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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket No. 50-289

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
(Restart)

(Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station, Unit No. 1)

NRC STAFF'S CONSOLIDATED REPLY TO TMIA'S
MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME AND FOR WAIVER OF
PAGE LIMITATION AND MOTION TO SUSPEND BRIEFING

1. INTRODUCTION

On September 1, 1982, TMIA filed two separate motions relating to
its brief on appeal in the management phase of this case. One motion
requests an extension of time for filing its brief in support of excep-
tions and a waiver of the page limitation. In the other motion, TMIA
requests a suspension of the briefing schedule for numbered exceptions
20-55 regarding safety-related maintenance practices. By Order, dated
September 2, 1982, the Appeal Board requested the earl} submission of
the views of the other parties on TMIA's motions, and ordered any party
objecting to TMIA's motions to submit its views by September 9, 1982,
The NRC Staff hereby states its objections to TMIA's two motions.

IT1. DISCUSSION

A. TMIA's Motion for Extension of Time for Filing Brief on Exceptions
and for Waiver of Page Limitation

Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.711, the requested time extension may only

be granted for "good cause" shown. The Commission has emphasized that
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it expects adherence to this provisicn.l/ TMIA has not established good
cause for the requested relief.

TMIA asks that the date for filing its supporting brief be extended
from September 20 to October 15, 1982 and that the page limitation be
expanded from 70 (as required by 10 CFR § 2.762) to 140 pages. TMIA
claims that this request is necessitated by the extensive nature of its
exceptions. Given the close identity of many such exceptions, the Staff
does not believe this can serve to justify the considerable time extension
and page expansion requested. The Staff does not oppose a lesser exten-
sion of time for the filing of TMIA's brief, as discussed below.

The Licensing Board's PID on management issues, LBP-82-32, 14 NRC
381 (1981) (Management PID) was issued over one year ago, and, while
related aspects of the proceeding have been ongoing, appellants have had
the benefit of that year to begin to prepare for the briefing of
excentions to that PID. Nevertheless, the Staff is mindful of the fact
that TMIA has filed voluminous exceptions to the Licensing Board's
July 28, 1982 PID on cheating matters, and is not opposed to a relatively
short extension of the briefing schedule to accomodate-them in this
regard. At a conference call held on Tuesday, September 7, counsel for
the Staff stated that the Staff would not opposes a seven-day extension
of che briefing schedule, that is, until September 27, 1982, for the
submission of appellants' briefs. TMIA stated at that time that it did

not find this proposal acceptable.

1/ Statement of Policy on Conduct of Licensing Proceedings, CLI-81-8,
13 NRC 452, 454 (1981).
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The Staff is opposed to TMIA's request that the page limitation for
its brief be extended from 70 to 140 pages. The Appeal Board has
pointed out in its Order of September Z that there may be extensive over-
lap in the positions of the parties resulting in redundant precentations
and encouraged the parties to consider the possibility of a division of
responsibility for the presentation of issues on appea].g/ In any event,
a doubling of the page limitation at this time -- before the brief in
question has even been written -- would be based at best on speculation.
TMIA has demonstrated no basis for an-eytension of the usual page
limitation for an appeal brief. The Staff therefure opposes any enlarge-

ment of the 70 page limitation.

B. TMIA's Motion To Suspend Briefing on TMIA's Exceptions

By separate motion, TMIA requests a suspension nf briefing on its
esceptions 20-55 regarding safety-related maintenance practices. This
request is based on Staff's Bonard Notification (BN-82-83 (August 13,
1982)) concerning the Staff's inspection of the ventilation filter systems
at TMI-2 and the indication that NRC Region I will inspect the TMI-1
maintenance system to determine if similar problems exist there.

There is no justification for suspending the briefing of TMIA's
exceptions regarding safety-related maintenance practices. A review of
the maintenance control program at TMI-1 was conducted to determine
whether the problems identified in the maintenance control program at

2/ The parties should be mindful of the fact that, under Commission
rules, an exception which is not briefed "may be stricken, either
on the motion of a party or by the Commission, on its own
initiative." 10 CFR § 2.762(f).
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TMI-2 were generic to TMI-1. On the basis of that review, the Staff
determined that the problems are "not generic to TMI Unit 1." See
IR 50-289/82-10 (pp. 10-12), and cover letter to GPO Nuclear Corporation,
dated September 1, 1982, attached to this p1eading.§/ Accordingly,
there does not appear to be reason to defer briefing of TMIA's excep-
tions on safety-related issues as a result of BN-82-83.
ITT. CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, TMIA's motion for an extension of

time and page limitations on its brief jn support of.exceptions, and
"IA's motion to suspend briefing of its exceptions on safety-related
maintenance practices, should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

M}/ qu %/ )

Mary E'.‘ wagner’k&‘ &

Counsel for NRC'Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this g% day of September, 1982.

3/ By attachment of inspection report 50-289/82-10, the Staff is
informing the Appeal Board of the results of its inspection of the
TMI-1 maintenance system that was undertaken as indicated in Board
Notification BN-82-83.

i A 10
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Docket ho. 50-289

GPU Nuclear Corporetion

ATTH: Mr, H. D. Hukill
Director, TMI-1

P.0. Box 480

Hiddletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Gentlemen: -y

Subject: Inspection 50-289/82-10

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. F. Young of this .
office on July 6, 1982, through August 7, 1982, of activities authorized by .
NRC License No. DPR-50 and to the discussions of our findings held by

Mr. Young with you and other mesbers of your staff at the conclusion of the
inspection,

Areas ecxamined during this inspection are described in the NRC Recion I
irspection Report which is enclosed with this letter. Within these areas, the
ynspartion consisted of selective examinations of procedures and representa-
ttve records, interviews with personnel, and observations by the inspector.

within the scope of cthis inspectfon, no violations were observed.

“n srcordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure
will be placed in the NRC Punlic Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, with.r ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the
~equirements of 2.790(b)(1). The telephone notification of your intent to
request withholding, or any reguest for any extension of the 10 day period
which you believe necessary, should be made to the Supervisor, Files, Mafl and
Records, USNRC Region I, at (215) 337-5223.
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“ GPU Nuclear Corporation -2~ SEP 1 1982

Your cooperation with us in this matter is appreciated.

Orsiigrimpgh°d By

SO O fmiiyfors

Richard W. Starosteghf, Director
Division of Project and Resident
Programs

Enclosure: NRC Region I Inspection Report
Number 50-289/82-10

c w/encl: . -
J. Toole, Operations and Maintenance 6irector.‘TMl—]

W. Suyth, Supervisor, TMI-1 Licensing

G. Wallace, Manager, PWR Licensing

B. Liberman, Esquire

G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire

Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (.PDR)

Nuclear Safety Infermation Center (NSIC)

NRC Resident Inspector

Conmonwea ith of Pennsylvania

M<. Mary V. Southard, Co-Chairman, Citizens for a Safe Environment
(Without Report)

c
R
¢
E
J

bce w/encl:

Region I Docket Room (with concurrence)

L. Barrett, Deputy Program Director, TMI Program Office -

o. Goldbera, OELD:HQ

Chief, Operational Support Section (wo/encls)

Ms. Mary V. Southard, Co-Chairman, Citizens for a Sate Environment

Chief, TIB

ﬁ-~-;.r% s
> FYovhg/imp. | R(A_"{



U.5. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Peaion 1
Repo;‘t No. 50-289/82-10 . LI =,
Docket No. 50-289 e U e
License No. DPR-50 Priority = -- ~ Category = C
Licensee: GPU Nuclear Corporation '
P.0. Box 480

Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Facility: Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, tnit |

Inspectfon at: Middletown, Pennsylvania

Inspection conducted: July 6, 1982 - August 7, 1982

Inspectors: 'é?\,( 2 :*_ o g b &2 [()§ \..
Q:s;unte Semor ; nt Inspector ate signe
: % ation Speffalist 0% 1Y '%%
f g Kegydens Tnspector (THIZT) feays nte
~ oz
asano, Chief, Three Mile TsTand Section : e’signe .

Approved by:

'Projects Branch No. 2

Inspectfon Surmary:

Inspection conducted on Juiy 6, 1982 - August 7, 1982, (Inspection Report
Nuroer 50-289/82-10] |

Areas Tnspected: Routine safety fnspection by site inspectors of licensee
actfon on previous 1inspection findings; plant operations including steam
gererator repairs; TMI-1 restart mcaifications; licensee radiological
investigation report dealing witn handling radiocactive sludge; and maintenance
control program. The ¥nspection involvead 112 inspector-hours.

