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9§ JuL 1981
REGION I SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

1. BACKGROUND

As part of the effort to develop NRC Manual Chapter 0516, "Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance" (SALP), NRC:HQ finalized and provided
to the regfonal offices new "Evaluation Guidance" for classification of
Ticensee performance within SALP functional areas.

2. MEETING

The Region I SALP Board convened on June 19, 1981 for the purpose of
comparing the new evaluation guidance to the assessment criteria used by the
Board during the Cycle I Assessment Perfod. It was determined that the previous
"Unsatisfactory" category was directly translatable into the new "Below
Average" category. Further, 1% was determined that a previous rating of
"Satisfactory” was convertible to a new rating of "Average.* The Regfon I
SALP Board members adopted the new "Evaluation Guidance.”

3. ACTIOM

The Board directed DRPI to modify Cycle 1 Assessment Period records to
reflect the new rating categories by:

a. Striking through the previous ratings, ensuring they remain legible;
b. Typing in the corresponding new rating title;
c. Attaching a copy of this decision to each docket's package; and,

d. Providing copies of the revised package to DRPI files, IE:HQ and the
Resident Inspector.

|ﬁomas i. Martin
Acting Director, D

. Brunner
ing Director, DRPI

Szﬁ/:"’ 4 Q;Zi’ - i

alter G, Martin
Asst. to Director

> t
ctbr, DEPOS




SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE
QISTER CREEK NUCLFAR GENERATING STATION

REGION I EVALUATION BOARD MEETING

Facility: Qyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Licensee: Jersey Central Power and Light Company

Unit Identification:

Docket No. License No./Date of Issue Unit No.
50-219 -16 pr . I

Reactor Information:
NSS: } ri
MWT: 1930

Assessment Period: August 1, 1980 to January 31, 1981

Evaluation Board Meeting Date: March 2, 1981

Review Board Members:

. Allan, Deputy Director

. Brunner, Acting Director, Division of Resident and Project Inspection

. Carlson, Director, Enforcement and Investigation Staff

. Martin, Assistant to the Director

. Paulson, Licensing Projects Manager, Operating Reactors, Branch 5, NRR

. Smith, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness and Operatifonal Support
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Other NRC Attendees:

R. R. Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch No. 2, DRPI
E. G. Greenman, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A, DRPI

L. E. Briggs, Reactor Inspector

J. A, Thomas, Acting Senior Resident Reactor Inspector, Oyster Creek



—QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Period: Auqust 1, 1980 to Janyary 31, 198)

A. Number and Nature of Noncompliance Items

1.  Noncompliance Category

Infractions ' 7
Deficiencies 1
111 ]
v 5
v ]

2. Areas of Noncompliance

V10/INF/DEF 111/1V/V
Plant Operations 0/0/1
Design Changes and Modifications 0/1/0
Radiation Protection 0/2/0
Environmental Protection 0/4/1

Security and Safeguards ° 0/0/0 1/5/0



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GCNERATING STATION
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Period: August 1, 1980 to January 31, 198)
Number and Nature of Licensee Event Reports
1. Type of Events

Component Failure 18
Design/Fabrication/Analysis Errors 16
Defective Procedures 0
Personnel Errors 6
External 5
Other ]

TOTAL L1

2. Causally Linked Events
1 event in 1 group
3. Licensee Event Reports Reviewed (Report Nos.)
80-33 to 80-63, 81-01 to 81-06, and ETS 80-05 to 80-13
C. Escalated Enforcement Actions
Civil Penalties

None. Escalated enforcement action is in progress based on physical securit -
inspection 80-36. Escalated enforcement action was being recommended to HQ
based on third party inspection (State of Nevada), Decembei 30, 1980 (civil
penalties were not issued).

Orders

Orde- of August 29, 1980, requiring the licensee to submit requested docu-
mentation on environmental qualification of electrical equipment.

Order of September 19, 1980, modifying the previous crder issued on
August 29, 1980.

Confirmatory Order of Octcber 2, 1980, to confirm licensee commitment to
install continuous level monitoring system as required by 1EB 80-17.

Order of January 9, 1981, modifying license DPR-16 to require installation
of auto scram on low CRD air header pressure. Installation required by
April 9, 1981. Licensee has applied for a 9-day extension.

Order of January 13, 1981, requiring the licensee to reassess containment
design and install necessary modifications by December 31, 1981,

Immediate Action Letters

IAL 80-36 of October 2, 1980, to confirm licensee commitments relative to
operation of the temporary waste demineralizer system.




OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Perfod: August 1, 1980 to January 31, 198)

0.  Management Conferences Held During Past Six Months

Management meeting at the Region I Office on January 14, 1981 to discuss
NRC concerns related to Physical Security Program {nspection 7indings
(Inspection No. 50-219/80-36, December 15-19, 1980) and the licensee's
proposed corrective actions.

Management meeting at the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Forked
River, New Jersey, on September 25, 1980 to address NRC:RI concerns identified
in the Regional gALP Evaluation Board meeting of September 22, 1980,

5. Licensee Activities

Full power cperation during this period has been restricted because of the
liew Radwaste facilities' {1nability to process 11quid radicactive waste at
design capacity.

Plant was shutdown on the following dates for maintenance:

1. July 31 to August 4, 1980 to repair a nitroger system leak in the drywell.
2. September 19-22, 1980 due to excessive unidentified leakage in the drywell.
Leakage was from a capped feedwater check valve test connection,

3. November 22-29, 1980 to repair a feedwater heater tube leak.
4. A six week shutdown is scheduled to begin fn April 1981 to make plant
modifications required to satisfy NUREG 0737.

F. Inspection Activities

Routine {nspection (?46 hours) bg resident and region-based inspectors
Reactive fnspection (139 hours) by resident inspectors

G. Investigation Activities

None.



QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

Above Below
Functional Area Average Aversge Average
1. Plant Operations X
2. Refueling Operations X
3. Maintenance X
4. Surveillance N
5. Licensed Operator Training X
6. QA/QC X
7. Reporting X
8. Committee Activities X
9.  Procurement X
10. Fire Protection X
11, ISI/IST X
12. Design Changes and Modifications X
13. Radiation Protection X
14. Environmental Protection X
15. Emergency Preparedness X
16. Radiocactive Waste Management X
17. Transportation X
18. Security and Safeguards X
19. Management Controls e

X
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT CF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

March 2, 1981

(EvaTuation Date)
Jersey Central Power and Light Company
(Name of Licensee)
Oyiter Creek Nuclear Generating Station
(Title of Facility)
REGION I

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS




OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

1. PLANT OPERATIONS Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

This area is under continuous review by the RRI. During this evaluation

perfod approximately 100 inspector hours were spent in this area. One {tem
ot noncompliance was fdentified in the operations area for failure to follow
annunciator alarm procedures, further addressed under (18) Management Controls.

Conclusion

Average Performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

2. REFUELING OPERATIONS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

Inspection by resident and region based inspectors in the Post-refueling area
(36 inspector hours) fdentified no {tems of noncompliance. Last refueling outage
was completed in July 1980, Tnere were two ftems of noncompliance as a result of

five inspections in this area during the outage. The next refueling outage 1s
scheduled for October 1981.

Conclusion

Average Performance.



QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Assessment Period €/1/80 to 1/31/81

MAINTENANCE

Analysis

Inspection by the resicent inspector has not resulted in anv items of
noncompliance. Maintenance activities were inspected once (3 inspactor hours)

during this assessment period,

Conclusion

Pverage Performance,



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

SURVETLLANCE Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/%_1_/_81

Analysis

Inspection bv the resident inspector (4 fnspector hours) has not resulted in
any ftems of noncompliance.

Corclusion

Aierage Performance,



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

5. LICENSED OPERATOR TRAINING Assessment Perfod E/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

No specific Inspection in this area during the assessment periud. A training
fnspection s scheduled to be conducted during the month of April 1981, This
area was previously rated unsatisfactory based on HP Technician training (sve
No. 13 Radiation Frmtection).

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CRECK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

——

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Aisessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

6. QA/QC

Analysis
No inspections have been performed in this area during assessment pericd,

This area was rated satisfactory during the previous assessment period
based on inspections conducted by both PAB and region based inspectors.

Conclusion

Average performance.




7.

CYSTER CREEK NUCLLAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

REPORTING Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

As @& result of continuing LER, Bulletin and perfodic report reviews, this
area 1s under continuous evaluation by the resident inspector. Approximately
106 ‘nspector hours were spent during this perfod in this area. No {items

of noncompliance were fdentified.

Conclusion
Average performance.



8.

QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES Assessment Perind 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

No specific inspection of this area was conducted during this perfod. No

of noncompliance were identifiad. Increased inspection effort was
previously recommended in this area due to one 1tem of noncompliance identified
during the Health Physics Appraisal inspection (80-17, not yet 1ssued) in the

e ————

Area of H.P. Audits. This inspection finding will be reviewed for licensee corrective

action subsequent to report 80-17 {ssuance.

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

—

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

9. PROCUREMENT

Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

No specific inspection has been performed in this area during this assessment
period. During the last evaluation perfod this area was inspected by PAB;
no ftems of noncompliance were identified.

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

10.  FIRE PROTECTION Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

No specific inspection was conducted in this area during the evaluation period;
however, routine inspection during plant tours (approximately 15 inspector hours)

by the resident fnspector has not resulted in any items of noncompliance in
this area.

Conclusion
Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYS1S

1817187 Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

No specific inspections of this area during assessment period. During the
previous evaluation perfod one {tem of noncompliance (management controls) was
fdentified for failure to implement the IST program for pumps and valves as
required by ASME, Section XI. The PAB inspection (79-18) 1dentified no 1tems
of noncompliance in the In-Service Inspection (ISI) area but indicated a
weakness in the coordination of the 1icensee's program. Licensee action was
fn progress at that time to accumulate all available data to establish the
remaining ISI to be completed to fulfill the requirements of their first ten
(10) year ISI program. A preliminary Region 1 data review subseguent to the
PAB inspection, indicated that requirements were being met. Inspection of the
licensee's ISI/IST Program is scheduled to be conducted during the next 6-month
evaluation period.

Conclusion

Average performance.



QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

R7Y/ ~ / ;/"1
l 12. DESIGN CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS Assessment, Period_8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

No specific inspection has been performed in this area during assessment period;
however, the resident inspectors have identified numerous LER's relating to
repetetive safety related instrument setpoint drift problems. An {nspection

was conducted (50-219/80-06) on March 9-10, 1981 (outside evaluation period)

to determine 1f an adequate engineering evaluation hau beer. performed before

the subject instruments had been installed during the last refueling outage.
Results of that inspection indicate that switches of higher quality and design
accuracy were installed but have not performed within design specifications., A
program has been initfatead by the licensee to identify and correct setpoint
drift problems.

Cenclusion

Average performance.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

RADIATION PROTECTION Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

During this perfod of review two inspections were conducted by the Radfation
Support Section and no ftems of noncompliance were {dentified. The bulk of these
{nspections took place prior to the period under review. Both inspections con-
cluded August 1, 1980,

Increased inspection effort (approximately 25 routine inspector hours and approxi-
mately 75 hours reactive) has been directed by the resident inspectors during the
period under review to assure the licensee's adherence to station radiation prote-tion
procedures, Two ftems of noncompliance were {dentified, relating to failure to
follow contamination control procedures. The licensee's radiation protection staff
has been supplemented by contractor technicians., Significant organizational changes
have been implemented with the formation of the G.P.U. Nuclear Group.

There has been a significant increase in the involvement of the Radiological
Engineering Group in ALARA implementation. To further implement the September 1980
recommendations of the Region 1 SALP Board for increased inspection effort, an
{nspection was scheduled for the week of March 2, 1981 by Radiation Support to
further assess the effectiveness of the Radfation Protection Organizational changes.
Results of this fnspection (subsequent to the assessment perio;g {ndicated that the
1icensee's performance is acceptable in this area. One {tem of noncompliance re-
Tating to control of procedure changes was identified. The 1icensee has implemented
additional HP technician training but the training program needs to be fully
formalized and retraining requirements established. No other weaknesses in the
Radiation Protection area were identified.

Conclusion

Average performance.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Assessment Period _8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

One environmental inspection (50 Ynspector hours) was conducted September 22-26,
October 15, 1980, This inspection disclosed 5 {tems of noncompliance, (faflure

to follow QA procedure; failure to have procedures; failure to conform to Reg

Guide 1.23; faflure to perform required calibrations and channel checks of thermal
monftoring system; failure to have all required thermal moniloring instrumentation
and fnadequate air sampler design pursuant to ANSI N13.1-1969). Response to report
(1ssued 1/30/81) has not yet been recefved.

Conclusion

Below average performance in non-radiological environmental protection area.
Recoomend increased inspection frequency; however, due to recommended inspection
wiority, letter Thornburg to Grier dated 2/9/€1, increased inspection will not

be conducted.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/8I

15, EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Analysis

The last review of the OC Emergency planning program took place on

May 12-15, 1980 during the HP appraisal. As a result, an IAL was {ssued relating
to deficient procedures, training and definition of the emergency organization,
The 1icensee's immediate actions were adequate to resolve concerns {temized in
the IAL. A number of additional findings, however, remained for resclution in

development of the NUREG 0654 plan and implementation.

Conclusion

Kverage performance,



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

«v. RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

|
\
There were no inspections directed exclusively to Radioactive Waste Management
during the evaluation period. However, during an inspection which concluded
August 1, 1980 radioactive waste related records, shipping documents and procedure
changes, including changes to verify that packages were surveyed for free standina
liquids, were reviewed. No noncompliance was noted.

The licensee has implemented organizational changes to improve the management
controls in this area. A supervisor for radiocactive waste operations and &
supervisor for radioactive waste shipping have been permanently assigned.
Additionally, personnel specifically trained in the Radwaste System Operations
are utilized rather than having equipment operators performing these functions
as a collateral duty.

There were 16 total fnspectfons conducted at burial sites during 1980, One

item of noncompliance was ident{fied during an in~pection performed by the

State of Nevada {n December 1980 which identif
dfscussed under Item 17, Transportation.” 164 48 inproper shipment, further

The operation of the Radioactive Waste Treatment System has been impaired by

" extensive contamination of the process building due to design inadequacies. The
licensee has initiated a design review of the radioactive waste system and is
presently modifying the building's ventilation system to decrease the spread
of contamination and enhance operations.

In accordance with the recommendations of the Reqion | SALP Board which met in
September 1980, an inspection was scheduled for the week of March 2, 1981, to
access the status of the Radioactive Waste Operations. Results of this in-
spection (subsequent to the assessment period) indicated that the licensee's
performance is acceptable in this area. No {tems of noncompliance were identified.

The last independent measurements inspection was conducted on May 13-15, 1980
with the Region I mobile l1ab. No items of noncompliance were identified. The
licensee's measurements were in agreement with the NRC's,

Conclusion

Average performance.



17.

S

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

TRANSPORTATION Assessment Perfod: 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

During this evaluation perfod radioactive waste shipments to Beatty, Nevada
have been inspected 3 times with 11 total inspections conducted at Beatty
since January 1980. One noncompliance was fdentified during a 3rd party
inspection on December 30, 1980 when one drum of waste leaked 1iquid through

4 pin-holes in the bottom of the drum. The licensee's permit for disposal

at the Beatty burial site was revoked. The permit was subsequently restored
after a meeting between site management and the State of Nevada. Escalated
enforcement action is being recommended to HQ 1n this case as a test of the
3rd party inspection effort. The licensee was also inspected 5 times during
1980 by Rng1on I1 (Barnwell) with no ftems of noncompliance identified. On
February 19, 1981 (outside evaluation period) a licensee shipment of {rradiated
fuel was surveyed by the resident inspector and no ftems of noncompliance were
fdentified. An inspection of this area was scheduled for the week of March 2,
1981. Results of this inspection (subsequent to the assessment perfod) 1in-
dicated acceptable performance in this area. Additional steps including pro-
cedure changes and the implementation of a more rigorous quality assurance
program had been taken by the licensee,

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
SECURITY AND SAFEGUARDS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

Routine resident inspection (approximately 20 hours) and one regfon based
{nspection (80-36; 64 inspector hours) on December 15-19, 1980 resulted in six
{6) violations. One violation (faflure to maintain the integrity of a vital
area) was a Severity Level III violatfon. