|

I

pr cedure in the report. |
's 13

|

Q Wpuld it have been within your responsibilities |
14

i
lto enforce the licensee's compliance with such procedures?
I

I5

A *# "i"1 'Y
16

Q In other words, if you had been aware that a licen-

see's procedures specified a limit of 130 degrees F, and you

discovered that during normal operation, they were exceeding
g

p pe, y u w uld then prepare some typea empera ure n a
20

of a report; would you report that as some type of a viol & tion?
g

IA If the temperature were ah, ve 130 degrees and the
,,
__

_
licensee were taking no correat..y 9 tion concerning that'

problem, I would consider that at least a potential problem.g

,

I would address that with my management. As I said, there is nc
1
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technical specification requirement for the 130 degress but
3

it is within his procedures and the licensee is required to
2

comply with his procedures.
3

0 Would'it be fair to say that this particular pro-
4

cedure requirement was -- the exceeding of this,particular

procedure requirement was not reported because you were unaware
6

_ of the requirement?

A That is correct; I was not aware of the 130 degree
8

limit. Nor was I aware of the fact that the temperature was
g

above 130 degrees. It was an area I just had never looked at.
o

Q Are you fairly familiar with the licensee's procedures?
3

A I am not that familiar with the operating procedures,g

nly a selective view of them, on an infrequent basis, just
r^) 13
s

to review the procedures, but my previous inspections did notg

require that I look at each procedure aid be familiar with the 1

g

details of those procedures.
16

Q Is it pretty much up to the discretion of th in-
1_,

spector as to which procedures to become familiar with and which
18

to enforce?
g

A The point is that it has never been a part of our job
0

to become familiar with the procedures because that was toog

detailed. You have to be licensed cractically to know what is

%e r-e. %s u cia
4"enmnc gdhat the licensee DMin the procedures. We are - thi'-

, g3

is fulfilling their responsibilities and making our own in-g

dependent inspections.
,,a.
_
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I have only a very small portion of tho activitics.
g

0 Is your basic responsibility then to determine that
2

the licensee has procedures and then selectively determine what
3

the procedures are and whether or not the licensee is complying
4

. with them?
a

A That is correct. We do, other inspectors besides my-
6

self, review, for example, maybe 10 operating procedures for
7

technical adequacy, maybe five, a certain small number of the
3

operating procedures about once a year and do a technical '
9

#8"i***
10

0 What percentage of the procedures are we talking abou
11

when we talk about 5 or 10 procedures?g

A I w uld say less than 5 percent, on the order of 1 or, '
13

'2 percent of, procedures.g

0 Do you review operating data periodically when you
15

nduct inspections?
16

A Do I review operating data?

es?
18

A I review operating data in the form of logs which the
39

licensee operators maintain, as logs of the parameters. I amg

not required to review the log of every hour of every day butg

I review it. I probably have looked at about at least 50g

percent of these logs. There are certain of them that are sur-
,

. g

veillance records that I look at, that I have looked at 100
g

percent of the data, although it is not required by the
2a.
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procedures.
3

Q Is review of operating data and the extent of the
2

review pretty much up to the discretion of the particular
3

inspector?
4

A N . Our program requires us to look at logs every
5

quarter We have to look at the control room log and the
6

shif t foreman log and any data log sheets that the licensee
-

generates.g

The amount of logs we review depends upon the licen-
9

see to a great extent because there are no strict requirements,
10

let us say, that the licensee must record these parameters and
33

they may give you 200 parameters to record. The licensee es-
33

tablishes their own requirements for data keeping.
] 13

Some facilities, say as Maine Yankee Atomic Power
g

Company, that has minimal requirements for log keeping or
g

data keeping, may be two or three pages per shift. There are
16

facilities, such as Beaver Valley Power Station which has over
g

40 pages of log sheets that are maintained for each shift.
18

It is the licensee's discretion;,.there are no regin
39

latory requirements, so therefore, if you were at Beaver Valley
20

Power Station doing an inspection of logs, you are not going to
g3

look at them all.
22

Q Is this done without NRC concurrence?. g3

A Yes. I don't know what you mean by concurrence but
g4

it is done -- the NRC is aware of the fact that there are
25
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different degrees of impicmentation for logheeping.
g

Must the NRC concur in the particular logkeepingQ,
_

system adopted by a utility or is that totally up to the
3

utility?
4

The only concurrence is that we inspect the facilityA
5

and we acknowledge the fact that there are no strict require-
6

ments and therefore, it is acceptable because it is not unac-
.

ceptable.
8

It is not unacceptable because there are no require-Q
9

ments?
10

A That is correct.
gg

Were you aware of Met Ed procedure for destroyingQ
12

I think this says as-run check sheet portion'of the sarveillance
13")

test procedures for the EF-V12 valves?
34

I was aware of that procedure,of the f act that theyA
15

did not retain the entire procedure. They retained the data
16

sheets and the sheets that demonstrate the fact that they did |
g

not the body of the procedure and other inspectorsthe test,
gg

ere a a e o a as well. It is not someEqing that I had
19

identified as a problem area before the accident.
20

0 Is this procedure of destroying portions of the sur-
33

veillance test procedure within MRC regulations or is this a
,,
__

s

violation?
23

;

A I think that is a matter of judgment. Some inspectors
3

w uld consider that a violation of regulations because they!

) 25

;

Acme Reporting Companyt

.au ........



- _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

84

think that the body of the procedure shows the step by step
1

changes to valve positions, yet the fact that the licensee
2

completed the procedure and that it was recorded in his control
3

room log by procedure number and date, that could mean to
4

ther inspectors that the procedure was performed properly and
5

to the extent to which the licensee is recuired to keen records
6

is not, in my mind, clearly defined.
_

Q So this inEerpretation is left pretty much to the
g

discretion and judgment of the inspector?
g

A I think of the inspector and supervisors and ulti-
in

mately it is going to be the judgment of management.
11

Q Was your not-reporting this as a violation of NRC
12

regulations done with the concurrence of your supervisor?
,3

I slo not know if I specifically addressed that withA
34

my supervisor. I did not consider it a problem,in my opinion,
15

the fact that they did not keep their procedure was acceptable.
16

I may have been right; I don't know.
l.e

Q Have you or the region looked at the operation of the
18

PORC GRC or the GORB committees to determine whether or not they
g

are doing an effective independent review of operations and
20

changes at TMI?
21

A I have not personally done that as a specific in-

spection item. I do not know if others have made that assess-
g3

ment.
g4

i

Q Have you personally sat in on a PORC meeting?'

,o.
-
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A I did not prior to the accident.
1

Do you spend time in the control room to get a feel0: , 2

for how the operators are doing their job?
3

When I review the log, when I do my log andA Yes.
4

record reviews, which are activities that can be performed at
5

ther locations, I generally like to do those in the control
6

room and I just kind of listen to what is happening around me.
_

I guess, in effect, I am monitoring the operators during that
8

time period.
g

0 Have you done this during a startup or shutdown?
10

The only startup or shutdown I recall at 3 Mile, IIA
4

33

that I participated in was the initial criticality which was
g

ar und March 29, 1978 and''I observed that startup from the ,

13
]

control room.,
14

O Have you noted any need for improving or changing
to.

any aspe ts of operating room procedure, layout or design of
16

the control room or its displays as a result of your firsthand
g

observations?
g

There is an obvious difference between Unit 1 a ndA
gg

i

Unit 2 control rooms, both of which are designed by Babcock )

ao

and Wilcox. It is my opinion that the Unit 1 control room is
33 i

better designed with less instrumentation than the Unit 2
,

! Control room because the amount of- instrumentation practically
. g

,

overwhelms the operators. It is strictly a judgment consider-

ation but if you look at the enunciator alarms in Unit 2 and
g
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compare that with Unit 1, it is about double the alarms. The
1

control rooms were designed by dif ferent architectural engineero .

