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INTRODUCTION

In early November of 1984, the NRC released a group of

documents prepared in response to a series of questions posed

to the NRC by Dr. Henry Myers, a congressional subcommittee

staff member. Philip R. Clark, President of GPU Nuclear

Corp., requested that I review the NPC material and provide him

with my comments.

Myers' questions all relate to the preparation and

contents of SECY-84-36, the background of which requires some

explanation. SECY-84-36 is a ten-page document submitted to

the NRC Commissioners by William Dirck3, Executive Director for

Operations. Its purpose is to present the staff's views on an

OI report issued on September 1, 1983, dealing-with OI's

investigation of the King, Parks and Gischel allegations that

cleanup operations at TMI-2 were being performed unsafely.,

In SECY-84-36, the staff found that a number of

procedural violations had occurred during the TMI-2 cleanup

effort. They described the cause of those violations as

"certain management control deficiencies which have been and

will continue to be addressed by.the staff and the licensee."

The. staff also found "no evidence of deliberate circumvention

of administrative procedures."
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L- Among the questions-posed by Myers were whether the NRC

Office of Investigations (OI) agreed with the staff's scatement -

in SECY-84-36', "that there was 'no evidence of deliberate
c |,

ci cumvention of administrative procedures to avoid technical
4

,

requirements" and whether OI believed this. statement "should be

rephrased to ricre accurately represent the OI findings with

respect to'the extent of evidence indicating whether
. .

'_

circumvention of procedures was deliberate."
,

4

,; .During the NRC's bf, forts ^to prepare a response to Myers'
,s

questions, the staff modified its findings. That change is

described in a memorandum from Dircks to the Commissioners
~

/

,w dated October 29, 1984. In his memorandum, Dircks states that

on October 18, 1984, the' staff was advised by OI.that in OI's

view, "TMI-2 senior personnel were aware of the need to comply

with GPUN administrative procedures; they did not do so in all
# -

,

/ "; cases even though they were evidently aware that suchF

> compliance was anINRC requirement; the circumvention of-*

requig,ements was at least to some degree deliberate; and their

. , . ,, h, motivation appeared to be expediency not confusion." On the
,>

p basis of this"OI conclusion, the staff decided.to " supersede

thg' relevant staff views previously provided in SECY-84-36."47

:

'4 Theonlyexhlunationforthestaff'schangeofposition-
,- _ q< ~~g

( Jappears to be a new!OI analysis of the same evidence that had
<- .

.
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been previously discussed in OI's September 1, 1983, report.

The new OI analysis comprises-three documents. The first is a j

memorandum by Ben-B. Hayes, Director, Office of Investigations, |

dated October 18,.1984, addressed to Dircks (Hayes

memorandum). The second is a three-page memorandum entitled

: " Summary of OI Analysis" (OI Summary). That document

' incorporates by-general reference the third document entitled,

" Annotated Index of Related Documents / Statements"(OI Index).

It consists of seven pages containing 36 numbered paragraphs,

each describing evidence gathered by OI in the form of

documents and statements of witnesses. The three OI documents

are not cross-referenced. That is, although the OI Summary

states that the OI Index includes all of the documents

reviewed, little attempt has been made to explain.how any

specific document'or testimony has been utilized by OI in its

analysis.

Both the Hayes memorandum and the OI'Suc.1ary make only

limited references to specific documents and make no reference

to specific testimony. No names are used except for King,

Parks and Gische:. Imprecise phrases, such as "TMI-2

personnel," are the only identification-of individuals whose

j conduct is being discussed. As a result, it is difficult to
,

1

I match document descriptions and testimonial references in the
| .

Hayes memorandum and OI Summary with the evidence cited in the
.

OI Index.
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ISSUESj'
|

|

OI?s conclusions in response to the questions raised by

Myers-are not' clear. Hayes identifies two issues to be

- resolved. Thel first is whether agg( evidence exists of

deliberate circumvention of administrative procedures. The-

second is whether procedural violations were "more the result
,

of confusion than deliberateness" (emphasis added).5
:

.

The first issue imposes the lowest possible-analytical
'

'

burden on OI. That is, if any evidence exists implying that
.

} any individual involved in the TMI-2, cleanup knew of procedural
|

requirements which he then violated, the staff's statement that
.

there was "no evidence" of deliberate circumvention would be

'

incorrect. At the point where such_ evidence is identified, the

i analysis can end. No effort need be made to consider it in the

context of other evidence.p

|
|

| The second issue requires a balancing of the evidence by
!

| OI and a finding of whether procedural violations were more

- probably caused by confusion or by deliberate' intent. Rather

than focusing on the intent of the individual, this4 1atter

issue requires' finding the predominant attitude-among

management at TMI-2. In order to resolve this issue, it is

4--
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necessary to examine the knowledge and conduct of manyi

j individuals at various levels of management. !

|

1me Hayes memorandum spends considerable time explaining

that it is responding to the first issue, and its conclusions

appear to be responsive to that issue. That is, Hayes states,

" circumvention of the required administrative procedures by

TMI-2 personnel was at least to some degree deliberate"

(emphasis added).6 He does not specify which TMI-2 personnel
~

he is talking about, nor does he indicate to what degree their
4

conduct.was deliberate. Toward the end of his memorandum,

Hayes summarizes his findings by saying, "TMI-2 senior

personnel were aware of the need to comply with the GPUN

administrative procedures" and "did not do so in'all

cases."7 Again, he does not identify the personnel to whom

he is referring or how many cases he has found. These
l
* conclusions suggest that once Hayes found any evidence that

implied that any TMI-2 employee may have intentionally violated
!

procedures, he had to disagree with the staf f's finding.
'

.

Hayes also makes general statements that suggest he has

,
reached conclusions on the second issue, i.e., he has weighed

! .

the evidence :to determine the predominant motivation for
~

procedural violations within the TMI-2 organization. However,,

his discussion'of the evidence he considered, and the

..

1 -5-
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conclusion he reached, is vague,. His reasoning. starts with an

" assumption" that GPUN and Bechtel personnel knew of the

requirement to follow GPUN procedures. He then states that his

" assumption is strengthened" by documentary evidence that

"'enior GPUN/Bechtel managers were aware not only of thes

requirements, but the fact that Bechtel was not complying with

them."0 He notes that the " evidence also indicated" that

Bechtel felt that administrative procedures were too

cumbersome. Finally, he reaches the conclusion that "this

[Bechtel's attitude toward procedures] coupled with testimonial

evidence supports, in our view, our conclusion that this

circumvention was motivated primarily by expediency." Hayes

does not describe his reasoning process in any more detail.

The OI Summary also contains findings that appear to

relate to both issues. At one point it states that they have

found a " considerable amount of evidence indicating that

circumvention of procedures was willfull."10 Although this

suggests that the amount of evidence found is more than a bare

minimum, there is no attempt at this point in the OI Summary to

balance evidence of wi11 fullness with any other evidence.
i
'

Therefore, this conclusion appears responsive to the first

issue. However, in the next sentence OI states, "the weight of;

the evidence indicates that the circumvention was a deliberate

decision apparently based on a sense of expediency and was

.
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largely unaffected by confusion." -(emphasis added).11 This

' - statement suggests that_they have engaged in a balancing

process and have concluded that the overall corporate intent at

TMI-2 was that procedures should be violated for the sake of

expediency.

It is unclear how the analysis of the two issues by OI

has influenced the NRC Staff's revised findings in SECY'-84-36.

Both OI and the staff now agree that some evidence of

deliberate circumvention of procedures exists. However, it is

not clear what either of them has concluded regarding the
;

extent and magnitude of the violations or the identities of

those involved. If the st'aff has now determined that the
9

weight of the evidence establish'es that the ptedominant

attitude among TMI-2 management was toleration of procedural

violations, it is a significant change in the staff's

.

findings. The NRC documents'do not make it clear whether such

a major change in the staff's-conclusions was intended or

whether the staff has simply recognized that its categorical

phrase, "no evidence," was somewhat. overstated.

|
In order to analyze whether the staff has found an

evidentiary basis to make-a fundamental change in ics

conclusions, I will attempt to identify each' piece of evidence,

i relied upon by Hayes and the OI Summary, and I will discuss its

i

-7-
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'

significance as an indication of the overall intent of TMI-2

management. My conclusion is that OI has not presented

evidence to support a conclusion that the prevailing attitude

among TMI-2 management was to tolerate procedural violations.

Therefore, I do not believe that the staff could have found a

sufficient basis in the OI analysis to have significantly
,

altered its findings in SECY-84-36.
.

In preparing these comments, 1 nave reviewed the

documentary and testimonial evidence which is cited in the OI

Index. I have also reviewed evidence gathered under my

,

supervision during the preparation of a report issued November
1

16, 1983, entitled "TMI-2 Report / Management and Safety

Allegations" (Stier Report). That report dealt with many of

the same issues addressed in the OI material, and I will refer

to it to the extent that it is of assistance in evaluating the

OI evidence.

.

J

.

'
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EVIDENCE CITED BY OI

|
Hayes Memorandum;

While the NRC documents imply that GPUN Management as a |

whole tolerated the procedural violations described above, the

evidence they cite does not support such a conclusion. In his

memorandum, Hayes states the proposition, " senior GPUN/Bechtel

managers" were aware of procedural requirements and "that

: ,
Bechtel was not complying with them." He then cites a

1 memorandum written by a " senior GPUN manager" addressed to

'

Bechtel " noting that 1)'Bechtel was not complying with these
,

(
- procedures and 2) that they must do so." The Hayes memorandum

goes on to state that a written response was received from

Bechtel promising to follow GPUN procedures, but they did not,

in fact, do so.14 The implication is that these documents
2

'

are evidence that the " senior GPUN manager" was aware that his
i

.

directive was not being followed.
4

In attempting to identify the specific document to which

Hayes refers, I have found two possibilities. Hayes may be
f

referring to a letter, rather than a memorandum, written by M.

- Kenneth Pastor, Recovery Programs Operations and Construction

i Director, TMI-2, on February 23, 1982, to David M. Lake,. Field
~

! Construction Manager for Bechtel.15 In-the letter, Pastor
i

identifies the GPUN procedures which have to be.followed by

|

-9-
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Bechtel during cleanup work at TMI-2. He states that if they

"are not already doing so," they-should "begin complying with

then." The tone of the letter suggests that it is intended to'

assist Bechtel in understanding which GPUN procedures apply

-

rather than to criticize them for violating procedures.

Although a response was sent by Lake to Pastor on June 29,

1982, indicating that GPUN procedures would be followed,

this exchange of correspondence does not appear to fit Hayes'

description that Bechtel's failure to comply with GPUN

procedures was noted in the GPUN " memorandum."

The other document to which Hayes may be referring is a

memorandum written by John Barton, then Deputy Director of

TMI-2, to Lake on August 26, 1982.17 In this memorandum,

Barton notes that there had been a number of procedural

violations by Bechtel and that such conduct was unacceptable to

GPUN. Barton specifically refers to procedures that had been

revised to germit Bechtel to perform maintenance work. This

memorandum not only identifies specific violations, but it
;

expresses the clear intent of TMI-2 management in August 1982

that GPUN procedures should be followed. While this document-

:

appears to fit the description in the Hayes memorandum, it is

omitted from the OI Index listing all of the evidence OI

considered and therefore may not be the memorandum to which

Hayes was referring.18
'

,
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Although both documents place Bechtel personnel on

notice that GPUN procedures apply to cleanup activities,

neither relates to the polar crane refurbishment project.

Nothing in the documents shows any awareness on the part of

Barton or Pastor that the procedural violations that occurred

. later in that' project were likely to take place. Indeed, both

documents served to reinforce GPUN's policy and to clarify

procedural requirements. The Barton memorandum even refers to

the specific procedure which was used to authorize Bechtel to

undertake the polar crane refurbishment project during the

preceding month. Neither of the documents, absent additional
,

evidence, can support the inference that either its author or

TMI-2 management as a whole was less than sincere in attempting

to assure compliance with GPUN procedures.

4

The remaining evidentiary references supporting the

Hayes memorandum cannot be specifically identified. Hayes

cites " assumption", " memoranda and Quality Assurance Reports,"
:
'

" evidence," and " testimonial evidence" without further

|
j description. Presumably, these phrases. refer to evidence more
i

specifically identified in the OI Summary and OI'Index.

Therefore, the evidentiary basis of the Hayes memorandum cannot

be analyzed further without turning to the evidence c',ted in

the OI Summary and Index.

- 11 -
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OI Summary and Index

The first references to evidence in the OI Summary

establish the requirement that GPUN administrative procedures

be followed for cleanup activities at TMI-2. OI cites the

19
GPUN/Bechtel contract and the letters from Pastor to Lake

'of February 23, 1982,20 and from Lake to Pastor dated June

29, 1982, in response. These latter two documents were briefly

discussed earlier in connection with the Hayes memorandum and

are unquestionably evidence that GPUN advised representatives

of Bechtel'that procedures approved by GPUN would be required'

for all work during the cleanup at TMI-2. I have no

.

disagreement with the way this evidence is used in the OI
4

Summary.

The first reference in the OI Summary to evidence that

TMI-2 managemont was made at:are that procedural violations were

occurring is the statement, "notwithstanding this agreement [to

follow GPUN approved procedures] senior TMI-2 management was

repeatedly advised that administrative procedures (AP) 1043 and

1047 were being circumvented."21 In support of this

proposition, OI cites "three quality assurance reports." It.

does not further identify these documents.

I have reviewed all of the documents identified in the

OI Index and have found ten emanating from QA. In order to
,

.

