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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.l Philip R. Clark, President of GPU Nuclear

Corp., requested that I review the NRC 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 Dircks, Executive Director for
Operations. Tts purpose is tc 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.”2



AnOng 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
cizcumvention of administrative procedures to avoid technical
requirements" and whether OI believed this statement "should -«
rephrased to more accurately represent the OI findings with
respect to the extent of evidence indicating whether

circumvention of procedures was deliberate."3

During the NRC's efforts to prepare a response to Myers'
questions, the staff modified its findings. That change is
described in a memorandvm from Dircks to the Commissioners
dated October 29, 1984. In his memorandum, Dircks states that
on October 18, 1984, the staff was advised by GI 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 inh all
cases even though they were evidently aware that such
compliance was an NRC requirement; the circumvention of
requirements was at least to some degree deliberate; and their
motivation appeared to be expediency not confusion." On the
basis of this OI conclusion, the staff decided to "supersede

the relevant staff views previously provided in SECY-84-36."4

The only explination for the staff's change of position

appears to be a new OI analysis of the same evidence that had



been previously discussed in OI's September 1, 1983, report.
The new OI analysis comprises three documents. The first is a
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 OT 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 testimon& has been utilized by OI in its

analysis.

Both the Hayes memorandum and the OI Su..jary 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
conduct is being discussed. As a result, it is difficult to
match document descriptions and testimonial references in the
Hayes memorandum and OI éummary with the evidence cited in the

OI Index.



ISSUES

OI's conclusions in response to the questionrs raised by
Myers are not clear. Hayes identifies two issues to be
resolved. The first is whether any 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 evidencé is identified, the
analysis can end. No effort need be made to consider it in the

context of other evidence.

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, this latter
issue requires finding the predominant attitude among

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



necessary to examine the knowledge and conduct of many

individuals at various levels of management.

The 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 speciiy which TMI-2 personnel
he is talking about, nor does he indicate to what degree their
conduct was deliberate. Toward the end of his memorandum,
Hayes summarizes his findings by saying, "TMI-2 senicr
personnel were aware of the need to comply with the GPUN
administrative procedures" and "did not do so in all

casea.“7 Again, he does not identify the personnel to whom

he is referring or how many cases he has found. These
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 staff'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



conclusion he reached, is vague. His reasoning starts with an
"assumption” that GPUN and Bechtel perso..nel knew of the
requirement to follow GPUN procedures. He then states that his
"assumption is strengthened" by documentary evidence that
"senior GPUN/Bechtel managers were aware not only of the
requirements, but the fact that Bechtel was not complying with
thei."a 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."9 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.”lo

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 willfullness with any other evidence.
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



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-R84-36.
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 staff has now determined that the
weight of the evidence establishes that the predominant
attitude among TMI-2 management was toleration of procedur:zl
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

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



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
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

(o) evidence.12



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. 1In his
memorandum, Hayes states the proposition, "senior GPUN/Bechtel
managers" were aware of procedural requirements and "that

13 He then cites a

Bechtel was not complying with them."
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 80.14

The implication is that these documents
are evidence that the "senior GPUN manager" was aware that his

directive was not being followed.

In attempting to identify the specific document to which
Hayes refers, I have found two possibilities. Hayes may be
referring to a letter, rather than a memorandum, written by M.
Kenneth Pastor, Recovery Programs Operations and Construction
Director, TMI-2, on February 23, 1982, to David M. Lake, Field
15

Construction Manager for Bechtel. In the letter, Pastor

identifies the GPUN procedures which have to be followed by



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, 16
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

7 In this memorandum,

TMI-2, to Lake on August 26, 1982.l
Barton notes that t'ere 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 permit 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 ﬁhis document
appears to fit the description in the Hayes memorandum, it is
omitted from the OI Index listing all of the evidence 0OI
considered and therefore may not be the memorandum to which

Hayes was teferring.le
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Although both documents place Bechtel perscnnel 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.

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
description. Presumably, these phrases refer to evidence more
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.
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0I 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

20 and from Lake to Pastor dated June

of February 23, 1982,
29, 1982, in response. These latter two documents were briefly
discussed earlier in connection with the Hayes memorandum and
are unguestiorably 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

Summary.

The first reference in the OI Summary to evidence that
TMI-2 managemcnt was made aware 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 circumvonted.”21

In support of this
proposition, OI cites "three quality assurance reports." 1It.

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
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determine whether any of these documents fit the description in

the OI Summary, they will e discussed individually.

OI INDEX #3 - Le“ter sent to Bechtel's QA manager

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

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

OI INDEX #6 - Monthly report dated May 1982, prepared by

GPUN QA for TMI-2 management, describing QA activities

22 The O0I Index makes two

during the prior month.
important comments about this report: 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.

In fact, this monthly assessment says something

significantly different from OIl's description of it.




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
Control Programs take too long to get
work authorizations approved and into the
field, Unit Management has committed to
investigate and evaluate the present
programs so that recommendations can be
made and implemented which will allow QA
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 the
changes are made.

The clear import of this QA Repnrt 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.
Furthermore, this QA Report does not suggest that

violations of AP 1043 or 1047 had been uncovered.
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OI INDEX #9 - Quality Deficiency Report (QDR) dated

August 9, 1982.24 Although it describes violations of

adrministrative procedures which occurred during the
"Quick Look" project, none of the procedures violated is
identified as AP 1043 or 1047. However, the issue of
the proper use of Bechtel work packages is raised. It
was the improper use of work packages during the polar
crane refurbiskment project that constituted the

majority of procedural violations.

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
use of Bechtel work packages as supplementary
instructions on the performence of work authorized under

GPUN procedures.25

Pastor explains that work packages
are permitted under GPUN procedure ADM 3240.1, "Access
to and Work in Containment,"” as a means of defining
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.



OI INDEX #10 - QA monthly assessment for August,
26

1982. 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. lNo
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.

OI INDEX #12 - Monthly QA assessment for October,
27

1982. Two significant problems raised in this

report were mentioned in the OI Index. First, OI notes
that confusion existed concerning proper safety
classifications of plant systems and components. The 0OA
monthly assessment correctly suggests that the solution
to that problem is the development of an updated Quality
Classification List (QCL). Bahman Kanga, who had
recently been appointed TMI-2 Director, ordered the
completion of that list which ultimately contributed
significantly to the solution of the misclassification

problem.

The second problem pointed out by OI is that a

"Stop Work condition" existed because of a failure to



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.

OI INDEX #18 - QA comment on the Polar Crane Load Test
29

procedure. It points up a number of deficiencies in
the draft procedure which was being circulated for

review and comment in late February 1983,

e 57 »



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

containing a description of the review of polar crane
refurbishment that had been ordered by Kanga.30 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 loadg
test which was performed satisfactory.3l

This report discusses generally 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.

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

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

several modifications of the polar crane.3?

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

activitiel.33
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It is apparent from the review of all of the QA
documents cited by OI in its Index that among the first five
documents there is no reference to viclations 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 probleus.

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
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
references in the OI Index do not support the proposition for

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.




Parks, King, and Gischel had repeatedly pointed out the need to

comply with these procedures, but their attempts to correct the

34

condition were rebuffed." The OI Index contains numerous

references to statements made by King, Parks, and Gischel in
paragraphs 27 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
and opinion. OI makes no attempt to distinguish between factual
allegations and opinion, nor do they indicate which factual
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:

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
allegations. The sworn testimony of many
witnesses refutes the statements attributed to
them in the allegations. In some instances, the
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
the contents of the allegations for factual
information.