2

Q Are you aware of complaints from the operators con-
3

cerning the control room layout, number of controls and alarms
4

in TMI II?
5

I was not aware of any complaints prior to the acci-A
6

dent. My personal observation, prior to the accident, was that
7

it was cluttered.8

Q Were you in the control room at TMI II on March 29,
9

1978 when the PORV failed to open?
10

A No.
11

Q Do y u know if that occurred during a startup?
]12

A On March 28? To my knowledge, it did not occur during
, 13
)

a startup. That was based on a report earlier that morning from
14

Licensing Management.
15

Q You were in the control room later that day?
16

A No. I was not in the control room until the second
17

day. I spent all of that day in our response center un.til about
18

1 o' clock in the morning.
39

0 We are talking about 1978?
3

A I am sorry. I thought you were talking about 1979.
23

You said March 28; that is what threw me. Shall we go back?
gg

Q This is the transient where the PORV failed to open
-

23

on account of an electrical failure?
24

A Okay, the answer to that question is, no, I was not
25
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in the control room. I do not recall -- I just don't remember
g

right now if that occurred during startup or not.
2

MR. HELFMAN: Off the record.
3

(A discussion was held off the record.)
4

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go on. Do,you have a statement to
5

8 *
6

MR. DIXON: Yes. Mr. Haverkamp, at this time, I must
.

leave. You have a right to waive your right to NRC counsel in
g

that event or you could choose not to proceed with the deposition.
g

Do you waive that right?
10

THE WITNESS: I elect to wa!ve the right to NRC
13

counsel.gg

MR. HELFMAN: You understand that means your depo-
13

sition. will continue but you will not be represented by
14

counsel?
15

: es. I do.
16

BY MR. HELFMAN :
g_

Q Let us continue. What are your impressions of house- l
18

keeping at the plant and the second part of that question is,
g

re there any inspection manual items on this?a
gg

PWt Ne
A M housekeeping is a part of routine quarterly

33 g
I

operations inspections that we look at. It is an area that you
,,

i

cannot help but looking at whenever you work around the plants-

33

because it is just something that you dsvelop a habit of looking
g4

at housekeeping as well as you do other aspects of an operation ,

25
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My general impression is that housekeeping has buen

satisfactory but not very satisfactory. There were, particularly

around the time of startup testing, around the time like of
3

initial criticality, and the shutdown which followed during

the summer of 1978, a lot of that is expected because of the
5

activities associated with construction and final phases of
6

Startup testing.
.
t

It seemed to take quite a bng time to improve the
g

cleanliness conditions. I felt the conditions were improving
g

but slowly.

Q You did not take any official action with respect to

Met Ed's housekeeping problems at TMI?

A I cannot recall if I did for Unit 2 or not.
. 13

^

1

Q Di,d you for Unit 1 or either of them?

A I know I had at least unresolved items for house-
15

keeping. I do not know if I had identified any items of non-
16

compliance but I had identified my concerns for the house-

keeping inadequacies in inspection reports, on more than one
18

occasion; I do not recall the specific inspections.
g

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go off the record.
g

(A discussion was held off the record.)

MR.HELFMAN: Back on the record.
22

|

.
BY MR.HELFMAN:

,
Q Are you aware of the extent to which piping, pumps,

valves, and so forth, are identified at the site with respect'

,o.
.
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1

to what type of fluid or gas is going through, the direction |
g

f the flow and what systems they are a part of?
2

A That is not an area which I am real familiar with.
3

fI do know that fire systems are printed red. Other than that,
4

I do not know of any markings on pipes that would identify a
5

bo ,-de d
bcrc. 2n 4 water system pipe or decay heat system pipe from a Dafd-

6

- makeup system pipe. I do not believe there are such' markings.

Q With respect to pumps and valves, are there such
8

markings?
9

10 -

The markings for valves would be an identificationA

tag that is attached on the valve operating handle or the
11

valve body. I have not done inspections to verify the accuracy
13

f those markings.
13,

Q Are.you f'.miliar with other plants where there are 4

14

more adequate markings on pipes and valves and pumps?
15

A I am not aware that the markings are adequate or in-
gg

adequate so I cannot say if they are more adequate at other
1

P ants, just by walkinc, through the spaces. I have donel
18

inspections, just checkincj, -for example,- to see that valves
39

are open as they are required'to'be. I look at the marking
20

associated with that valve. I haven't found any problems with
33

that. That is, I was able to identify that that was a particular
32

valve by a tag that is on the valve.
23-

MR. HELFMAN: Let's go off the record for a moment.
24

(A discussion was held off the record.)
25
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MR. HELFMAM: Back on the record.
g

BY MR. HELFMAN:
2

Q Are you aware of a requirement that shielding be
3

provided at the site of hook-up for the hydrogen recombiners?
4

A No, I am not aware of that requirement.
5

Q Are you aware that the hydrogen recombiners are con-
6

sidered operational even though they are not hooked up?
_

I am aware of the fact that hydrogen reccmbiners areA
8

tested and I have even looked at some of the results of theg

tests which were performed perhaps a year and a half or two
10

I am aware of the fact that they are disconnectedyears ago.
11

after that test.
12

Q Are periodic tests of such equipment required?
13.

A Yes , and the period -- of that test, as I recall,
1,

is about every refueling outage; that means it is about once
15

I would haveery 18 months that those recombiners are tested.v
16

to verify that by looking at the specs.
17

Q Do you consider that to be sufficiently frequent?
18

A I can't make that judgment.
3g

Q With respect to your own car, do you think that start--
20

ing it up and checking it once every 18 months would be suf-
21

ficient to insure you that during those 18 months, the car was
22 |

'
*
.

perable in the event that you'needed it?
..

23 An. -R w
f I'dprobablydomoredamagebyoufyingitthnifA g
| 34

y u didu't,in that case, but the frequency of testing that'

25

!
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cquipment is established by licensing. I had not evaluated
1

that before the incident. I really do not have any feelings
2

about it now.
3

Q And as you indicated, you were not aware of any
4

requirement that there be shields at the site where the re-
5

combiner would be hooked to the containment building?
6

A No, I was not aware of any shielding requirements.
7

Q Now I am just going to be seeking your personal
8

judgment. Do you feel that the inspection program adequately
9

assesses the utility's performance?
10

A Really, the inspection program we had prior to the
11

accident was in conjunction with a new phase of that program,
33

which was a performance appraisal team, inspection, did provide
-

13i

an adequate , assessment of the management's capability to safely
14

operate the plant.
15

Q Is that new phase that you talk about a pre-TMI
16

addition or is that a post-TMI?
17

A Was a pre-TMI addition but had never been performed
18

at TMI.
19

0 Can you thihk of any ways in which the inscections
20

could be made better or more effective?
21

A I concur in the concept of having resident inspectors ,

22

although I do not concur that it is necessary to have around- g3

the clock inspectors. I believe that you should -- that the ,

g I
'

inspection program would be improved by having inspectors that
25

Acme Reporting Company
....,........



. . .

92

are there at the sita and more readily available to the licensee
3

personnel.
2

t

MR. HELFhAN: Off the record.
3 q

i

(A discussion was held off the record.) ;
4

i
|MR..HELFMAN: Back on the record..

0 -1

1

THE WITUESS: Bearing in mind that being a resident
6

inspector does not necessarily mean that you are f aspecting raore |-

but that you are around the plant and able to attend PORC
8

meetings, able to get a better comprehensive view of theg

licensee's operations because, in reality, you probably are
10

inspecting less than in the other program because you do not
33

have as much time because licensee people are coming to you
13 ,

with questions and press or public in that area are coming to
13

,

you with ques,tions. You just do not have that many hours in a
14

day to continue with the inspection you are doing.
Io.

But, I think at the same time, you are 'getting a
16

better overall view of the operations, relying more on the
17

inspections that are done by 'other people and you are more sort
33

of as an overseer.g

An ther type of inspection would probably be preferable
20

to what we are doing now and that is a systematic inspection.