Results: No violations were identified.

T\



Details

Persons Contacted

General Public Utilities (GPL) Nuclear Corporation

R Ranard Manager ™I Quality Accurance (QA) Modificatione/Operatione,
Nuclear Assurance

R. Barley, Lead Mechanical Engineer TMI-1

0. Barry, Engineer Associate-! TMI-1

*J. Burgess, Administrative Assistant, Technical Functions

J. Colitz, Plant Engineer1ng Director TMI-1

T. Hawkins, Manager TMI-1, Startup and Test, Technical Functions

R. harper, Corrective Mamterance Manager TMI 1

*\. Heysek, Supervisor Site QA Audit

*H. hukill, Vice President and Direcfo} TMI-1

*S. Levin, Ma1nt-=nance and Construction Director (TMI-1)

F. Paulewicz, Mechanical Engineer TMI-1

I. Porter, Superwsor Startup and Test TMI-1

M. Ross, Manage= Plant Operations TMI-1

D. Shovlm Manager Plant Maintenance TMI-1

C. Smyth, Superviscr TMI-1 Licensing, Technical Functions

“K. Stephenson, Nucle:' * ' ensing Engineer, Technical Functions

R. Scucech, Licensir eer St L

*R. Tonle, COperazions . maintenance Director T™I-1

~-e

Other rersonnel in the operations, engineering, and quality assurance
staffc were also interviewed.

*denot < these present at an exit interview,

Licen<ee Action on Previous Inspection Finding

(C7nced) Un-esolved {50-289,/32-08-03): Inspection of licensee's

RPadiological Investigative Report {(No. 82-038) «n which a utility worker tavis

was permitted to handle radioactive sludge, reading 20 R/hr at contact. '
without being issued extremity dosimetry.

Based on discussion stated in paragraph 5, the inspector considered this
item closed.

Plant Operations During Long Term Shutdown

a. Plant Operations Review

Inspections of the facility were conducted to assess compliarnce uith
general operating requirements of Section 6 of Technical Specifica- -
tions in .ne fpllowing areas: Tlicensee review of selected plant
parameters for abnormal trends; plant status from a maintenance/
modification viewpoint including plant cleanliness; control of
documents including log keeping practices; licensee implementation
of the security plan including access controls/boundary integrity
and badgin; practices; licensee control of ongoing and special
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evolutions Including control room personnel awareness of these
evolutfons; control of documents including log keeping practices;
and implementation of radiological controls.

Random inspections of control room during regular and back shift
hours wert conducted. The selected sections of the shift foreman's
log and controal room operator's Tog were reviewed for the period
July 12, '982 . to August 4, 1982. Selected sections of other
control room daily logs were reviewed for the period from midnight
to the time of review. Inspections of areas outside the control
room occurred on July 14, 20, 27, 29, and August 3, 1982. Selected
Ticensee planning meetings were also observed.

An emergency workup drill was conducted by the licensee on

August 4. 1982, This drill was ¥in preparation for the annual
exercise to be monitored by the NRC on August 11, 1982, The site
NRC staff participated in the workup drill to exercise the NRC site -
event response plan and tc obsarve licensee activities in the
implementing of the emergency plan and facility emergency
procedures, The licensee's dril]l critique was also observed
subsequent to an internal NRC critique. . The inspector found that
the licensee observers had identified the majority of the NRC
comments on licensee activities,

No violations were jaentified.
Steam Generator Recovery Program | .

(1) Background
As a result of the presence of intergranular attack and stress
corrosion cracking on the Once Through Steam Generator (0OTSG)
tubes identified in November 1981, the licensee has initiated
an extensive investigation to determine the cause-and repairs
required to return the plant to service (see NRC Region 1
Inspection Report No. 50-289/82-07).

Foster Wheeler, under direction of the licensee and Babcock &
Wilcox (BAW,, w111 conduct the expansions. The repair method
that is being evaluated i1s a process of Kinetic Expansion.
This methoa involves using a controlled detonation of an
explosive charge within the tube in the upper tube sheet and

¢llowing the exglos1on to expand the tube into the tube sheet.

: This mbeadadet process has been demonstrated on a
BAW Once Through Steam Generator (OTSG) in Mt. Vernon, Indiana,
for the licensee and the NRC.*

Approximately 98% of all defects observed by eddy current
testing and metalurgical analysis are within the top 2-3 inches
of the tubes, Preliminary assessment is that a 6 inch area,

* Information contained in the blacked-o
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free of defects,is required to establish a seal able to -
withstend axfal loads generated during normal and postylated
accident events. The tentative plan is to expand the top

17 inches of all tubes allowing major portions of the number of
tubes to be repaired by this technique. The remaining tubes
(approrimately 2 percent) with defects will efther be removed

from service b{ plugging or have an additional Kinetic
txpansyon of the top 23 inches of the tube within the tube

sheet.

Additional testing for pullout strength, effect of neighboring
detonation, effect of corrosion, leak rate testing and therma)
cycling testing is ongoing and has not been evaluated. 1In
addition, more full scale testing on the OTSG at Mount Vernon
is required in order to detdrmine the final step-by-step
process that will be used. '

From the demonstration at Mt. Vernon and projected completion
of additional testing, it is estimated that the 1icensee will
be able to commence 0TSG repairs by mid-September 1982.

(2) Review

The inspector has continued to monitor the stcam generator
repai= program to verify the following items.

== accuracy of information related to the event submitted to
NRC

== procedures written in accordance with the specifications
of the licensee programs

== 1dequacr of procedures used to control the activity

Selected sections of 0TSG repair documents were reviewed and
fleld operations of Kinetic Expansion preparation work were
observed on several occasions. Licensee and contractor
personnel demonstrated adequate control of the work being
accomplished.

(3) Findings

No viclations were fdentified.

4. TMI-1 Restart Modifications - Implementation

General

The inspector reviewed selected facility modifications (listed
below) which are required to be completed prior to TMI-1 restart .o
verify that the new designs are provided consistent with the
following items, B

-

- —

F
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-- lcensee comitments stated in the TMI-1 restart report, Report
in Response to NRC Staff - Recommended Requirements for Restart '’
of Three Mite Island Nuclear Station Unit 1 ‘

--  requirements delineated in NUREG-0680 (and supplements), TMI-1
Restart Evaluation Report, to comply with NRC Commission Order
of August 9, 1979

~- requirements delineated in ASLB Partial Initial Decision (PID),
Procedure Background and Management Issues, dated
August 27, 1981

-= requirements deiinecated in ASLB PID, Emergency Planning, and,
Plant Design and Procedurgs, and Separation Issues, both dated
December 14, 1981

~—~  TMI-] Operational Quality Assurance Plan, Revision'9

-~ Administrative Procedure (AP) 1043, Control of Plant Modifica-
tions, Revision 3 :

The inspector verified that each modification task was installed in
accordance with the approved design based upon observation of -
completec work, review of related portions of the licensee's QA
program, examinatifon of installation records, review of
nondestructive examination (NDE) and/or other inspection records,
and other related documentation. Specific modification task
observations and records reviewed by the inspector are identified
below,

Modification Tash NM-34, 48CV Bus Undervoltage Trip ! !

(1) Descriptior

Task NM-34 modifies the in-plant electrical system to protect
safety related electrical equipment from degraded voltage due
to offsite grid voltage fluctuation and interaction of the
offsite and onsite emergency power systems. In addition, the
modificatior assures that the undervoltage relays are operable
to adequately protect the safety related electrical equipment
from reducec capability as a result of sustained degraded
voltage from the offsite electrical grid system and during
transfers from offsite to onsite power source. This
modificatior was accomplished by replacing all electromagnetic
relays on the 4160 volt safety buses with new solid-state
instantaneous relays and timers. These relays will trip safety
bus feeder breaker, initiate load shedding, and start the
respective diesel generator, In addition, certain safety
related valve gear ratios were changed to allow proper torque
development at a degraded grid voltage,

&

e

-
-
-

. -



(2)

(3)

Review/Observation

The inspector reviewed selected bortions of GPU Nuclear

Corporation (GPUNC) Engineering Change Modification (ECM) 04s,

accepted December 12, 1981, and ECM 255, accepted

Decembe= 12, 1981. The inspector observed the installed relays
and verified the componeri location and installation was as -
described in applicable modification documentation.

Findings
Based on the medification documents, the inspector determined

that Task NM-34 was satisfactorily completed in conformance
with the referenced coimitments and requirements. The . '

inspector noted that the maximum stroke time allowed by "

Surveillance Procedure (SP) 1300-3A A/B, Revision 6, for valve
number Building Spray BS-v3A, was 60 seconds. BS-V3A is one of
the suction valves to one of the building spray pumps that the
gear ratio nad been changed by Task NM-34. This valve is = +
normally closed. The FSAR states in part that, "The reactor i-

bui'ding spray system will deliver 3,000 gpm through the spray !

nozzals within 37.5 seconds after a Reactor Building pressure
reaches setpoint.” The inspector questioned whether the valve
wou'd be sufficiently open to provide the required flow in
37.5 seconds. The licensee 1s performing an evaluation and the
inspector considered this item unresolved pending the ~
-ompletion of the evaluation (50-289/82-10-01),

No violations were identified.

Modification Task RM-14, High Pressure Injection (HPI) System Cross

Connect ano High Capacity Makeup -

(1)

Description

Task RM-14 mechanically interconnected the HPI injection legs
and added a cavitating venturi in each HPl leg. The HPI inter-
connections allows mitigation of the effects of a small break
loss of coolant accfoent occurring in an HPI line at or near
its connection to the reactor coolant system (RCS) or in the
RCS cold leg itself. This 1s accomplished by restricting HPI
water losses to apprcximately one-forth of the total flow rate
using cavitating venturi and balancing the flow from the ;
operating injection pump to the unbroken legs with HPI leg
cross-connects. This flow control occurs without control room
operator action.

Alsc, a means of quickly restoring pressurizer level following

an overcooling of the reactor coolant without starting another -

makeup pump or thermal snocking an RCS HPI nozzle is provided
by the add“tion of a larger capacity bypass makeup 1ine and
makeup vail e, p

F




(2)

(3)

Review/Observatiors

The inspector reviewed selected portions of GPUNC Modification .
Turnover Package 4007, accepted December 11, 1981, which ;
included Engineering Change Modification S-007, Revisions 0
through 6.

The inspector alsc conducted a system walkdown of the plant
modi“ications associated with Task RM-14. The inspector
obse-ved the installed equipment and verified the component
location and installation was as described in applicable
nmodi“ication aocumentation,

Finaings

: oA
No violations were identified.

Modificatior Task NM-47, Control Room Emergency Telephones

(1)

(2)

(3)

Description

Task NM-47 places contrel room emergency telephone intercom
betweer. cortrol ioom and shift supervisor's office and Radip- .
logical Assessment Offsite Dose Rate Computer (TRS-80) on
reguiated vital power supply. Task NM-47 was accomplished by
the adcition of an electrical receptacle installed in the shift
supervisor's office supplied from 120 V regulated A.C.
Distribution Panel, TRB.

Review/Observations

The Yispector reviewed selected portions ¢f GPUNC ECM S-136.'
Ravisions 0 and %, accepted March 6, 1982, by the plant staff.

In addition o the above gocumentation review, the inspector
conducted a system walkdown of the plant modifications o
associated with Task NM-47. The 1inspector observed the
installed equipment and verified the component location and
insta’lation was as described in applicable modification
documentation,

Fingings

Durfnc a walk-through inspection in the shift supervisor's
office, the inspector noted a label platesabove the newly
installed receotacle, stated that the NRC Emergency Network
Systen (ENS) 1ine (s different circuit from the circuit of the
subject modification) was to be powered from the receptacle,
The inspector identified this discrepancy to the licensee and
the 1*censee stated that the label plate would be corrected. -

No viclationt were identified.
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e. Modifications Task LM-2, Reactor Coolant System Wide Range .
Temperature

(1) Descriptions

Task LM-2 modifies the existing reactor outlet temperature
range cf 520°-620°F to 120°-920°F. The signal is derived from
resistance temperature detectors (RTDs) which are of the same
type ind are located in the same thermowells as the safety
relaz=c RTDs used in the reactor protection system. The
modi€fcation provides a wide range (120°-920°F) output without
changing the range or accuracy of the existing signal to the
control system. This task was accomplished by installing a
modi€ted converter module across the output of the RTD bridge

in parallel with tne existing output module, The new signal 1s < .
connected to the computer and is used as inputs to the .. (S

saturation temperature instrument.

(2) Review/Observation
The ‘.nspuctov; reviewed seiected portions of ECM 032, accapted
June 18, 1981. The inspector observed the installed circuitry.

and verified the component location and installation was as
described in app®icable modification documentation.

(3) Findings
No violations were identified.

Licensee Radiological Investigation Report No. 82-38

a Description of Event

On May 17, 1982, two utility workers werge assigned to clean the two -
floor {Zurn) drains in the Waste Compacting and Solidification Area
of the Untt 1 Auxiliary Building per Preventive Maintenance 2

Procedure U-17. A Radiation Work Permit (RWP) was issued for the read

job, Upon donning the protective clothing and obtaining a dose rate
indicating instrunent, the individuals entered the area and :
roceeded o remove two lead sheets, the drain grating, and lead
rick from the drain. The first individual surveyed the open drain
using a Portakle lon Chamber (PIC-6) and determined the radfation
field to be petween 500-600 mR/hr at contact with the drain., The'
second individual then proceeded to clean the drain by hand,
reaching into the drain up to the middle of his forearm. While the
drain was “eing cleanea, the first individual left the area and went
~to the valve room section of the radwaste solidification area to °
survey ana clean ancother drain. He spent approximately 2-3 minutes
at the secord drain then returned to assist in the cleaning of the
first drain. Upon reentering the work area, he observéd an {ncrease
of 15-20 mR/hr on his PIC-6, but did not consider this significant,
He then proceeded to the drain and assisted in bagaing the removed
debris By holding an ewpty plastic bag as the second {ndividual ‘
placed the debris ir the bag.” Upon completing bagging, he attempted
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to survey the bagged material but found his instrument went off-scale °
on the 10 R/hr scale. The bag of debris was then placed behind a ‘

shield wall ane both individuals left the area to notify the radiolo-

gical contrs1s foreman. Radiclogical controls personnel returned with
the individuals to *he radioactive material, surveyed the raterial and
found it reading 20 R/hr at contact. The radiological controls fore~'
man issued finger rings, extremity badges, and a long handled reach
tool to the workers. Using the long handled reach tool, the bagged
debris was carried to the neutralizer tank room and placed in a lead
Yiner 55 gallon drum for storage.

Licensee Action

The Ticensee held a critique of the incident within four hours of 1ts
occurrence, The thermolumeniscent dosimeter (TLD) of the individual

cleaning tne drain was sent to the Dosimetry Group to be read. Results -1 -
vere 35 mresr ganma and 0 mrem beta dose. An analysis of the debris i

was performed and only Cobalt 60 was fdentified as being present. The:
TLD reading was considered representative of the whole body dose. The
time that the utility worker handied the debris was estimated to be-
within a range of 5-10 minutes. The utility worker was assigned an
extranity dese of 3,300 mrem based on the conservative time of 10 !

i

minutes. The other utility worker recefved an estimated whole body ' '

dose of 20 mrem based on his self-reading dosimeter. Since this worker
did not phvsically handle the debris before bagging, his extremity dose
was consfdered equivalent to his whole body dose.  The causes of the

fncident were 1dentified as not {ssuing a proper RWP with a correspond-

ing radiation survey and ALARA review, specifying dosimetry and expo-
sure controls, for the drains to be cleaned., Subsequent corrective
actions included conducting ALARA reviews for those remaining drains
that require cleaning and having the Radiological Field Operations
Manager dircuss the inadequacies of drafin radiation surveys and RWPs |
with Radio‘ogica® Control Foremen and Technicians. ! ~

Inspector Findings

The inspector interviewed Ticensee personnel who were involved in
the incident and crizique; examined 1icensee investigative reports,
procedures. surveys, training records, and ALARA reviews; performed
independent measurements; and conducted a walk-through of the
incident. Tne inspector fdentified the cause of the incident as a
failure to foliow Preventive Maintenance Procedure U-17, Inspection
of Zurn Floor Drain Check Valves, and Radiological Controls '
Procedure 1613, Radiation Work Permits. Preventive Maintenance
Procedure «-17 requires that an RWP be initiated for the floor
drains to be inspected, and proper surveys be taken to establish the
health physfcs requirements. The RWP used incorrectly addressed
entry intd the Wacte Solidification and Compacting Area and not
fnspectior an¢ cleaning of a floor drain of unknown radiation fields
Tocated in that area. Radiological Controls Procedure 1613 requires
that a dose rate trnstrument be issued for all entries into a high
radiation area. The utiiity worker doing the work was left in a
high radiation area without s dose rate instrument, The first
worker went with the instrument to survey and clean another drain.
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The inspector reviewed the licensee's corrective actions which:
included the fo'lowing.

-~  modifying Preventive Maintenance Procedure U-17 with Procedure ' °
Change Request (PCR) No, 1-MT-82-4006 effective July 7, 1962, .
to require that Radiological Controls provide survey data on
all drains with ai! shielding removed prior to initiating the =
RWP ana “nat Radio’ogical Controls personnel monftor the debris :
as 1 15 peing removed from the drain. This change explains {n .
greater deteil the radiation survey that must be performed by
the Radiological Contrele Department before the Preventive
Maintenance Department is issued an RWP.

-=  performing ALARA reviews on all work involving Zurn floor drains'-

: > & -

The inspector determined that the licensee had identified and taken ~ ...:
adequate measurec to currect the problem within.a reasonable time ' '
and had frstituted procedural changes to prevent recurrence, * ' ¢

The inspector had no further questions concerning this incident, ' .. = v ¢ .

6. Haintenance Cortrol Review
.  Backgroune

Apparent violations in the maintenance contrel program were recently
identififec at TMI-2. I: was ‘ound that a corrective action was L
performed contrary to piant drawing specifications and there was an ~ -
apparent faiiure to timely collect and retrieve corrective mainte-
nance test data. It war also identified that more engineering staff !
involvement in corrective maintenance actions was warranted. A '
review was initiated at TMI-] to assure that a similar problem was ' !
not generic to the maintenance control program at TMI-1, This =
review was also ¢ followup to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Partial Initial Decision in the management area on the control of .
maintenance,
. " Review
Selected sections of the following administrative procedures (AP), . .-
general maintenance procedures (MP) and licensee internal reports b
were reviewed, ' o r e

-~ Proccdure Index Report for TMI Unit 1, July 17, 1982

-- AP 1026, Corrective Maintenance ahd Machinery History,
Revision 12, September 22, 1981 .

-= AP 1027, Preventive Maintenance, Revision 11, April 4, 1982

-~ MP 1407-1, Unit 1 Corrective Maintenance PrOCedure; Revision 8,
«  October 27, 1981 - ~
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MP 1407-3, Assessment of tne Adequacy of the Preventive
Maintenance Program, Revision 0, January 16, 1982

Inter-0ffice Memorandum (I0M), No. 3200-82-167, Retest After -
Maintenance, dated April 27, 1982 .

IOM No. MGS 82-022, Assessing the Adequacy of the THI;I :
Preventive Maintenance Program as Required by M 1407-3, dated
July 2§, 1982

AP 1001D, Procedure Preparation, Revision 2, June 22, 1982
AP 1021A/B, Plant Modifications, Revision 7, Noyember 18, 1979
AP 1001G, Procedure Utilization, Revision 1, June 14, 1982

Approxtnmtaly 20 completed job ticket (work request) packages were

selectively reviewed to identify completed tasks in which : L e
drawing/materia” speci€ications were used. Of these 20 job tickets (JT).'-“
the below joo ticket packages were selected for a more detailed review. - '

-- JT 8723, -equested July 1, 1982, started July 10, 1982, -
completed July 10, 1982, restored July 19, 1982, Repack RC- V19.
add packing/adJust .