- 12 -

|
!

_ _ - _ . - __ _ _ _



F

i

determine whether any of these documents fit the description in

the OI Summary, they will *ae discussed individually.

OI INDEX #3 - Letter sent to Bechtel's QA manager
f

advising that Bechtel's QA manual had been approved by

GPUN. The letter once again confirms that GPUN

Technical Specifications apply to the work Bechtel would
f

perform at TMI-2. Nothing in the letter suggests that

GPUN QA was aware of violations of AP 1043 or 1047.
4

OI INDEX #6 - Monthly repor't dated May 1982, prepared by

GPUN QA for TMI-2 management, describing QA activities

during the prior month. The OI Index makes two

i.

important comments about this reports first, that a Stop

Work Notice was initiated by QA on May 21, 1982, because

of violations of administrative controls; second,

" management at TMI-II appear to have the attitude toward

administrative control programs, that'it takes too long
.

to get work authorizations approved and into the

field." The implication of the second comment is that,
'

according to OI, QA is pointing out an improper attitude

on the part of TMI-2 management.
4

In fact, this monthly assessment says something

significantly different from OI's description of it.

|
,|-
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i- The report notes that a Stop. Work Notice had been

initiated but goes on to say, "the Stop Work Notice was

not issued as Unit Management took immediate action in

stopping activities being conducted in the field that
;

had been identified by QA as well as several others

; discovered during the meeting on the problem." The

report then describes the action taken to correct the

situation. Finally, the QA Report states the following:

-

) As the real source of the problem appears
"

to be an attitude that Administrative
i Control Programs take too long to get

work authorizations approved and into the
field, Unit Management has committed to

j investigate and evaluate the present
! programs so that recommendations can be

made and implemented which will allow QA
i Program compliance but still meet the-

schedule needs for timely and efficient
! work completion. QA will track this

committment and support it but present<

programs must be complied with until thei

changes are made.23
.

The clear import of this QA Report is that TMI-2:

#

management has been cooperative in trying to bring about

; procedural compliance. Nothing in this report

criticizes TMI-2 management or suggests any inadequacy
'

in its attitude toward procedural compliance.
i

! Furthermore, this QA Report does not suggest that
3

| violations of AP 1043 or 1047 had been uncovered.
i

t

! - 14 -
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:OI INDEX #9 - Quality Deficiency Report (QDR) dated

August 9, 1982.24 Although it describes violations of
.

: t^
I administrative procedures which occurred during the

" Quick Look". project, none of the procedures violated is

identified as AP 1043 or 1047. However, the issue of

j the proper use of Bechtel work packages is raised. It

~ was the improper.use of work packages during the polar

i. crane refurbishment project that constituted the

majority of procedural violations.

i

As part of the QDR, QA included a memorandum sent

by Pastor to B. E. Ballard, Manager of TMI QA, dated

; July"13, 1982. .It discusses in detail the appropriate ,

i
*

use of Bechtel work packages as supplementary

instructions on the performance of work authorized under

GPUN procedures.2 Pastor explains that work packages
'

are permitted under GPUN procedure ADM 3240.1, " Access

to and Work in Containment," as a means of defining

i detailed instructions to carry out work under a job

| ticket or an Engineering Change Memorandum (ECM),

| depending on whether the task is a maintenance task or a
. .

modification to a plant system or component. The Pastor

| memorandum goes on to say that organizational changes

and changes in administrative procedures were then

{
taking place and that, as a result, the appropriate use

of work packages would be defined more precisely.

4
i - 15 -
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r

OI INDEX #10 - QA monthly assessment for August,

1982.26 The report discusses the QDR described above
;

and-recommends that the administrative and.-procedural

changes mentioned by Pastor in his July 13, 1982,

memorandum should be undertaken as soon as possible. No

mention is made in this report of violations of AP 1043

or 1047. The implication in this report.is that'

procedural uncerta.nty concerning the appropriate use of

work packages is being resolved.

.

j OI INDEX #12 - Monthly QA assessment for October,

1982.27 Two significant problems raised in this

report were mentioned in the OI Index. First, OI notes

'

that confusion existed concerning proper safety
i

! classifications of plant systems and components. The QA
i
,

monthly assessment correctly suggests that the solution
,

to that problem is the development of an updated Quality

Classification List (QCL). Bahman Kanga, who had
,

J

| recently been appointed TMI-2 Director, ordered the
:

completion of that list which ultimately contributed

significantly to the solution of the misclassification

! problem.
.i

i The second problem pointed out by OI is that a
!

"Stop Work condition" existed because of a failure to

i

:
!

: - 16 -
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obtain engineering documentation and work authorizations

prior to the performance of certain work. QA notes that

work had been undertaken on the basis of verbal

instructions from engineering. QA describes a meeting

held at TMI-2 with management and states that

" acceptable corrective action was taken." QA explains

that the corrective action was a temporary solution and

that efforts were underway to find a permanent solution

to the problem. The clear implication in this report is

that management had been responsive to concerns raised

by QA that procedures were not properly being followed.
|

|
OI INDEX #17 - Memorandum prepared by Ballard for Kanga

at Kanga's instructions to review the activities,

relating to the refurbishment of the polar crane.28

It is dated February 23, 1983, and mentions for the

first time, among the documents cited by OI, that

modifications had been made without proper procedural

authorization.

|
f

OI INDEX #18 - QA comment on the Polar Crane Load Test
,

procedure.29 It points up a number of deficiencies in-

the draft procedure which was being circulated for,

review and comment in late February 1983.

:
i

- 17 -
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i
I OI INDEX #20 - QA monthly assessment for February 1983,

I
containing a description of the review of polar crane

refurbishment that had been ordered by Kanga. The

report states:

Quality Assurance has reviewed the Polar
Crane Load Test Safety Evaluation and has
provided comments to the Director Unit 2.
QA will also be reviewing the completed
document packages for Polar Crane
refurbishment, prior to Load Test, to
verify acceptability of modifications,
replaced material, inspections and tests
that have been performed. Quality Control

has witnessed the operational (no load)1test which was performed satisfactory.,3

This report discusses generall,y the problem of procedural
compliance and notes that the Unit Work Instruction (UWI)

system for documenting work should help alleviate the

problem of procedural compliance.

OI INDEX #23 - Quality Deficiency Report (QDR) issued by

QA on March 8, 1983, for violations of procedures during

'

several modifications of the polar crane.

OI INDEX #24 - Memorandum from Ballard to Thiesing dated

March 10, 1983, describing in further detail the results

of QA's review of polar crane refurbishment

activities.33

- 18 -
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It is apparent from the review of all of the OA

documento cited by OI in its Index that among the first five

documents there is no reference to violations of AP 1043 or

1047 which were brought to the attention of management.

References in those documents to violations uncovered by QA

; suggest that management had been working cooperatively with QA

to resolve not only the specific problems brought to its

{ attention, but also the underlying causes of those probleras.

, .

The last five documents identified by OI all were issued

! following Kanga's instructions to QA in February 1983 to review

the polar crane refurbishment and to determine whether there
'l
'

had been procedural compliance. All of those documents were

prepared in late February and March, 1983, during which time

the violations were identified, and corrective action was taken

by TMI-2 management. Certainly these documents do not suggest

that the prevailing attitude within TMI-2 management was

toleration of procedural violations. Therefore, the QA
i

references in the OI Index do not support the proposition for I
,

which they were cited in the OI Summary.

Immediately after the discussion of QA reports to TMI-2

management that procedures AP 1043 and 1047 were being

; circumvented, the OI summary states, " Note also that Messrs. '

.

_ 19 _-
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Parks,. King, and Gischel had repeatedly pointed out the need to'

comply with these procedures, but their attempts to correct the

condition.were rebuffed."34 The OI Index contains numerous
,

references to statements made by King, Parks, and Gischel in |

{ paragraphs 2'7 through 30. I.have reviewed each of those !

references. They include not only factual allegations by King,
''

' Parks, and Gischel,-but also a great deal of their speculation

j and opinion. OI makes no attempt to distinguish between factual
,

i allegations and. opinion, nor do they indicate which factual
1

i allegations have been verified by independent investigation and

which have not. After investigating the allegations of King,'

Parks and Gischel, it has become clear that their statements

cannot be accepted at face value. As we observed in our report:
;

I

l
; It has been essential in this investigation

to review carefully each source of information
: relied upon by King, Parks, Gischel,. and Wenger.

Many have been found to be misrepresented in the.

.i allegations. The sworn testimony of many ,

I witnesses refutes the statements attributed to
them in the allegations. In some instances, the

i contents )f documents have been distorted.
; Therefore, to understand the underlying facts
! accurately, it is necessary to turn to the

original sources of information and not rely upon'

i the contents of the allegations for factual
! information.

i i

: It is equally important to. recognize that
I inferences drawn by King, Parks, Gischel, and
'

Wenger are based upon a presumption that GPUN and
Bechtel operated in bad faith. The willingness ,

of King, Parks, Gischel, and Wenger to infer
! wrongdoing at times from the mast meager of facts |

has made it. difficult to' rely on their ;

; perceptions in evaluating the evidence we have
j gathered.35
,

! - 20 -
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| I have attempted to sort out from among OI's references '

to Parks, King, and Gischel, those which might be construed asi
-

! factual allegations concerning violations of AP 1043 and 1047

and will describe briefly the evidence uncovered by our

investigation of those allegations.36

It is alleged by Parks that key members of TMI-2

management expressed the view that the ECM procedure was too

cumbersome and, therefore, they advocated circumventing the
,

,
procedure in order to expedite the cleanup work. During our

investigation, we interviewed all of the individuals cited by
,

Parks as either expressing that view or being present when it

was discussed. The testimony makes it clear that although

there were discussions about the slowness of the ECM approval

process, no one advocated circumventing required GPUN

procedures. Rather, they discussed the development of a new

procedure that would expedite approval of modifications.37

:

While employed at TMI-2, Parks did criticize the polar

'
crano refurbishment project for violating AP 1043 and 1047.

Where Parks raised those concerns with management, Kanga

imme<3iately initiated a OA review of polar crane

refarbishment. That study resulted-in a finding that

violstions had occurred. Although members of the Recovery

Programs Department did not agree with Parks' criticisms of the

!
,
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procedures followed during polar crane refurbishment,

ultimately QA and Kanga required Recovery Programs to remedy

the procedural deficiencies that had occurred.

I

None of-the references to King deal with expressions of

i - concern by him that AP 1043 or 1047 were being violated during

polar crane refurbishment. Rather, they deal with the adequacy
,

of the polar crane load test safety evaluation report.

Specificially, it was King's contention based on Gischel's

analysis of that safety evaluation report that ANSI Standards

were not complied with in the design of the polar crane load
i

test. None of King's general claims that management was

unconcerned about procedural compliance are based on specific,

factual allegations that can be readily investigated.

Like King, Gischel did not make specific claims that.

procedures AP 1043 or 1047 were violated, nor did he contend
. .

that he ever raised such claims with TMI-2 management.

Gischel's concerns were in two categories. First, he argued

Ithat the polar crane load test safety evaluation report failed

to conform to ANSI Standards. Second, Gischel alleged that

{ modifications were being misclassifie'd as "Not Important To

Safety" when they should have been classified as "Important To

Safety." |

|

i

i

l
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When the sweeping, unspecific allegations made by King,

Parks and Gischel are carefully analyzed, it is clear that only

Parks pointed out the violations of AP 1043 and 1047. This

occurred in February 1983, and Parks' criticisms were quickly

confirmed and resolved. Therefore, I do not find support in

the material cited by OI in its Index for the assertion that

King, Parks and Gischel repeatedly raised concerns about

I violation of AP 1043 or 1047 that were rebuffed by management.
i

After stating that the complaints were made by King,i

Parks and Gischel that procedures were being violated, OI

states, "Indeed, there is considerable evidence that employees

who attempted to raise these concerns were subjected to

harassment, transferred, or otherwise pressured by ma,nagement."

(emphasis added)39 Our investigation dealt extensively with -

'

the allegaticns that King and Gischel were subjected to

harassment, and we concluded that they were not.40 Although

we did not investigate the allegations that Parks was subjected

to harassment, several of his specific claims concerning

reprisals for expressing safety concerns were investigated. In

those instances, the evidence indicated that the action taken

|-
against Parks was not motivated by an intent to discourage him

from raising concerns about procedural violations.41

.

| The NRC Staff in NUREG 0680, Supp. 5, discusses at great

i length the claims that King, Parks and Gischel were subjected
!>
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to harassment.42 Although they found that acts of harassment

were directed against Parks, the NRC Staff concludes that

| neither Gischel nor King was harassed. The author of NUREG

0680, Supp. 5, has stated before the NRC Advisory Panel on

TMI-2 Cleanup that OI is in agreement with the staff's

conclusions on harassment. In view of the NRC Staff findings

on harassment, ar.3 the fact that no additional evidence has

been cited, the sweeping statement in the OI Summary regarding

the attitude of TMI-2 management is weakened significantly.

The OI Summary next states, "There is also evidence that
.

1

there was a conscious decision by TMI-2 officials to circumvent

these procedures."43 OI cites two examples to support thisi

statement: first, that a decision was made following the TMI-2

accident that design reviews would be eliminated; and second,

that the minutes of a March 4, 1983, Test Working Group (TWG)

meeting refer to a modification which was to be made in advance

of an ECM for the sake of expediency.44 Neither of the

examples cited by OI supports the general proposition that, "a

conscious decision" was-made by "TMI-2 officials" that

procedures were to be circumvented.4
.

