3942

7. B. Benderson, Chief, Resctor Comstructiocn
iraneh, Divisien of Complismce, BQ

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY, FORKED RIVER 1
DOCKET ¥O, 50-363

The settached report of the senagement interview with Jersey Centrsl
pover snd Light Cowmpany concevning the initial quality assursace in-
spection of the Forked River 1 project, held on Jamuary 4, 1971, by
2. M, Howard and R, 7. Heishmen is forwarded for actionm.

™he applicant ves receptive and ‘ndicated that corrective action v&s
complete ia all but & few aress and was rapidly approaching comple-
tiom in sll areas,

An early inspection Is nlanned to detemmine if the completed rogram
meets ths inteant ~f Appendix B,

£, M. Howard
senior HReactor Inspector

Enclosure!
20 Report No, 161/71-1 by
7. Heishmen, dated / /71

mt' oward/jd ! :
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JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY (OYSTER CREEK) ~ DOCKET
NO. 50-219

Enclosed is the re‘t of our apccuL.ﬁpoction of manu gystens
employed by the subject licensee to assure the sefe operation of their
Oyster Creek facility end to assure compliance with their operating
license. The inspection was conducted on October 13-16, 28 and 29, o
and Novembver 5 and 6, 1970.

In our view this was an important inspection - one which was unigue
in our progrem with regard to scope and thrust. Furthermore, this
inspection was sufficiently reveeling to permit an overview of this
licensee to & degree heretofor unavaileble. It was also exciting to
conduct.

Whet was learned of Jersey Centrel (JC) and their operation of Oyster
Creek follows:

1. There has been a basic change for the better in management's
attitude;

2. . _unizational chenges have bteen implemented that sre reflective
of their current thinking and are responsive to Compliance's
previously identified concerns;

3. As a result of the above, management is now more actively
involved and is in & position to act from & knowledgeable base;

L. They are genuinely interested in improving their image with
regulatory and are desirous of being responsive to Compliance's
concerns.

In summery, JC hLes come a long way since the early days and, although
there are etill shortcomings evident, they have definitely turned the

corner with regard to attitude and performenc2.  Of course, only tice
will tell of the lasting effectiveness. The principal shortcomings

identified were:
g

9 e
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'l. Performance of'GORB, including specifically the audit function;

L4 ~\

2. Performance of PORC; -
3. Adminiltratio; of tpe surveillance testing program;

k. Administration of the meintenence group operation;

5.. JC'9 program for benefiting from experiencee at other fecilities;
6. The current limited involvement of GPU (technical support).

At the time of this inspection, we hed the impression that definite
improvements will be eeen with regard to items 1, 2, 3, &nd 5. Iten &
may require additional special attention on our pert. Item 6 is
influenced in part by the current GE involvement. It remeins 1o be
seen what will heppen when they are out of the picture. In sny cace,
@ followup on all of these matters will be provided by the assigned
inspector.

With regerd to our evaluation of individuels, the Sims &nd Finfrock
moves definitely strengthened the orgenizetion - both persons impressed
us as being intent on and capable of doing & good job (epeeking fron
Complisnce's point of view)., Hirst cameout looking the worsv. With
regord to his rcle as Chairman of CORB, he cage across as being mostly
"BS" and &n emateur &t that. The assigoment of Hetrick as Vice-Chairaman
of GORB partially compensates. Verrochi left us a little cold. At

the site, Ross and Carroll are the main strengths. Zach left us with
the impression of having & genuine interest in opereting the plant
safely end within reguletory requirements. McClusiey is involved more
in the operation of the plant than before, but is e£till heavily reliant
upon his staff (Ross primarily) for technicel guidance. Riggle is

Just not on top of hie jJob and is in need of assistance, at least

until he can get orgenized.

A general observation regarding the plent organizetion - they heve hed

& turnover of personnel in all key positions except thaet of stetion
guperintendent. Those on the present staff for the most part have their
sights set on the right objectives. What they need most now is & period
of stebility in perscnnel so &s to be able to realize the benefits of
continuity of coversge.

With regerd to the incorporation of this type of inspection in our
overall program, it is our recommendation that this be done. Further-
more, it may be appropriate to consider strengthening or elaborating



- IRgy A ¢

J. P. O'Reilly «3-

' the current regulatory reqguirements relating to contents of FSAR's

{10 CFR 50.34(0)(6)(1.4.) . The details as to the timing and frequency
of inepection, in conjunction with any particular utility (one or more
nuclear plants at one or more sites), need to be worked out; however,
consideration should be given the following: '

p ' Once prior to the issuance of the initial operating license;
2. Agein at a point ebout one year into plant operatio: ;

3. Periodically thereafter at 3 to 5 year intervals;

L. Anytime there is a major reorgenization within the utility.

It is importent to recognize that there are some "must" ingredients
that go into the planning and conduct of an inspection of this type.
One can very easily get a false picture without them. They include
the following:

1. Utilization of experienced inspectors who are knowledgeable of
the performance history of the orgenization being inspected,
ineluding the individuals therein. :

2. Proper preparation both of individuals end the team. This means
more than that which cen be accomplished on the plane en route.
As & minimum, this suggests seversl full days of preparation for
individuels and one dey for a teem get-together.

3. Mainteining sight of the inspection objectives throughout the
conduct of the inspection;

k., Probing of each area being inspected from all conceivable angles.
Working in peirs in certain areas can be guite helpful;

5. Asking the same questions relating to any one subject of as many
persons &s possible having involvement with that subject;

6. Listening very carefully to what is being said and understanding
what you are hearing. Oftentimes it is the composite view that
tells the story;

7. Being prepared with and using specific examples to test the verious
systems being inspected. The more this can be employed, the better
the results;

4
8. Recognizing at the outset that many of the arees to be inspected
ere subjective in nature and that there will be & need to maintain
perspective with regard tc the observations made;

Ay
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. 9. The ellotment of sufficient time in which to conduct the inspec-

tion and ellowance for the possible need for additional time.

We are prepaered and would be pleased to diescuss the above in more
detail should you desire.

3 5 Nagphem ,ﬁ“’

2ﬁ T.‘j?rlso

Senior Reactor Insnector
Division of Compliance, Region I

A
$>5b-héayfl;~—
J. G. Keppler 3
Senior Reuvctor Inspection Specialist
Division of Compliance, Headquarters

Enclosure:
€O Rpt 219/70-8

cc w/enclosure:

A. Gismbusso, CO

L. Kornblith, Jr., CO
R. H. Engelken, CO
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January 13, 1971

DIVISION OF COMPLIANCE

' INSPECTION OF MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
(OYSTER CREEK)
Docket No. 50-219

Inspection Conducted:
October 13-16, 1970
October 28-29, 1970
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L.