It is equally important to recognize that
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 most meager of facts
has made it difficult to rely on their
pcrccptiong in evaluating the evidence we have
gathorod.3
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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 as
factual allegations concerning violaticns 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 nodifications.37

While employed at TMI-2, Parks did criticize the polar
crann refurbishment project for violating AP 1043 and 1047.
Wher Parks raised those concerns with management, Kanga
immeiiately initiaced a QA review of polar crane
refurbishment. That study resulted in a finding that
violitions had occurred. Although members of the Recovery

Programs Department did not agree with Parks' criticisms of the
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procedures followed durina polar crane refurbishment,
ultimately QA and Kanga required Recovery Programs to remedy

the procedural deficiencies that had occurred.38

None of the references to King deal with expressions of
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
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 d4id he contend
that he ever raised such claims with TMI-2 management.
Gischel's concerns were in two categories. First, he argued
that the polar crane load test safety evaluation report failed
to conform to ANSI Standards. Second, Gischel alleged that
modifications were being misclassified as "Not Important To
Safety" when they should have been classified as "Important To

Safety."
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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

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

After stating that the complaints were made by King,
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 management."
(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 specifi~ 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

length the claims that King, Parks and Gischel were svbjected
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to haraasnent.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, a1 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

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

43

these procedures."” OI cites two examples to support this

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

4

of an ECM for the sake of expediency. 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 circuavented.45

The decision to eliminate design review was made

immediately after the accident in order to permit work to be

46

performed without delay in a time of crisis. The decision
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was made openly with the knowledge of the NRC. The policy was
discontinued in April, 1981. At trat time, QA felt that the
policy was no longer necessary and issued two QDR's requiring
that all modifications made subseguent 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
decision was made in connection with the polar crane
refurbishment project. On the contrary, the evidence indicates
that GPUN management expressed the inteﬁt 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 of
a Test Working Group meeting held on 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

expcdiency."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.

The description contained in the OI Index of the

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



than the OI Summary. It states that the work was to be
performed under "another administrative procedute.“48 In

fact, GPUN procedure AP 1013 was used. This was an appropriate
procedure for making a temporary electrical modification.49
NMothing 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

concerning the applicability of GPUN procedures for

50

refurbishing the polar crane. They cite two pieces of

evidence 1ndicatin§ 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 eunployee) 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.
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
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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.>l

It is, therefore, apparent from this memorandum that as

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

attributed the violations of AP 1043 and 1047 to "confusion."

The second piece of evidence is Construction Department
Project Instruction (CDPI)-20 prepared by Bechtel which
provides, in part, that GPUN procedures would not apply to work
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.s2

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
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that the revision to MP 1407.1 could result in a waiver by GPUN

of its procedural controls over work in containment.

The last finding in the OI Summary is that even if
Bechtel was confused, GPUN was not.53 This statement
standing alone is true. Testimony taken from GPUN employees
indicates that they generally understood that GPUN procedures
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
key management personnel during the relevant time period,
demonstrates that GPUN expected compliance with its

procodutoo."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 senicr TMI-2 managoment."ss

I have reviewed all of the QA documents cited by OI and
discussed them above. They indicate that when issues were
raised concerning procedural violations, TMI-2 nanagement
worked toward assuring compliance. Beyond the QA documents, I
have found only two instances in which information was brought
to the attention of GPUN personnel that Bechtel was not
following GPUN procedures during the polar crane refurbishment

project that were not acted upon inﬁodiately.
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The first instance has not been referred to in the OI
material. However, it was discussed at length in our
roport.56 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 werc advised by others in the Bechtel
org;nization that the polar crane had been turned over to Bechtel
and that GPUN procedures would not be followed. Design
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 tte Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) for
an opinion on whether an ECM was required. PORC issued a written

response to Licensing that AP 10?1 and 1043 applied and that an

ECM was required.

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 individual handling the matter in
the Licensing Department never 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
to expedite the work on the polar crane, or that it was based on

a management decision to permit procedural violations.

- 29 -



The second situation in which a procedural violation was
brought to the attention of GPUN is mentioned in the OI Index.
It involved the review of the polar crane ro-load test
procedure, As the procedure was being circulated for review,
PORC advised the Polar Crane Task Group that the format of the
no-load test procedure did not conform to the requirements of

57 The chaiiwan of the Ponlar Crane Task SCroup

AP 1047.
testified that he believed the information he received from

PORC was advisory and not binding on him.

This situation graphically depicts the uncerta_nty about
the correct procedures to be followed which existed during the
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. 1In fact, King
personally signed the procedure, even though it violated the
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.

The OI Summary ends this discussion with the statement,
"Yet this circumvention conti-iued even after the initiation of

the investigation of the Parks-King-Gischel allegations.“se
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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
investigation of which I am aware. As soon as Parks presented
his concerns at the meeting of February 22, 1983, the review

process that ultimately led to the issuance of the QDR began.
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CONCLUSION

The Ol 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.

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.
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
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when the new Director of TMI-2 recognized that a problem
existed and took action. Therefore, while SECY- 4-36 has been
modified to indicate that some evidence exists of intentional
violations, I do not believe there is a basif i- the evidence
for a change in the conclusions stated in SECY-84-36

concerning the overall intent of TMI-2 management.

P
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NOTES

Myers is Science Advisor to the Subcommittee on Energy
and the Environment of the U.S. House of
Representatives Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

SBCY"84-36, p. 3.

Myers memorandum to Haller, June 4, 1984, p. 1.

Dircks memorandum to MRC Commissioners, October 29,
19834, p. 1.

Hayes memorandum to Dircks, October 18, 1984, p. 1.

Ibid. p. 2.

Inid. p. 3.

Ibid- ppo 2-3.

Ibid. p‘ 3.

OI Summary, p. 1.

Ibid.
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

The three OI documents make no effort to place the
evidence they discuss in ar 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
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.)

Hayes menoraﬁdum, PP. 2-3.

Ibid. p. 3.

OI Index, #4; Stier Report, Tab 60.
OI Index, #7; Stier Report, Tab 62.
Stier Report, Tab 333.

OI Summary, p. 1.

OI Index, #1.

- 38 ~



It should be noted that the OI report is incorrect in
stating that the letter was written in 1983. The
correct year of the letter was 1982.

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

OI Summary, Pp.

Attachment 1.

Ibid. p. 3.

Attachment 2.

OI Index #8.

Attachment 3.

Attachment 4.

Stier Report,

Attachment 5.

Attachment 6.

2.

Tab 114.
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32

33

34

35

36

37

38

Ibid. p. 2.

Stier Report, Tab 50.

Ibid., Tab 51.

01 Summary, p. 2.

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

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.

Stier Report, Volume IV, Allegations of Safety Review
Deficiencies, pp. 9-11.

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 ahle to
identify any such correspondence going vack to
November 1982 in the OI Index).
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40

41

42

43

Ex

45

46

47

48

49

Summary of OI Analysis, p. 2.

Stier Report, Volume III, Harassment Allegations.

Ibid. Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations,
pp. 79-81).

"TMI-1 Restart" NUREG 0680, Supp. 5, pp. 10-1 through
10-23.

