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TRACK NO. F14099H0

Concerning the referemced inspection, we recommend the enclosed draft
&t enforcement letter and Notice of Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty
- ssounting to $19,000 for Dr. Kmuth's sigmature,

We believe that @ more desirable alternative consists of issuance of a
single violation with examples, and have also enclosed a second Appendix
A-1 in this format for your gomnsideration.

Enclosures YT and YIT describe the licenses's prior commitments with
respect to program completion and implementation, and history of non~

complisnce.
James P, O'Reilly
Director
, Suelosures:
f I. Draft of Enforcement Letter
w/3 Appendices

I, Chronology of Licensse History
Concerning Quality Assurance
113, licensee's History of Nomeompliznce
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APR 2 5 1975

Jersey Central Power and Light Company
Attention: Dr., 8. Bertnoff

Presidant
Madison Avenue at Punch Bowl Road
Morristown, New Jersey 07960

Gent lemen :

This refers to *he inspection conducted on March 10-14, 1975, by Messrs.
Ruhlman, Creenman, Glasscock and Sumith of our Region I office at your
Oyster Creek Nuclear Gemerating Station of sctivities authorized by ABC
License No. DPR-16, and to the discussions of our findings aeld by Mr,
Brunner and other members of this office with Mr. Finfrock and other
members of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection, and to sub-
sequant telephone discussions hetween Mr. Ruhlman and Mr. Carroll on

March 26, 1975 and between Mr. Brumner and Mr, Finfrock om April 1, p
1975.

Based on the results of this inspection it appears that certain of your N\
activities were not conducted in full complisnce with NRC requirements A
as set forth in the Notice of Violatioun, enclosed herewith ss Appendix \ N
A. The items of noncompliance identified in Appendix A are the result 10N
of your failure to implement the Operstional Quality Assurance Flan }
(FSAR Amandment 71) transmitted te the Divieiom of Resctor Licensing by

your letter dated March 22, 1973, as supplemented and revised by sub-

mittal of FSAR Amendment 71 Revision 1 dated December 19, 1973 and FSAR
Amandment 71 Revision 2 dated October 1, 1974,

As you are awvare from "Criteria for Determining Enforcement Action and
Categories of Noncompliance with AEC Regulatory Requirsmente-Modifice-
tions" which was provided to you by a letter dated December 31, 1974,
the enforcement actions available to the Commission in the exercise of
ite regulatory responsibilities include edminietrative actions in the
form of written noticee of violations, civil monetary pemalties, snd
orders pertaining to the modiffcation, suspension or revocatiom of a
license. After careful evaluation of the items of noncompliance identi-
fied in Appendix A and the results of our inspection, this office proposes
to impose civil penslties pursusant toe Sectiom 234 of the Atomic Ener;,
Act of 1954, as amended (42 USC-2282) and 10 CFR 2,205 in the smount of
Nineteen Thousand Dollars ($19,000) as set forth in the "Notice of
Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties", enclosed herewith as Appendix
n
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In addition to the corrective acticas regarding the specific items
listed in Appendix A, we are concerned about the implementation of your
Operstional Quality Assurance Program with respect to adherence to WASH
1283, Revision 1, WASH 1284 and WASH 1309 in accordance with pages 24
and 24a of your Operational Quality Assurance Plan (FSAR Ameadment 71).
Counsequeutly, in your reply, you should describe, in particular, those
actions taken or plammed to completely implement these standards, “‘n-
cluding a schedule for accomplishing the activities.

Your reply to this letter will be considered in determining whether any
further enforcement action, such as modification, suspension, or revoca-
tion of the license, is appropriate.

Sincerely,

Donald ¥. Knuth, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosures!