Leackground

The Division of Counliance conducted a special inspection of the manage-
went oystene employed by the Jersey Central Power and Light Company (JC)
to obtain informacion on the adequacy of these syzteme to acsure the
safa oparation of their Oyster Creek bolling water reactor facility,

The inspection, wiich is in addition to the Division of Compliance's
nornal inspection program, was conducted becsuse of recent problemn
experienced at oparating reactors that can be attributed to lack cf
managenent atcention. This licenses vas selected for the first inspec-
tion of this type because of their past performance record and to assess
the action taken by JC mansgement in response to Compliance's enforce-
ment letter dated September 9, 1970.

Sinilar Iinopectionc of this type are plenned for other operating pover
reactor facilitieas.

Objectives

The primary objective of the inspection was to obtain informazion
vegarding the implementation and effectiveness of the wanageaent
eystsuc erployed by JC for their Oyster Creal fac’lity to assurs
cotplisuce vith their license and for auditing and evaluating tae
cefety of operations.

A secondary objective vac to deteraine the nead for Jroezdening the
scope of the Compliance inspection program st other oneratins nover
resctor faciliities.

Planning and Ccgan‘zeticon

The incnection toaw was composed of three senior Compliance inspectora:

Mr. R. T. Carlson, Senior Reactor Inspector, CO:I
Mr. J. G, Keppler, Senior Reactor Inspeciica Specialict 2C0:HQ
Mr. F. J. Nolan, Senior Reactor Inspection Specialist, CC:HQ

The mejor features of the inspection were as follows:

1. The inepection keyed on u.nagement systems relating to nuclersr
safety,

2. The inspection recognized that some of the areas insnectes lind
been reviswal, e: least in part, during the couree of the norunl

Co iaspection prograa.
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3. The inspection effort recognized that absolute standards do not
exist at this time for evaluating management's performance.

4. The inspection findings were based on extensive interviews with
cognizant representatives of JC and General Public Utilitiesc (GPU),
supplemanted by a review of pertinent documentation., As a further
check, specific examples vere selected and "welked through” ‘o
order to test the effeciivensss of thi2se menagement cvetama.
Interviavs conducted within the operating organizaticy arcoopaseed
all levels of responsilility from the equipment onszr-tucr 2 (he
Coupuny President.

5. Tre pertinent inspection findings have boen discuseed wish liceusae
usnagawent represcitatives.

Utilization of Manpower

The irapaction team spent 1l wan-daye on-site and five wan-days at :ih:»
nonsramant /2ngineering offices in Paraippany, New Jersey. Followisn:
the ingpsccion, a sumsary westing was held with Mr. R. 7. doviar,
Presideut, JC, at his office in HMorristown, New Jerseay. Tue ino.zc-
tion ar conducted between October 13 and November 6, 197°.

Princival Yercons Contacted

Jersey Central Power and Light Company

Mr. R, 7, bovier, President

Mr. I, H., Sims, Vice President, Production Department
Hr. I. L. Fiufrock, Jr., Manager, Nuclear Genereting Station:
Mr. T. J. McCluskey, Station Superintendent

Mr., D, A. Ross, Technical Supervisor

Mr., J. T. Carroll, Operationes Supervisor

Mr. E. Riggle, Maintenance Supervisor

Mr. J. T. Sullivan, Assistant Technical Engineer

Mr. D. E. Kaulback, Radiation Protection Supervisor
Mr. R. Pelrine, Chemical Supervisor

Mr. R. McKeon, Shift Foreman

Mr. N. W. Cole, Shift Foreman

General Public Utilities Corporation

Mr. W. Verrochi, Vice President, Design and Construciic. Tiviclion
Mr. W. H. Hirst, Manager of Projects and Chairman of 7713
Mr. B. G. Avers, Quality Assurance Mznager
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General Public Utilities Corporation (cont'd)

Mr. D. E. Hetrick, Manager, Plant Operations and Testing, and
Vice Chairman of GORB
Mr. J. Thorpe, Manager, Safety and Licensing

Conclusions

The results of this inspection of management systems indicate to the
Division of Compliance that:

1. The management recorganization with JC, which took effect in
April 1970, has resulted in active and knowledgeable participation
in plant problems by licensee management.

2. Whereas increased management attention was being devoted at Oyster
Creek to improve the safety of operations and the noncompliance
record for this facility, additional efforts are needed by JC to
stabilize and thereby strengthen the onsite operating organiza-
ti n and to improve observed weaknesses in the performance of the
reactor safety committees.

3. The recognized need for a change in Compliance's inspection effort
and increased emphasis in the areas of management systems as they
relate to the safety of operations was demonstrated.

Inspection Results

The eignificant findings obtained from thie inspection of management
systems are given below. Organization charts depicting the Cyster
Creek plant organization and the management organizction as it
functionally relates to the Oyster Creek facility are provided as
enclosures 1 and 2 to this report.

1. Inspection at Site

a., Problem Identification in Review of Plant Operation and
Testing

(1) Interviews with Messrs, McCluskey, Carroll, Roos, and
Riggle indicated there was close coordination of their
activities in the day-to-dey operation of the facility;
however, the sbsence of documentation concerning the
handling of specific problems traced by the ine ection
teau was considered as being reflective of a hizgh degres
of informality.
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(2)

-
b!.

Thera was evidence to show that ¢ working systeu existed

iu che dzy-to-day oparations ot Cyeter Crsek for che
identification of problems in the OUparatiors Super~'sor’e
aveas of rzoponaibilicy, tensive records wer2 Laling
maintained end veviered. Theass records ware noted %o
receive st least two laver: of veview. Although the aystien
for fdoniification of problews wes fornd to Le effective iu
creas taotad, at leas: cne icportant Imatauce was ohuorved
vhers the comaunicaticn of problems to tha cpproprisie
levels of menagement above the Cparation: Cuporvisor was

inadaquela (i.e., 2 pm ith hi‘a cortant in
i . .’é;_:‘w - .

the drywcll).

Gimilar cbaervations war- psds concerning rroblam { entifi-
cation with vespect to tha Tachnical Supervisor's cress of
sespornibility {(core physicc. coclant cherd-try, radiclogi-
cal cafaty): howaver, doily logs were wot reuatinmely raviewed
by the Techulicsl Suparvismor., First lire supervicors "rare
Lald reeponcivla for informing the Tecknical Suparvisor of
detected rrovlaw:. Ous netzmrthy and favorable obssrvalion
vas that the Technicel Supervisor was parscnally nsintaining
asd racerding dets on several cafsty ralatad paracscers Co
uonitor for trondc and long t2wm offects.

4 dizcarnible lac!: of edeinictcretive crgerizeticn wac
observad in the rainterance Surarvisor'e areac of recron-
eibility. The imepection t2em fourd no evideuce of ¢
working eyeten velating to the ravier of maintansnce
getivitiss and equiprment verforsancz, theraby ralsiag
cusstione a2 to the Clwaly ‘dautificcction of probleme I
theae aranc.,

Mr. MeCluekoy, €tation Cuperiaiondent, was in Washington,
D.C. ou comyrany busines: for the mejority of the eite
{uspecticn., Bosed on iantervisws with the senior sraflf,
the innpesciors concludad thet the Statior Sunariatendent
maintc’ned survaillance of the dar-to-day operations
prizarilr by meane of variel brlafiugs fro:x the sanior
stafi. He, in turn, ic reoponoible for the further reviar
of these problews and cowmmunications of same, a3 appro-
sriate. to highor mansajement.



©. Ravier and Bvolustion of Ideatified Problamo Including Tollow-up

Action

(1) DCapending on the neture of the rcbler Zdiasif’sd. e
inapactors found thet problecs pose through one or more
etesns of iuforuwsl revic: emrout: to rec2iving versiile
foruel cencideration. Thz licenssa scknowledgsd clat
filterin: acilon wes fnherent 4n thic procces,

(2) The dsteraination of the need for outaids tac.cisal
eielstance in the recolution of ident’fied srculame e
wade Ly the Station Superin:iendent £nd/or weu:-=~ of his
senicr staff, Inspection findings noted tha: tho usiliza-
tion of outside aseistance wey or uoy not ve 1andlsad
through written correepondence.

(3) Yie ravier end evaluation of Problems breughl 4o the
tienticn of the senlor steff for comaidarcticn ave not

Cocvaented. Kr. McCluskey dec’dzs +“ather ths ryetlam
warrants forucl concideration by the PILC. Our {aspection
findings {ncicated & potantiai exists fcr catters o
raceive ouly inforusl consid=wracie~ 40 fastr eir shesa
formal concidarstion Ly tha FIUC, rx €8, rar La la order.
ina Lporector: noted sevraral iustarcas vasra, in shair
Judgriut, chils gs che cnae (3.8.;, tha 43cisfoz o con-
tinue opaoration rithout thes TID sycta.; proulziar ncour-
tersd witl tizs dr,well oxyge. cuclyszar).

(6, Tie wove 2l 1%4zen: - voblers wers foid to hevs recsivgd
review anl evalustion by ¢hz POR tne ZU3T; and tho LEC
&8 zppropricie. in cecotdanca with the requira-.nte of tha
fechuical Cpscificitions.

(5) Ca t.ocs grools o thers follos-up action w~ racouneniad,
ths folloving o mated:

(&) Tor thocs prodlans that ~ere pot docrianted. varifi-
¢ tion of £21llow-up action alsc as not documentad.

(&) ke foilz -uw ceilon on those maitere raviesad ;
foruclly o~ tha PORC has generells boan varified
informelly; however, cteps have racancly basn
ivitizted by the Statfon Superintin’san: 2o for-
welizs this verification procsas,



(¢) The follow-up action on matters reviewed formally
by the GORE, although more formal than that implied
in G.1.b.(5)(b) above, has not been consistent.
Here, also, steps have recently been taken by the
GORB to tighten up in this area.

€. Availability and Utilization of Technical Support Personnel

1)

(2)

(3)

Interviews with the Station Superintendent and his senior
staff indicated that authority has been delegated to these
people by upper management for the unlimited utilization
of consultants in suppert of plant operation.

It was noted that there continues to be considerable
reliance placed upon GE primarily outstanding contrac-
tural matters: however, consultants have been and are
being utilized in a number of areas related to the
safety of plant operation.

Based on discussions with senior plant personnel, it was
concluded that the role of GPU in the technical support
of the Oyster Creek facility is limited. The indications
were that the major problem is that, with few exceptions,
the people within the GPU support group lack familiarity
with the plant and are therefore not in a position to
contribute effectively. To the extent this subject could
be reviewed at the site, the observations made in this
area were in contrast to the statements made in Amend~-
ment 52, page 1€, to the Facility Description and Safety
Analysis Report. This reference states in part that:

"This group gives direct technical assistance
and guidance to the operating staffs once the
stations go into operation.”

d. Performance of the PORC

(1)

The membership of the PORC is as follows:

Mr. T. J. McCluskey, Station Superintendent (Chairman)

Mr., U, A. Ross, Techunical Supervisor

Mr. J. Carroll, Operations Supervisor

Mr. E. Riggle, Maintenance Supervisor

Mr. D, E. Hetrick, mManager of Plant Operations and
Testing, GPU, (GOREL Member)

Mr., D. Rees, Oystar Creek Project Manager, CPU (GORB
Membeyr)



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Facility records indicate that there had been 66 PORC
meetings as of the time of the inspection. Twenty-two
of the meetings were held during calender year 1970,

The inspection findings indicate that the more signifi-
cant problems have received formal review by the PORC;
however, a check by the inspectors of some 10 items
designated as requiring follow-up action indicated that
there was no formal system to assure follow-up of these
items. Although the majority of ihe items were found to
have been given proper attention, two of them, both ef
which required action on the part of the Maintenance
Supervisor, had not been completed satisfactorily. As
previously stated, acticn has since been tzhen by ihe
PORC to formalize verification of matters identified
for follow-up.

One responsibility of the PORC, as defined in the
Technical Specifications, is to "review plant operations
to detect potential safety hazards." This requirement

is quite general and while the inspections found the

PORC to be reviewing the more significant problems, there
have been some instancas noted where, in the judgment of
the inspectors, these matters did not receive formal
review by the PORC (e.g., operation of the reactor with-
out the TIP system; test failures with the diesel generator
and 125 V d-c batteries). This matter had been pursued
previously by CO with the licensee with some improvements
noted.