OI Summary, p. 2.

OI Index #22; Stier Report Tab 90.

OI Summary, p. 2.

Stier Report, Volume IV, Allegations of Safety Review
Deficiencies, pp. 29-32.

OI Summary, p.2.

OI Index, #22.

Stier Report, Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations,
pp. 22-23.
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50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

OI Summary, p. 2.

OI Index, #21; Stier

Stier Report, Volume
pp. 7-16.

OI Summary, p. 2.

Stier Report, Volume
12,

OI Summary, p. 2.

Stier Report, Volume
ppo 13-160

Report, Tab 119.

Iv,

IV,

v,

Polar Crane Allegations,

Polar Crane Allegations, p.

Polar Crane Allegations,

OI Index, #13; Stier Report, Tab #88. Stier Report,
Volume IV, Polar Crane Allegations, pp. ?3-31.

OI Summary, p. 2.
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To: Vice-President/Director ~ TMI Unic II
from: Manager - TMI QA Modificatisns/Oparaczions

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

General Discussion

This r2port is submitrced for inforzation and usae in managament's coatinual assessment
of the implamentation, scatus, and effectiveness of the Q.A. Program cn the Unic.
Input into this repor: is provided by the Quality Assurance Design/Procurement,
Modifications/Operations and Progranm/Audic Section of the Q.A. Departzent.
Recommendations or constructive criricisa on the content or scope of this rapore

are encouraged and requested. The initial distribution of this report is limited,

but Divisions are encouraged to discribuca copies as they see fit within their
organizacions. As this report is a Quality Assurance Record, copies ar2 maincained

in the site's Q.A. Record Vaulr. When significanc events or problems raquirs formal
management action to be taken in accordance with Q.A. Plan requiremants, thesa accions
may periodically be idencified and requasted in this report. These tvoa2 actions will
nor=ally be limited to those prodlems or evaats which ars of such significanca or

nacure chac they either require mors thaa one organization or division =0 resclva or
are significant progracmatic sroblams char Tequira high lavel managenans nocificacion.
ACTIVITY/NONCOMPLIANCE 30027 FICTRES
Activitias Parformed: Month YTD* Tindings Issuad: Month YTD*
No. 0QA Monitorings: 6l 220 QCR's: 3 27
No. QC Inspecrtions: 132 E%57 WICRk's 22 72
No. QA Audiczs: - 3 Audic Tiadings 1 13
No. QA/3C Ddocumaar 720 1370
Rewviaws: * Year to Dacse
JIVISTONAL NONCOMPLIANCT SUMMARY 32530y FOR REICRT MONTH
Inicial Resoonsa Corracsiva Action No. Oman Lonzar Than Six
Quverdue (QDR's/ Comnlacion Commi=- ¥oachs (ODR's/Audic/
Audit Findings) 2ent Dace Passed Findings/MNCR'3/3DN's)
(QDR's/Audi
Findings) i Totzal
: Yo. (A)* (3)* (C)*
™I Division:
Operacisns 0 1 4 1(9) 1(3)  2(2)
Engineering 1 3 15 3(13) 3(9) 2(2)
i- $
Haintenance 0 0 13 35)  8(2) &M
Admin, 0 0 14 7(8) 4(8) 3(5)
Recovary Eagineering 0 0 4 4(2) 0(9) 0(0)
Recovery Ops & Coast. O o 2 0(0) 1(9) 1(2)
Other 0 1 3 1(2)  2(0) . 0(2)



Unic 11

Pags 2
Initial Response Corractive Action No. Open Longar Than Six
Overdue (QDR's/ Completion Commit- Months (QDR's/Audic
Audit Findings) ment Date Passad Findings/!DNCR's)
(QDR's/Audic
Findings) Total
No. (A)*  (B)* (C)*
Other Divisions:
Tech Functions 0 0 1 0(0) 0(l) 1(0)
Mainc/Conse. 0 1 1 1(1) 0(0) 0(0)
Rad/Eaviron. 0 0 2 1(0C) 1(1) 0(0)
Aémin. 0 0 8 8(7) 0(0) 0(2)
Nuclear 0 1 4 2(2) 0(0) 2(2)
Assurance e SSm— | — ——————
All Division Totals: 72 16 13 13

(A)* - Division Action Not Complatad

(3)* - QA Closaout Requirad

(C)* - Commicced Implezentation Due Dara Not Rezached
() = Last Month's Daca

TOTAL TMI UNIT NONCOMPLIANCE TREVDS (ALL DIVISIONS)

Inicial Response Corractive Acticn No. Open Longsar
Owvardue (QD2's/ omplation Commiz- Than Six Mort=hs
Audit Findings) ment Datz2 Passed (ODR's/Audic
(QDR's/Audice Findings/MNCR's/
Findings) RADN's)
Tocal
(A)* (3)* (C)* (D)* XN,
193] Anaualized L3 Avg/ 29 Avg/ T8 Av
Avaragas Yonch Month - Moazh
1982 Monthly Actuals
January 9. 28 32 i1 17 36 96
fTebruary 2 . 14 37 18 2 30 87
Mazch 1 6 25 12 12 23 70
April 2 8 21 15 7 31 74
May 1 7 20 21 2 29 72
(A)* - QDR's
(B)* - MNCR's
(C)* - RN's
(D)* = Audic Findings
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Unit II
Page 3

: Those deficiencies opan longar than six months ara subdivided and raportad
in che four differea: categories of QA Cepartment deficiesncy repores.
A. QUALITY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (Q0R's)
Deficiencies ocher than material noncozpliancas of hardwars icems,
usually issued to docuzmen: sofcware of activity ice=s such as procedural
noncompliance, procedure inadaquacy, failure 2o mea: cocmicents, etc.

MATERIAL NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS (MNCR's)

Material deficiencies pertaining to hardware structuras, systems, or
componants which rendaer the quality of the it2m unacceptabla or
indaterainace.

RECZIPT DEFICIENCY REPORTS ( RDRs)

Used to docuzen: and track purchasad icems which arriva on siza2
lacking Purchass Ordaer requirad docusamcazisn such as Certcificacas
of Compliance or tas: razorcs. RON's are always isscued againse the
G?UN Macerials Managezent Group for resolusiosn wish waador. A

Copy 1is providad go the maszsrial usar,

Used to documan: and track QA programmacic deficisncias of eizhar
G?UN or vendors/zanzraczors.

~3C71 Toald a cacailed repor: on che scazus of MNC2's, 2Z2's, Razaise Deficisncr
Noae i sa s sdd e s laoe ta 4as - - & o j ¥
“eLices, and Audi:c Fiadings is issued (sesaraze from tais on2) to all asorooriacas
levals of uni- managenmenc/susarrsision £or cheir vaview and acrica. Thase rasor-s
iadicat2 TesyonsiBia parsv far acction, cvpe deficisncy, sudiscs araz, wanior, 222

4 253 L2 ; : s &%) 43 3ct araaz and ¢t
83 €ha% 222le and firs: laval masagenmenc/suservision ars awsrs of qualicy velavsd
S2-.l.enclaes, thair scatus and chair éisgositisa.