The decision to eliminate design review was made

immediately after the accident in order to permit work to be

performed without delay in a time of crisis.46 The decision

- 24 -
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'

t
i-

was made openly with the knowledge of the NRC. The policy was

|

|
discontinued in April, 1981. At that time, OA felt that the

policy was no longer necessary and issued two QDR's requiring

that all modifications made subsequent to the accident be

reviewed and design verification be performed where necessary.

Management never concealed or denied the decision to eliminate

design review. Nothing in the evidence suggests that a similar
t

decision was made in connection with the polar crane

refurbishment project. On the contrary, the evidence indicates

that GPUN management expressed the intent that there be strict

; compliance with all procedural requirements including those

governing modifications..

In describing the second example, the OI Summary states,

"The theme of expediency is touched upon also in the minutes of4

a Test Working Group meeting held o'n March 4, 1983. These

document a consensus regarding the applicability of AP 1047.

However, the minutes further indicate that a modification of

the polar crane would take place in advance of Engineering
,

Change Memorandum (ECM) approval for the sake of

expediency."47 The clear implication of OI's description of
,

the minutes is that the action discussed in the minutes was

improper. Such a characterization of the minutes is inaccurate.

4

The description contained in the OI Index of the4

'

March 4, 1983, TWG meeting minutes is somewhat more accurate

- 25 -
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than the OI Summary. It states that the work was to be

performed under "another administrative procedure."48 In

fact, GPUN procedure AP 1013 was used. This was an appropriate

procedure'for making a temporary electrical modification.49

Nothing in the minutes of the TWG meeting of March 4, or from

any other source, suggests that the decision to rely on AP 1013

was an attempt to circumvent procedural requirements.

The OI Summary next deals with evidence indicating that

there may have been confusion on the part of Bechtel employees
1

concerning the applicability of GPUN procedures for

refurbishing the polar crane.50 They cite two pieces of

evidence indicating that such confusion may have existed. The

first is a March 1, 1983, memorandum from the acting Site
.

Operations Director to the Startup and Test Supervisor (a

Bechtel e:aployee) concerning the applicability of AP 1043 and

1047 to polar crane refurbishment. Parks participated in the

preparation of this memorandum which states:

Recently, much confusion has existed over
the applicability of AP 1047 and AP 1043 to the
Polar Crane Refurbishment / Test Program. On
February 23, 1983 a meeting was held in B. 1

Kanga's office at which time the attendees were
informed of Site Operations belief that the

'*

Polar Crane Refurbishment Program has to comply
with AP 1043 and AP 1047. This belief was
reinforced to the attendees by:B. E. Ballard,
Sr. - Manager of QA at TMI. Subsequent to this
meeting, the Test Working Group was convened on

1
-

- 26 -
,

'

. - .. . _
_.. . - - __-



. ~. _ - . ~ . . . _ - . . _ . .. _ _ - -~

.

4

February 25, 1983 to review and discuss the >

'

necessary methods for_ ensuring that testing
performed to date and any future testing
complies with AP 1047 requirements.51

! ItHis, therefore, apparent from this memorandum that as
4

i of March 4, 1983, Parks and others in Site Operations
.

attrib'ut'ed the violations of AP 1043 and 1047 to " confusion."

The second piece of evidence is Construction Department

j Project Instruction (CDPI)-20 prepared by Bechtel which
4

! provides, in part, that GPUN procedures would not apply to work
i

performed on equipment that had been turned over to Bechtel for

! repair. There is no doubt that, to the extent CDPI-20

indicated that.GPUN procedures were not~ applicable, it was

invalid.52

.

A

CDPI-20 was an internal Bechtel document that was never
,

reviewed or approved by GPUN. It was written in the mistaken

belief that the procedures under which polar crane

refurbishment would be performed, permitted equipment to be

turned over to Bechtel under a GPUN job ticket and

administratively severed from GPUN control. The procedure|

under which the polar crane refurbishment job ticket was issued|

(MP 1407.1) had been revised immediately before the job ticket

| was issued.. Very few GPUN or Bechtel employees were familiar

with its provisions. The fact that CDPI-20 was prepared tends

to confirm that Bechtel was operating on the. mistaken belief

--27 -
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|

'that the revision to.MP 1407.1 could result in a waiver by GPUU

!! of~its procedural controls over work in containment.
_

The .last finding in the OI Summary is that even if ,

i Bechtel was confused, GPUN was not. This statement

standing alone is true. Testimony taken from GPUN employees

indicates that they generally understood that GPUN procedures

j applied to polar crane refurbishment work. As our report

states, "Although a misunderstanding existed between Bechtel
,

-and GPUN,.the documents we have examined and the behavior of;
.

1

1 key management personnel during the relevant time period,
!

demonstrates that GPUN expected compliance with'its .

,

procedures."54 However, the OI Summary goes on to.say
,

" memoranda and QA reports" indicate that GPUN personnel were

aware that " administrative procedures were not being followed,

and so advised senior TMI-2 management."55

!
1

I have reviewed all of the QA documents cited by OI and
4 |

discussed them above. They indicate that when issues were

raised concerning procedural violations,. TMI-2 :nanagement
i .

I worked toward assuring compliance. Beyond the QA documents, I

have found only two instances in which information was brought

j to the attention of GPUN personnel that Bechtel was not

'following GPUN procedures during the polar crane refurbishment

project that'were not acted'upon immediately.
,

s
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The first instance has not been referred to in the OI

material. However, it was discussed at length in our

report. It began when Design Engineering (a Bechtel group

that was part~of the Recovery Programs Department) questioned

whether modifications to the polar crane could be performed

without using ECM's. They were advised by others in the Bechtel

organization that the polar crane had been turned over to'Bechtel

and that GPUN procedures would not be followed. Design
,

1

Engineering personnel had reservations about that advice. They
! -

later noted in a memorandum to the TMI-2 Licensing Department

that an ECM would not'be used for a particular modification.
.

Licensing asked the Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) for

an opinion on whether an ECM was required. PORC issued a written

response to Licensing that AP 1071 and 1043 applied and that an

ECM was required.'

a

The Licensing employee who raised the issue with PORC then

contacted Design Engineering, and was advised of Bechtel's

understanding that GPUN procedures were inapplicable to polar
.

crane refurbishment work. The individu,al handling the matter in

the Licensing Department ne,ver pursued it further. Although his

supervisor had received a' copy 'of the correspondence from PORC,
:

he also did not pursue the matter. Our investigation uncovered

no evidence that their failure to act'was motivated by a desire
i

; to expedite the work on the polar crane, or that it was based on

| a management decision to permit procedural Vlolations.I

t
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The second situation in which a procedural violation was

brought to the attention of GPUN is mentioned in the OI Index.
i

! It~ ihvolved the review of the polar cra e' r.o-load test [

~' procedure. As the procedure,was being circulated for review,

,v ' j ,/PORC advised the Polar-Cran 4 Task Group that the format'of the
~~;

.-

no-load test procepure'did not conform to the requirements off
"#

,
,

AP 1047.57 'The'C Eirtan of the Polar Crane Task Gro'up1 -

-testified teat he believ5.d the information he received from
y -

'

+

PORC was advisory and not binding on him. 4g

i
'

- -

This situation graphically _ depicts the uncertainty about

the correct procedures to be followed which existed during the

i polar. crane refurbishment process. The-test procedure was

reviewed extensively because it was classified as Important To

Safety. The reviewers of the procedure-included the chairman

of TWG, PORC, QA, Site Operations, and the NRC. In fact, King
|

personally signed the procedure, even though it violated the
i

i requirements of AP-1047. As noted above, only PORC identified
!

the deficiency and notified the Polar Crane Task Group.
.

Finally, when QA reviewed the polar crane refurbishment, they

recognized the procedural deficiency.in the no-load test and

, issued the QDR in part on that basis.
l.

I The OI Summary ends this discussion with the-statement,

"Yet this circumvention continued even after the initiation of-

the investigation of the Parks-King-Gischel allegations."

!
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|

The " circumvention," and the " investigation" are not described

further. Therefore, it is impossible to discuss the evidence

upon which their statement may be based. The record is clear,

however, that the efforts to identify procedural deficiencies

' - and assure compliance with procedures began before any NRC
,

1

investigation of which I am aware. As soon as Parks presented *

his concerns at the meeting of February 22, 1983, the review I

process that ultimately led to the issuance of the QDR began.'
,

.

!
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CONCLUSION

The OI material I reviewed is not written with

precision. It is extremely difficult to identify the specific

evidence relied upon by OI in support of many of its
.

| conclusions. Much of the language in the report is

ambiguous. The time periods when events occurred, the

individuals involved, and the acts of alleged misconduct are

often not specified.

1

I do not disagree with the NRC Staff position that some

evidence exists indicating that someone in the TMI-2

organization may have known of violations of GPUN procedures

and permitted those violations to occur in order to expedite'

the work. Reasonable minds could find such evidence in the

mass of testimony and documents that have been collected in

the investigation. However, if the staff has also found that

management at TMI-2 as a whole permitted procedural violations

to occur in order to expedite cleanup activities, not only do

I disagree with that judgment, but I believe that the evidence

cited by OI supports the opposite conclusion.

i

The evidence shows that the failure to identify and

correct procedural violations occurred during the TMI-2

management reorganization, and that the situation was remedied

- 32 -
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,

when the new Director of TMI-2 recognized that a problem

existed. and took action. Therefore, while SECY- 34-36 has been

- modified to indicate that some evidence exists of intentional
violations, I do not believe there is a basir it the evidence

for a change in the conclusions stated in SECY-84-36

concerning the overall intent of TMI-2 management.
.

4

e

O

s
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12 The three OI documents make no effort to place the
evidence they discuss in an historical context. That
is, the reader is never told the background to which
the evidence relates. The organizational and

| procedural changes that were taking place at TMI-2
i during the period when the most significant procedural
! violations occurred must be understood in order to

correctly assess the evidence cited by OI. Therefore,
I have prepared Table 1 which describes the chronology
of management changes, procedural revisions and
cleanup activities that occurred at TMI-2. See also:
Stier Report, Volume I, Summary and Conclusions;
Volume IV, Background: Organization and Management of
TMI-2; Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations; Volume IV,
Allegations of Safety Review Deficiencies; (footnotes
have been omitted when quoting from the Stier Report.)

13 Hayes memorandum, pp. 2-3.

14 Ibid. p. 3.

15 OI Index, #4; Stier Report, Tab 60.

16 OI Index, #7; Stier Report, Tab 62.

17 Stier Report, Tab 333.

|

|
t 18 OI Summary, p. 1.

19 OI Index, #1.
-

|

|
,

|
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20 It should be noted that the OI report is incorrect in
stating that the letter was written in 1983. The

i correct year of the letter was.1982.

|
'

21 OI Summary, p. 2.

.

22 Attachment 1.

23 Ibid. p. 3.

.

' 24 Attachment 2.

.

25 OI Index #8.

26 Attachment 3.

27 ' Attachment 4.

28 Stier Report, Tab 114.

29 Attachment 5.

30 Attachment 6.
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I:

31 Ibid. p. 2.:

32 Stier Report, Tab 50.
.

..

33 Ibid. Tab 51.

>

34 OI Summary, p. 2.
,

j 35 Stier Report, Volume I, Summary and Conclusions, p. 14.
.

36 I have limited my discussion here to allegations about
AP 1043 and 1047 violations because the OI Summary
states that TMI-2 management was warned of these,

violations by King, Parks and Gischel.. Our report,,

however, deals at length with all of their
allegations, with the exception of Parks' harassment
claims.

'37 Stier Report, Volume IV, Allegations of Safety Review
Deficiencies, pp. 9-11.4

i

38 Ibid. Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations,
pp. 67-87. (It should be noted that in the -

| description of Parks' allegations in the OI Index, it
is stated that concerns about procedural compliance
were raised as early as November 1982 by

'

correspondence from either Parks or the Site
Operations Department.. I have not been able to
identify any such correspondence going back to
November 1982 in-the OI Index).

:
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To: :Vica-President / Director - TMI. Unit II.

From: : Manager - TMI QA|Modificati'ons/ Operations |
;

Subj: -Monthly VP/ Director's Report for May, 1982

General Discussion
s

~

l

This - report . is submitted for infor=ation and use in =anagement's continual assessment~

of the implementa tion, status, and ' effectiveness ..of the Q. A. Program on the Unit.i
,

*

Input into this report is provided by the Quality Assurance Design / Procurement,
<

Modifications / Operations and , Program / Audit Section of the Q.A. Department.
Recocmendations or' constructive criticism on the content. or scope of this reporti
are encouraged'and requested. .The initial distribution of this report is 11=ited,
but Divisions are encouraged to distribute copies as they see fit within their

..organizations. As this report is a Quality Assurance Record, copies are maintained
in the site's Q. A. - Record . Vault. When significant events or problems require for=al'~

j management action to be taken in accordance with Q. A. Plan requirements, these actions
may periodically.be identified _and requested in this report. These type actions will

'

nor ally be limited to .those problems or events which are of such' significance or
nature -that -they either require core than one organitation or division to resolve or,

; are significant progra==a tic problecs ' tha t require high level management notification.

;
ACTIVITY / NONCOMPLIANCE SC'etuY FIGURES

.

Activities Performed: Month YTD* Findings Issued: Month YTD*
4

No. OQA Monitorings: 61 .290 QOR's: 3 27 i
No.lQC Inspections: 133 147 MNCR's: 22 70

No. QA Auditsi 1 5 Audit Findings: 1- 13

>

No. QA/QC Document 720_ _1470
; Reviews: * Year to Date

DIVISION L NCNCOMPLIANCE SDSLGY 3REXCCWN FCR REPCRT MO .- 4r

Initial Response Corrective Action No. Open Longer Than Six
Overdue (QDR's/ Cocolecion Coccit- ' Months (Q CR 's / Audit /Audit-Findings), 3,ent Date Passed ' Findings /MNCR's/RON's)*

(QDR's/ Audit
,

Findings)- Total. *

- No. (A)* (3)* -(C)*- T$I Division:

Operations
_o t s - 1(0) 1(6) 2(2)! -Engineerin3 1 3 16 3(13) 3(0). 5(2)' '

Maintenance 'O- |0 13 3(5) 6(2) (4(3)-.-

-Ad2in. 0 0 14 _7(6) 4(6) :3(5).
,

' Recovery Engineering' -'0-.
;

0 4 4(2) 0(0) O(0)
Recovery Ops & Const. 0 0 2- -0(0)' '1(0) -1(2) |[0ther 0. 1 '3 1(2) ' 2'(0) . 0(2)

s..

f

- = ''
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' Unit II..

Page 2
.

Initia1' Response Corrective Action No. Ooen Longer Than Six
Overdue - (QDR's/ Comolecion Commit- Months (QDR's/ Audit
Audit Findings)- _ ment Date Passed Findings /:CICR's)

''(QDR's/ Audit
Findings) Total

No. (A)* (3)* (C)OOther Divisions:+

.

Tech' Functions 0 0 1 0(0) O(1) 1(0).

.Maint/Const. 0 1 1 1(1) 0(0) O(o)
Rad / Environ. 0 0 2 1(0) 1(1) O(0)

"

' Admin. 0 0 8 8(7) O(0) O(0)
Nuclear 0 1 4 2(2) 0(0) 2(2)Assurance

4 _

All Division Totals: 72 36- 13 13
J (A)* - Division Action Not Completed

(3)* - (h\ Closecut Required1

i~ (C)* .Cc==itted Implementation Due Date Not Reached
'( ) --Last Month's Data

TOTAL TMI UNIT NONCOMPLIANCE TRENDS (ALL DIVISIONS)

Initial Response Corrective Actica No. Open Longer
Overdue-(QDR's/ Completion Co ni:- Than Six Months

; Audit Findings) =ent Date Passed (QDR's/ Addit-
(QDR's/ Audit Findings /MNCR's/~
Findings) RDN's)

7, 3 .

(A)* (3)* (C)* (D)* No.

1931 Annuali:ed' 11 Avg / 20 Avg / 78 AvgAverages Month -Month Month.

J

L982 Monthlp Actuals

' January 9. 23_ 32 11 17 36 96

. February 2 14 37 18. 2 30' 87,

March 1 6 25 12 10 - 29 70
:

April 2. 'S 21 15 7 31- 74
!

May- 1 7- -20 21 .2 '29 72i.

..

! - (A)* ~ QDR's
; (3)* - MNCR's
t (C)* --RDN's-
i (D)* - Audic Findings '

I *

.N

|
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Unit II.

Page 3

NOTE: Those deficiencies open lon'ger than six :onths are subdivided and reported
in the four different categories of QA Departmen't deficiency reports.

A. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QDR's)
.

Deficiencies other than caterial nonco:pliances of hardware itens,
usually issued to docu:en: software of activity ice s such as p'rocedural
noncompliance, procedure inadequacy, failure to :eet co= it=en:s, e:c.

,

B. MATERIAL NONCON70RXANCE REPORTS (MNCR's)
'

' Material deficiencies pertaining to hardware structures, systems, or
components which render the quality of the ite unacceptable or
indeterminate. *

C. RECEI?T DEFICIENCY RI? ORTS ( RDRs)
,

Used to doce:ent ar.d track purchased items which arrive on site
lacking Purchase Order required documenta: ion such as Certificates
of Compliance or tes: repor:s. RON's are always issued against the
G?CN Ma:erials Manage:en: Group for resolu:ica vi:h vendor. A
copy is provided to the :a:erial user.

.

D. AUDIT FINDING

Used to docu=en and track QA progr: atic deficiencias of ei:her
G?UN or vendors /contraccors.

Iach :on:h a de: ailed repor: on the s ta:us of MNCR's, Q R's, Receipt Deficiency
No tices , and Audi: Findings is issued (separa:e from this one) to all appropria:e
levels of uni managemen:/ supervision for : heir review and action. These repor:s
indica:e responsible par:7 for ac:Lon, type deficiency, subjec: area, vendor, e::.
so tha middle and firs: level managemen:/ supervision are aware of quali:y related
deficiencies, : heir s:a:us and their disposi:ica.

S IGN IFI C.GT DCJ L I.T.~r AT I J N / I TTE CT I 7IN E S S ITIM5 k/

p' 1) A QA Stop Rock Notice was initiated in TMI Uni: II on-May 21, 1982, as a result
of repetitive violations of ad:inistrative controls' for conducting work
activities. Construction work had been implemented in the- field without
approved engineering documents and work perzi:s which define and authorize
the activities. The cost recent incidents involved welding activities and

":aterial substitutes. The St_op Work Notice was not issued as Uni: Manage:ent.'

took i :ediate action ia stoppiU ^acTi7If tfWs 5eihrconducted fF:he"ffel21hh
X 'hid_been iden:TfGT 57QX vs vell.Wi. swr'ai ~o. ihi.r. i. . dis ~ covered du_rin. g the meeting -

.' .jul th;_1roblen._ _In addi: ion, :eetings on the -subjec: vere held tne sace' day-by .
-

- _._. -

/ engineering and notifica: ion was provid-d to construction tha: work activities
were to be coeducted in accordance vich properly reviewed and approved Jork
authorizations and~ engineering docu=en:s. As the real source of the proble:
appears ta'Se _agmattiEufe'that the Administrative Control Programs take too
long to get work authorizations a.aproved and into the field, Uni: Mana ge=e.n

_has_coccitted to. inyestigate and evaluate the present prograss _ so. that- recommen----

'

dations can be =ade and i:plecented which will allov QA Progran compliance but
still ee: the_ schedule needs for timely and efficien: vork comple tion. QA
vill track this cocriterent and suppor: it but present programs must be complied
with un:ll the changes are made.

L
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Page 4

~ 2): The -1931 QA Department Annual Assess =ent presentation was given during the
'

month for TMI Units I and II. Both units were well represented in the
presentation and discussions concerning quality trends and problems were
infor=ative. A written report su==arizing the implementation and ef fec:iveness ,

items discussed and the -trends noted will be. provided to the Uni V.P./ Directors
and che Director QA by the end of June for inclusion into the overall QA,

'

Department Assess =ent report.
.

*

RECOMMENDATIONS / ACTION 3 REQUIRED
.

No ne .

@ t. h oL
3. E. Ballard, Sr.
Manager - TMI QA'
Modifications / Opera:Lons

,

w

W

.

F

. .,

t

6

.

|

|

|
!

!

~.

h

i

4

. - - - , --r- * *s- :t- g 4 -
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| ACTIVITIF.S SI.W.A?Y l
'

- .

.

Month /Yeat: Mav, 1982 Unit: TMI I f I TMI II [ X |

.i .
--.

_.

00A/QC MONITORI'iO AND INS?ICT:ON St.T.ARY
.

;
-

-. n

AC"'IVITY - MONITORINt: INS?ICTION , MNCR/0DR
#Sched. Performed Sched. Performed Issued

~

Month TTD* ~ ~ Month YTD* Month YTD*
.- -

18 15 53Ooerations/ Tech Specs: Backshift Monitoring /Insp:
Entineering : :0 0 3 OQA - 5 o o

QC - 20g
,

1 0 0'' O OStartus/i'esting :
.

22 19 76 1 2R2d. Protection :
*

Chemis: v :
'4 2- 10 0 0

--
,

'

a.
Adnin./ Security : 15 10 62 0 0

2 -2 9 O 1Trainii- :
*

5 4 25 0 0 0 0 0# Radvas e .

4 2 10 0 0 0 0 1Fire Protection :

5 2 7 50 45 233 '12 56arehe :sint/S toras _ :

'

Preventive Maint. .

_

Mach. : 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 04

6 3 0 0 0 4 0 0Ilec/I & C :

'Co:Te::iva va'n
. _ _

Mach. : 1 0 4 16 2 3 0 0
--

'Elec/I &.C : 3 0 10 9- t 13 0 0j i ,

i

Welding : 1 0 2 2 2 22 0 0i

-

Pods /Insealla:io.s

Mach.. : 0 (' O | 1 |13 | 1t| 32 | [3 3 |
Elec/I & C : 3 0 '|_ 2 Il 3 11 2 3

'
1 0 4 51' 51 88 2' 9[ Welding. :

,

0 0 0 _ti ti is 3 8-Civil /Struct :
,

NDE : 3' 2 2 2 2 13 0 0

ISI Exar.s : _ _ n n n n o o- ----
-senec. Pe r ,.-:on ed Sched.

.

,

-
Perforced Issued

( . -

.

Totals: 96 51 166 13) 23.

,

r

. _ . . . . - -. . _ _ _ _
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ACTIVITIES SCS!ARY. COSTIITUED<.
l
,

- II . Q.A. AUDET SDS!ARY

Month YTD* Month _ YTD*
. Audit's Scheduled' ,

3- 9 Audies Perforced
i 6

Audited Areasi (Month)' Findings Issued
Findings Issued

. Fire Protection. 1 Traihing .

**

Energency ?-lanning- **
- - -

> Materials' Technology **

III.
QA/CC DOCUMENT REVIEW

Total Reviered With Connen:sQA Engineering- Month YTD* Mon:b YTD*

Specidi:ations, SDD's/0esign
Cri:e ria. Doc. , Sys:es Descriptions = 0 4| f0 1

ECM's / ?CR's/ FQ 's/ DRF's 8| 55 4 |32 >

Purchase ?.equisi: ions *** 38 209 8 30

Pur:hase Orders 100 431 | 3 18 !
Engineering Evalua:Lons inc'. 7endor
3id Ivalus: ions / Vendor Procedures {14- |43 0 0-|.

QA Manuals 2nd Procedures 0 3 0 2

Modifica: ion Final Documenta:ica .

?2:ia;es 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 |0 |

_CQA/QC
_

Issued.
~?rocedures/?lans/?rograms [289 3 2 02

Work Authorizations / Schedules 121 411 L 10 0
*

Engineering Documen:s/ Vendor /
Con:rac:o Documen:s' 0 0 0 0 0
Other- 0 0 0 -0 0

*YTD - Year to Date-
*=In Progress

'

,

- ***Conbined Unit I' and 'II To tals
7

.

!

'- r1 - .

. ,. - , , , , .



I NONC05?LIANCE SUSO'.ARY |
*-

Month / Year: -v3Y. 1989- Unit; TMI I TMI II X-

____

.

I. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QDR'S)

TMI Division Issued: Closed: Total Ocen Status

Month YTD* Month YTD* Awaiting Initial Response (Not Overdue): 7'

___[_
7 3 18Operations : Initial Resoonse Overdue : 0

Engineering : 1 1 0 | 7 Initial Response Unacceptable: 0

Maintenance : 1 5 1 5
Corrective Action Completion Pending: 129__

Administration : 1 2 0 1

Corrective Action Cocoletion overdue : 0
Othe'. 1 2 0 0.

*

1Corrective Action Verification Pending:
Other Divisions

Ocen Period

Tech Functions : 1 2 0 3
Maintenance 5 0-60 days: 11

Construction : 0 0 0 2 60-120 days: 2
,

Radiological &
1 3 0 7Environnental : 120-180 days: '

Ad inistration : 0 0 |. 0 0 180-365 days: 20
: clear

Assurance : 1 2 0 a
.

Other : 0 0 0 0
Total Issued
37 gg 8 21 i 17.

Total Issued
0 {0 (0 0by Others :

II. StATERIAI. 50'; CON?C??A;CE RI? ORTS (10;CR'S)
.

Month YTD * Total Ocen Status -:

Issued: Awaiting Initial Response; 12

Closed: 14 48 Initial Resconse Unaccent2ble: 2

Tsaued bv Corrective Action Coepletion Pending: 350 00-Se Tha'" OA. _"
- Disposition Verification Pending: 0

Corrective Action Verification Pending: 0

Onen Period
.

0-60 days : 16 60-120 days: 6
__ 120-180 days: 7 180s365 days: 20

-

**
4

*
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-

..v..cv. e u . 43t: sexxAra tur,:iNUES | y

.-

-III, SIATERIAL HOLD TACS
.

'

,t Month YTD * Open Period

Issued: 21 97 0-60 ' days : 31 ~ 120-180 days : 7
,.

33 63 7 l'Closed : 60-120 days : 180-365 days ;

_

.

IV. AUDIT FINDINGS

Month YTD * Total Ocen Status

1
i Issued: Awaiting Initial Response (Not Overdue); 1

Closed : 7 36 Initial Response Overdue : 1

Response' Evaluation In ?rogress; O

Initial Resconse Unneceo:able : 2

Corrective Action Cc pletion Pending; a

Corrective Action Completion Overdue ; 11

Corrective Action Verifica:icn Pending; 13

. .
.

Coen ?eriod
,

30-50 days: 2 60-120 days: 1 120-2'O days: a > 240 days 21

< 30 days: 1 L |

. .

YTD*-Year to Da:e

1
.

I $g

I

e

|

i
,

,

.

I
i

4

M
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I
Quality Deficiency Report (QOR) l''

l

::..: '~

i . E ' Description of Deficiencies
. . , . . .

.|: a .' Completed by Initiator: .

*s f,. s

'

'

,
* p -

sE.T. Mitchell Oos . !'c .ito-ir.e Ld. / if'

|
-

-l ~ II " initiator;y ,,, ,
rie..s. coa o.i.. n-. '

i s, ,.
,

.)'.

i'

Recuirement(s): Recoverv OA Plan. Fev. O. dated 7-14-30. Section 3.1.1. states. >*

. . . . - ,

"Tne T E Oualiev Asstrance Freerc rec 2 ires tnac .ct .v t'.es 1. oortant to'

Safe-- be >rescribed bv dec e" ed Sroce :-es i"s t-"c-' ~'s ed 'n" :-=- ' -"3 4
'

and that thesa merivities be ac~r sliched 9 nve r'a 4 ' =-a - $ r4 c- ~# -4== ''

..; ,- -- , e,

I
i- t

t t

.

*

.

---
i b. Deficiency:

Contrarv to ,.te above re .: ire .enr .on S .f.-S2. ' En--t "/ d a CoR,.
.

i

!' :o, * -a t.as reoved t. sin- 3echtel e.cr. Pac'::a e R-C26. Sectice 20^ i _stea !-

- _ _ = , %- -o 9_ -a 43nO 1 Y !- E.O i t-= = - -n- .- - -- g4 , w .,f_ s .:. . . 9104. 10. t_, e _ 9_1_0..'_ 1_0 . 7.__s. m

e .-*m- ig 4 e* rn-
_

. Ta 'r> .~ - = 3 --- s - . - -3 i~... _ -: - s-
_

,

; - -- , z -. - , a - p ,

- v .' ' '

. - - _n 3 .,e -~ , :, ~ .a e,
n c-5 ; , 0_.,.. . :. m. u. _ n_ _ : _ _ =_

- n -,--n: c s u.. q a, -...-a , , .,

: -u,- -u= -- c --, - , ; .- -n - , - . . = . . , = ~. . ,

eu== =-:a: = a -- : :: =- - , . . . . . - - = ,~~- . . , .: e ~. = , , e - , ,,... , , ---

_ - - __-_ .- - - -

t-= c .-, 241:se <- i: '
,

- 2, ; t ,
-2._. _- e- --=- e o-

.
,_ ,rm _. 3 v_c_. . - , 1.,_3 n_.n _

n,<c e,.s'.2-= + - n ,, c. -sen - e-eme=e e-3,e 7 2 : -:-- ~ , , 7 2 t? ;
'

. - g

mn e -pA n,. n: c or. .o~ oi =. - ., rs n

It had been oreviousiv icen:ified in -.e o 4350-82-OLU that
s. .: - .0 ,. S. .:,S ,_ "L. e w,, 2- ,. s .,,.Or .:.~oe_. ie;

- . .., . Ud,.4..._ .,* . , . ,
.. ._ . -

. t. .- . ~

.

1

fn i3a J
--

7.:.r 3. " u1 . ~r,, _C A.;i.(" f.: ,-. s;eate,- gs . -e-n fns -- \vi s:.\ m.sey . .v . t s w.r* sp ny y3..,.
. &n w . .*t (v. A tC. w . A & 1. s.. -.W Av

. .-*. s
-

, , - - . .,

O., e. .- L_: : .,. >1,, 0. , ,, , ,.. . . . . . . :. . .2 ..;.
. .a._:.:.3) .

.a .nc s ..: en
: - tu . . -

2. CualNy Evaluation Ye: NO Y ,, s No ,,, r, g, , :,- ,I

0.t:riv :L-.00 3*.;10 SEfe:(:'
,, ; . . g , ,). ,

,,, , , ,
.. - s,

. . . . . . . . -,, ..
4 ,

r

.
g j

.- : e 0 2. .-:-
. -

; ;,. p :, ; 3, ; cpq ;g ;;
,

i .. ..
i

P :: *.ia' *. '., CF. . 7.1 I
. ' .pe:er pa. Z.:::! 21 . *

**
,
i

E b bE
.E.austed 3r

s.. . = . . - . = cne m , . o.>s . . . 1:o- u.. m . , . -. .
.

? -
.

.1 -s..,..w..,. ,( f .Cr.;:, . :

,
t ,

t .

.. :;r. . m :urrer.cs . h - , ._ s.,# b-
# ...n. p. , ,

..

. * *- c' L-
- r. ; . . .

:s s T.~e
'

]
or Outy Supt. and send copy of QOR to2.lf evaluated to be potantially reportable notify Unit: rs :- i

?

iLicensing
.

,.re: Or 2-ifie.:' d~ ne ~i" e U.'it " .
.

:. :er'su ;; NO ;heo Yes. .S.o Z
Oa:e ? e

Reco.e -v O- ere.:ic .s 2: Ce s actic 1 Director .Psit:es res:crisicie 8cr corrective action:
'_ * 1 339 c-

.
.

g -- h

:: :2.2 er esr:r- er se mat ca:n - -
, cf .] ?{;,LC. L S1 ggp .40. ~~ - ,e -

4 %* .3
et... C es O Se Ca*.e: * ,, .,

-

_ , _

. .
.- ,

-- ' . . - . - # i
t

O A'*I CA S * O * * 8 '' S
ATT ACNW9T '

ACCCO375

._

--m.-y m- -1g- 9 yu--'r , w H '*- y- y,- g.- + gir 9,- -'- e-.yert. ww. w.w.w
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-,,. . . . . ..;

.

.
_
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Assigned to:*

3. Action (as recu;ted) -

i

E,.
1.~.;;1- Cause:

a r. p p * ~/ 9 9' d , h l 9-!?~T% MD 6L#-- 0 * 3 .9 dehl 1-%%=V1
,, , , _ , . , , , <

.

Corrective Action: (including action required to prs isnt recurrence)

7el,ce R.L. 9Jw W SLmr* oHe A <T 4 L 4ie.i9as .
( O D. m .t a.fts de o t.c - os fee d rt , J h 5- 2.2.. iC e t. .

. R. ,o M e.h ut,'c Ce m w .; a Ceo m b eter - 4e us L- R Q<

e ,cdum_
. r.w .5 &

e, J.@ ., ,f. d-c) e rs cr* c h a-- crA L b A 1.. m 4- v m M a. 4t w w.%L l .. .
-

,

a.1 %_' m $s Ltun 4. e Lo_ = h e U ow e% < 52.(,; ! d e+A+< G-er* eb ss*e

l
.

i

!.
!' f

|
Corre::ve t ::icn wi!! be co r pie:ed by: l o - t - 8 t. !

% W d'~ 9. zy-e t,
.

Party Aesponsas's for Correctwe Acton Oate

| NOTE: AFTER COM.2LETION OF THIS SECTION RETURN THE CDR TO THE COA SUPERVISOR

l .". . Corre::ivg Action Concurrence
'

, f
' ' i. .-

i I.
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Inter Office Memorandum'

Q July 13, 1982
_

:joct Work Packages for Quick Look Program
.

Location TMI-2
S. E. Ballard 4350-82-0417

A question has arisen with respect to the purpose and use of Work Packages
This letter ses-and their relation to i=plementing the Quick Look task.

marizes how Work Packages are used in conjunction with GPU-autho:Lzed 'docu-
ments such as procedures and ECM's.

All ac:ivities in the contal==ect are de7cribed in Work Packages as speci-
fled in procedure ADM 32?O.1, Access To and Work in the Con:ain=ent.

The Work Pa:kage is intended to be used as a =ethod of defining supple =en:ary
ins::uctions dee=ed necessary to perform procedural operation, co=plete a
tie-in or per:anent plant change under an ECM, or =ake a te=porary =odifica-
tion in accordance with GPU procedure A?-1013. Work Packages are also used
to acco=plish recovery ecsks which are determined to be wholly or partially
independen: of the GPU procedural syste=.

intended to substitute for ge =ane procedural require-Work Packages are not
Likewise work paevages will not substitute f or i=portant to saf e:y=en:s.

tasks which are perfor=ed under approp: Late procedures, =2intenance job
ti:kets or ECM's. The work package does not devia:e, add to or change the

This is illustratedrequire =ents and scope of a G?U-authorizing docu=ent.
by the following exa=ples.

A :odified ni:rogen sys:s= is necesrary to provide cover gas to the top of
:he RC3 high p;in:s at the hot legs, pressurize: x.:d the reactor vessel. The

tie-in to the per=anent syste= occurs where a nitrogen regulator is instal-
led for use during the Quick Look. The tie-in =odification is included and
has been approved on an ECM. Downstrea: lines to ta=porarily supply the
ni:rogen fro = the in-contain=ent header to the high poin:s will be docu-
cented for the Quick Look using the te=porary =odification procedure A?-1013.

and ni:: ogenThe procedural operations associa:ed with connecting the vett
hoses and valve operations will be performed under a detailed procedure.

Work Packages are used to provide su'pple=en:ary worker instructions to
these docu=en:s for such itens as =a:erial and tooling iden:Lfi-i=ple=ent

ca: ion and staging, pre-work checklist and notification require =ents, se-
quence of work activities, disposition of data and ca:ertals, work cleanup

These supple =entary instructions =ay also include activi:1estasks, e:c.
are de:er=ined to have no effect on nuclear, radwas:e or fire' saf etytha:

in the plant such as plug-in electrical power sources, =a:erial handling,
or hoist.ng provisions, etc.

x>occus

. . . __. . . . __

_
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-2- July 13, 1982~

-B. E. Ballard
?

In' c:any cases, recovery work may be determined to not require an ECM,
tie-in authorization, or procedure. In such cases, work can proceed

Quick-Look tasks associated withas outlined in the _ Work Package.
radiation surveys,- moving the television cameras, decontamination of -

the "B" steam generator area and installation of the hoist are exa=ples
of work authorized by GPU Management under the Quick-Look Program which
did not require ECM's or procedures. Likewise, specific Work Packages
were judged to not require GPU approval as they did cat f all within any
of the conditions listed in Procedure ADM-3240.1 (Section 4.1.2.2) .

exist which defines the in-It is recognized that a procedure does not
tent and use of the Work Package. The forthconing organizational changes
and accenpanying adninistrative procedural changes will correct this
situation.

this lett erUntil that ti=e, and specifically for the Quick-Look Program,
.

is provided to state the position of CPU Managenent.

'^n.
M. K. Pastor
Recovery Programs Operations &i

Construction Director, TMI-2

F.K? :?J R: cal .

cc: J. W. Thiesing

D.-M. Laka
R. L~. Rid er

i

J. F. Marsden
J. J. Sarton
3 . I. . *** 3 n j a
L. P. Kin;
CARERS

.
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- Bechtel Northern CorporationMQA-
Engineers - Constructors=n"P-=~~ AOC

QL_ *'
. N. 4 - kth ~

301-258-3000

--

15740 Snady Grove Road' '
Gaithersburg. Maryland 20877-(.

V- -

. |-)RORY _
-

^ -

!_ September 10, 1982

0~[ 'i ( " - - - - - -In' Response to Quick Look - QDR-ETM-85-E2

|
1

I

M . M. K. Pastor
|Recovery Progra:s Operations and

Construction Director .

CPU Nuclear Corporation
?. O. Ecx 430
Middle:o t, PA 17057

Quality Deficiency Repor:

Tnree Mile Island Uni: 2
Centain=en: Recovery Engineering

Eechtel Job No. 13587
File 0255.3/0494/10209
BL'9,- 0498

Dear Mr. Pastor:

The operation surieillance perforced during the conduct of the
Quick Look en ries on August 4 & 5, 1952 resul:ed in a Quali:y Defi-.

ciency Repor: EU.-S5-S2. The following responds to those 1 e:a under
the supe-.ision of' the Quick Look Group. ,

.

1. Work Packs;e R-026, August 4, 1932
The QDR states a CF3M top closure was re=o ted ysing work pack-

age ins: uctions instead of Procedure 210?-1C.6 or 210l.-10.7. Tais

closure had been previously re=oved on July 19, 1932 as par: of the
first inspection. It was te=porarily reinstalled as a dust cover
following the first inspection. The second ren' eval was judged to
not require a detailed procedure,- since the pressura re:aining fune-
tion of the closure head had not been necessary.

Resolu: ion - Subsequent work si ilar to the closure re oval noted in.
the QDR has been perfor=ed by p:ccedures.

l

| 2. Procedure 2104-10.3, Augus: 5, 1982-
| The QDR states that the in-contain=en: t e.1: vas no: directed ,

j step-by-step by the Task Supervisor and the steps were not signed
off as they were acco=plished. Tne work was perfor=ed by the in-
contain=est crev who had been 'throughly trained on the procedure.

.

Direct observations of the work were continously =ade by the Task
Supervisor. It was not necessary to direct each step. If any devi-

ations had occurred they would have been no:edfay the Task Super-
.

vise- and proper direction =ade.
- . - - - . . . - . . . . . . _,

..

.. ! .

.-$.

. ,. ~ t.
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k - Bechtel Northem orporation
', .~ .

# dX Mr. M. K;'Passor Page 2 Septa =ber 10, 1982-._.

1

Resolution - No change in the nethod if supervision for such tasks are4

The Task Supervisor was instrue:ed :o sign off pro-dee=ed necessary.
cedural steps as they are performed.

*

3. Procedure 2101-10.4, August 5, 1982
The QDR states that the blanks ,in a procedure s:ep (locating the

stand on the C?aM :otor tubes) were not filled in priorbandsaw support
to placenent of the support stand and the installation steps were per-
forned out of sequence.

Resolution - Task Supervisor vill fill in blank spaces or unnecessary
' nfor=ation requirenents vill be del'eted from procedures s+.ere radia: ioni

|
<

exposure vould be incurred on future tasks.
|

.~ne re=aining icessdethe QDR vi:h respect to ?rocedure 3240.1 vill be f

add ssed sepera:ely by Construe: ion. Please cen:ac: Ten Morris if you

ha 1 y ques: ions,
t

Very truly yours,

9/ -

Lt ~-

R. L. Rider.

Pl.R: rav Proj ect Entineer

,
1

?

At:achnents: 1. Quality Deficiency Report - (QD?.)

J. V. Theising, Bechtel 5:::he n , v/acc:'

C. E. Corley, Eechtel, v/a*

3. 3allard, G?CNC, v/a,

I. E. Morris, Bechtel Northern, v/a
D. M. Lake, Bechtel Northern, v/a
R. W. Jackson, Bechtel Northern, v/a>

.

k

-

J

*

w

4

I

/

t

S

if

= e*es== m, e *' .- ,

,

.- .. . .
..
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Bechtel Northem Corporation
-

Engineers - Constructors
@@:.
:5.:- 15740 Shady Grove Road

Gannerscurg, Mary:and 20877 [,.
>

301-258-3000

Septe=ber,22, 1982
-

.-

Mr. M. K. Pastor
Recovery Programs Operations and

Construction Director
GPU Nuclear Corporation
P. O. Box 480
Middletown, PA 17057_-

Quality Deficiency Report #QDR-8 5-S 2
Three Mile Island - Unit 2
Sechtel Job Nu ber 13557
CI.G-0360 NR File: 0273/0165

Dear M . Pastor:

Procedure 4300-ADM-3240.1 requires that an In and Out of Centain=ent log
be caintained to record the cove =ent of tools and cocbustibles needed
for the execution of Entry tasks. QDR-85-S2 records a violatien of the-At the time, the provisions ofprocedure by Co==and Center personnel.
LOI No.'S vere being followed. A change to 4300-ADM-3240.1 has been

subritted in accordance with LOI No. 5. Acceptance of this vill satisfy
the discrepancy.

i$Very trulv v|oyrs,
' f t /~[ ' u

i l(e g//. . (/ / -
-

j D. M. Lakh
Manager, Recovery Operations

u?*dissi

cc: .P. R. Bengel
J. F. Dettorre

:

- 1

.

t

t .

.
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Inter Office Memorandum

| 93:e October 22, 1982

V LJ ] NUCIG8Y'

S;:.ec: TMI-2, RESPONSE TO QDR 85/82

TO E. MITCHELL L0caban TM -2 *

Qi'A .ITY ASSI.~uNCE a360-S2-0198

.

This will confirm our telephone conversations regarding the respcase
to :he subject deficiency repor: dealing wi:P codification of the
containment en".ry procedure to revise be equipment log sin:enance -

procedure.

The original response stated tha: the request for chansa had been
submitted. at the time, tha: seas a : rue statemen:. He ever, the
re:ues: was returned b) :he ? cedure Contral ;rcup .ei:h a reques:
:. a: :he change reques: be app rc red 5:. :he

~

' an a ger . F.e:ever - P r: g rams ..

The reques: for revisic: has been subri::ed to :he Ma.a;er, ?.e :very
?re;rans. It is anticipa:ed :ha: :he :2;ues ;;;_ be in :he hands

:f :na ?recedure Con:rol group by ::cren':er 5.1?52. 2nd th2: :he
con:ainment entry procedure w:.11 be revised 5:. ::c re ber 30, 1952.

m
i< ?

. r~n . .s 4 ~.f."
3' . Z . Pastcr

Fragrar Cen:rcis Direc:ce
Re:crerc Pr:grars. TM -2

~ .. . . r. r. a.. .w

::: J . **. Thie sin g
. .. , , . _.
es . . m e .\ me

y

n u. sack a +.< ~g,eh u

-p i (# gy II.I.

4t / 'M L /4
. t '' -

t3,- c ..
-- -- ~

,y ,c: f. c ,4,
/ -

? /. // ' 19 .,

/. /~n -p_ _ y_

,
.

p.

A:CoC1AS

. . _ _ _ _ _
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, intor Offico Momorandum
.

!

. [r celNuclear~' a . January 17, 1983

i

Suoiec: QDR ETM-85-82 __

Location Three Mile Island Unit 2 -

To J. C. Fornicola
4300-83-0082

,

It is my understanding that all items noted in QOR-85-82 have been closed
out with the exception of a violation of Procedure 4300-ADM-3240.1 related
to maintenance of the in and out-of containment tool and equipment log in
the Co=and Cer.ter. It should be noted that the procedural deficiency
was corrected some time ago by placing the required log in in the Co=and
Center, and I have, on this date, confired with the Entry Superviser that
the log is, in fact, in the Command Center.

.

An up:cming global revision to the Contai.nment Entry Procedure (4300-ADM-
32'0.1) will delete the requirements stated therein for the ecuipment and
tool log. The requirements for, and pro:edures for maintenance of, this
log are currently reflected in a Recovery Operations internal procedure
which is soon to be issued as a GPU Procedure. This deletion frcm 4300-ADM-
3240.1 is being made to avoid adding duplicative requirements in different
procedures.

.

Please call us if this is not sufficient to resolve the outstanding issue
in the 00R.

s

Q ,

'

. W. Thiesir- C)
E) nager,

s

_c very Programs
|

's ,

i

[
J,lT:jrb

:

cc: R. L. Freernerman Pl ease extend until ". arch 1,19^3.
D. M. Lake ,

! R. L. Rider ,o / -( ,T / - ,'s
jp y.) ., . . (. - . . .y ; .. J - ,S , . .

__,- . --

Qd bi: .

fig ($W -
_ ''' /

^ '

. . 4
t

,,. i- : ,

'' 'iun :- ..
. t./& ,'w,

3. f, ,
A00 h 43(.,

,. . .s, , ,

q
.



ga r 1g4}e if ni) j}:i g

*

m
|

.3 ,a 1|
i$6 w g O *11 O""gUDc -- 3gO3a == =

[o ;usO1 aa son 3 ||

*

pram
g

N
s ;p ., g e ; g

w is i u-

*(

3Ju : j 1* D) oue s -

g cO o, n . pt* s ta*. |(u3) .j -
tt

i. t ii e<e
e;8 t i < |t o1o ;1, t 's

!* * * .- J . %' . ej )* nrpj gna* @
. )jhD ;tib |)s $ t1

3. O e 3 )

r )s -4Oi.i1,Ia4 otin -
e sts s

r ))ur *)
( (d* r*p)4 s fta t. n 1 4sOir6 1Oprntu;3L+1 O0sspOtt4 4p l (;p

l O*.u O e g.
.
ij $((o([ (iLw l i1 * i

ar F. >< b |'l(;e i so sr9
** s # <;;

s <e
. s b.* f0 a l'*t ltrs;e

. - ussoD)
* i 14*OU s0 r *D D. QOUstto*3Ig1r1p4*(*n

i
n e ( <( n8 1

6 c a*[(: s

l*9. '*,'u
O a 't - s

O O 1 r 't
* (

e(

oi6 ig .* s
;u trD i s)n. n1a, * l S3 )+,* d 4

su
8 (

-
ja

.

8 .
s' ( ohU (> (+;T a ) *U (O0 J isN0 a0' p 6Ouls

t: s s : $l6

* 1u
l: 5. 0 *=> D)r. IV*s=1t . t *- A u1Ld

D O. C t d L s U r s0 a1o O1 1

40npl;3sla5 t(OOl( g1( c * ;s ps; . 4;( .: slo
3

( v (

'*1 a3 hgu4e .osl s0
., sslOOD86dsp a

o ' i a < )")OI
.

n J.M I6 en
t; to f* g * '

o183D4*to O3 ! O ;- oMi(A su O s. 6 '-
-! s. I :i

( 6 s s *

.
7 a: u s *J -

t s e - .

.i:t . V. u * l;* ,
i

e. u) o. a : n ' i ' ira,
)oe p-

0n b s s,
n *,$ ')l r*- , r .ee

fbfo isu4b 4 - .n* s.ps;* sk
6e it

8 a *t I

o s. $'. i :' i 6' e t t .
i i i <

i'. aassouoGsp b-i+'s'; u , a a: . no*
,.

-

- , s

is . s *
. :bdi

>5 t |r h. ; <,. e-

*
8 j) - 4 tao):

-
e a i < i , a i. s u. J : i e

n
' . a f n|

) ; l
1 . .b

s e '

< e ei . - *i iii#po4D rb n: *
-

.? a, r.

; r * b o I.s 's 1 * t p
i

) * n ap uGi iPp e, (H h. 3
.:l' ; r

< e i i . - 6 - v. ' +4' i s e s i s: s ( 3e

. s I 1 ' s + s Iul u i; i;. en*r*p3e
t

-> Disbu ..b. 9s. b
d * ) ,' us

1 i. ' '
*jp 66 . 5es: a s1 trp

.< be' o e . i < i a . e . i e*.

. e' *6s o '1t(h . s .*
r r'n * s

;ti ' s O ,, D o :, i + .
. >.* er pM:tr. e*, nl1 ' *

a
e

g 1
(' <

st,
t s;i

.

)
'.

s . ' , '

< !..p .
*

..* . t ' \
d) sg"., nst 3 v

e * 3r+Da 1h .c. . . .e i l .L s ; .

s
,;o5n,ps fi deo O ;. v. . *' en gores >p ), Q

j
$ , )

._t; gs . . o
i

6;1 * * r ,s
* e

> , -
e g

s us'<43st

e. s -. - *

s a
i.s.k1ii;i. .o+e - g * ' e

t s3gn 3,

, :n$i; s 9U
- = : s

e

_

la - **, ;

s s. a 1 )05ps:;
_

_

\ '. i mp )( .'r , I .* {' * ,, hp1. - g )(e -_ .

_
.

.

- -
__

.
g_ 1! ,e; pg 33'. A g 3t p3g t1 - ,t> e () .4i' ## Ijp-_

.

,

.

-
-

_
-

. .

-

D.c * * * , -
. .

- '- .

- '
.

- -

_ , - * N'

. k.- ( _
- , ', . %' . i.

'.
-

. ~.

7}' [i_

NJ' s ' - ' -
-

;((

_

_

- . **.;. '

-

-

.

_



i

.

Inter Office Memorandum
1 -

Oste July 7, 1983 - 1

k eJ Nuclear43"-s>-s *

Subject Q.D.R. 885-32
.

To J. C. Fornicola Location Three Mile Island - Unit 2
Operations QA Stanager Trailer 105

File: 0303.5/0165 R

REFERENCE: 1. Q.D.R. 85-S2
2. IOM '4300-83-0032
3. IOM 84360-S2-0493
4 LTR. *CLG-0S60

All of the referenced memo's address the need to revise the'
" Access to and 'lork in the Containmen: Building" procedure
4 300- AD':- 3240.1 to resolve the Tool and Eauipr.ent Log defi-
ciency. In ':eeping with Mr. Thiesin;'s memo *l300-S3-0^92,
a ccm of the log is kept in the Cor.and Center, but the
";1cb21 revision" of the procedure has not yet been approved.
The responsibility for this " global revision" has since been
pinced with myself and Mr. J. Chwastyk. This revision will
delete the requirement for the log, but until th'e revision is
issued we teill comply to the requirement as stated in the QDR.

APlease consider this memo final ci scout for ,.OR 5-82.
/
/'

- I(f *

L a,< eg u. .2 .

"anager, Reco' cry Opera:icas

':" ' V .:

f A::achments: References
:

i
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To: Director TMI Unit.II

From: Manager - Tha QA Modifications / Operations

3ubj : , Monthly VP/ Director's Report for August, 1982

General Discussion

This ieport| is submitted for information and use in management's continual assess- ,

ment. of the Onplementation, status, and ef f ectiveness of the Q.A. Program on the
. Unit. Input into this report is provided by the Quality Assurance Design / Procurement,
Modifications / Operations and Program / Audit Section of the Q'.A. Department. Recocnen-

'

dations or constructive criticism on the content or scope of this report are encouraged
j and _ requested. - The initial distribution of this report is limited, but Divisions are

As thisencour 'ged to distribute copies as they see fit within their organizations.
is a Quality Assurance Record, copies are maintained in the site's Q.A. Recordreport

Vault. When significant events or problems require formal management action to be
taken La accordance with Q.A. Plan requirements, these actions may periodical.ly be
identified and requested in this report. These type actions will normally be limited

;

to thoce problems or events which are of such significance or nature that they either'

require more than one organization or division to resolve or are significant program-
matic' problems that require high level manage =ent notification.

The;e are four different categcries of QA Department deficiency reports discussed in
this. report. They are described below:

A. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QDR's)

Deficiencies other than material noncompliances of hardware items, usually
issued to document sof tware of activity items such as procedural noncompliance,
procedure inadequacy.. failure to meet commitments , etc .

3. MATERIAL NONCONFORF.ANCE REPORTS (MNCR's) ,

Material deficiencies pertaining to hardware structures, systems, or components
which render the quality of the item unacceptable or indeterminate.

C. RECEIPT DEFICIENCY REPORTS (RDN's)

Used to document and track purchased items which arrive on site . lacking Purchase
Order required documentation such as Certificates of Compliance or test reports.
RDN's are always issued .against the GPUM Materials Management Group for resolution
with vendor. A copy is provided to the material user.

j D. AUDIT FINDING

Used to document and track QA programmatic deficiencies of either CPUN or vendors /
I Contr3Ctor3.