Sixteen PORC meetings have been held between the time of
the previous site inspection and this special inspection.
One or both GOKB members were in attendance at only four
of the 16 meetings (at a fifth meeting, one member was
contacted by telephone). It should be noted that poor
attendance at the PORC meetings by the GORB representa-
tives has been a recurring problem.

A review of the PORC meeting minutes showed them to be
consistently lacking in sufficient detail to permit the
GORB to determine whether matters reviewed by the PORC j
involved unreviewed safety questions. In addition, the (
inepectors had some reservations as to whether all matters

reviewed by the PORC were identified in the meeting minutes.



(7) One area wao identified wherein it was not clear that

tihe licensee was meeting fully the intent of tie Tech- |
nical Specifications, i.e., with regard tc the respon- |
sibility of the PORC to investigate all reported

instances of violations of the Technicai Svecifications. /
Review in this ares was not completed during this |
inepection. This matter has been identif’ad for

follow-up by the aseigned inspector.

Fe:foriance of the GURE - as Viewed from Site Inspaction

(1) It wes recognized at the outset of this inspection that
tie primary review of the GORB performance would be made
&t the management offices. However, one important
observation made at the eite ir a concern tha: the 2087
may not be getting the complet2 picture on the safetr of
operations for their concideration due to the incomrlete-
ness of the PORC documentation., This concern was smrii-
fied by the poor attendanc2 racord of the assigned Z0ORB
members at the PORC meetings.

f. Licensee's Review and Evaluation of Problems at Cther Raastore
Including Follow-up Action

(1) There was no effective systen svideat for incorrorating
lessons learned from experionces at other rsactor facili.’as
into the operations at Oyster Craa, In this rega:”’
questions were asked of a number of personmnel at all le-zl:
within the site organization regerding the recant rzzvw
rences &t Dresden 2, Humboldt Day end LACBWR.* 231
personnel interviewzd were aware of the Dresder . -covr-
rence. This particular incident did receive specia’
attention by management with respect to its anplice-
oility to Oyeter Creek. In contrast, not all of thece
people were cognizant of the experience at Humboldt Eay
and no one wae svars of the occurrences at LACBWR.
Furthermore, several recent failures experienced wit.
engineered safety features at Dresden 2 were generally
unknotn,

“iras.on 2 - Dapressurizetion Inciden:, Jum2 3, 197C
Hembelct Jay ~ Loss of Offnite Pover, July 17, 177C
LACB'/R - Dapressurization Incident, May 15, 197¢



(2) Discussions with members of the senior staff ‘ndicated
that a number of mechanisme arc utilized to learn of
percinent experiences at other facilities. These
include: Mr. Rees, and his various channels of
communication with other facilities and attendance ut
pertinsnt professional meetings (IEEE, EEI K6 otc.):
Atomic Energy Clearing House publications; monthiy
renorte that are exchanged with some of the other
utilities; matters brought to JC's attentior through
CZ or JC's consultants; information proviued by
Compliance; and Reactor Operating Experience report-
{lixr, licCluskey etated that, in his view, the latter
would be of greater benefit if they were issued nore )
timely). While 2 number of cources of information
anve peea utiliszed, the efforts Leing expended in this
regard wera considered by the inspectors to be ‘neffec
tiv: for the most part (based or item G.1.Z.(1) above)
in that they were uncoordinated and with no organ’zed
apnrozch with respect to translation of follow-un
actions applicable to the Oyster Creek operation.

Present Status, Plans and Criteris Pelated to Plant Staffing

(1) Discussions with the Station Superintendent and nis senior
staff {iadicated that there has baen & change in th2 think-
ing of urper management with regard to their understandinr
of the staffing needs peculiar to & nuclear power facility
vés a couventional power plant. In th2 judgment of tue
inspectors. this change in thinking has heen motivated at
leas: in part by tho discuseious held ac the March 25, 1270
mesting botween JC and the AEC.

(2) In regard to ita- (1), changes made to date include tho
following:

(a) The gdd’tion of 2 ascociate angineers anc 1 staf’l
enginzer to the Taechnical Supervisor'e staf?.
However, it io noteld that the position of Tachnical
Eugineer iz otill vacant.

(b) The addition of 1 astoff angircar to tha Cpovat’tus
Supervisor's steff for the purpoce of ovursas! |
the overall surveillancs testiag puroguen.

(¢) The addition of two Aesfstant Tichrniciars Lo verv.
bozik the Radiation Pestection fuwporvicer .0 o3
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Chemical Supervisor. 4lvo one Instrument and
Control Technician has bean added.

(d) An increase in the numbere of people in tha
operating organization to alloy reorganizing from
4 to 5 shift coverage following training and
operator licensing as appropriatce. This mova is
axpacted to be completad prior to the and of 197C.

(3) Taa discussions also revealed plans to further augment
the plant staff. This, at least in part, is to serve
tha futurc staffing needs at Torliad Divar Unit 1. Tha
licansee emphasized the intent ¢o avoid th:a problems
oxparionced in the staffing of Oysctar “reek.

(4) Hartofore, the actual assiguisnt of racoonsibilities to
the senior members of the plent staff dld aot colacice
vall with the job descriptions srovided 4u the license
applicetion. Thio hac been compounded 3y tha nunier of
pereonnal changes made in theco positioans cince the
issuance of the operating license. The inspectors rot-l
that improvement has beer made in this ragard, ‘.c., Cuu
individual etaff job descriptions Lev: bacome more
definitive; however, further improvenent as fouul tz be
in order.

k. Implementation of Operator Retreining Progre:

(1) A formalizad perconnal compatence cad ratreinirg -rogram
had not boean incplemented at the tice of clc fnspeciicn.®
A retraining prograu plan had beer draftad a .l ves sder
review by licencee management. I:plscaczecior of thao
retraining program vae ochedulad to ctavt Haf-ro ¢he eud
of the year, concurrent with the crpanclou of . opars-
ting staff to five shiftc. The assigud rzctor fnopector
will follow-up on this matter.

i. Devisy and Approval of Facility Changes in ‘ccorde.c il AIC
Ragulations (1C CFT 50,50

(1) Relatively few facility todification: L~ boss g
data vhich involved « chauge to the fzellity Zuon 20

v e
» ¢
i O

*The licensse's letter to DAL on this cubject, dated /fnzil 3, '07C,
estimsted this program will bagin ip 1970.
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(2)

wlle

described in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR).
Most of the changes that had been made were initiated
by GE.

It was found that substantive changes to plant systems

were being reviewed by the GORB in accordance with
Technical Specification requirements.

(3) Although an improved awareness had been exhibited by the
licensea to satisfy the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59,
the documentation relating to the safety evaluation of
these chan, '8, in some cases, was found by the inspectors
to be marginally acceptable.

Systems for Assuring the Adequacy of Facility Procedures and

for the Training of Personnel in these Procedures

(1) The inspectors found that the licensee has a system which,
when fully implemented, should assuve the adequacy of the
facility procedures on a continuing basis. The system
includes the assignment of responsibilities to indiviiual
senior members of the plant staff. The shortcomings noted
in this program at the time of the inspection were as
follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Each senior staff member assigns priority to his
responsibilities in this area depending on how well
he is ""on top of hia job," e.g., essentially no
action has been taken witlh regard to procedures
aseigned the Maintenance Superviscor.

The PORC has been reviewing and approving procedures
as required; however, they were currently backlogged
with a considerable number of proposed procedure
changes that had been processed to the ncint requir-
ing their review and approval.

A time interval for periodic review of procedures had
not been established.

Not all procedures have been tested, including many
in the maintenance area. Many of thaese proce ures
will be tested during the initial refueling outage.
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The requalification of personnel relating to approved
changes in facility procedures consists primarily in
the routing of the procedure to the pertinent personncl
for their review, A special form has been provided for
this purpose which the individual initials to signify
having read the revised procedure. This system does
not sssure complete understanding of the change or its
basis, nor does it assure that the individual has iu
fact even read the procedure. The inspectors acknowl-
adged that there are inherent difficulties in the
periodic assembling of operating personnel from all
four shifte for group discussions on recent procedurc
ravisions, however, the need to develop a more affactive
means of requalifying personnel was apparent.

k., Sveiem for Assuring Implementation of Required Surve'llisnce

ezt

Program

(1)

(2)

iL tag zeart of tha inapoction, Mr. MeCluskey ravierad
itk tha inspectors the corrective actions that hol been
taker by JC to improva thair performance record at
Oyster Creek., kr. McCluskey noted at this time tha' tbo
one area where corrective measures had not been impl.:. -
mentad fully was the area of surveillance testing. 7=
20 inspection confirmed the prescuce of contimuii
deficiencies in this area (discusoed in CO Report

o. 219/70-7).

The responsibility for asruring adequate implementation
of the surveillance testing program hac¢ been divided
between cperations, engineering and mairntenance.

Mr, MecCluskey stated that, in his view, this divided
responaibility had contributed significantly to thcll
previcusly identified inadequacies in their program~
and that responsibility for surveillance testing was to
be dalegated solely to operatione in November 1970,
Purthermora, Mr. McCluskey stated that a staff engincer
position had been created within the operations group
and that this individual was to be assigned full time
in the area of surveillance testing and would have the
responsibility for carrying out the required prograzu.

1/ Suveral items of noncompliance with Technical Specificetions require-
ments in this azea had been detected during pravious CO inspections.



(3) Surveillance test results are reviewed at the Instrument
Foreman and Shift Foreman level, and are not routinely
reviewed by the senior staff. Furthermore, it was noted
that the system for maintaining and reviewing surveillance
test results does not permit esasy evaluation of changes or

trends,

Administrative Controls Relating to Plant Maintenance

(1) The principal means employed by the licensee to control
plant maintenance work 18 a job order permit. These
permits may be initisted by almost anyone within the
plant organization but all job orders are processed
through the operating organization and require formal
approval by the Operations Supervisor. It was noted
that the permit requires a determination of whether the
work will affect Limiting Conditions for Operation.

(2) The inspectors' reviewr indicated that all {amortant work
vas being handled by this mechanism. Hovever, it was
noted that a potencial existec for some worl: of a minor
neture to be performed without the use of a worl: permit,

(3) An sudit of the job order file anc other maintanince
recovds by the inspectors revealed the following
veaknesses:

(a) Yot all completed job orcers had bec: signed b all
responeible individusls as required.

(b) The sycten for maintaining and roviewing maintenn =3
test records fails to allov a determination of lou: -
term trend:c regarding equipment performance.

Management Direction end Support - as Viewed from Site

Inspection

(1) Io response to a diract question, the inspsctors rore
informed by Mr. HeCluakey that menagemant directivuo
relating to the operaticua of Oyster Creek are princsily
verbeal,

(2) Mr. MeClurkey noted that he is fa daily communication */¢o
Mr. Finfrock and otnars oa wnt:ar: relating to the omarae
tion of the plant.
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(3) Uhen quests.ned regarding what specific direction he
received as & result of the March 25, 1970 meeting
between JC and the AEBC, Mr. McCluskey stated that
subsequently Mr. Bovier held a meeting of pertinent
management personnel at which Mr. McCluskey was present,

Mr. McCluskey stated that at this meeting he was instructed

to (a) improve the company image with the AEC and to
(b) add depth and operating experience to the plant stail.

Summary Meating with Site Management

A summary mooting was held by Messrs. Carlson and Keppler with
Messrs. McCluskey, Ross, Carroll and Riggle at the conclusion
of thc site inspection on October 16, 177). The objectives

of the inspection including the related planning and organiza-
tion, as diecussed in Sections B and C of this report, were
reiterated.

The major findings and observations reported in Sections ".).x
through m. were reviewed. In addition, the following gener:.
obgservations were made by the inspectors:

(1) The plant had been in operation for 18 months; however,
JC was still organizing their staff and systems which
should have been fully in effect prior to plant startup.
The surveillance testing program and maintenance program
wvere cited as specific examples of the latter.

Me., McCluskey acknowledged this but pointed out that tie
problen was not & result of inadequate efforts by JC to
sugment the staff or to upgrade their programs at Oyster
Creek. He stated that significant efforts were being
expended by JC management to complete the staff at the
facility.

(2) Although evidence was noted of positive steps taken by
JC to improve their performznce at Oyster Creek, tie
inspectors stated that they questioned whether what JC
has done is sufficiently adequate and timely when con-
sidered in light of recent experiences at operating BWR
facilities. Mr. McCluskey stated that he heard the
comments but had no specific response. He indicated chat
the comments made by the inspectors would be taken under
consideration,



(3) Contributing to the concerns stated above is & relatively

high degree of informality or looseness sensed in the
operating organization., Mr. McCluskey stated that JC
considered a certain amount of informality desirable and
that they were opposed to operation by committee. He
added that he did not feel the degree of informality was
excessive; however, in view of the imspectors' comments
and certain examples cited in this regard, Mr. McCluskey
indicated that further consideration would be given to

. this concern.