Right now, we are doing program inspections of maintenance and
22

calibration and operating procedures, things of that nature,
-- 23

cleanliness, fire protection.g

I think it would be preferable -- more preferable to
,a.> -

Acme Reporting Company
u .. 4...u



93

conduct a systematic review that is to pick the decay heat
1

rem val system as an example, and. inspect the maintenance, the
2

surveillance, the calibration and the instrumentation and the
3

actual walk through the piping and things of that nature and
4

to do that on a periodic basis, select different systems and
5

just compare the system against advice and on independent
6

_ review.
'

This concept is not new and it is being kind of in
8

the proposal stage as it was before-the 3 Mile event, but
9

it has -- it is also kind of in keeping with resident inspector
10

Programs.
11

In addition, there is an apparent need to identify
12

pr blems that happen at individual facilities and assess their
13

generic appligability at facilities of the same manufacturer or
14

facilities that use the same components such as the same type
la.

f valve. We have diesel failure at many different plants;
16

perhaps they are all the same type of diesel. We do some of
g_

that in the form of bulletins and circulars where the infor-
18

mation is fed back to our management, but I think we could
39

improve on the way we are doing that.g

Q In what manner?g

A Where it would have to be more through the head-
22

quarters organization to' have a group that has the technicalg

background either with an I&E or with an NRR and maybe thatg

exists and I am just not aware of it, but I think if there is
3
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such a group, that we need to reinforce it and get the infor-
3

stan Tgmation back to the inspector and ctuff,and the utilities ,
2

principally, so that they can take any corrective actions they
3

need to .
4

We are seeing a reorganization right now in NRR and
5

we will probably see a reorganization in I&E because after
6

we get over the initial impact of 3 Mile, we will have time to
7

sit back and work out these problems.
8

Of course we are going to have to wait until we get
9

the inquiry group and Presidential Commission viewpoints. I
10

have no other concerns right now or any ,ther recommendations .
11

MR. HELFMAN: There are no further questions at this
gg

time . So as I indicated at the beginning of the deposition,
13

.

we will recess the deposition, rather than adjourn it. In' the
14

event we have any further questions for you, we will reconvene
15

it. Thank you very much.
16

(Whereupon , the taking of the instant deposition
3-

recessed at 6:53 p.m.)
18

I have read the foregoing.pages, 1
19 through 94, and they are a true and

accurate record fo my testimony
gn

therein recorded.

'}hh9M ~,

DONALD R. HAVE 4P
22

Subscribed and sworn to before me
- 93~

this day of , 1979

24

Notary Public
25 My Commission Expires:
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Responsible for operation of mechanical reactor plant and engine
room systems. Qualified as nuclear submari6e Chief Engineer.
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Weacons Officer of Nuclear Polaris Submarine - Responsible for1969 - 1971
operation of missile and torpedo weapons systems. Supervised

39 personnel . (USN)

Division Officer of Diesel Submarine - Assigned various responsi ,
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Metropolitan Edison Ccrapany ''

ATTH: Mr. J. G. Herbein
- ,

Vice President
P.O. Box 542
Reading, Pennsylvania 19640

Gentl emen: -.

Combined Inspections.50-289/79-08 and 50-320/79-07Subfect: =m
This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. D. Haverkamp of this

at Three Mile Island Nuclear Sta- -- G
-

office on March 19-23 and 26,1979,
tion, Units 1 and 2, Middletown, Pennsylvania, of activities authorized O
by NRC License Nos. DPR-50 and DPR-73 and to the discussions of ourfindings held by Mr. Haverkamp'with Messrs. J. Logan and J. Seelingerr.$

._.;
of your staff on March 23, 1979 and with Mr. Seelinger of your staff
at the conclusion of the inspection. *=e.

|
Areas examined during this inspection are described in the Office of'

Inspection and Enforcement Inspection Report which is enclosed with this . . . . -

) ,_

Within these areas, the inspection consisted of selective
examinations of procedures and representative records, interviews withletter. ==

G
personnel, measurements made by the inspector, and observations by the

~

==
=:
=-inspector. 5

Within the scope of this inspection, no items of nonccmpliance were ~

Em
c:-

observed. =
gg

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice", Part
..

.

E.

2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the E
enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC's Public Document E"

If this report contains any information that you (or your con- E
tractor) believe to be proprietary, it is necessary that you make aRocm.

E
written application within 20 days to this office to withhold such 5
infonnation frem public disclosure. Any such application must be E

which identifies the document or part sought to be withheld, and whichacccmpanied by an affidavit executed by the owner of the information, .E
E

contains a statemeitt of . reasons which addresses with specificity the . E
items which will be considered by the Commission as. listed. in subpara .. - !EThe information scught to be withheld
graph (b)(4) of Section 2.790. EE

shall be incorporated as far as possible into a separate part of the E
If we do not hear from you in this regard within the spec- ;affidavit.

ified period, the ieport will be placed in the Public Jocument Room. ?
* . . . :;.,y,
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Metropolitan Edison Canpany .

2-

.

No reply to this letter is required; however, .if you should have any
_

,

questions concerning this inspection, we'will be pleased to disc.:ss them __

.,with you. ''
' Sincerely,

-
.

-

.
-. .

. , -
_

. Brunner, Chief _'

o
e... -

. Re'a r Operations and NucTear~-'---- -:-

pport Branch .

.-
-

..

Office of Inspection and Enforcement Canbined Inspecticrf~' --

' =_

Enclosure:
Report Numbers 50-28g/7g-08 and 50-320/79-07

._~.

cc w/ enc 1: '~

-

E. G. Wallace, Licensing Manager
.

J. J. Barton, Project Manager . IEE
R. C. Arnold, Vice President - Generation E
L. L. Lawyer, Manager - Generating Operations
G. P. Miller, Manager - Generatir.g Station - Nuclear igg
J. L. seelinger, Unit 1 Superintendent 5_E
W. E. Potts, Unit 1 Superihtendent - Technical Support p.

J. B. Logan, Unit 2 Superintendent
-

t E.E

G. A. Kunder, Unit 2 Superintendent - Technical Support is

.I. R. Finfrock, Jr. EE

Mr. R. Conrad EE
-

G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire !Ei
Miss Mary V. Southard, Chairman, Citizens for a Safe Environment EE

(Without Report) LE
E

-

=
=.

gbec w/ enc 1:
--

IE Pail & Files (For Appropriate Distribution) E-
'

.Public Docu=ent Room (PDR) (LPDR) (NSIC7-
-

5Central Files
-

-

?.

5_Local Public Document Rocm -
-
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DETAILS _ r.

---

1. Persons Contacted
.

Metrooolitan Edison comoany :- .
-

.

Mr. T. Acker, Unit 1 Shift Foreman
~~

-.-
Mr. R. Barley, Unit 1 Lead Mechanical Engineer -

i. . .

Mr. M. Benson,- Station- Nuclear-Engineer
Mr. R. Bensel, Unit 2 Lead Electrical Engineer _=

-

=

Mr. M. Bezilla; Unit 2 PORC Secretary
Mr. J. Chwastyk, Shift Supervisor
Mr. R. Dubiel, Supervisor of-Radiation Protection and Chemistry

.
sEs
-

Mr. C. Hart =an, Unit 1 Lead Electrical Engineer _ C
Mr. T. Hawkins, Unit 1-Ma4ntenance Supervisor

* Mr. J. Logan, Unit 2 Superintendent
Mr. T. Packey, Supervisor ~ of Quality Control

--

'

Mr. L. Noll, Unit 1 Shift Foreman
Mr. V. Orlandi, Unit 1 Lead Instrumentation and Controls Engineer ; __.

Mr. D. Pilsitz, Unit 1 Shift Foreman "-

Mr. W. Potts, Unit i Superintendent - Technical Support -

Mr. M. Ross, Unit 1. Supervisor of Operations -

** Mr. J. Seelinger, Unit 1 Superintendent
-

C-

Mr. M. Shatto,. Unit.1 PORC Secretary .x,

* Mr. R. Warren, Unit 2 Lead Mechanical Engineer
1

l Other Personnel _ _ . _ _

Mr. T. Szymanski, Instructor, Career Management Branch, NRC - p=
~

'

_._ . _. . _.. . ==Headquarters ss

The inspector also interviewed several other licensee employeesThey included control room operators, main-
;-
5|=

during the inspection.tenance personnel, engineering staff personnel-and general office
EE
M*
~

personnel.
23, 1979.

* denotes those presentlai:.fite.. exit _ interview on. March &&.

** present at the exit interviews:on March 23 and 26,1979. 2;
- 5

Licensee Action on Previous Inscection Findincs (Unit 1) =
2. s

(Open) Unresolved Item 289/77-09-02:
Adequacy of Snubber Visual

Licensee review and approval a
Inspection Surveillance' Procedure. is scheduled for c=npletion by j

1301-9.9 gof the proposed PCR to SP
A special tool has been manufactured to measure

-

EMay 1, 1979.
snubber pistan positions for sufficient stroke to allow for ther-'

. 5This item re-
.

mal growth without hitting the mechanical stops. j
.