.

.

Each sonth a detailed report on the status of MNCR's,'QDR's, Receipt Deficiency NoticecI to all appropriate levels'of un12
and Audit Findings _ is issued (separate f rom this one)Thesereportsindicateresponsiblh

'

management / supervision for their review and action.
party for action, type deficiency, subj ect area, vendor, etc. so that middle-and first;
level management / supervision are aware-of quality related deficiencies, their status
and their disposition.

t

.
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This month's report is reorganized in regards to statistical data provided. More
emphasis is .placed towards showing the number of QA deficiencies in a Division's

Lhouse that need| action of some type. The report also indicates the number of open
deficiencies that have been open greater than 90 days, as well as those open greater _
than 180 days. This '90/180 day data is orientated to those that need Division Action,
i.e. , response due, committed corrective action incomplete and response due, etc.

'To assist Division personnel who are responsible to track QA deficiencies in their
own hou'se, the September report will provide a special list by deficiency number of

.

*
all 90/180 day deficiencies our logs show in their Division. This list can be
compared with their'own records and can be used co assure the tracking systems

, match each other.

SIGNIFICANT IMPLEMF.NTATION/ EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS '

l. QA Engineering review of Receipt Deficiency Notices (RDN's) relating to lack of
Certificates of Compliance indicates in the last six months.that 23* less RDN's
'have been issued for that reason. This implies that the C of C guidance provided
by-QA Engineering to Engineering last year.has reduced this type of deficiency
to some extent and potentially has stopped some of the inappropriate requests for
C~of C's from vendors when not needed.

2. TMI Unit I has still not issued the Drawing Utilization Procedure in the AP1001
series. This procedure would requir.e that up-to-date drawings are used. It
requires the use of a controlled copy or a verified copy of a drawing to perform
work. 0QA is working with the Operations and Maintenance Director to obtain
issuance. A similar problem exists la TMI Unit [[.

.

3. Quality Control has identified a problem in getting Technical Functions onsite
to sign Conditional Releases for Operations on T:iI Unit Lt. QC is being. directed
to otfsite personnel for signature. This is not timely. If Technical Functions
continues to direct qC offsite, the MNCR procedure will have to be chanzed to,

give TMI Unit Il Recovery Programs the signature authority or the site will have
to rely.on Plant Engineering signature only.

a. TME Unic II has converted over to the Maintenance Work Schedule Review Program
for QC activitias. This replaces a significant portion of QC in-line review of
in-scope -Job Tickets and has proven to be very ef fective and ef ficient in
TMI UnLL I.~ Minor problems were encountered at- the start, but have been corrected
by TMI Unit II Maintenance.

^

3. OQi Review of TML Unit II completed Job Tickets is still in progress. This review.

is to assess the adequate documentation of maintenance activities which could
at fect-design and to determine if adequate up-front Job. Ticket detail was provided
to Maintenance to assure design is not compromised. Approximately-10% of 800 Job
Tickets reviewed to date have been identified as potential problem areas and arei

; being forwarded to Plant Engineering,- Maintenance or OC for further evaluation.
OQA is reviewing Job Tickets in Unit I to assure similar problems do not exist.

.
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'6. -Recent monitorings of TMI Unit II Quick Look Progrc, activities had identified
problems with Bechtel Work Packages. TheBechtelWorkPackageisnotproceduralizeq]
and cannot be used to accomplish important to safety work activities on the unit.

I3x

RECOMMENDATIONS / ACTIONS REOUIRED

*f,

1. Bechtel Work Package use should be procedurali, zed as soon as possible and should
not be used to perform Important to Safety work activities unless sufficient

' b-[b administrative controls are applied that assures Plant Operations, Quality Control,etc.,' are notified appropriately before work commences and are given the opportunit}
for review.

2 Administrative Proc dures for control of drawings in the Unit and their use in

{,d .'

work activities should be issued as soon as possible.

3. Maintenance should assure that sufficient design details ~are provided in Job
Tickets prior to commencing work and Maintenance supervision should assure sufficia;,

y' detail'is provided on the complation of work activities such that determination can
be made that design was not impacted by the maintenance activity.

\ #
%

.

I

c C.0 & A.
B. E. Ba lla rd , Sr.

,

Manager - IMI QA
Modif t' cations / Operations

|

|
|

|
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|
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N nth / Tear: Augu;t l'i H ! tjuAl.I'I f ASSURANCE ACflVITIES SUHttARY Unit: 1NI-I C TNi-14 C ,
3

_QAlt)C thxument Revieus ([A Audits .)A tbnitoring ()C Inspec t ion'

11D
YTD Witta QDR/HNCR

Honth YTD. Comments Immued Month YTD Hontle YTD Nrth YTD

95'
| 141l 10| 1 Started Scheduled Scheduled

Pr oced'ur es / Plans / Prog rams

Cuesple t ed Performed i Performed 6
Engineering Ducuments/

|50|21] 0 (lesueJ) Findings157Yendur and Cont ractor
issued QDR's/HNCR's 1 9 qDR's/tt4CR's 12 M

#1 0 issued Immued
Purchase Requ/OrJers

AuJited S.P.P. O

AreasWork Requ :st/ Work Schedules
|16|14| 0 Security661Work Authuttagttona

( | 0| E-Plan /Information Hgar.
Ot tist

0Halut & Constr
__

HONITultlNG/INSPECllON ACTIVITY RitEAKOUT

Inspectton
H_o n,1 t u r I ng YTD*

YTD
Performed QDR/HNCR

Performed QuR/HNCR Scheduled thath VTD Immued
ScheduleJ Honth YTD Immued

Fire Protection | 0| h] o
upstations/Tecle S ecs . I m.P

f 67|Receiving | 50 | |48 |f
187

tusineering

| 5| |
, Civil / Structural | 3| 24uSacrt Up/ Testing

Hech Preventive Haint |2|
kad Controls / Environ 114

| 0|
Clortels t r y

' Hech Corrective Haint |Il | , |3| IS

f0 Hech Hod / Installation |3| | l|
*r>Admin / Security ,

|1 | Elec Preventive Haint| 2| 11Training

k Elec Currective Haint |2| | 0|
Fire Protection

| 0|1 3i0 | Elec NJ/ Installation| 3| 14Warthoustag/ Stores
f4

| Welding17 48
NDE/ Welding

f f 0|I&C Preventive HaintiHecti Preventive Nint
I&C Corrective Halnt |8|

Hecle Currective Hatnt

l] 16C Hod / Installation |3| |1 |
Elec/IC Preven Haint

| 0|ISI NDE o n
Elec/lc Currect H,aint

- f
NJ/ Ins t e tions

-- INJa/InstallationNDE - 21

6 0 g
'Merin__Ein J C1 - - - - _ .-
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bath / fur: August J ul yDAtitV AM,UkAtn1 is6 6'lC lLNCY S42tilAM1 | Unit: int-4 L) assa - a a gn3

.

QDR's/ AUDIT QDR's/AUDLT 4DR's/ AUDIT FINDINGS
FINDINGS ISSUED FINDINCS Cl_oSEI) oPEN

Status
,

Response Protalems
.

QDR/AF QDR/AFAudit QDR's/ Audit
Total QDR/AF Consattted QDR/AF Corrective QDR/AF open

QDR's Findings Findings
Total AuJtt Division Implement Initial Action )90/)i8o Days and
qua's Findings Action Due Date Response Completion Division Action Due

THE Divistun: Hunth YTD Nu tle YTo Honth VTD Open Open Due Wt Reached overdue Overdue )90 Jays )lBo days

I ol I il I ol I il I i l l is l I cl I ol G I2 1 I ol I 21 I ol >
opera ions

1 il I * l I o l I ol I oil i | | s| R f-I I il I 21 1 21 I ol 4
Enliizeerin.

,

'l iI I il I o | I il | 21 I u l I 6I I sI Q l il I il I al I oI L_2_]N iuen.,nce

iecm,, r,... I i | I i | I o I I il I ol1 21 I .I I il I-~~l I ii I il I 41 I o| I4 I

I o| | >I I o | I "il L al I s i 15I I "I Firl I5I I al i 21 I il IloIu.iaoo,e,

10 21 21- |12 | 4
| 3|| 3| | o} sy

Jaher biviolons: '* *

|o||2||o|| o| | o|| 3| | J| | o| |t | | o| | 2| | o|Tech Functions

Ial I ol I ol I ol [--]I o l I o l I o l I ol I oil 21 I al I al o
m ino Co.,st

I ol I s| I o1 I ol I o l I iDI I 4I I i| |2I I i| I il I il I ol [--]ii J un.irun
Io| I ol I ol I al F-II o l I o 1.1 o 1 I ol I alI il I ol I ol a

uninion.e r
I2 I I il I il I olauci,a, Assur I ol | 2| | 2I Ion! I ol[ ci l il I il

i*

GI ii I al I il F- l |7Ii1 I- l I i= 1 9^" 0 2 '""' I i I 2i2ioT

* Data shown indicates "No. Issued Against Specit'ic Unit"/"No, Issued That Are Ng Unit Specific"

,HATERI Al. IA)NCoNFoRMANLE REPORTS

CUN'JITIONAI. RHEASES Mn" "

HNc.t/RDN open m 'n/pDN's
l982 1982 Remaining i982 i982 lle*atn

In flouse Fur .'90/)ldo Days &

omdultation: Disp / Action Action Required Honth YTD lesued Clu sed open Issued Clemed open

iBil i's 48
I III Warehouse

Plant Hatnt/ ops / Engr is 18I Totag g ied Type I
Installation

2 9% In Plant il 23 19

II i| Tutal Closed _ only2Nipt /Const r _

212 | | 168 |
| 1| 0| | o| Total open sype Il

' Total
Tschnical Functiona o o oSU/T only

2|2Hatsglat Hgug

II oIB Og at nukecovery Progras.s
- CI lO __ _ _ _ ._ .____ ____________._ _______1
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To: Dirsctar, THI Unit II
,

-

From: Manager - IMI QA Modifications / Operations

Subj : Monthly VP/ Director.'s Report for October, 1982

General Discussion

This report is submitted for information and use in management's continual assess-
ment of the implementation, status, and effectiveness' of the Q.A. Program on the .

Unit. ' Input into this report is provided .tur the Quality Assurance Design / Procurement,
Modifications / Operations and Program / Audit Section of the Q.A. Department. Recommen-
dations or constructive criticism on the content or scope of this report are encourages
and. requested. The initial distribution of this report is limited, but Divisions are
encouraged to distribute . copies as they see fit within their organizati'ons.- As this

report is a Quality Assurance Record, copies are maintained in the site's Q.A. Record
Vault. When significant events or problems require formal management action to be
taken in accordance with Q.A. Plan requirements, these actions may periodically be4

identified and ' requested in this report. These type actions will normally be limited
to those problems or events which are of such significance or nature that they either
require more than one organization or division to resolve or are significant program-
matic problems that require high level management notification.

I

l There are four different categories of QA Department deficiency reports discussed in
this report. They are described below:

1

i A. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QDR's)

Deficiencies other than material noncompliances of hardware itens, usually
'

issued to document sof twara of activity items such as procedural noncompliance,
procedure inadequacy, f ailure to meet commitments , etc .

~

B. MATERIAL NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS (MNCR's)'

|

Material deficiencies pertaining to hardware structures, systems, or components
which render the quality of the item unacceptable or indeterminate.

.

I

i C. RECEIPT DEFICIENCY REPORTS (RDN's)

Used to document and track purchased items which arrive on site lacking Purchase'

Order required documentation such as Certificates of Compliance or test reports.
RDN's are always issued against the GPUN Materials Management Group for resolutics
with vendor. A copy is provided to the material user.

D. AUDt! FINDING

Used to document and track QA programmatic deficiencies of either CPUN or-vendors /
contractors.

.

on the status of MNCR's,. QDR's, Receipt Deficiency Notic;
'

Each month a. detailed report
an, Audit Findings is issued (separate from this one) to all appropriate levels of un
man agement/ supervision for their review and action. . These reports indicate responsib

~

p' arty for action, type deficiency, subject area, vendoe, etc. so that middle and firs
Level management / supervision are aware of quality related deficiencies, their status

| and their disposition.
!

~

N
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Unit Il
P0ge 2

.

SIGNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATION / EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS

__

(1) Activity / Deficiency Summary Figures / Trends

Activities

Month YTD Month YTD'

OQA Monitorings: 66.(87) 692 QA Audits: 1 (1) 13
QC Inspections: 133 (57) 825 QA/QC Document Reviews: 159 (204) 2608

Deficiencies
Issued Closed Total Remaining Open*

Month YTD Month YTD YTD 90 davs 180 davs

QDR's/ Audit Findings: 3 (14) 58 5 (3) 106 71 (77) 4 (1) 28 (40)
MNCR's/RDN's: 14 (9) 154 9 (7) 111 52 (53) 11 (7) 26 (14)

YTD - Year to Date ( ) - Last Month's Figures

* Indicates chose with Division Action Due
%

(2) Operations Quality Assurance has completed the review of Unit 2 Jeb Tickets
as part of the response to NRC Inspection Report 50-320/82-10. The review.

was perfor=ed to check the adequacy in addressing technical requirements in
the preparation of work requests and for the adequacy of detail in the Job
Ticket resolution. Of the 1,137 Job Tickets reviewed, 117 were identified
as having potential design concern. Quality Control is perf arming field
verification on 31 Job Tickets to check as-built conditions. 86 Job Tickets
were forwarded to Plant Engineering for evaluation. Scce additional administrativ,

problems discovered were also sent to Plant Maintenance for review. Engineering
and Maintenance are planning to disposition the items snd issue a final report,

and status. Corrective actions, where required, will be identified in their repoq
// W

(3) There continues to be confusion and concern about the use ot ES-011 to determine
safety classification for components. ES-Oli currently provides system level
info r=a tion . In January, 1982, an action plan was developed and agreed upon by
Quality Assurance, Plant Engineering and Maintenance departments of both units,
to provide component level infor=atica for safety classification. This involved
Plant Engineering reviewing the previous quality classification list (GP-1008),'

i i' updating it to reflect the ES-Oli categories, and then incorporatin's it into
,

b ES-Oli as an interpretation. This has not been done in either Unit. Unit 2|
| has drafted a component level list for recovery systems but has not issued it

! yet. Lack of action in this area continues to cause problems and delays in
job planning, procurement of material, and withdrawal of warehouse material.
Priorities appear to be a significant problem in solving this issue. Initial
indications are that TMI Unit I personnel may still be using GP-1008 versus

I,
l the new ES-011 process for interpretations.g

t. .(4) A Stop Work condition occurred in Unit 2 involving repeated violations of QA 'A

! _ > Program requirements for work being performed prior to the engineering document /
work authorization being issued. Engineering personnel were verbally dictating

,, t, changes to construction personnel and work was being perfor=ed prior to
issuance of the necessary design changes and work authorizations. A meeting,

.

**

t

L
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.' Unit II
. Pega 3'

was hsid with Unit ? management and acceptable corrective action was_taken. _

+

Short-term corrective action was compiated immediately and the Stop Work Notice
was not issued. A similar problem occurred earlier in the year which was
resalved to some . extent by a procedure change that provided better flaxibility

: to perform work. This is being reviewed by Unit 2 personnel for possible
application in Unit' 2 as one of the permanent fixes to prevent reaccurrance!

to the problem.
), ' -t

; g
RECOMMENDATIONS / ACTIONS REOUIRED'

\1

, . ,

It is recommended that Management assess the priority of establishing component
level information for safety classification.

4

4

h i b OJ.0.a o k
B. E. Ballard, Sr.
Manager - TMI QA
Modifications / Operations*
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Inter-Office Memorandum |
.

>
,

1
.

P yr[ ] IQhhh[:ce starch s, t m
*

I37J-S3-5302

Suelec: Co rient Resolution: Polar Crane
Load Tes: ?rocedure

.

'oca9o- Three ' tile Island Uni: 2-

Trailer 10:To J. C. Fornicola
Operations OA Manag'er File: 0303.5/L700 NK

.

The Polar Crane Task Group has reviewed ;rcur : :aen:s on the Palar Crane Lead
Tes: Procedure as presented on D.R.N. 201C3-S3 da:ed 3/3/S3. The resolucica
of each of :hese cot: ents is presen:ed belev: , . ez -

,

..

'F. f r u *

*

M F'",' .' '
'

L 3 v._ge._,. . yO. e _ c.m. ?. . ;.sa s.- .

a;.. . ..

g , . , . . ..: s .'-

.
1 Cover a:e ?e cised.

2 (a) 31ar.ks added.
.u.. ..7 .s -;..... . .-,4..,... . . . . . ..,,.,3 , 2 .,

m.
.. . . . . .. . . . . . ...

E L y r.-:i adtei...

(d) See:ica added.
(e) Starks added.
(f) Not necessary i:t this Srocedure.
(g) Ncted in ee::icr 10.
(h) Tas: Ex:=r:ian ar.d De'.~i !ancy Lis is no.-

In:lesure 3.

t .' 3 * '.6. e incluf2d.5

'l';ar- 2.(j) rcluded at A? '. % 7 In:lesure '

3 3214 2d S r M

iour :c .er; is :crre::. u.creer 1 will be in'

riace pric: :: e>:ecu:icr O f lead tes t . It is

currently s cheluled for sir,n-Of f 3 '7 and 3 'S.

' <r- 3 o '' '3.c. c. i. :a' "u v1 ^. *s . e
-

I 5 >

. p (, f , ..

. f*<| 6 A;ree' Chan:ed :: si:< inches . Thank Teu!

7 T::cera:2 e till be obtained frc- Du:y Con : 1
7aon Opera:ar (3066). Readines till be in de2:ees
farenhei: fr:r senser 2: 350' ele.a: ion. See re-

feren: . ::e:s f-: c '- =.n : e s .

s ,. . 2. . . * . . a ,. . ,. 4. .a a. a. ., . . , ...
c > .. a--e..t. . ....2 . .. . o. .
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l
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J.i c. .Fornicola . Page 2 4370-83-5002 March 8, 1983

RESOLLTIONCOST.C No.

There was no confusion prior to this com=en:.9
Any indication greater than 360,000 pounds will
anhance load test results.

.

Coordination with SL'&T Manager will be cade to10 insure test and scope are placed in MTX.
.

11 All T.I.'s have been retiewed. Adjustren:s to
this procedure have been made where dee=ed appre-
priate.

You should expect to receive revision 3 cf :he Polar Crane Load Test Procedure for*

signature this. week. If there are any quas: ions , please contact Mike Rad':ill a:
/ /extension SSs3. Y ,/'l

,y[Il<,

/ D. M. Lake
Manager, Recovery Operations .

>

Mil
ME?.:j:b

Attachnen:: Docu=en: Review No. 20093/33
r3 g e .- ,,.-

( , p * p; [,'P : ii {"' 'cc: R. L. Freemerman, w/a s " * * - - -

M. K. ?ss:or, v/a
D. R. Suchanan, w/a ;P .P ? $
R. J. 3arkanic, v/a M Te U .~ t t I ps v

d,Q3 ',(L V6. r,'

JR. L. Rider, v/a .

.
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ASSESSMENT OF THE

IMPLEMENT ATION AND EFFECTIVENESS

OF THE QU ALITY ASSUR ANCE PROGRAM.

,

TO: DIRECTOR-UNIT ||
. DIRECTOR-QU ALITY ASSUR ANCE

c c: VICE PRESIDENT / DIRECTOR-UNIT I
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To: Dirsetor, Unit:2.

. FROM: ' Manager - TMI QA Modifications / Operations
'

SUBJ: Monthly VP/ Director's Report for February, 1983

General Discussion

This report is submitted for information and use in management's continual assess-.

'

ment of the implementation, status, and effectiveness of the Q.A. Program on the
,

Unit. Input into this' report is provided by the Quality Assurance Design / Procurement,
< - Modifications / Operations and Program / Audit Section of the Q. A. Department. Recem=en-

- dations or constructive criticism on the content or scope of this report are encouraged
and requested. The initial-distribution of this report is limited, but Divisions are
encouraged to distribute copies as they sea fit within their organizations. As this
report is a Quality Assurance Record, copies are maintained in the site 's Q.A. Record
. Vault. When significant events or proble=s require formal management action to be
taken in accordance with Q.A. Plan requirements, these actions may periodically be
identified and requested in this report. These type actions will normally be limited

~

to those proble=s or events which are of such significance or nature that they either
require more than one organization or division to resolve or are significant program-
matic problems that require high level management notification.

T

! . There are four different categories of QA Department deficiency reports discussed in
i this report. They are described below:

A. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QDR's)

ceficiencies other than material 'noncompliances of hardware items, usually issued
to document software of activity ite=s such as procedural noncompliance, procedure
inadequacy, failure to meet commitments, etc.

E. MATERIAL NCNCONFORP.ANCE PEPORTS (MSCR's)

Material deficiencies pertaining to hardware structures, systems or components
which render the quality of the ites unacceptable or indeterminate.

C. RECEIPT. DEFICIENCY REPORTS (RDN's)

Used to document and track purchased items which arrive on site lacking Purchase
,

Order required documentation such as Certificates of Compliance or test reports.
1 RDN's are always issued against the GPUN Materials Management Group for resolution
| with vender. A copy is provided to the material user.

D. AUDIT FINDING

.

*

j Used to docu=ent and track QA programmatic deficiencies of either GPCN or vendors /.
Contractors. -

Each month a detailed report on the status of MNCR's, QDR's, F.eceipt Deficiency Notices
and Audit Findings is issued (separate frem this one) -to'all appropriate levels of unit'
mar.orjement/ supervision for their review and action. These reports indicate responsible
party for action, type deficiency, subject area, vendor, etc. so that middle and first
level manage =ent/ supervision are aware of quality related deficiencies, their status
and their disposition.

.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPLE.VENTATICN/ EFFECTIVE!ESS IT:.MS

(1) Activity Deficiency Sc= mary Figures / Trends:

Activity

Month YTD Month YTD

CQA Monitorings: 37 (33) 70 QA Audits : 0 (2) :
QC Inspections : 76 (131) 257 QA/QC Doce=ent Reviews : 137 (140) 277

De ficiencie s -

Issued Closed Tctal Remaining Open*
Month YTD Month YTD Total 90 days 190 days

QDRs/ Audit Finds: 4 (2) 6 13 (14) 27 35 (36) 7 (0) 12 (13)
MNCRs/RONs 13 (10) 23 14 (15) 29 51 (5 2) 8 (2) 16 (19)

YTD - Year to Date
( ) - Last Month's Figures

*- Indicates with Division Action Due
(2) Bechtel has indicated disagree =ent with the alternate position included in Rev. 2

of the Recovery QA Plan ( Appendix C, Part 2) regarding GP"N's conpliance with Reg.
Guide 1.29. Bechtel has proposed alternate wording which is being reviewed by
GPCN for incorporation into the Recovery QA Plan.

(3) Effectiva ea'-"ary 24, 1983, AP-1042, Revision 2 (Tx:-1) was official 12 approved.
As a result of this approval, the TMI-l Welding Program will no longer be limited
to ITS/MSR welding, but has been extended to includa all welding relatef activities.

(4) Investigation into the probler with Ray Miller caterials ident'.fied on :E Notice
83-01 is continuing. Ten (10) Purchase Orders fr:r Ray Miller, Inc. have been
identified to date. S&W has also inferred us cf three tanhs furnished to TM -l --
Caustic Tank, Lithium Hydro::ide Tank and the Make Up Tank -- that have fittings
furnished frc Ray Miller. The Engineering groups en site are evaluating the end
use applicatiens for all the saterial identified. Unit 2 ngineering groups have
evaluated the end use appli:ations and have determined tha: there is ac impact on
them. Unit 1 Engineering esaluation is still in progress.

(5) Inspection discovered rust / corrosion problems where firewall 50 material contacts
galvanized penetrating items. Plant Engineering has decided to postpone evaluation
via a restart ite=. Letter to Licensing is to be forthcoming. A question of fire
barrier materials af fecting structural ec=ponents (i.e., cable trays, conduits,
e tc . ) has been asked to TM:-l Engineering in regards to Plant Appendix R nods.

(5) Quality Assurance has reviewed the Pclar Crane Load Test Safety Ivaluation and has
provided co==ents to the Director Unit 2. QA vill also be reviewing the cc=pleted
document packages for Polar Crane refurbishment, prior to Load Test, to verify
accep tability of modifications, replaced naterial, inspections and tests that
'..a ve be en pe r f o r=e d . Quality Control has witnessed Ele operational (no load) test
which was performed satisfactory.
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(7) There continues to be problems . associated with compliance to the ad=inistrative
controls-for work in Unit 2. During a review of Polar Crane Refurbishrent
activities, nu=erous administrative program violations were identified. The
original concept for Polar Crane Refurbishment was to turn the crane back so
construction, with the work to .be accomplished per the Recovery operations
Program. The Recovery Operations procedures are internal procedures and
have not been reviewed or approved by any other TMI-2 Department, and-the
existing Unit 2 procedures were not revised to define any requirements for .

" turn back" to construction. As a result, there were nt=erous concerns raised

as to how the work was accomplished and when the work was completed. The require-
ments and responsibilities for testing and returning the crane to service were
not defined, which resulted in delays to the crane testing until they were
resolved.

The specific administrative program violations will be addressed separately,
however, it is Quality Assurance's perception that this is not a unique case
associated with the Polar Crane but a continual problem in Unit 2 with implemen-
tation of administrative controls. It is recognized that the current a:tivities
in Unit 2 may not always fit the established operational Administrative Controls;
however, it appears that when a new activity is initiated in Unit 2 that doesn't
exactly fit into the established controls, the tendency is to work around the
program, rather than making the necessary procedure changes to acco =odate the
new activity or sitaation.

We feel that implementation of the Unit Work Instruction for all activities in
Unit 2 will help to resolve some of the problems but full commit =ent to the total
administrative program by all departments is needed to put this is:ue to bed.
Quality Assurance will continue to work with Unit 2 managenent in resolving this
issue. .

,

P20CnyzNOATIONS/ ACTIONS P20*JI?20

.T:!I, gnit II manatement must assure that work activities are conducted in acc rdance
with-presently approMef program. procedp_rys or } revise those proce-3ures ap;ropriately
to reflect new practices on management programs. It is rec mmended that this be given
high priority. Action will be directly requested form the Manager - Re::very Programs
that will assure no further work activities are conducted that violate plant ad=ints-
tration program controls or QA Stop Work Action will be initiated. The Director TMI
Unit II will be kept informed of the status of this action.

l NL, e o
*

.

B. c. Ballard, Sr.
Manager - TMI QA
Modifications /Cperations
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