2. Inspection at Mansgement Offices

@, Manspement Review of Plant Operation

(1)

On March 25, 1970, a meeting was held by senior representa-
tives of the AEC with the President of JC to review
ragulatory's concerns regarding the conduct of operations
at Oyster Creek. Subsequent to this meeting, several
important organizationsl changes were effected. These

are as follows:

(a) Mr. J. Logan, Vice President, chose the option of
early retirement.

(b) Om April 28, 1970, Mr. R. H. Sime, Vice President,
aspumed the responsibility for operation of the
Company 's Production Department. In this position
Mr. Sims has overall responsibility for JC's opera-
ting power plants.

(c) Mr. G. H, Ritter, Vice Presideut and former Director
of the GPU Nuclear Power Activities Group, has been
sssigned new responsibilities unrelated to the
Company 's operating nuclear activities.

(d) Previously, Mr. G. Kelcec, as Manager of Generating
Stations, bad responsibility for both nuclear and
conventional plants. On April 28, 1970, Mr. I. R,
Finfrock was named Manager of Nucleir Generating
Stations, and Mr. Kelcec was named Manager of
Conventional Generating Stations.

(e) A number of additions to the plant staff vere made.
(See Section F.l.g).



(2)

(3

(4)

Mr. Finfrock is intended to be the focal point within

JC management for handling important matters related to
Oyster Creek, He told the inspectors that when Mr. Bovier
sppointed him to this position he was verbally instructed
to give pricrity to strengthening the Oyster Creek opera-
ting and support function organizations and to improve
JC's image with the AEC.

Discussions with Mr. Finfrock indicated that he is in
daily telephone commumications with Mr. McCluskey con-
cerning the status of the plant and current problems,

and that he has been spending one day each week at the
plant. In addition, it was learnad that he has routine
documented communications from the site that include 2
daily plant opaerations summary, & monthly operations
stetistical raeport, abnormal occurrence reports, minutss
of telecons with the AEC, and PORC meeting minutes.
Furtharmore, lir. Finfrock has instructed plant management
to inform him of any problem ralated to the facility
license or any problex affecting plant capability.

Wr. PMiafrock estimated that presently over 90 percent of
his time was being apnlied in sunrort of the Oyster Creek
facility and that within the wext year he expected to adad
an assistant and four staff engineers. DBased on discus-
sions of several actuel and potential problems st OJyster
Ceeek, the isspectors caoncluded that Mr. Finfrocl: had
established effective administrative controls for main-
taining close surveillance of the operating program,
Notwithstanding, the inspectors notec ona instance where
Mr. Finfrock was not awarc of a significant safety
related problem; i.e., one of several occasions where
high oxygen concentrations within the drywell wers
experienced during operation.

Mr, Sims does not have a nuclear background or pravious
nuclesr experience; however, he appeared to have an
active interest in the Oyster Creek facility and is
kept informed of significant developments daily through
Mr. Finfrock. In addition, Mr. Sime etatad that he
visits the site on a monthly basis to get first-hand
knowledge with respect to reactor operations and signi-
ficant problems being encountered.
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(6)

Mr. Bius statad that lr. Dovicr is keenly intorested in
asignificant devalopments at Oyster Creek and that he had
been reques:ed, following the March 25 meeting with the
&EC, te bo kept informed om important matters.

DMecusoions vith Hessrs. Sims and Finfrock and a review
of specific documentation rovealed that memoranda are
preparad Ly plent personnel and distributed to management
sumarizing parcinant information relating to all Compli-
saco Lnsj ecclons and telephone inquiries. In response to
questions concerning vhat feedlnck JC management had
raceivad relating to the eite portion of this imspection,
Kr. Picfrock steted that two wemoranda had been written
eumaarizin; rortinent questions and observations made by
the fnspaciors and that these were distributed te all
senior usnc: anant rezprecentatives including MNr. Kuhns,
President o GPU, at his roquest. The inspectors
revicvad thora panoranda with Mr. Pinfrock and found
then Lo be rcorprehiensive and rsasonably accurate.

b. Techmical Suppor: of Plint Oparation by GPU

(1)

(2)

Based ou inforaation provided in Amendment 52 to th:
DSAL plue tha imprescion communicated to regulatory
reprazanctatives during virfous pro-licensing meetings
(attended by the {uspectors) the inspectors wera of tne
viaw ghet GPU vould be porticipecing "heavily' in support
of the day-to-day oporations at Oysier Crack.

In vie of che cbove, the inepactors (ilscussed wit'

ir, Plufrock the inage thay had received from scnicy
sita porconmel to the affect that the role that GPU was
playing in suppori of Cynter Creck wes limicad.

Mr. Fiafrock axprosced some surprise im this rogard and
indicated that GPU was and had haen involved in » nusber

~of important sspacts of plant operation (e.g., fuel

management, control vod drive modification, evaluation
of isolation coundeaser trip polnt setting). Althougn
Hr. FPinfrocl'e rvomsarks indicated that GPU wac inrvolves
to & greatar axtent than the incpectors had thoupht,
based on th: site incpaction, this involvement wac otéll
short of what the inspectors ha” expected tc ses.



(3)

(4)
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Interviews with Messrs. Verrochi and Finfrock indicated
that the functions and personnel of the former GPU
Nuclear Power Activities Group hsave been absorbed within
the newly-formed GPU Service Company. This technical
support function is assigned within the Design and
Construction Division under Mr. Verrochi. Mr. Verrochi
conveyed to the inspectors the impression that only a
small portion of the Division's affort had been placed
on teckiicsl support to date and most of this had been
in the areas of design and construction; however, he
added that personnel wers available for technical support
of the Oyster Creek facility, when needed, and that he
had instructed his Division managers to provide assistance
to Mr. Finfrock in any way they could., Mr. Verrochi alsc
pointed out that, in recognition of GPU's current commit-
ments in the nuclear field, an operations planning unit
had been established within his Division. This unit,
vwhich is headed by Mr. Hetrick, will also have responsi-
bility within GPU for following reactor operations at
Oyster Creek on & routine basis.