1301-9.9.mains unresolved pending revision of SP
.

:

-

_
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f, (0 pen) Unresolved Item 289/78-17-01: Licensee Review of IE
-

-.

Licensee review of these circularsCircular 78-06 and IEC 78-07.L

for applicability and determination of appropriate action,has been
-

With respect to IEC 78-07, " Damaged C mponents on a
-

n
completed.
Bergen-Patterson Series 25000 Hydraufic Test Stand," apclicable
test stand inspection requirenents have been incorporated in SP, -_

- 1303-9.9. With respect to IEC 78-06, " Potential Como'n Mode
Flooding of ECCS Rooms," a periodic preventive maidtenance (PN)''

'

inspection is planned'for back flow check valves located in safe--
This item remains unresolved

--
-

;

guards equipment vaults drain lines.
pending preparation and approval of the FM procedure, scheduled for

. se;

comoletion by May 15, 1979.
- @

_ . . - ss

(Closed) Unresolved Item 289/78-14-01: Adequacy of Alarm Circuits EE
EEto Monitor Operability of the Reactor Building Access Hatch Inter- EE

:

New limit switches were installed during the current re- EElocks.;

fueling outage, as documented by Work Request #24246 ccznpleted
March 14,1979. The limit switches were located to provide proper 5

_E=
'

monitoring of Reactor Building personnel and equipnent hatch door
' :

interlocks. The inspector had no further questions concerning M
=._E:

this item. 5
-

$(Closed)Noncompliance 289/78-19-01: Administrative Controls E=
'The licensee's specificfor Operating and Surveillance Procedures.

corrective actions were completed as described in MEC letter to Q,

NRC: Region I Serial GQL 2071, dated December 29, 1978. 'The general
E=J
E$corrective action included a complete audit by the Operations Engi -

neer of the Control Room file of operating procedures. Additional .E

Eldiscrepancies were identified during that audit concerning noncon- 55
fomance with administrative procedural controls and were corrected
by initiating about 35 procedure change requests. Selected opera- I M

EE
ting procedures were reviewed by the inspector and were determined dThe inspector had no furtherto contain appropriate revisions. 5!;

questions concerning this item.

Unresolved Item 289/78-19-04: LER 78-27 Corrective g
(Closed)

,

Change / Modification 1165 was approved to replace the g
Actions.
core flood tank level transmitters with those of a different

a
Work associated with C/M 1165 was performed under Work 3

design. C/M 1165 8
Request !25057 during the current refueling outage. !has been fully coupleted with the exception of final dcawing i

The- ir cector had no further questions concerning" |revisions. =

this item.-

.

.

.
-

e

,

;
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(Cicsed) Unresolved Item 289/78-20-01:
SP 1302-5.13 Discrepan-

cies. SP 1302-5.13 has been superseded in its entirety by TCN's
79-40 and 79-46. The previous commen.tsJconcerning SP 1302-5.13 .

.

were no longer applicable. The inspector had no further questions '-
.

concerning this item. ; .

t.. .'

(0 pen) Unresolved Item 289/78-20-03:. ' SP 1302-6 Discrepancies
1303-5.5, Revision 7, dated January 30, '

- y

Surveillance F1ec.edure
1979, correctly identified six D/P instruments, used to perfor.nSP 1302-6,
surveillance of the Control Room Emergency Filters. '

" Calibration of Non Tech Spec Instruments Used for Tech Spec
t

Compliance," Revision 1, included calibration requirements for four
of the D/P instruments (DPI-698, -699, -700 and -701), but did not _ . .
list calibration requirements for DPI-695 and DPI-696, due to an

De referenced calibration procedure for the''

apparent oversight.four listed filter D/P instruments, IC-76, provided for a multi-
point check of'the D/P indicators. (The inspector determined that

---

all six D/P instruments had in fact recently been calibrated per -

SP 1302-6, Revision 1, also listed calibration require-IC-76).ments for fire protection instrumentation used to comply with Tech
;

isst

Spec requirements. _

The Unit 1 Lead Instrumentation and Controls Engineer stated that |

SP 1302-6 would be further revised to include calibration require->
==In addition, the method of sched-

ments for DPI-695 and DPI-696.
uling (by computer printout) and documenting ccmpletion of SP "e"-=This item1302-6 calibration requirements would be reviewed.
remains unresolved pending completion of these additional actions. Q

==-

(Closed) Unresolved Item 289/78-20-04: Gage Calibration Scheduling. [ %--

Decay Heat Pump Flow Instruments DH-1-FI-l and DH-1-FI-2, Diesel
5=5
!E!

Generators lA and 1B Megawatt and Volt Meters and Control Room @Emergency Ventilation Filter D/P Indicators were satisfactorily
calibrated in January, 1979. The inspector had no further ques- E==

5.

tions concerning this item.
. [ 55

5'

(Closed) Unresolved Item 289/78-20-05:
Thermocouple Cr.librations. iii

SP 1302-14.1, Revision 5, dated March 1, 1979 incorporated changes =5

which resolved the referenced concerns.
The inspector had no ==

further questions. concerning this. itam- E:
Es

==

...
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30 In-Office Review of Licensee Event Recorts (LERs) (Units 1 and 2) j
E

The LERs listed below were reviewed in the Region I office promptly 5*

-following receipt to verify that details of~ the event were clearly . -E
- reported including the accuracy of the description of cause and th.e s 1

adequacy of corrective action. The LERs were also reviewed to I

determine whether further information was required ft:xa the lican- I

see, whether generic implications were~1nvolved, whether the event i

should be classified as an Abnormal ~0ccurrence, whether the infor- I

mation involved with the event should ~be sutznitted to Licensing i
Boards, and whether the. event warranted. onsite followup. . j

The following Unit 1 LERiwere revieweiiU uE: - I- . '
.

=-
- : . . . .

h.
-

g. ..

LER 79-03/3L, dated March 9,1979 (High Pressure Injection E* -

- Pu=p MU-P-lC. tripped-on overload during surveillance testing, [
due to a failed lead that connects sections of the motor in- ?
ternal windings). 3

E
LER 79-04/3L, dated' March 14,1979 (Emergency Diesel EG-Y-1B s* --

tripped on overspeed during surveillance testing, due to mis- ?
adjusted linkage following governor replacement).

. . a
Nonroutine 10 Day-Environmental Report, dated February 25, E** --

1979 (Measured level of tritium in river water-at stations 9A2 $
and 981 exceeded ten. times the control: station.value, due to E
location and sampiing . methods). .- . . - - j

.

3
The following Unit 2 LERs were reviewed. 5

-

0
NPDES Nonccmpliance Notification 78-26, dated January 3,1979 0** --

(IWFS discharge pH of 9.1 exceeded. permit limitations which -

E
allows a pH range of 6.0-9.0).-

..
,

.

g
.

Lr' 78-73/3L. dated ~ January 15,1979 (Containment atmosphere
-

--

#particulate radioactivity monitor air pump for HP-R-ZZ7 was
seized, due to acr.'.m:ulation of water in the sample lines).

LER 78-74/3L dated January 23, 1979 (Diesel Generator DF-X-1B_., E
* -

did not start during surveillance testing, apparently due to. !
partially clogged fuel oil filter). !

- i

denotes those LERs selected for onsite followup.*
.

- denotes those environmental reports subject to generic and selective
ensite followup during a subsequent environmental inspection.

.
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LER 79-01/3L, dated February 1,1979 (RS Pressure Hi-Hi 5E* -

Channel A monthly functional test was not performed when ' EE
scheduled, due to technician error). @

'

p. .

LER 79-02/3L, dated January 23; 1979 (Adequate documenta .
- gE* -

tion was not retained to verify T.S. 3.3.1 surveillance ger, Ei
formance, due to personnel. error). . s
LER 79-03/3L. dated February 2,1979 (Quadrant power tilt 5

. . . . .
.

~

-

Esteady state and trahsient limits were exceeded when Contrei
Rod f6-12 dropped into the core, due to a blown fuse in the B ]

5phase).
*

*-, , _.c. . . ..