JT 8722, requested July 2, 1982, started July 10, 1982,
completed July 10, 1982, restored July 15, 1982, Repack
RC-v-77, add pacP)ng. adjust as necessary

-- JT 8752, requested June 28, 1982, started Ju!y 12, 1982,
completed Juiy 12, 7982, restored July 12, 1982, Miscellaneous
Evaporation Vacuum Pump Suction and D1scharge Va]ves WDL-Y-2948
and 295B diaphragms changed

-- JT 8786, requested July 2, 1982, started July 10, 1982, - ma
completed July 10, 1982, restored July 12, 1982, drain valve on « " .-
a anfon unit leaks through filter neutralizer tank while
in-service (WT-V-25A), inspection WT-V-14A, 15A, 29A

c. Findings

(1) Based on the above review, 1t appeared that the problems
identified in the TMI Unit 2 maintenance control program were
not generic to TMI Unit 1. A key aspect in the Unit 1 «n
meintonance program upgrading was the shift toward .
proceduralizing the activities called for fn the use of the
general maintenance control form ("Job Ticket"). If a
mainzenance activity is within quality control (QC) scope
(nuclear safety related and important to safety classifi-
cations), the use of a precedure is the general rule and is
mandated for activities affecting nuclear safety. The Director
Cperations and Maintenance approval is required if a procedure
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is not to be used whiie the maintenance activity fs within QC 1 . /'’

scope. Further, 1f testing is to be conducted following a '} b
maint2nance activity thal does not warrant step-by-step PR ey ¥y
delineat-ons (procnduros) the acceptance criteria or test AN L AR )
procedure is tc be specified on the JT using the ViR e
pre-implementation approvals.

Format/content requirements for maintenance procedures are :
specified in AP 10010 and are in accordance with ANSI 18,7-1976 '
wh'ch incluied post maintenance testing and restoration to S
normal requi ements,

The review of completed J7's indicate specific information
including test data that was being recorded or attached to the  °
JT package. " 9 -

With respect to engineering fnvolvement in the performance of '1“%.-*
maintenance art1v1t1ps. interfacing between the two departments RS
does occur, ‘nformal discussions on maintenance work : Pl A
activities occur daily and more formally at the plan-of—the-dqy it g
meetings. Maintenance supervisors are tasked with a review of "..ll AR
miintenance work packages on a pre-implementation basis to B 5oilet
assure repai= activities ave not using changes/plant : o
modifications which do require a separate review with definfte : ' i .
engincering department involvement.

A relatively new eystum called Plant Equipment Faflure Profile

is a periodic review of corrective maintenance on a yearly

basis in accordance with MP 1407-3. This review is to identify

system or component problems that are recurrent. The recent ' .. -
report on tnis profile did identify repetitive component . ' fos
fatlures and the action notices were initiated for engineering y
resolution.

AP 1000D and MP 1407-1 previde management guidance to plant =~
personnel on how to write various plent procedures especially ¢
ma‘ntenance procedures. These two procedures require the !
listing of references used in the development of procedures in
eccordance with ANSI-18.7-1976. However, specific guidance to ' -
a procedure yriter was not evident in AP 1001D . and MP 11Q7-) MU e
in terms of what references are to be used for the development ' '
of procedures such as a maintenance procedure, i.e., drawings, <, = 1
codes, standards, other procedures, technical specifications,
etc. The licensee acknowleaged the inspector's comment in this
area and indicatea that additional guidance would be considered
in a subsequent revision to AP 1001D and MP 1407-1.

Dur1ng a review cf post maintenance review requirements by

licensee personnel, it was noted that operations and -
maintenance persownel reviews are formally required by ' ' ;
MP 1407-1. Specific engi~eering involvement in the reyview SRR B [
function was not d=fined although maintenance personne) A e
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‘ndicated cognizant engineers were frequently contacted
infurmally for consultation to discuss possible off-normal
trends. It appeared tc the inspector that little guidance
existed in the administrative controls for post maintenance -
review by maintenance department personnel on when to refer
probYems on off-normal trends to the En?ineering department,
The "icensee acknowledged the inspector's comnents and agreed

to review this area,

Licensee d spesition for providing addition guidance for .
procedure writing and post maintenance interfacing with the

Engineering cepartment wil! ‘be followed by NRC (289/82-10-02).

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whetner they are acceptable items, violations, or
deviations., Unresolvec items are addressed in paragraphs 2 and 4.b(3).

Exit Intervier

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives (denoted in para-
graph 1) on June 11, 1982, and at the conclusion of the inspection on
August 6, 158C, to discuss tne inspection scope and findings.

'\\_\"
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