The inspactors met with lir. Avers to discuss the role
that he, ac lanager of Quality Assurance, has with
respect to maintenance or planned modifications at

Oyster Creek imcluding specifically the applicability

of the AEC's 18 Quality Assurance Criteria (10 CFR 50,
Lppendix B). Mr. Lvars stated that his group would be
involved in the iu-service inspection program scheduled
to be performed during the first refueling outage, but
that he had no responsibility for guality ascurance as

it pertains to plant modifications or routine maintaenance
st Oyster Creek. The inspectors notod that thc Telicy
Aspurarce group was not involved {u the proposed mnlif’ -
cations to the scranm reset circuitry. In response tc
questions frou the imspectors, lr. Avers also stat2’ that
his group has no responsibility for updating plant eystem
dravings. Thic indicated lack of automatic involvemen®
at Oyster Creek on the part of the Quality Ascurance group
was discussocd with MR, Pinfrock. Mr. Pinfrock appearad
surprised and said that he clearly underctood that the
Quality Acsurance group vould be sctivaly invelved at
Oyster Crack. Ha siatod thet he vould discuss tha matiaw
wvith Mr. Avers to claar suy nlsunderctandings.

F/d AME



¢. Performance of the GORB

(1) The membership of the GORB is as follows!

Wr. W, H, Hirst, Manager of Projects, GPU (Chairman)

Me. D, E. Hetrick, Manager of Plant Operations and
Testing, GPU (Vice~Chairman) .

Dr. T. M. Sayder, General Electric Company

Py, W. A. Sutherland, General Electric Company

Mr., ¥. W, Lowe, Pickard, Lowe and Associstes

He. D. R. Rees, Project Mamager - Oyster Creek, GPU

Mr., I. R, Finfrock, Manager, Nuclear Generating
Stations, JC (non-voting member)

Mr. J. Thorpe, Safety and Licensing, GPU

(2) PFacility records indicate that there had been 19 GORB
meetinge as of the time of the inspection, 16 of which
were held subsequent to the issuance of the operating
license on April 9, 1969. All members have had a good
attendance record at meetings. A review of the more
recent weeting minutes by the imspectore indicated that
matterz scheduled for review at meetings were receiving
adequate attention by the GORB.

(3) Mr. Hirst told the inspectors that although Abnormal
Occurrence Reports and Scram Reports are supplied ¢ him
not all are routinely distributed to all GORB members:
howvever, he indicated that he saw to it that the impor-
tant onas were forwarded to each member.

(4) In view of the lack of detail provided iu the PORC meeting
winutes and the poor attendance record of the two assigned
GORDE wembers at th: PORC meetings, the inspectors inquired
as to other means baing utilized by the GORE to learn of
important events relatin’ to Oyster Creek. Mr. Finfrock
stated that he has dally communications with
Messro., Hatrick, Thorpe, and Rees concerning nlant opara-
tions. Algo, Mr, Hetrick indicated that he has frequent
telephone contactz with site personnel to supplement his
knowledge. It was learned that this supplementsry L:lou-
mation is not provided routinely to the “outside" membave
of the GORE. The inspectorc questioned tha: thils apyruacy
would appear to constitute an informal review of anfety
related matters by a parctial committee as compaved to the
intended more formal rvevier by the full committoe.



(5)

(6)

(7

liessrs Finfrock and Hetrick acknowledged that a certain
amount of filtering i{s ipherent in this approach but
that cthey felt that all important matters were ing
brought co the attencion of the full committee

The initial review of GORB related correspondence revealed
some uissing meeting minutes. Furthermore, there appeared
to ba ¢ iack of written reports to the Company President

of repcried instances of violations of the Technical
Specifications, as required by the Technical Specifications.
During this initial review, Mr. Hiret was out of town. The
inspectors met with Mr. Hirst on November 6 and assked to
see tho GORB files., Mr., Hirst, after considerable effort,
was unable te produce the desired documents., This matter
has been identified for follow-up by the assigned inspector. |

The inspectors interviewed Mr. Hirst for approximately one
hour. It wasn't long into this interview before it became
readily apparent to the inspectors that Mr. Hirst's involve-
ment, as Chairman of GORB, was superficial. PFurthermore,
Mr. Hirst's understanding of his role as Chairman of GORE
and tha role of GOKL, per se, appeared to fall short of
that intended by the Technical Specifications. Thase
kattors have also bLeen identified for follow-up by the
ascigaed inspector.

The aunarterly audits of plant operations required by the
Technical Speacifications have not been performed by GORB.
but rether have been peviormed by the GPU Quality Assurance
groun. The GORE members select the areas to be auwdited and
at least one of the CGORD members iz assigned to the andit
team. The GORB also has roquested racently the GPU ~ QA
audit group to verify compietion of matters identifiad by
the GORA for follow~up, in an attemp:t to formalize
verificetion of thess matiere. An internal audit report

is written following each audit which provides pertinent
findinge and recommendations for corrective actions
raquired, & record of action taken, and final sipnoff by
the QA engineer. A rovie:r of the audit records by the
inspactors indicated that the scope of the audite was
quita narrov (e.g., one audic covarad a vevisw of ~un
veillance records for Limiting Safcty System Setpofiuls.
another coverad lopgged operating data partzining to
Limiting Conditions of Operztior) and that tha audits
generally coverad one day.



d. Licensee's Review and Evaluation of Problems at Other Reactors,
Including Yollow-up Action

(1) In view of the information learned at the site and reported
in saragraph 6.1.8. of this report, the inspectors questioned
mansgement representatives whether any organized approach
had been developed on their part for learning of problems at
other facilities and reviewing their applicability to Oyster
Creek. Mesors. Finfrock and Hetrick indicated that they and
Mr. Rees have all tried to provide assistance in this regard
but acknowledged that there was no focal point for assuring
the adequate attention and related action regarding problems.
In subsequent discussions Messrs. Sims and Finfrock stated
that JC would initiate action to utilize more fully the
mechanisms available to them in this regard.

e. Management Direction and Support Relating to Plant Operations

(1) It was appsrent to the inspectors that upper management
became more involved with respect to activities at Oyster
Creek following the March 25, 1970, meeting between the
AEC and Mr. Bovier. The evidence of this involvement is
reflected in the following:

(a) The already accomplished augmentation of the plant
staff and the further changes (Paragraph G.1.8.).

(b) Creation of the position of Manager, Nuclear Genera-
ting Stations and filling the position with an
individual (Mr. Pinfrock) who had considerable
knowledge of Oyster Creek (Paragraph G.2.a.).

(¢) Assigning an individual (Mr, Hetrick) with consider-
able knowledge of Oyrter Creek as Vice Chairman of
GORB (Paragraph G.2.c.).

(d) Daily briefings on Oyster Creek at the Vice President
level (Paragraph G.Zl.a.).

(e) Hotification of the Company President of important
metters relating to operations at Oyster Creek
(Paragraph G.2.a.).
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Summary Mee”ing with Company President

A summary meeting was hald by Messrs. Carlson and Keppler with

Mr, Bovier at the conclusion of the inspection on November 6, 1970.
Messre. Sime and Finfrock also participated in the meeting. The
objectives of the inspection, including the related planning and
organization, as discussed in Sections B and C of this report,
were reiterated. The following additional introductory remarks
vere made by the inspectors!

a. Oyster Creek had not been singled out for this inspection and
similar audits were being planned of other licensees.

b. This meeting was being held with Mr. Bovier because the
inspectors had noted his personal involvement with Oyster
Creek and thought that he would be interested in the inspec~
tors findings.

¢. The areas of inspection were subjective with no standard of
comparison. In this regard, the assessment was said to be
incomplete; i.e., it would be continuing as it encompassed
other licensees.

d. The inspectors commented on Compliance's favorable reaction to
JC's response to the enforcement letter of September 9, 1970,
Mr. Bovier expressed pleasure at hearing this and stated that
JC had made a particular effort to be responsive to the concerns
of Compliance.

The inspectors then proceeded to discuss the significant inspection
observations in a chronological sequence. These are as follows:

a. The inspectors told Mr. Bovier that they were aware of the
existence and content of minutes that had been prepared by
Messre . McCluskey and Ross following the site inspection and
which had been distributed to management, including himself.
The inspectors acknowledged that these minutes were compre-
hensive and reasonably accurate and, therefore, they would
defer further discussions on the site-related findings unless
Mr. Bovier desired further clarification. Mr. Bovier stated
he felt that he had a clear understanding of Compliance's
findings and observations from the site and that he did not
require additional clarification of these matters.



b. With respect to the inspection at JC'e management offices,
the observations made were presented in summary form as
follows:

(1) The inspectors stated thev had a favorable rsaction
regarding the current organization, particularly the
performance of those responsible for the operations
functions within management. The inspectors added that
this, in their judgement, represented a measurable
improvement over previous observations made in connec-
tion with Oyster Cresk; however, it was pointed out
that the changes made were relatively recent and that
observations over a longer period of time would be
necessary to determine the true effectiveness of these
changes .

Mr., Bovier stated that he believed Jersey Central was

now on top of their responsibilities and that they had

no intentions of relaxing management's invo)vement at
Oyster Creek. He indicated that he would continue to
loock forward to Compliance's comments on their nerformance
with the passing of time.

(2) The observed contrast between the technical support
actually being provided by GPU and the role that the
inspectors understood would be served by GPU was
identified.

The inspectors pointed out that they did not knov how to
handle this matter at this time.

Mr. Bovier offered no position regarding the observa-
tions made by the inspectors.

(3) The inspectors discussed their views on the performance
of the GORB, The inspectors pointed out that the off-
site safety committee was considered by the AEC to be
an important management tool and, based on observations
made during the inspection, that JC management was not
deriving fully all the benefits that they could from the
GORB, Specific concerns discussed included the following:

(a) The shallowness of the audits - the inspectors
emphasized their personal experiences in this
regard.



C.

(b) The observed shortcomings with respect to the
channels of communication available to the GORB;
i.e., PORC meeting minutes; GORB member perticipa~-
tion in PORC me~tings; the potentisl for the GORB
to be an "in-house" committee.

(¢) The lack of objective evidence regarding the required
formal communications between the GORE chairman and
Mr. Bovier. ; \

The inspectors informed Mr. Bovier that follow-up inspections
of the GORB performance would be made by the assigned in- \
spector.

Mr. Bovier stated that prompt action would be teken to improve "
the PORC minutes and the participation by GORB members at
schoduled PORC meetings. He also stated that steps would

be taken to strengthen the audits performed at Oyster Creek.
While Mr. Bovier made no specific commitments concerning

the inspectors negative observations relating to the overall
performance of the GORB, he indicated his intenticns to

lock into the operations of the GORB.

(k) The inspectors noted that meny problems were being
experienced at coperating power reasctors that could have
applicability to QOyster Creek. 1In this regard, the
inspectors summarized their negative findings, both at
the site and within management, and stressed the
importance of having an organized approach for evalu-
ating and following-up problems et other facilities.
Mr. Bovier indicated that JC would reexamine their past
practices and take the necessary steps to assure that
lessons learned at other reactors are properly incor-
porated at Oyster Creek.

The inspectors stated that although, based on this inspec-
tion, they had concluded that JC had initiated positive

corrective measures to improve their performance at QOyster
Creek and that while measurable progress had beern realizec,
continued close attention by management appeared warranteu.

Mr. Bovier thanked the inspectors for their frank appraissl
and stated that efforts would not be relaxed in their
endeavor to improve their performance.
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H., Summary Listing of Major Weaknesses

1. WVeaknesses existed in the administration of the maintenance group \
operation (Paragraphs G.l.s, G.1.4, and G.1.1)

2, The role of the CPU suppci't group at Oyster Creek was limited
(Paragraphe G.l.c and G.2.b).
|

3. Weaknesses existed in the performance of the PORC (Paragraph G.1.d). l

4, Weaknesses existed in the performance of the GORB (including
epecifically the audit function) (Paragraphs G.l.e. and G.2.¢).

5. No effective system existed for incorporating lessons learned from
experiences at other reactors (Paragraphs G.l.f. and G.2.d).

6. Corrective messures in the area of surveillance testing had still
not been fully implemented (Paragraph G.l.k.).

Enclosures:
1. Oyster Creek Plant Organization
¢. Oyster Creek Management Organization



Enclosure 1

OYSTER CREEK PLANT ORGANIZATION

Plant Superintendent

T. J. McCLUSKEY

1
Cperations Supervisor

J. T. CARROLL

Shift Foreman

{1 per shift)

Control Room Operators

(2 per shift)

Technical Supervisor
— D. A. ROSS

o

T 1

Maintenance Supervisor

E. RIGGLE

Radiation & Chemical
Supervisors

Technical Engineers




Enclosure 2

OYSTER CREEK MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATICN

President

R. F. BOVIER

Vice President
Production

R. H. SIMS

MGR - Nuclear
Generating Stations

I. R. FINFROCK

Qyster
Station Superintendent

T. J. McCLUSKEY

- - e -

T

_ - - {Service Agreegent)