. . . . .
--

}EsLER 79-04/3L, dated February 2,1979 (Valve BS-V-1B position* -

indication was inophrible due' to a bent valve s+am). g
n

LER 79-05/3L,' dated February 2, _1979 (Small crack in decay @* -

heat piping weld due to vibration)..- g
#

LER 79-06/3L, dated January 31,1979 (Borated water source - 55* -

BWST - baron concentration surveillance was not performed g
when scheduled, due to personnel error). g

O* LER 79-07/3L, dated February 26, 1979-(Travelling Water-

Screens were inoperable in Mode 5, due to significant build- g
up of debris chusing a high. differential level across the 9-

idle screen system). N*

LER 79-08/3L,- dated February 9,1979 (Setpoints of two feed- h
- - . .

water line rupture detection pressure switches were outside $
-

allowable limits due to instrument drift or steam leakage). M
$

LER 79-09/3L, dated February 26,1979 (Baration system ficw @* - -

path verification surveillance was not performed -in Mode 5
after the makeup pumps were tagged out, due to inadequate
procedure). .

g
I

LER 79-10/1T, dated February 25,1979' (Boron concentration g* - '

for boric acid mix tank was in excess of the T.S. limit, and g
Eappropriate corrective action was not taken due to personnel

error).
.

.

b cenotes those LERs selected for onsite followup. g
i

h

i
i
.
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The abuve LERs were closed based on satisfactory review in the E
Region I office, except those selected fod onsite followup. E

.g

34. Onsite Licensee Event Followuo (Units 1 and 2) sa
a

For those LERs selected for onsite followup (denoted in Paragraph 5

Technical Specifications and GP 4703 (Original) quirements of
3), the inspector verified that the reporting re E

had been met, that E
appropriate corrective action has been taken, that the event was i
reviewed by the licensee as required by Technical Specifications, E
and that continued operation of the facility was conducted in E
confomance with Technical Specification limits. 5

E
The inspector's findings regarding these licensee events were 5
acceptable, unless otherwise noted below. -g

=.
Unit 2 LER 78-74/3L described the failure of Diesel Generator i--

~

DF-X-1B to start durinci surveillance ' testing. The event cause' f
was attributed to be a partially clogged fuel oil filter, 5
although the cause could not be positively determined. The =

corrective actions included changing the fuel oil filters, I'

changing the air intake filter, and draining and refilling the h
fuel oil day tank. . The LER did not fully describe the corrective it
actions taken. This LER will remain open pending additional B
review of corrective and preventive actions. @

E
Unit 2 LER 79-04/3L described the inoperability of Valve BS-V- $--

18 due to a bent valve stem. The valve was temporarily repaired s
and ret rned to service by installing a spacer between the E
valve and the operator. Pemanent repair is. scheduled under 5
Work Request C-0647 and Change / Modification 2-0400, as tracked- E
by PORC Action Item 2-79-010. The pemanent repair will @
include removal of the temporary spacer and replacement of the - y
stem with,a stem of improved material. The inspector deter;nined o

that BS-V-1B was an eight-inch Aloyco manufactured valve, and |
there are about 18 Aloyco valves of different sizes used in g

i safety-related applications at the facility. Licensee representatives |
stated that the need to replace the stens of other Aloyco g!

valves with improved stems, as a precautionary measure, would
be evaluated. This item is unresolved pending permanent
repair of BS-V-18, licensee evaluation of the need for additional

.

ceneric corrective action, and submission of an Update LER. i

(320/79-07-01) i-

. .

p[-
.
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Unit 2 LER 79-05/3L described a small crack that had developed E---

in a piping weld upstream of the B Decay Heat Pump discharge E
relief valve. The ' crack was in the heat affected zone of the E
weld and was attributed to vibration. The AE is evaluating if E
* dditional pipe hangers are required to reduce vibration, as Ea
tracked by PAI 2-79-011. This item is unresolved pending .iii

completion of the AE's vibration. evaluation, final PORC fis,- 3
position of long term corrective action and submission of an g

,

Update LER. (320/79-07-02) g-

3
Unit 2 LER 79-10/1 T d'escribed the out-of-specification condi- E--

tion of the boric acid mix tank and subsequent facility oper- E
ation, in violation of Technical Specification 3.1.2.9 require- E

Ements. The inspector determined that appropriate imediate
- Eand long term corrective actions were taken, but not ade- ~

quately described in the LER. The report failed to identify
~

g
the cause of high boren concentration and corrective action to g
restore the concentration to within specification. Addition- 2
ally, the basis for the conclusion that the event did not M

adversely affect health and safety was insufficiently described. El

This item is unresolved pending submission of an Update LER @
that fully describes the event, cause and corrective actions. 3.

(320/79-07-03)
g
R

o
!C' 5. SWST Dome Damace (Unit 1)

On March 19,1979,' the Unit 1 Barated Water Storage Tank (BWST)
|$dome was observed to be partially collapsed. The center section of

the dcme had collapsed about 2-3 feet. The plant was in cold
shutdown for a scheduled refueling cutage at the time of discovery h
of the BWST damage. This event was determined to be prempt report- !!
able by plant management on March 22, 1979, and the inspector was j

informed of the eveat description, apparent cause and planned cor- g

rective action. Details of the event will be reported to Region I d,

Ein the 14-day LER. e
E

Tne inspector reviewed C/M 1309 (Work Request 0784) dated March 24,'- g

1979, which requested modification or replacement of the 24-inch j
manway cover on top of the BWST with a venting device. The modif- !
ication was considered necessary to ensure that no significant i
vacuum is created when drawing down water from the tank. The in- !

spector also reviewed MEC letter GEM 1607 dated March 27,1979, i
" Structural and Functional Adequacy of BWST," MEC letter GEM 1615 j

!

-
.

,..'
:
?*
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dated March 23,1979, "BWST At:nospherie Vent," and other corres- =
-

pondence and documentation related to C/M 1309. Additionally, the jg
inspector observed work in progress on March 26, 1979, to modify g
the manway cover for centinuous venting. The inspector noted that !E
the licensae's corrective actions concerning the SWST deme damage EE

appeared acceptable and had no further questions concerning this .='' Ematter at this time. =
=
~

6. In-Office Review of Soecial Recorts (Unit 2)- . -

5
-
-
_

EThe special reports listed below were ceviewed in the Region I
office to verify that the report included infomation required to E

Ebe reported and that test results and/or supporting infomation Ediscussed in the report were consistent with design predictions
and performance specifications, as applicable. The reports were E

Ealso reviewed to ascertain whether planned corrective action was
@adequate for resolution of identified problems, where applicable,- i=and to detemine Nhether any information contained in the report E

should be classified as an Abnomal Occurrence. ---
=

The folicwing TMI-2 special reports were reviewed. }
F*LER 78-65/99X dated January 30, 1979 (ECCS actuation which '

-
_ occurred on November 7,1978).

-

LER 78-69/99X dated February 28, 1979 (ECCS actuation which 3,
-

occurred on December 2,1978). g
h

The above reports were closed based on satisfactory review at the @
Reg 1on I orr1ce and previous rev1ew or the events during prior g-. -

..

winspections. -, c
G

7. Plant Tour (Unit 1) [$.
bjAt various times during the inspection, the inspector conducted

. itours of.the Unit 1. auxiliary building, turbine building, and .. . .

7. '" .. , reactor bui.iding.. -The-tours.were.. conducted to observe general ..- .1....- .3..
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8. Unresolved Items (Unit 2). g
i=

Unresolved items are matters abcut which more informatica 'is required =
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of ==

noncompliance, or deviations. Unresolver' items disclosed during g
this inspection are discussed in Paragrapn 4. Me, =

_
.

.

Z
9. Exit Interviews - ~ -

=.. .

=

The inspector met with the licensee representatives (denoted in 5
. . .

-

Paragraph 1) at the conclusion of the inspection on March 23 and 5
26, 1979. The inspector sur:xnarized the purpcse and scope of the E
inspection and the findings. E

=
- 3

2

5
b
=
_E

5|=

5-

=s
-

k I
_-

E
is
-

=
=

5.
M

"

C
:---
C

=
=

. =

%
I*

. -
'

]
**

. - .; - ' --: . . es .: . . .

~

E.' 5.- -
,

.

_
. . . g

,
,

ss
'

. e
=*

*
*

. *
~. . 7 .

. .

- =
=,

* O
' =

b*

*
. |

_

.

mm

e . -



- - - --

. . . - . , . .... . .

LE[.i.
_

- __w...--.

l';i. * '81' $ IE REG 11Nl M=-
9 su enex avenu2V M/. 5 *n.c ce mussia. ,cuam.vania se 3 , y

.Q{-gs*J
* -==

.
,

-

b
-_ - . _ = <EXHIEIT MO

-

.c t Nos. 0-289 , ggg
--

'

=

om. 5-5- 70 Lt em: -

'

.

, . -..

Matropolitan. Edison Ccmpany
.

I.
ATTN: Mr. J. G. Herbein

.
.

Vice President - Generation
-''

P. O. Box 542 "~ = ==
Reading, Pennsylvania 19640

- s==

G2ntlemen: .

ar;#,

Subj tit.:. Ccchined Management Meeting '50-239/.M-Oti"50-320/75-05
- -

~ 2This refers to the routine corporata management meeting held at the NRCThe - ====
Regic.n 1 Office, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania on February 9,1979. -

cesting was related to activities authorized by NRC License Nos. DPR-50
and DPR-73 and was attended by myself and others of this office and by
yourself, Messrs. G. Treffer and L. Lawye'r and others of your sta##

The subjects discussed at this meeting are described in the Office of
-_ -

Inspeccion and Enforcement Management Meeting Report which is enciesed
-

With this letter. r_'
--

It is our opinion that this meeting was beneficial and improved our
-

unders.ta,nding of your operations and your understanding of our inspec
-

i____tion program and objectives.
. . _ .

3.~ ~
''

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part
2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the

--

_

enclosed report will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.
-

3=
L=a

No reply to this letter is required; however, should you have any ques-
tions concerning this meeting, we shall be pleased to discuss them with 5

::.-

you.
-

===
.

. * ' Sincerely, =
- r

~ _ . - -
,

-

.
_

DE' } :-_ =

21Boyce H. Grier . - - -= _.

Director- _
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Eticiosure: Office of Inspection and Enforce =ent Management
-

Meeting Report Hu=bers 50-289/79-04; 50-220/79-05 g.Q
__..c

. .

== w/ enc 1:
E. G. Wallaca, Licensing Manager- .

.
,

J. J. Barton, Pr ject Manager
R. C. Arnold,. Vice President. Generation -

L. L. Lawyer, Manager, Generation Operations - Muclear
G. P. Mill er, Superintendent ~

J. L. Seelinger, Unit 1 Superintendent J
-

_

r.

J. B. Logan, Unit 2 Superintendent LLG. A. Kundar Unit Z Superintendent. - Technical Support -5-y
I. R. Finfreck, Jr. <6~'

-

=

-Mr. R. Conrad - --

G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire
Mi::s Mary V. Southard, Chair =an, Citizens for a Safe Enviran=ent

=_=

_ _ -
.

bcc w/ enc 1:IE Mail & Files (Fer Appropriata Distribution) ;Z.

___._

Central Ffies Edi
Public Cocu=ar. Recs (POR) . ~ E=-i

-

Local Public Document Room (LPDR) $$Nuclear Safety Infor=ation Center (NSIC) E-

m Technical Infor=ation Center (TIC) .
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=== ~ =cading Roca ~ u_
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mr. No. 50-320/79-05 =:iff.~1
::0-2P

- _.v~

:ket No. 50_320___

ur n-::u
Category C,C

:ense No. DPR-73 Priority -

:ensce: Metrocolitan Edison Cemcany
~ ~ -

.

P. O. Sex 542 -- ~~

-

'
~

Reading, PennsyTvania 19640 t t= =.

Tnree Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit l'and 2 --~

-ility Name:

sting'at: Region I Office, King of Prassia, Pennsylvania
_ _ _ _ _

979
-

ating conducted: Fa' '-
,

2- Z2 - 79 =1-~ Pe-scnnel: G -

D. R. H "- ..p , M cto nspector ca.e signec
=_==;ss

S' 2-22-79 2
Other leg en 1 per onn wno participated in care signed -=

k#this mes ;ng ar is in paragraph 1 of the' .. W
- attachec recort. I

care signed |,, -

. ..

:reved by: bd=EW 2 - 2 Z # ~7.9 W
i|ikd. x. A .. g, Chie+ , Reactor ProJ ects care s1gneo

gr No. 1 &NSdSect r :sg

Me
-

uk.e-inc Su= arf: ;.
. . .- g

nacemen: Meetine en February 9,1979 (Ccmbined Recort , es. 50-289/79-04 and is'

=.=
-

--320/79-05)
cas Coverec: Combined routine corporate management meeting for Unit 1/ third E
:rporate management meeting for Unit 2 to discuss the Office of Inspection and 79
:fercement inspection program and objectives and to discuss the licensee's ;5

ganization, management centrols, previous IE enforcement actions, operational M
atus, plans and programs. y
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1. Personnel Attendine -=

=

Metmoolitan Edison Comoany
-- -

Mr. J. G. Herbein,~Vii:e Presicent - Generation
'

Mr. S. J. Treffer, Manager - Generation Quality Assuranca
| Mr. L. L. Lawyer, Manager- ~ ~Gerisration Operations
j. Mr. J. F. Hilbish, Manager - Generation Licensing __

|
Mr. G. P. Miller, Stitio~n Superin endent -

~

.

=2
| Mr. J. E. Logan, Ur.it 2 Superintendent
| . - - - . - - .. -.

---
.

Nuclear Reculatorv Comission, -IE; Recion I -

Mr. B. H. Grier Director
Mr. J. M. Allan, Deputy Director ' _

*

Mr. E. J. Brunner, Chief, .iteactor Operations and Nuclear'
h_--

'

-

Support Branch -

Mr. R. R. Keimig, Chief, Reactor Projects Section No.1, [- -
-

RO&NS Branch
Mr. H. W. Crocker, Acting Chief, Radiation Support Section, --

FFLP.S Branch ==-

Mr. J. W. Devlin, Chief, Security and Investigation Section, [==,

3 Safeguards Branch - --

Mr. D. L. Caphton, Chief, Nuclear. Support Section No. I, -'

r-ROINS Branch -.

Mr. H. E. Kister, Chief, -Nuclea' - Support Section No.-2, --

E~Er
RC&NS Branch .__

. Mr. S. D. Ebneter, Chief, Engineering Support Section, No. 2, E_5=,

RCLES Branch
- - - -

Mr. D. R. Haverkarip, Reactor Inspector :==
Mr. D. E. Donaldson, Reactor Inspector 55 5

nr2

2. Areas Discussed - --
' '

-- -- - ~ - ~ - 5
:;;;;;.

A general discussion was : held regarding~ the Office of Inspection b:_:=j
"

and Enforcement inspection program at Three Mile Island Nuclear g
Station, Units 1 and 2. .

-
. -

==]-
Tne following areas were covered. .]

. . =_
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Sur:xnary of prey cus enfortbnt SCtions and licensee- reports
- . . .

'
.. . -

Observatiens of 5 general conducc of-iicensee's operations'

-

,

' Changes in general env-frans of facility _ . - --
. .

g.dH.Ill-.6 mgogy

Licensee itects and concerns . P
-

. . .
. .

-
,

m

~~*** ~~~ ' *. ~. .~ . .;~~~~ . . ..

. *

~.

-

-
. t"-=

. .___..

b -%-

.

. .. . .
p

. .

'
'

. . . ~ . ~ . . . --- - - -

.

;=a
._ --

* e . . . . . . . . .e . .-

-

- X

rn
==:
:.-.-~

. .

.

'

. . p
- .. . - _ -

--

. . - -
.

55 5
= = . -

=
E
=
=
=
=

* . 2
.== =
=

E
E
C '.
*==
.* T.~:
LM
* " " ~ ~

. ..

12
Ei.
5

*
. . . . *--=.

~ ' ~
"

~*** h-];
,

. . .
~ + * * -

. .
*

..E.
==-~ .

- .. q_ '" .: -"*
--. =;.------ *

- - = . . . . . . - . ..=--.---h__= ==;-. -. - - -._ - _ - . _ :c : - -
:_.

.-_--_:--=-. .-



..:/ ~ - . - . . .

_

:w . : ,; .., : J
-

.
' ' ' '

~ . _. . . . .

- - ---. &
.

. ..... - .. . .. . .. _ , ..-- - -
*e . }g

A; _

*T
. . '',f nmaT No 4

'

..,N h. _ f '' 'wmc.r MCwes*E5e y'~g"Y N NI'.* .

'N,. ;%
- wr- V .9 'm --_ E. e n

- --

s -

. ' . ,

.

" CHANGE" -~ '
" -

'

g {,,g,, ): , ,

- >
- .m r .ae.o.nh. !wc. cu .= -

> .
SIDE 1 -.

2.~jg 7 $
'

i
. 6t . i fvThres MHe IslandRuclear 5 tat on.. % ..W /

-
.

=d ..... ..: ..e.,.g---.- n.

4' b #-
rincedure Chang equ'es't hfhfJYHt. hJ fgygg_1S .5 * '4 -- 'i (INO U M.f . ... . . ~ ''

.

0 l. 2.7 [g[' y;;;)t.T.8 -

t00g 3.,r :.y ; ,. p. . , y .g 5 y ,. . . .- .

q .

'

.
Y -

. Picceduct 0 ' "-
. ., m e . ~ .= 2. h|/

- --

~ . . . < m.s . Ns,,WA - C -- -

7.,
Recommended Revision 'uncbd. p.e.Mt= s.perser.ph rumb.rs, ac=t auct 6.a. set # 4 ch'"S* ^ * * **"'> 'c. .

~

=s a ,.n M e +p ai w ..;.. .... _ . , pu~~. . --c. I

-
. d :. . .. . "-:-. . .

f j -*. .? y c,f- "? F F M r:n s & W -re.&Ko?h.7o d /f|w)9b .e..

>

;-
-. . N& W W/.o"/al oo d f mY:

..

.: . m.

J%~f. -o .:. . . ' y.Y. -M' Q.[: -f. }. . w.<%y.,. , . .
x.-

. . ' . }y., .
~ * _;,.. .

? ?;- 7 . _ . _-
.

.
... . . . "

3. Reason for Revision , -... s , ?? :'

5 d|.Hf' 'hf 6y) { a y Yl. WS/W V{ct CS A5t b |.~cnep t/m|/d |/s (,

[f-V/1.R|$ Srt j7ftd CkPS$.bo43M)% SS V//s?,$$ $ !&m'g W.

cAcu 9 $%WW L n/?Q ./21:-VI2fr/6Oces Revision replace aiCN? I i yes , no 7
4. (a) -

^ .
.

; ,- .. ,.

i
(b) If "yes~ indicate the TCN Number - - - . ,.

. - .

y _

. .

|

' --:
,._ _ b / / M'-j/, Date[*/&']

Recommended byO/w.</. [Ie.IE)b - Data b/d W/] 6. Supervisor's Signature' -.7 gyo5. .

ni Y
This Section comketed by Procedure Coordinator

7. (a) is procedure on Nuclear Safety Related Procedure List 7ts.c. u. t ootj Aop.adix sf
G yes I J no

If "yes", change isieviewed by .PORC and a Nuclear Safety. Evaluation is prepared (side 2 of this form). If "no", only Departmen.t Head review is regtiired.
~

g
(s M. tool . Appendiz 5 _

| L''' | nois procedure on Environmental Impact Procedure List?(b) | | yes
If "yes", an Environmental Impact Evaluation must be prepared ,tsa.2 of this Form)

(Administrative, Chemistry and Health Physics Procedures may require approval of both Unit 1 and Unit 2)
.'" :S 1"?b:~. . Yf.'-7 ,3, Review '

, :. % it.h,9 '. ;.2G 5@77 .M' ' .f~ '~.~G -
.

'C '.9
~ Q r) .* 2 ~ t 7.' '. . . .. gswqw-'C' - S'g, g"t# .M... .D. . . Unit 2 - '

. . .

.

.

.

i Unit 1 :
'

(- r'. Date 4- U.^ ~ .. LDepartment h. ad
.

_ ;M*,N * i"'

Department Head-

-

rNirman of PDRd' j /Mi~ Daty* D ' } Chainnan of POM ~ . C
' 'd '. .

'

-

'9. Aporaval
'

i l'? $
^

*

,
~ 't Vf M du Data

' Unit Superintendent
* NOTE: If 7 (a) or'7 (b) aja'"yes", Unit Superintendent must approve evaluation on the other side'of this f arm.

.

.i

_

10. Aooroval_ y;, ,,,,,,,,. Date,

_. _ _

WGeneration Duality Assuranc, - ~_ u a....- nmA in Fndesure 7 o? AP 1001.



- -.::.aun=" rmTMO-2_- - . .

}}f
.

.:=g ,o-Aan* -

fg,3 79 1 WEN |'-

.. *::-
,

-

Jun3 28e 1979
'

.. . '
.

. . . . .

Summary of I & E Inspection Result
-

..t. I
.

i
s of TMI-2 t==:

2- - 1
.; <

= .\
.m::

Insrection Date .
-

ni . . * ** ** *ir,.

_ -
--

'

. . .. .

s
. Findinqs. . .. . .

..

.Feb.27,Marchy2,[1979I.~.......-.
.

. . . . .. . !
..

' ..:.... ., . . . c .: -
.s -.. .. - .

... .- ;

.

.

. -O D.~'
No nc N 1 N <e noted - -

n t
...- .. -

.
.c ,

,1 -.
. .- ., -

.Feb. . .lS-16, .1974 . . , -
.- - -

. -=
E- -' . - .. .

. .. :.** . .m .. . . 1

,. .
.

. .

--V.*"~~.
... . . .. .. .,

k

. . . a =? :- R ~ '~ . . ;,.:.
:..; - . : - --

.. . :

.

. ...-
. .

.-

Jan. 3 Fe. b d 27,-lS79 "~.Mf.: s=C *R. ,
.~. ; . n.-et-

. . . ._ _
.. - .

. '- . . . . ~ ~ * ' . .

. t . .- -.~ .
.

'. - .
- ' * .

_ . T. . ., : ..- i.. Y: 5 -
.' - ' . . . . -

.

:.
. - . - .- .

-- ya. -- 4. int- :=~. . -. .; ~ ~ . '
-

.
. . d. , , _ . ..

-.c- *. ..
.

. . . . . . -

...

.\
.:

.... . .

' " ~

Jan. 30-31, 1979'P-
' T- : : t ' "- '

.- .-
. . ..

. .-.. ..- . ..
.

. .

- .
-

- .

_.
. ,

.--
= . ,

-
. - 1

Jan. 8-11 19792 3
.

. t
~~~.

;=..
\

-
.

\-

~\..
\..

Dec. 28-29, 1978 .- <

. ;.

s t

.
--

-

_...Dec. 12-l4', 1978 .

.

Noncompliance noted.
-

to imple Failure
cedure. ment Surveillance Pro- -Dec. 4-8, 12-14, 1978 .

Noncompliance noted.
~

to perform surveillance ofFailure
Nov. 7-9, 16-17,i i 7F valves inside. containment.

.
.

.

No noncompliance.noted.
.

.

Oct. 16-20, 1978
.

.

-

.
.

.
.

-
-

. a . .
- ae

Oct. 6, 10-12, 17-19, 1978
. .- .

. .

.
.

. v

Nonccmol4ance~no U. N
'

toMhigh r'adiation' area: . Failure h

of efficient samplings. failure 'to maintain .r-icdL, iME:

.
'

, E
, .

Oct. 4-6, 1978
. No noncompliance.noted.

. I.i
.

.

.
.

.
..

_.

,::

f..
.

u=,

v:s.
* * * *

.

.:
, s *.

*

5$.*

:".**.nk-*

* ,

1..::.~g.

.5h'*
* *

53ii33* *

' |?.!'.'.
.

. . . .

. . . .[...
-



:3=s..
-

.

,.e.r-

Ers=..
*

i:==-

Findincs }#t.:,. . .Inspection Date ..- ::-- -

." =:7.

.Scpt. 14-15, 19-22, 1978 No noncompliance noted.
.-.. .,

" " " = ' + '
..

c: .
: .. .

" C -~Sept. 5-7, 1978
. _ . y.

- . c . ._...;
s. .. . ..1-

" 3Aug 10-11, 1978 .._. g.

- ,.

-
-

. -- q.
, ,,

July 25-27; /17f' Noncompliance no'thd; emer . ===g
*

,.
"

-
gency mo g- g kits con ,' .f .
+. ~ = -__ mgremen.t- -

a.
..

.- l
_.

ing procedures. , ,-
-

. .- . . .

July 8-21, 31,.Aug 3, 1970 Nonccmpliance noted; failure- ===g
to maintain weld rod storage- ====$,

oven at proper temperature. . .,._j
, . . . . . . . . .. ,

July 19-21, 1978 Noncompliance noted;; failure ==.!.

to follow pr6cedura to. check a+w+;

eikwlc A samples. , gvii
.

......J
- June 15, 1978 No normliances noted. i (.

has-
.

May 10-17, 1978 Noncompliances noted; failure
=

'~
-

to perform airlock surveil- :..
lance, failure to implement agg
surveillance prc:edure. =.

May 5, 8-9, 1978 No noncompliances noted. " , . " . , , . =.,.

a =:::::
* ==

'' '
. .

' ' "
May 3, 1978 == u-

= ;"C -::

- .- - . = = . =
~

March 30.31, 1978 .
. - Jh.:-

"

. =5
- -

'- 55==
' '

March 27-28, 1978 . ..

unt
:: . ....
mm- -.
-=

*

| March 23-25, 1978 : s gg--

, ,
= ::

| .,

March 6, 15,If7Y Nonccmpliance noted; welding 3f.= -
without approved procedures . ;.;. -

E.
...

_

.:.
.

==
. .;....

. .

.
.* e c

. .
- -

.- . .w w



. . . . .

?!=ii- -

*::::j[,

*
~

. .

= . .

Insc_ection Date Findinca ;;,..-

. . = . . . . .
=--

Feb. 28, March 1, 8-9 No noncc=plia.nces noted. - :g,

:=:"?.

:==

EFeb. 22-24, 1978 Nenccmpliances noted; f=47n=a
to distribute drawings etc., b s.
and failure to c=1 N ate 4ee- f = ~ ~ = - 'W wrenches. . =_=

'

,

.

Feb. 6-10, 13-14, 1978 Nozicomp14-es n'oted; failura. [5i
to have audible . source range i-;1=;-

indication. in. containment.: ( fa
-

.
..

.. = _ . .
. .... . . - . . -

.. .
. . , . . . .. . .- --

.

... .
. . . ==

. . _ . . . . .. ..
-.. .--...-- ,n.

.
. . n.. . .

--
.

=
. . ==

.. . = . ,
. .

.

. . . .
-.... . . . .. ..

.

[5""
* .

['5.*
*

. . .

'

- --

.= . - .

" * " . *.
,..1

.

.
O

(s .

.
=". 2._,.

.

..o-
.

.. .u

.=.
. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . u_*

.
.. . .. e : g

. ... . . .....c',

..=q
_ . m....e..

: .z,
m

-.. .
..e

. . .=::

=.~=."4
,

*::
.=.

.
* . .w

==

+.=|- -

.~..e
=us.

"".d*

. ::::..
*

::.3*.

- .:=,

*P, .
*

, .
*

..

9.9. .

.e

==
* :.":.~.?.

=m- . .

.7 2.*
::.*
=.

^ :.:.L
* ' .

:"~''
-=&.

[ . C.N*

g.
. .

=.* *S
.-

f

Y*?*
*

= . . = . '

,.g...d

( .?-

|
.e

!
-

' :*>

_i=|
-.

. . . . . .

*=. .

db
| 55.

\
-

.



bI Cb4tkd % Ems M ,6I

'

.

Reed; gygg gg
"3' ! *

!I _ _ _ y e a t- M . . . .__ year \y _

g p g ,,,-tL ( ___
_

10 / 4
a3 wi ___

_ _ ,

-

W 5~ -
db 4 d e uA,. ol %e _,,gp g gg g, g

e , . , _

eved,__
h 19 's - 4L A- , . . _

.._-

___ Co mpcwe d '7'

'\fic c o - po e d _.
___

,

3,., ad_- |, , , , -t j(2/ g y_- 4c ___
,,,

L E R- - - |-T- L t
~

Y L & ..

l3|un l.._

~l' di d uck ]o
-

I cd' d|P/w e .
,

-

U + + ---
_ . -

i20,'6 . _ L t s ~, ub . _ . '

%" " h e --

-

. . ,us e s e - . _
vi4 .

\f^"~'-

26 / J _ _
Pe m , ,__

Q ,-e s . A e + s1 --

...

t-e2e +T ~

'2% 2. 3
_._

tur-ve'.b we* --
_

-

-

1 C v- \l iC 6. , . . ,

b <> s de d - f
2'7 |(

..,

a - .- --

3r/ s . . .
Lo vc, - i

eMi~J___o v-a w
r- s u a r-s' G .I

_._

\
' ,-

2 P[ cc>
___

om2wer__,'
cla r 'g u -

.
_ __

'") /S~' ...

w < ya _a u un om .

as nuo a r Arec|La]mA se m;, t

- - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _4Loy epu,., tLe r e p .- % .



emu \A S H E E'T-

sy. / L;w e h as 5%old bA

J o s .- Nib -e tr iw ro y cS -ind~~ng39 / u %c ~3e
-tL e of L e ,. ..,ft*-a-c.~Yr tLe -- I r r+ "" '' #' >

f

r-* -03.-~
p r-.,-Cc, r %e e t- re e -_. _,

9o/ | __

' w d e- a w., e J . -
i

-.-

f+[ 4 Se%p erdor-t _...

_ _ . So r _ . .

M[\ 1 w e '- E - - -
___

(2ad t#c - uc s',b 2 a re _
N/7 12ndinh m a r.e. ,__

k- R ~ t ---

'3 S-(-u-w-I-E-C..- P\-e- w-

pl le e 'r -~

S ( ~ l e e 's _ __I

___ tom r ...so/it _ _, g g ., ,_ . . _

be cK ~

_ . .

ro/o _ _ gt, y ,._

_ _ . -t wa; u s _..

I ch w : m s _.._ _ _

I

_ __ a l t ~ 0 ,, s . _ .

5'-| I E mye e-< ...
. . .

+.re --o pe ~b
r3 / > * o pe a a d ee ... .._

|

. . .

i<

d '. d Lo'r I d 42 s M bE L _ rf [ Doe1 u~ %4
F

yoo ar + - cL:L<&)Il hd k .-

s< - r<.4
you 'A ps-e s un z

we..__._

'I d , . . o k .'c k . - _
a -s w er,..

_..

61/ u . .. o ksec h .._

63 / n rpe r |a l - -
; ms pe &c + --

. . .

.._
|



?

ERRA\A 5HEET'

/L:we m.as 3.tJa bl
iy.

Lir ..,%.y __,

66/2r
._--

- p a 8 ---l
l ch .

70/16 pow--

wal . . .
a w ', wh h - --e r-

70[14 o rgo - . wM o
___

_.

. _ L A ~ 1.w a e issu n " ' ---
''/ '' __. E m u 04' La e m Nrerc-e s._

t -. _
_ _ p -o - p

7 2-/ 2 r p u m p _ ___ . _

de c : _._

N/1 d : v ; r t o w - -_ .._

.._

t -._wou ld acc e p
o u e p+ - - - -

w7r/7 w o u ld wo
.__

_ __ h e. :,2 u r hj -

20/22 ... ne ,- :-ru-4-ce...

P \o mt --

27 /2.s s Lo t _-_

99 | C % N - a A. . . . _ . L u n a+ <. A
- -

- . _

. . . g%s -

= + A ' y -.

96/24 ._ y

.r t4-0 4 _ _ _

ei4/t.
.. r +u f P ~ _ _ ..

:

|

|

|

|

l
l _



_ _ _ - _

.

l

|s

\
CERTIFICATE

|
|

I certify that I have read this transcript and corrected

any errors in the transcription that I have been able to )

identify, except for unimportant punctuation errors.
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