SIONIFICANT DO eMINTATIIN/ZTTICTITINESS I=5MS \\\
i : g B - el

1) A QA 3:zo0p Work Notice was initiaced ia TMI Cnic II on May 21, 1982, as a result

of rapetitiva violations of adainistrative coatrols for conduccing work
activities. Construction work had baaa implezentad ia the fiald withour

acpraved enginsering docusaencs and work perzits which dafine and authorize

the accivicies. The mos:c racant incidears involvad welding activitias and
Zacerial substitutes. The Stop Work Nocice was no: issued as Unis Managezent
taok immadiace action ia stoppiang astiviefss Seiag conductad {q tha fiald tha-
232 32en identifiad By QX a5 well as sevaral ochar I duriang the Teeting

2 s A
. ' ... ol -3 e 2 - pe—.—

on the 2radlex. In adsizion, Teatings on the sudjaac neld tne saze dav by

angineering and truc E

notifizazion was provid-4 £3 cons t work activicies
“area 0 D2 coaductad in azsoriance wish properly raviawad and approvad work
tutrorizacions and enginsering documencs. As the real sourze of the problea
appears to be an attituda thac the Administracive Control Prosrams take too
long to gat work authorizacions approved and into the field, Unit Manazement
has commizized to invascizate and evaluate the Prasent programs S0 that recommen-
dacions can Ye made and izslaceated which will allow QA Prograa compliance dut
Still zeax the schedula nesds far tizely and efficisn: work complezion. QA
will track this coemitczeat and Support it but present programs mus: be comslied
wich un:zil the changas are zads. e

-~
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Unic II

Paga 4

The 1931 QA Department Annual Assessmenc prasentation was given during the

monch for TMI Units I and II. Borh units wara well reprasentad in the
presantacion and discussions concerning quality treands and problams wers
informative. A writtan rapor: summariziang the implemencazicn and 2f7aczivanass
items discussed and the zrands noted will be providad to the Uait V.2./Dirscears
and che Diractor QA by the end of June for inclusion into the overall QA
Departaent Assaessment raporeg.

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS REQUIRZED

None,

BQQLQ.&QQ.‘.O L.

. E. Ballard, Sr.
Managar - TMI QA

Modificacions/Opariacionas
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CQA/QC MONITORING AND INS?ECTION SUMMARY
ACTIVITY MONITORING INSPECTION , MNCR/ODR
Sched. Performed Sched. Parformed : Issued
Month TID* T Month YID* Monch  YID*
er i a ~g 18 15 53 0 4
Operaticns/Tech Specs: : - L——, Backshifc Monitoring/Iasp: e
0QA - 5 0 0
ngineering : 0 ! [;;;;1 I 3 l
Engine n _____, Qc - 20
Startus/Testing ! 0 0 { 0 0
pa—
Rad. Protection 22 19 76 3 .
10 0 0
Chemis=zv ¥ =
Admin./Sacusisy | I 62 0 0
f ~
Traini=z : 2 - 3 J | L
—— ———- .
i 3 - 25 0 0 l 0 0 G
Radwas:za 2 ¥ >
= — — ] = &
Fire Protecxzion 4 - L0 0 0 0 0 i
irahsusing/S=ara 3 2 7 30 45 233 L2 36
Pravaniiva Maine
Mach, I 2 | | 0 - l 1 0 2 ) { 0
Tlec/I & € | 6 I 3 0 J [ 2 4 0 J
Coiwgandsa Madas '
Vaek. I L 0 . 15 2 3 } 0 LD
Elec/I & C | 3 0 ! 10 “ 9 L | 13 0 ro
welding 1 Q 2 2 2 22 0 0
¥ods/Tastallacions
Vach. 0 | o | L s L ul 32 | £ ) 3_|
Zlec/I & C 3 [ 2 ]l 3 | 2 E
Welding : : o | £ 51 33 > 9
Civil/Seruct @ 0 0 0 |lu 11 14 | 3 8
-5 : 3 2 2 2 2 13 0 0
IST Exz=s =+ I 5 A n 1
dcaad. Peziormed Sched
— -

Totals:

re—— e
"
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ACTIVITIZS SWIOWURY CONTINUED

[L.

Month YTD*

Q.A. AUDLT SIanRy

Audits Schadulad 3

Audited Areas: (Month) Findings Is

Audics Parformed

Fire Protection Training
Emergency Planniag

Matarials Technology
I1I. QA/QC DOCIMENT REVIEW

-t e 2

PR

*YTD =~ Yaar go Data
**In Progresa
x*#Comdined Unix T and II Tocals

:
R s e B e | i il s S

i

-l

O

o]}

|

239

ra
-

o
[
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MNCR/QDR
Issued

61




RONCOMPLIANCE SLIMMARY |

| ISP e FR S
Month/Year: May, 1982 Cnfc; TMI I | ™I II

I. QUALITY DEFICIZINCY RE2ORTS (QDR'S)

T™I Division Issuad: Closed: Total QOoen Srarus

b R, i3 » .
Monch YTD Month  YTD  Awaiting Inizial Response(Not Overdue):| 7

Operacions : 14 7 3 13 Inicial Rasoonse Overdus : 0
Engineering : 1 1 0 l 7 J Inicial Response Unacceptable : 0
Maintenance : L ! 5 _ : _ 3 Corrective Action Completion Pending : [ 29
Adainistration : _I.J L8 Lﬂ_‘ %, Corrective Action Completion Oversue : 0

: l I 2 ' l 0
Other g : . . / Corractiva Action Varificatiasa Pending: i
Qcher Divisions Qn2q Parind

=D rsrioa
Tech Functions : L 2 0 3 | 0-860 davs 11
Maint2nance & e
‘Construction : 0 0 0 2 | 52-120 davs: 2
i 1 1 | —_—
Radiological & 4
Eavironaeatal : L 3 0 7 | 120-180 days
M 2
Adciniscracion 0 Q l 0 0 | 187-355 days =0
iclaar

Assurance - 1 2 0 4
Qchar : 0 0 2 0
sozal Issusd p——t =
bv QA : SJ 24 * +7
Tzl Issued
by Octhars : 0 | - | J 0
I, MATERTAL NOUCONTCAMANCE RE20R2TS (MNCR'S)

Month D * Total Osen S:tacus .

Awaiting Inicial Response;

ication Panding:

1Y
L4 ]
et
"

Correzriva Action V

Ooen Period

0-60 days :] 121 60-120 days: | 6 | 120-180 ays: |7 | 130<355 davs:] 20




LoatyoreursLaadLs JUrnant LUNIINUED |

1II, MATERIAL A0LD TAGS

+ Month YID*
Issued: 2L 97
Closad : 33 63

IV. AUDIT FINDINGS

Month YTD *
. 1 13
issuead:
Closed : 7 36
C22n Pariod
>=50 dars b 60-120 davs

YTD*-Yaar to Dace

Opan Pesriod

0-60 days: 31 120-180 days :
60-120 davs : 7 | 180-365 days ;

Total Open Status

14

Awaiting Inicial Response (Not Overdue);

Initial Response Overdue:

Response Evaluation In Progress;

Initial Resoonsa Unazzsncabla:

Corrective Action Cezplecion Pending:

Correztive Acrtion Completiosn Ovward

Corrective

Action Verification Pandin

()

w
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Inter-Office Memorandum

July 13, 1982

Work Packages for Quick Look Prograa

Location T™MI-2
4350-82-0417

B. E. Ballard

A question has arisen with respect to the purpose and use of Work Packages
and their relation to implementing the Quick Look task. This letcer sum-

marizes how Work Packages are used im conjunction with GPU-authorized docu-

meats such as procedures and EM's.

isies in the contaimsent
racedure ADM 3240.1, Acc

arended to be used as a =etho
i3as deecad nezessary to petform procedursa

r perzanant plant change under an ECM, or maka a temporaly o
tion in accordance with GPU procedure A®-1013. Work Packages are also
to accozplish recovery tasks which are determined to be wholly or partia
iadzpenleat of the CPU procedural system.

The Work Package is

b=
o
'

1 O.

work Packages are not intended €O substitute for gecmaae procadural require-
ments., Likewise work pacrages will not substitutes for important to salfety
raszks which are perforzad under appropriate procedures, Tainlfenance job
ci-kevs or ECM's. The work package does not deviace, add to or chazze the
reg:irssents and scope of a GPU-authorizing docucent. This is illustrated
by the following exa=ples.
s =a2ifiad mizrogen sys:te= is 3acestaty © srovile cover gas Lo the top of
the RC3 high peiats at the hot legs, pressurizer aul tha rsactoer vassal :
rie-in to the permanapt systied occurs where a nitrogea vagulator is instal~-
lad for use during the Quick Look. The tie-in modification is included and
has beea approved on an ECM. Downstreaz lines to tezporarily supply the

po

nizragen froc the in-containzeat header to the high poiats will be
=ssred for the Quick Look using the temporazy modificatios procedure
The procedural operations associated with coanecting the vecot and micr
hoses and valve cperations will be performed under a det iled pr-ocedure.

work Packages are used to provide supplamantarTy worker imstructi
i=sluzent theses docuzment €or such items as =aterial and o
cation and staging, pre-work checklist and notificatioca ragu
quenze of work activities, disposition of data and satarials,
tas«s, etc. These supplementary {nstructions may also inzlude activities
thar are deterzined to have no effect on nuclear, radwaste or €ire safety
in the plant such as plug-in electrical power sources, zatarial handling,
or hoisi.ag provisions, etc.

-

wock cleanup

ADOCQOS4S
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B. E. Ballard -2~ July 13, 1982

In many cases, recovery work may be determined to not require an ECQX,
tie-in authorization, or procedure. In such cases, work can procead

as outlined in the Work Package. Quick-Look tasks associatad with
radiation surveys, moving the television cazeras, decontzz=ination of
the "B" steam gemerator area aad {nstallation of the hoist are examples
of work authorized by GPU Managemeat uader the Quick-Look Prograa which
did not require EQM's or procedures. Likeswise, specific Work Packag:s
were judged to mot require GPU approval as they did oot £all within azy
of the conditions listed in Procedure ADM-3240.1 (Section 4.1.2.2).

It is recognized that a procedure does 0ot exist which defines the in-
tant and use of the Work Package. The forthcoaing organizatiozal changes
aad accospasying adziniscrative procedural changes will correct tlis
situation.

ras{l thas ti=e, and specifically for ehe Quick-Lock Progra=, this lelter
is pravidsd to state the position of G2 Manage=m=ent

Wn.%b%

M. K. Pastor
Recovery Prograams Operaticas &
Coastrustion Director, TMI-2

vi2:2L:cal

cc J. W. Thiesing
D. M. Laks
R.. L. Ritar
J. F. Marsdan
J. J. Barton
3., K. fangs
L. ¥ Ling
CARIRS



MOA_____ Bechtel Northem Corporation

57 M
il

&St Engineers — Constructers

iy ‘/

NN — TS 15740 Shady Grove Road
-~ LUD\ . Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877
- 301-258-3000

'_i )RP\RY___—// Sepcecher 10, 1932

OTHER ___.-—-——-—""'""/ In Response to Quick Look - QDR-ETM-85-E2

Mr M. K. Pastor

Recovery Prograszs Operations and
Construction Director

GCPU Nuclear Corporatioa

i 4 . Box 480

letown, PA 17057

Qualisy Deficieacy Report

Taree Mile Islaad Unic 2
Consainzant Recovary Zngineering
Eachtel Job YNo. 13587

File 0255.3/0494/10209

BLM? - (498

Dear Mr. Pastor:

The operation surs2illagce perforz

ed during cthe conduct of the
Quick Lock entries on August 4 & §, 1982 resulzed in a Quali:cy Deifi-
cisnsy Repors ETM-85-82. The Iollowicg responds to those itess uader
the supervision of the Quick Look Group.
1. wWork Paskagze 3-028, August &, 1382
Tha QDR states a CRDM top closure was remavad using work pack-
age inszructioans instead of Procedure 2104=1C.% ox 2104~10.7. This
closure had been previously recoved on July 139, 1982 as part of the
£irst ipspection. It was temporarily reinstalled as 2 dust cover
following the first imspectiocn. The secsnd resoval was judged €2
not require a detailed procedure, since the pressur> retainiag func-

tioa of the closure head had pot b2ez neacessary.

Resoluzion - Subsequexnt work s

4={13+ to the clesure rezoval noted in
the QDR has been perforzed by procedures.

2. Procadura 2104-10.3, August 5, 1982

The QDR states that che ia-¢coatainsent teaz was nol diractad
step-by-stap by the Task Supervisor aad the steps were Qo< signed
£¢ as they were accomplished. Tne work was performed by the iz-
containment crew who had been throughly trained oa the procedure.
Direct observations of the work wvere cancinously mada by the Tasw
Supervisor., It «as not mecessaty o direct eack sted. I any cevi-
ations had occurrad thay would have been nozed 3y the Task Super-

visce- and proper direction zada.






Mr. M. K. Pastor

Recovery Programs Operations and
Construction Director

GPU Nuclear Corporation

P. 0. Box 480

Middlezown, PA 17057

Dasr ¥-. Pasiar:

Procadure 4300-aDM-324

Bechte! Northem Corporation

Engineers — Consructors

1574G Shady Grove Road
Gainersourg. Maryland 20877
301-258-3000

22

September 22, 1932 -

Qualicy Deficiency
ge Mile Island
Bech=el Job Nucber
CLG-0380 N} File:

The
& Lis

>

0.1 requires that an In and Ouct of Containzen: log

be zaincain2d o record the movenent of tools and combustibles neadad

£ oo

-~

the execution of Entry tasks.

QD2-85-82 records a violaticen of the

srocedure by Cor=and Center personnal. Az the tizs, the provisions of
10I No. 5 were being followed. A change 0 4300-a0M=-3240.1 has been
sh=isead in azcordance with LOI Neo. 5. Acceptance of this will satisiv
the discrepancy. ‘
[ i
Yery trulw SouTs,
e 71
/ /V
‘ A /
R // \ W
b A
i D. ¥. Lask
Managar, Racovery Cgeracions

P. R. Benz2l
J. F. Dectorre
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Inter-Ofﬁce Memorandum

October 22, 1982

fEuctear

TMI-2, RESPONSE TO QDR 85/82

E. MITCHE

T 4
- - -
QUALITY ASSURANCE 4360-87-04i98

This will confirm our telephon
to the subject deficiency repo
coatainmant entry procedure to revi
procedure.
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To

Inter-Office Memorandum

January 17, 1983

Al Ruciear

QOR ETM-85-82

J. C. Fornicola Location Three Mile Island Unit 2
4300-83-0082

1t is my undarstanding that all items ncted in QDR-E85-82 have been closed
oLt with the exception of a viclation of Procedure §300-ADM-3240.1 related
to maintenance of the in and out-of containment tool and equipment log in
the Command Certer. It should be noted that the procedural deficiency
wis carrezted some time ago by placing the rejquired T1og in in the Comman
Carter, and 1 have, on this date, confir~ad with the Zntry Superviser <
tha log is, in fact, in the (ommand Centar.

[N

o
e e

An upzoming global revision to the Contzinment Entry Procedure (2303-ADV-
3250.1) will delete the requirements stated therein for the equipment and
tool log. The requirements for, and procedures for maintenance of, this

log are currently reflected in 2 Recovery Operations internal procedure
which is soon to be issued as a GPU Procadure. This deletion from <300-ADM-
3240.1 is being made to avoid adding duplicative reguirements in different
procadyres.

Please call us if this is not sufficiant to resolve the outstanding issue
in the Q2oR.
N
A
/ \ J’ ’ -~ A -
WY VRSP o o
{ ¥\ A o =5
A’J'/’u- Tl".i 1“'": 1 .:)
nagesr, very Pro;—a,—_s
\ ,‘
Ay /
.
Jei:jrd
cc: R. L. Freemerman 0 2asa extand uyntil March 1, 1993
0. M. Lake
R. L' Rider ; — . /” -1, ey P /
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Inter-Office M‘erﬁorandum

bus  July 7, 1883
4370-83-
m Ruciear

Subject Q.D.R. #85-82

=
=

[
ot

Location Three Mile Island -
ions QA Manager Trailer 105
File: 0303.5/0165 R

To J.
8

i 3 |
o
2!
o |
Poe
O
o
—
w

. Q.D.R, 85-82
500-83-0082
360-82-0493
CLG-0S60

R S
—
22
-
S w
" 4

111 of +%a2 referenced memo's addiress the need to revise the
mi~c@sz %9 and Wark in the Containrent Building" procecure
2 e - 8 a ' -, 3w A Bars skt x Aali
3N AN 32380,.1 to resolve the Tool and Egquipment Log defi-
! : . Thiazsin~'as ma= 12N 82 AN
cienc Ta keening with Mr. Thiesing's memo *1500-35- 3
- - % P 3 ' Cammansd - ’ .
3 e 2 +he log is kept in the Command Center, but the
- - a - R " } - Ay = -m - - -y
‘10531 revision” of the procedure hzs not vet been apprroved
3 < -~ - < - ~ s e "N o ed = 2 i Y% 2 = ’
The respcnsibilicty for this ""global revision” has since deen
g J.‘- N . i o -~ . 2 . L2
piaced with myself and Mr. J. Chwastyk. This revision will
.n . B o * . o o -
delete the requirement for the log, but until the revision is
} = = . 3 - - M o - 3 3 3 AT
issued we will comply to the reguirement as statad in the QDR,
1 - 3 2 A : .+ m’ -~
Please consider this memo final IR 85-82
n">’
!
!
. \_/,.
corervy LJperations
. p’ - o 2 z -
xetachmeats: Raferances
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INFCRNA. s UNLY p

(1l Ruclear

THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION
Q A RECORC
ORIGINAL COPY

r T Ny A UM I TT AT TUDNUE S
IDMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS
L. i
OF THZ=
1’ v — corD A ST BAr
'._L.’\LL.'. ASSURANCE Pt JGRAM

To: Director, TMI Unic II
Director, Quality Assurance
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To: Director TMI Unic II

From: Manager - TMI QA Modifications/Operatiocas

Subj: Montaly VP/Director's Report for August, 1982

General Discussion

This report is submitted for information and use in management's contiaual assess- |
ment of the implementatiom, status, and effectiveness of the Q.A. Program on the |
Unit. Input into this report is provided by the Quality Assurance Desizn/Brocurement,
Modifications/Operations and Program/Audit Section of the Q.A. Department. Reacommen=-
dations or coastructive criticism on the comntent Or scope of this report are encouraged
and requested. The initial distribution of this report is limited, but Divisions are
encour ged to distribute copies as they see fit within their organizationms. 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 be
idencified and requested in this report. These type actions will normally be limitad
to tho-a problems or events which are of such significance or nature that they eicher
raquirs mora than one organization or division to resolve or are significaat prograam-
matic problems that require high level management notificacion.

Thege are four different categcries of QA Department deficiency reports discussed in
this report. They are described below:
|
\
|

A. QUALLTY DEFICIENCY REPORTS (QDR's)

Deficiencies other than matarial noncompliances of hardware items, usually
issued to document softwares of activity items such as procedural noncompliance,
procedura inadequacy, failure to meet commitments, et:z.

3. MATERIAL MONCONFORMANCE REPORTS (MNCR's)

Matarial deficiencies pertaining to hardware structures, syst2ms, Or componeals
wnich render the quality of the item unaccaptable or indeterainate.

>, RECELPT DEFICILENCY REPORTS (RDN's)

Used to documeat and track purchased items wnich arrive on site lacking Purchase
QOrder requirad documentation such as Certificates of Compliance or test re2ports.
RON's are always issued against the GPUN Materials Management Group for resolution
with vendor. A copy is provided to the material user.

D. AUDLIT FINDING

Used to document and track Qf programmatic deficiencies of either GPUN or vendars/
contractors.

Eac': month a detailed report on the status of MNCR's, QDR's, Receipt Deficiency Notices
and Audit Findings is issued (separate from this one) to all appropriate levels of unit
management/supervision for their review and action. These reports indicate responsiblj
party for actioa, type deficiency, subject area, vendor, etc. so that middle and first}
lavel management/supervision are aware of quality relatad deficiencies, their status

and their disposition.
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This moath's report is reorganized in regards to statistical data provided. M?ra
emphasis is placed towards showing the aumber of QA deficiencies in a Division's

house that need action of some type. The report also indicates the number of open
deficiencies that have been open greater than 30 days, as well as those open greater _
thaa 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 house, the September report will provids a special list by deficiency number o{
all 90/180 day deficiencies our logs show in their Division. This list can be
compared with their own recocrds and can be usad to assure the tracking systems

match each other.

SICGNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATION/EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS

QA Engineering review of Receiot Deficiency YNotices (RDL's) relating to lack of
Certificates of Compliance indicates in the last six months thar 23% less RDN's
have been issued for that reason. This implies that the C of C guidance provided
Oy QA Engineering to Eangineering last vear has reduced this tvpe of deficiency

Lo some extent and poctzntially has stopoed some of the inaporosriate requests for
C of C's from vendors when not neaded.

. T¢I Unic I has still not issued the Drawing Utilization Procedure in the AP100L
saries. This procedure would require that up-to-date drawings are used. It
requires the use of a controlled copv or a verified copv of a drawing to perform
wock. 00A is working with the Operations and Maintenance Director to obtain
Lssuance. A similar problem exists ian TMI Unic L.

J. Quality Control has identified a oroblem in getting Technical Functions onsite
to sign Conditional Releasas for Operations oa T (L Unir L. OC is being directed
to nffsite persoanel for signmacurse. This is not timel-, [f Technical Functions
continues to diract OC offsite, the 'MNCR orocedure will have to be chanzed to
sivea TMI Unit [0 Recovery Programs the siznature qutnoricy or the site will have
o relv.an Plant Engineering signature onlv.

CUL Cnit [T has converted ovar to the Maintenance Work Schedule Review Program

tor OC activitias. This replaces a siznificant nortion of C in-line review of
ln-scope Job Tickets and has proven to be verv effective and efficient in

Tl Unic T M ble t : tcare, | t ~

o + +«lnor problems were encountered at the start, bhut have been corrected
by TI'T Unit Il Maintenance.

00« Review of ™I Unit II completed Job Tickets is still in progress. This review
L: to assess the adequate documentation of maintenance activities which could
atfect design and to determine if adequate up-front Job Ticket detail was orovided
to aintenance to assure desizn is not compromised. Aonroximately 1075 of 300 Job
Tickers reviewed to date have been identified as potentia! nroblem areas and are
seinz forwarded to Planc Enzineering, Maiatenance or OC for further evaluation.
0QA is reviewing Job Tickets in Unit [ to assure similar nroblems do not exist.
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Recent monitorings of TMI Unit II Quick Look Progrz1 activities had identified

problems with Bechtel Work Packages. The Bechtal Work Package is not proceduralizec
and cannot be used to accomplish important to safety work activities on the unit.

-
-

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS REQUIRED

-\\ |

Bechtel Wwork Package use should be proceduralized as soon as possible and should
not be used to perform Important to Safety work activities unless sufficient |
administrative controls are applied that assures Plant Operations, Quality Control,
etc., are notified appropriately before work commences and are given the opportunit
for review.

Administrative Procedures for control of drawings in the Unit and their usa in
work activities should be issued as soon as possible.

Maintenance should assure that sufficient design details are provided in Job
Tickets prior to commencing work and Maintenance supervision should assure sufficie
detail is provided on the complation of work activities such that determination can
be made that design was not impacted by the maintenance activity.

<

BB.QEQ_C @au.n.e_as e

8allard, Se.
Manager - TMIL 0A
Modifications/Operacions
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To: Director, TI Unit i 4
From: Manager - TMI QA Modificaticas/Operacions

Subj: Moathly VP/Director's Report for Octouer, 1982

Ceneral Discussion

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

Uaiz. Input into this report is provided by the Quality Assurance Design/Procurament,
Modifications/Operacions and Program/Audit Section of the Q.A. Department. Recommen-
dations or coastructive criticism on the coantent or scope of this report are encourags
and requested. The initial discribution of this report is limited, but Divisions ara
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. Whea significant events or prcblems requira formal management action to be
taken in accordance with Q.A. Plan requirements, these actioans may periodically be
identified and requestad 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 leval management notification.

There ara four differant categories 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 software of activity items such as procedural noncompliance,
procedurz inadaquacy, failure to meet commitmencs, etc. 3

8. MATZRIAL NONCONFORMAMNCE RZIPORTS (MNCR's)

Macarial deficiencies pertaining to hardwara struclfures, systams,
waich render the qualicy of the item unacceptable or incdeterminace.

RECELPT DEFICIENCY REPORTS (RDN's)

Usaed to document and track purchased items which arrive on sice lacking Purchase
Order requirad documentation such as Certificates of Compliance or test reports.
RDN's are always issued against the GPUN Macerials Management Group for resolu:ioj

with vendor. A coapy is provided to the material user.

AUDLT FINDING

<o

Nsed to document and track QA programmatic deficiencies of either GPLYN or vendors/

conNtractars.

f.ch month a detailed reocort on the status of MNCR's, QDR's, Receipt Deficiency Notice
an. Audit Findings is issued (separate from this one) to all appropriate levels of und
manigement/supervision for their review and action. These reports indicate responsibq
part for action, type deficiency, subject area, vendoc, etc. s0 that middls and firsg
level management/supervision are aware of quality related deficiencies, their status
aad cheir disposition.
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SICNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATICN/EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS |
1
(1) Activity/Deficiency Summary Figures/Trends |
|
Activities ‘
Month YTD Month Y.
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 YID Month YTD YTD 90 days 180 davs
QDR's/Audit Findings: 3 (14) 58 5 (5) 106 71 (77) 4 (1) 28 (40)
MNCR's/RDN's: 14 (9) 154 9 (7) 111 52 (53) 11 (7) 26 (l4)

YTD - Year to Date ( ) = Last Month's Figuras

* Indicates those with Division Action Due

(2) Operations Quality Assurance has completad the review of Unit 2 Job Tickats
as part of the response to NRC Inspection Report 50-320/82-10. The review
was performed to check the adequacy in addressing technical requirements in
the preparacion of work requests and for the adequacy of detail in the Job
Ticket resolution. Of the 1,137 Job Tickets reviewed, 117 weres identified
as having potential design concern. Quality Control is perfrrming field
verificacion on 31 Job Tickets to check as-built conditions. 86 Job Tickecs
were forwarded to Plant Engineering for evaluation. Scme additional administrata
problems discovered were also sent to Plant Maintenance for raview. Engineering

. and Maintenance are planning to disposition the items und issue a final report
and stactus. Corractive actions, whera2 raquired, will be ideatified in their repo
/ \
: (3) There continues to be confusion and concern about the use of ES-0ll to determine
safety classificacion for componentcs. ES-0ll currenctly provides svstem level
information. In January, 1982, an action plan was developed and agreed upon by
Qualicy Assurance, Plant Eangineering and Maintenance departments of both units,
to provide component level information for safety classificacion. This involved
Plant Engineerirg raviewing the previous quality classificacion list (GP-1008),
- updating it to reflect the ES-0ll categories, and then incorporating it into
if ES-0Lll as an interpretation. This has not been dona in either Unic. Unit 2
has drafted a component level list for racovery systz2ms but has not issued it
yet. Lack of acrnion in this area continues to cause problems and delays in
job planning, procurement of material, and withdrawal of warshouse material.
Priorities appear to be a significant problam ia solving this issve. Initial
indicacions ave that T™I Unic [ perscanel may scill be using GP-1003 versus

WX the naw ES-Qll process for interpracations. -

/o Program requiremencs for work being performed prior to the engineering document/
work authorization being issued. Engineering personnel were varbally dictating
A changes to construction petsonnel and work was being performed prior to

|

|

:

| 3
(4% A Stop Work condition occurred in Unit 2 involving repeated violations of QA ™

|

|

1

issuance of the necessary design changes and work authorizations. A meeting {

|

|

|

BT i | e DR e L S e et e T T R L B el B e e gl



Unic II
Page 3

was held with Unit ? management and acceptable corrective action was takea.
Short-term corrective action was coapleted immediately and the Stop Work Notice
was not issued. A similar problem occurred earlier in the year which was
resylved to some extent by a procedure change that provided better flaxibilicy
to perform work. This is being reviewed by Unit 2 personnel for possible
application in Unit 2 as one of the permanent fixes to pravent regccurraaca

to the problem.

. "
~

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS REQUIRED

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

Ggi:!l-L b GE;CLlﬂpads 1*\
B. B. Ballard, S5¢.

Manager - TMI QA
Modifications/Operations
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IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS

OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM

TO: DIRECTOR-UNIT I
DIRECTOR-QUALITY ASSURANCE

cc: VICE PRESIDENT/DIRECTOR-UNIT |
DEPUTY DIRECTOR-UNIT |
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
VICE PRESIDENT/DIRECTOR-TECHNICAL FUNCTIONS
VICE PRESIDENT/DIRECTOR~-ADMINISTRATION
VICE PRESIDENT/DIRECTOR~-NUCLEAR ASSURANCE
VICE PRESIDENT/DIRECTOR-MAINT. & CONST.
VICE PRESIDENT-DIRECTOR-RAD. & ENVIRON. CONTROLS
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T0: Director, Unit 2
FROM: Manager - TMI QA Modifications/Cperations

SUBJ: Monthly VP/Director's Repo:t.fOt Fedruary, 1983

General Discussion

This report is submitted for information and use in managament's continual assess-
ment of the implementation, status, and effactivensess of the Q.A. Program on the :
Unit. 1Input into this report is provided by the Quality Assurance Design/Procureaxent,
Modifications/Operations and Program/Audit Section of the Q.A. Department. Recctmen-
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 ses 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 regquire formal management action to be
takan in accordance with Q.A. Plan requirements, these actions may periodically be
identified and requested in this report. These type acztions will normally be limited
to those problems or events which are of such significance or nature that they either
recuire more than one organization or division to resolve or are significant program-
matic problems that require high level management notificatior.

Theres are four different categories of QA Department deficiency reports discussed in
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 items such as procsdural noncompliance, procedure
inadequacy, failure to meet commitments, etc.

m

MATZRIAL NONCONZORMANCE REPCRTS (MNCR's)

Matarial deficiencies pertaining to hardwarce structures, systams or componants
which render the quality of the item unacceptacle or indetarminate.

C. RISCIIPT OETICIENCY REPORTS (RDN's)

Used to document and track purchased items which arrive on site lazking Purchasa
Order required doc':mentation such as Certificates of Compliance or tast rapor:s.
PON's are always issued against the GPUN Materials Managecment Group for resolution
with vendor. A copy is provided to the material user.

0. USIT FINDING

Used to document and track QA programmatic deficiencies of either GPON cor wvendors/
contractors,

Each month a detailed report on the status of MNCR's, QDR's, Feceipt Deficiency Notices
nd Audit Findings is issued (separate from this one) to all appropriate lavels of unit
maraemant/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 manag2ment/supervision are aware of quality related deficienciass, their status
nd their disposition.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATION/EFFECTIVENSSS ITEMS
Astivity Deficiency Summary Figures/Trends:
Activity
Month YTD Mon%th Y7o
OQA Monitorings: 37 (33) 70 QA Audits s 0 (2) 2
QC Inspections : 76 (181) 257 QA/QC Document Reviews: 137 (140) 2927,
Deficiencies ;
Issued Closed Tctal Remaining Cpen*
Month YTD Month YTD Total 9C day 180 days
QDRs/Audit Finds: 4 (2) 6 i3 (14) 27 33 (36) 7 (2) 12 (i8
MNCRsS/RONs 13 (1l0) 23 14 (15) 29 S1 (52) 8 (2) 16 (19)

YTD - Year to Date
( ) - Last Month's Figures
* - Indicates with Division Action Due

3echtel has indicated disagreement with %he al%ernate Position v
ef the Recovery QA PFlan (Agpendix C, ua'* 2) regarding GPN's complianse wi
Suide 1.29. Bechtel has proposed al“arna%e wording which is Leing reviewed by

G?UN for incorporation into the Rncovevj 2A Plan,

Effective Pelxruary 24, 1983, AP-1042, Reviszisn 2 (T¥3-1) was officially apg::vad.
As a result of this approval, the T¢I-1 Welling Program will no longer e lismitad
to IT5/NSR welding, but has been extended to includz all welding related ac:xv;:;es.
investigation into the problem with Ray Miller materials idant:s

83-01 is continuing. Ten (1J) Purshase Orders foa= axyvy iller

identified to date, B84¥W has also informed us af thres sanis

Caust=is Tank, Lithium Hydro:ide Tan: and the 'ake CB SAnK <= ¢t

Surnished from Ray Miller. The Zﬂq;ree:-:; grours on site ars

u3® apgplications for all ths material idanctifias, Umi= 2 b, V- 54

evaluated the end use a; gilcations and have detarmined tha: <

them. Unit 1 Engineering evaluation is still in rogress,

Inspection discovered rust/corrosion problexs whers firewall 50 material contacts
galvanized nenetrating items. Plant Engineering has decided to pos -9o*° evaluatic
Via a restart item. Letter to Licensing is to e fort.acoming. A Tuestion of fire
barrier materials affecting structural cemponents (i.e., calla trays, sonduits,
etc.) has been asked to Tuz-l Engineering in regards to Plant Aszendix R mods.

Quality Assurance has reviewed t-e ? lar Crane Load Tast 3afety Zvaluation ani Ras
proviZed comments to the Director Unit 2. o m:ll alsd be reviswing zhe compleced
document packages £or Polar Crane refursishimen *, Prior to Load Test, =2 verify

azceptability of modifications, replaced naterial, inspectiuns and tasts that
..ave bean performed. Quality Control las witnessed thie ojerational (no load) test
whiczh was performed satisfactory,



Unit II
Page 3

(7) There continues to be problems associated with compliance to the adniristrative
controls for work in Unit 2. During a review of Polar Crane Refurbishment
activities, numerous adninistrative grogram violations were idsntifiasd. The
original concept for Polar Crane Refurbishment was to turn the crane back .o
construction, with the work to be accomplished per the Recovary Oserations
Program. The Recovery Operations procedures are interral procedures and

have not been reviewed or approved by any other TMI-2 Deparmment, and the

existing Unit 2 procedures were not revised to define any reguirements for .
"turn back" to comstruction. As a result, there were numerous concerns raised
as to how the work was accomplished and when the work was completei, The reguire=-

ments and responsibilities for testing and returning the crans to servize wera
not defined, which resulted in delays to the crane testing until they were
resolved,

The specific administrative program violations will be addrassed s parately,
however, it is Quality Assurance's perception that this is not a unigue case
associated with the Polar Crane but a continual proolen in Unit 2 wx-h inmplamen-
tation of administrative controls., It is recognized that the current: asztivisies
in Unit 2 may not always fit the established Operational Administrazive Controls;
however, it appears that when a new activity is initiated in Unit 2 zhas dossn't
exactly fit into the established coatrols, the tendency is t5 work around the
program, rather than making the nec2ssary procedure chanjes to a-commodate the
new activity or sitaation,

We feel that implementation of the Unit Work Instruction for all astivities in

Unit 2 will help to resolve some of the problems but full commitmest to the total

adninistrative proq'am by all departments is needed to put this iszue to bed.
a‘xty Assurance will continue to work with Unit 2 management in rasolwing thi

e som— —— N BRSPS S

issue. ¥
RECOMMENDATIONS /AZTIONS B=TUIRED

21 Talt I manazement must assure that work activities are condusztad ia acsoriance
with.oresently approved program procadures or revise those proceduras agrrogriately
to reflact new practices on managament programs, It 12 recomre-ded tha: thls be given
Aigh prisrity. Action will be directly raguassted form she Managar - Racovaery 2rojrans
that will assure no further work activities are conduszted thas vislats Plant admisise
tration program controls or QA Stop Work Action will be initia%ed. The Direcsor TH:
Unit II will be kept informed of the status of this az=iosn.

%llza.% “ 4.
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