1. Appendix A, Notice of Violation

2. Appendix B, Notice of Proposed Imposition of
Civil Penalties

ce: I. R, Flafrock, Jr., Vice President-Generation
A. Z. Rolsman, Counsel for Citizens Committee for
Protection of the Envirooment



Jersey Central Power and Light Cospeny
Attention:

APPENDIX A

Docket No. 50-219
Dr. 8. Bartnoff Jicense No. DPR-16
President

Madison Avenue at Pumch Bowl Road
Morristown, New Jersey 07960

GCentlemen :

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

luduthcnuluofthl”inpocthuouhctdalh:ﬂnl@-u,
1975, 1tammthue.ttmo!y~tceuv1t1.mmhmlar
pxmmnmwummmdmwu
indicated below:

A.

Contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteriom VI, "Document Cocr’rol"
meagures establisted did not meet requirements. Examples include:

1.

3.

FSAR Amendment 71, the Oyeter Creek Operationsl Quality Assur-
ance Plan (OQAP), Section V, and Techuical Specificatiom (18)
6.2.D and 6.2.E, require PORC review and Station Superinten-
d-tnpprwllﬁuhmutmoqmbdhthtacdt
pm-uobomdhmbythwﬂmu.
1975 for the purpose of obtaining a radiocactive Alr Ejector
off Gas Sample.

The OQAP, Section V and T8 6.1.C.1.d required review of sur-
veillance procedures was not conducted for eight (8) of
twenty-five (25) procedures sampled. PORC review of the eight
(8) examples was completed prior to the end of the imspection
on March 14, 1975. Nometheless, the 32X discrepsncy rate in
PORC review of facility surveillance procedures indicated by
the sswple taken on March 12, 1975 requ '7es gemeric corrective
action.

The OQAP, Section V and T8 6. .F required PORC review and
Station Superintendent aspproval wes not performed, in that a
January 24, 1974 temporary change to Procedure 609, related to
nitrogen pressure requirememnts for operating containment
isolation components, did not receive the required review and
approval.



4. The OQAP, Section V requiremente are not satisfied in that
engineering drawings for safety-related equipment are not
to or used at the Corporste Engineering Offices as of
March 13, 1975“.7.:‘-1“«-“”-‘-&
day-to-day engineering decisious.

This infrection had the potential for causing or concributing to an
occurrence related to safety.

(Civil Penalty = $4,000)

Contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteriom II, "Quality Assurance
Progran”, safety related maintemance activities are not sufficiently
controlled, in that as of March 14, 1975 there were no established
means of categorizing job orders as being safety related.

This item is a deficiency.
(Civil Penalty = $1,000)

Contrary te 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteriom V "Instructions,
Procedures and Drawinge":

1. Administrative controls over plant operatioms and maintenance
did pot mset requivements., Exasmples include:

4. The OQAP, Section II required Safety System Boundary and
Classification Book was not in existence, thus the defini-
tion of what system parts and componeuts are safety
related was incomplete.

b. The OQAP, Section XI requirements for establishing pro-
cedural controls assuring compliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion XI poet-maintensnco testing to
demonstrate satisfactory performance in service has not
been fulfilled, in that no mechsnism has been established
for defining tests required subsequent to routine main-
tenance for which detailed procedures are mot provided,
and the respovuibility for deciding what post-maintenance
testing is required in such cases is aot assigned.



established by the Techmical
as required by Procedure 301 for the period January 6 -
February 3, 1975, Station Battery "B" discherge test log
entries required by Procedure 601 were not made om
December 18-20, 1974, and Comtrol Rod Drive System test-
ing log entries required by Procedure 693. 3 were not made
on January 27, 1975.

!
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:

This infraction had the potential for causing or contributing to an
occurrence related to safety.

2. Personnel training and classification requirements were not

met .

Examples include:

The OQAP, Section V and Procedure 102 requirements for
implementation of training sctivities were not met, in
that Maintenance Department training was not conducted in
accordance with the Oyster Creek Training Manual.
Bowever, the licensee revised Procedure 102 to indicate
training practices in existence. This sction was com-
pleted prior to the completion of the inspection.

The OQAP, Sectiom I1 and ANSI N45.2.6~1973, Section 2.2
and 3.1 requirements were not met, in that site persounel
engaged in maintenance testing, exsmination, and certifi-
cation activities do not have the required certification
or definition of capability levele, with the exception of
OA suditors and welding and NDE persommel.

This item is a deficiency.

(Civil Penalty = $2,000)

3. Record storage requirements are mot met, in that storage
facilities physically meeting OQAP, Sectioa II and ANSI
N45.2.9-1974 requirements have not been provided.

This item is a deficiency.

(Civil Penalty = $1,000)



D.

Engineering and Quality Assursace review requirements were not

met.

Examples include:

The OQAP, Section V required procedural controls have not
been established to assure that GQAP, Section III and 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteriom III Design Reviews comsider
the Design Bases defined im 10 CFR 50.2(u) for facility
equipment changes, procedural changes, and tests or
experiments, or for assuring required drawing comtrol,
design interfauce identification and control, coordination
between participating design organizations, and verifica-
tion of design adequacy.

The OQAP, Ssction VI requiremsnts are not being met, in
that procedural controls establishing the respomnsibility
for making 10 CFR 50.59 safety evaluations for modifice-
tions, teste, and experiments are not provided, nor do
procedures provide for the processing of such items to
asgure that 18 6.1.C. 10‘(2) and (‘) and 6410&1..(‘)
required committee reviews are accomplished.

The OQAP, Section V requirements are not being met, in
that procedural coutrols have not been established to
assure accomplistment of Gemeration Department Procedure
2001 required Quality Assurance review of procursment
documents. (No insdequacies were detected in procurement
documents) .

The OQAP, Sectiom V and Instruction SQA~1~74~G~004 re-
quired QA review of twelve (12) safety-related job orders
processed during February, 1975 was not conducted.

This infraction had the poteatial for causing or contributing to an
osccurrvence related to safety.

(Civil Penalty = $3,000)

Contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIil, "Identification

and Control of Materials, Parts and Components'', the OQAP, Section
VIII required identification and coatrol over materials used in two

(2) of seven (7) safety-related job orders was not maintained.
Specific job orders identified without material control were 8648,
Core Spray System, and 8626, Fuel Pool Filter.

This item is a deficiency.

(Civil Penalty = $1,000)



oy

¥.

Contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appeadix B, Criteriem XVI, “"Corrective
Action"”, the OQAP, Appendix A defined safety-related Condensate
Transfer System was returned to service following work on October
25, 1974, with three (3) identified nonconformances wnrssolved.

This infraction had the poteantial for causing or contributing to an
occurrence relatad to safety.

(Civil Penalty = §3,000)

Contrary to 10 CFR 55, Appendix A, Item 4a; to 10 CFR 50.54(1-1);
and to the Oyster Creek Operstor Requalification Program, none of
the tweaty (20) licensed operators/secior operators received an
asnual exsmination prior to Decesber 17, 1974 as required. How-
mr.thlutmmkdwfdlymmmul
examination on March 13, 1975, prior to the completion of this

inspection.
Thie item is a deficiency.
(Civil Penalty = $1,000)
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Donsld F. Knuth, Dirvector
of fice of Inepection snd Enforcement



APPENDIX A-1

Jersey Central Power and Light Company Docket No. 50-219
Attention: Dr. S, Bartnoff License No. DPR-16
President

Madison Avenue at Punch Bowl Road
Morristown, New Jersey 07960

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Gent lemen:

Based on the results of the NRC inspection conducted on March 10-14,
1975, it appears that certain of your activities were not in full
complisnce with NRC regulations and the conditions of your License as
indicated below.

Contrary to Criterion II, Appendix B, 10 CFR 50 and the Oyster
Creek Operational Quality Assuren‘e Plan (FSAR Amendment 71), an
operational quality assurance prog-am complying with requirements
of the Code of Federal Regulations .nd the Oyster Creek FSAR has
not been carried out at the Oyeter (reek Facility at a time con-
sistent with accomplishment of safety-related activities. Numerous
Items of Noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteri(s II, V,
VI, VIII and XVI were identified, with several of these a'so being
contrary to the Oyster Creek Technical Specificatioms. These, when
viewed collectively, show & breakdown in management and procedural
controls with respect to Quality Assurance implementation. Iilus-
trative examples include:

1., Conducting a safety related activity involving sampling of
offgas activity with an unapproved procedure;

2. Returning a safety related system as defined in Operational
Quality Assurance Plan, Appendix A, Section III.f, (Condensate
Transfer) to operation without required resolution of QA
identified nonconformances; and

3. Failure of station management (PORC) to conduct required re-
views of surveillance procedures and temporary changes as well
as examples of plant personnel failure to adhere to approved
procedures concerning activities affecting quality.



This violation has the potential for causing or cr+cributing to an
occurrence related to safety.

(Civil Penalty - $5,000)
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGCULATORY COMMISSION

Donald F. Knuth, Directer
Office of Inspection and
Enforcement



APPENDIX B
NOTICE OF PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Jersey Central Power and Light Company
Attention: Dr. S. Bartnoff

President
Madison Avenue at Punch Bowl Road
Morristown, New Jersey 07960
License No. DPR-16

Gentlemen:

This office proposes to impose a civil penalty pursuant to Sectiom 234

of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 USC 2282), and to 10

CFR 2,205 in the cumulative amount of Nineteenm Thousand Dollars ($19,000.)
for the specific items of nomcompliance set forth im Appendix A to the
cover letter. In proposing to impose civil penalties pursuant to this
section of the Act and in fixing the proposed smount of the pemalties,
the facts identified in the statement of considerations published in the
Federal Register with the rule making action which adepted 10 CFR 2.205
(36 FR 16894) August 27, 1971, have been tsken inte account.

You may within twenty deys (20) of the date of this votice, pay the
civil penalty in the amount of Nineteen Thousand Dollare ($19,000) er
you may protest the imposition of the civil penalty in whole, or in
part, by a written answer. Should you fail to answer within the time
specified, this office will issue an order imposing the civil pemalty in
the amount proposed above., Should you elect to file an answer pro-
testing the civil penalty, such anewer may (a) demy the viclations
listed in the Notice of Violation in whole or in part, (b) demounstrate
extenvating circumstances, (c¢) show error in *° Notice of Violatiom or
(d) show other reasons why the penmalty should not be imposed. In addi-
tion to protesting the civil penalty in wvhole or im part, such ausver
way request remission or mitigation of the penalty.

Any written ansver in accordance with 10 CFR 2,205 should be set forth
separately from your statement or explasation im reply pursusat to 10
CFR 2,201, but you may incorporate by specific reference (e.g., giving
page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetitiom.



Your attention is directed to the provisions of 10 CFR 2,205 regarding,
in particular, failure to answer and emsuing ovders; answer, considera-
tion by this office, and ensuing orders; request for hearings, hearings
and ensuing orders; compromise; and collection. Upon failure to pay any
civil penalty due, which may be subsequently determined in accordance
with the applicable provisious of 10 CFR 2,205, the matter may be
referenced to the Attorney Cenmeral, and the penalty, unless compromised,
remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant to
Section 234c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 USC 2282).

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section 2.201
of the NRC'e "Rules of Practice"” Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal
Regulstions. Section 2.201 requires you to submit to this office within
twenty (20) days of your receipt of this motice a written statement or
explanation in reply including (1) corrective actions which have been
taken by you and the results achieved; (2) corrective actions which will
be taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the date =hen full compli-
ance will be achieved.

For the NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Donald ¥, Enuth, Director Office of
Inepection and Enforcement



Date
Novewber 8, 1972

December 8, 1972

March 15, 1973

September 17, 1973

December 18, 1973

December 19, 1973

BEncloeure II

EXCERPTS
OYSTER CR ITY ASSURANCE

Lw

Region I (J. P. 0'Reilly) itr to JCP&L (R. H. Sims)
re October 13, 1972 Management Meeting at IE:I.
Noteworthy Quote: "It is our understanding...that
your formal Quality Assurance Plar. will be approved
and issued by Wovember 15, 1977, and that the de-
tailed implementing procedures required by your
plan will be issued by Janwary 15, 1973, It 1s
further understood that all aspects of your QA pro-
gram as required by the above plam will be fully
implemented by March 31, 1973."

JePeL 1er (Y. R. FPinfrock) to Region I (J. P. 0'Redlly).
Noteworthy Quote: “We have found that we have under-
estimated the time 1t would take to approve and issue
our formal 'Quality Assurance Plam’,..every possible
effort would be made to complete this plan by

December 15, 1972."

JCP&L submitted FSAR Amendment 71, Operating Quality
Assurance Plan. (Major revision of previous amendment)

J. P. 0'Reilly Note to File re September 14, 1973 tele-
phone calls: to the President of JCPSL (Dr. Bartmoff)
re QA for Operations, especially staffing; and to the

President, GPU (Mr. Coombs) re support provided by GPU.

USAEC (J. G, Davis, DDFO) 1ltr to JCP&L (Dr. S. Bartmoff,
President) re November 5, 1973 Management Meeting at
Region I. HNoteworthy Quote: "“We understand...that...
implementing procedures for the Quality Assurance Pro-
gram are being prepared, and that the GFJ organization
is providing additional support at the facility in
daficient aress.”

JCP&L submission of FSAR Arandment 71, Revision 1.
(A major revision)



Date

Jannary 18, 1974

October 1, 1974

March 10-14, 1975

Item

JCPEL (8. Bartnoff, President) ltr to USAEC-DRO-DDFO
(J. C. Davis). MNoteworthy Quote: "Recognizing that
an Operational Quality Assurance Program is important
and should be established at the earliest date,
Jersey Central Power and Light Company is presently
establishing a program which reflects both the urgency
and expanded requirements being placed on utility
operational quality assurance programs today.” This
letter also indicated that procedure issue would be-
gin in April 1974.

JCP&L subwission of FSAR Amendment 71, Revision 2.
(Changes about 20Z of the pages in the OGAP)

Inspection at Oyster Creek verified that QA Program
is not implemented.
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APR 2 51975

Memo to File

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
OYSTER CREEK (DOCKET NO. 50-219)
TRAINING DISCUSSTONS WITH OPERATORS

On December 12, 1974 another memo to file, same subject, was generated
by the Project Inspector Mr. Greenman. In that memo, Mr. Greenman
documented certain disparaging remarks made by operators interviewed
with respect to preparation of instructors and the quality of the
lectures in the Operator Requalification Program.
\

1 reviewed this item during the course of this inspection. Along with

the two (2) operators previously interviewed by Mr. Greenman, 1 sampled

an additional six (6) operators/senior operators. The two (2) operators

previously interviewed repeated essentially the same opinions as those

they had previously expresscd. However, 1 feel that their opinions can

be reasonably discounted in light of the following facts: |

(1) none of the other operators/senior operators shared their |
opinions, or if shared, they did not express them to me;

(2) these two (2) licensed operators are assigned to the same
shift and, if dissatisfied, would have considerable time to
develop the same "opinion";

(3) contrary to their expressed opinions chat the operaror requal
program was not preparing them for their annual examination,
both they and all of the other operators took and successfully
passed (over 70%) their annual examination. (Actual examina-
tion statistics are documented in Report 50-219/75-07, Details,
Section I, Paragraph 6a(9))

Since IE does not evaluate the examination for content, the adequacy of
the annual examination was not determined. However, Mr. Jerry Holman of
the Operator Licensing Branch has been informed of the contents of both
the December 12, 1974 memo of Mr. Greenman, and the contents of this

memo., Mr. Holman stated the RL personnel would pay particular attention



to the adequacy of the annual examination during their schedule examina-
tion of licensed candidates at Oyster Creek currently scheduled for
April 1975. 1In addition, Mr. Holman is to receive a copy of this memo
and the 50-219/75-07 report prior to the scheduled April RL visit to the

site.

William A. Ruhlman
Reactor Inspector

ec: McCabe
Greenman
Caphton
0'Reilly
Holman




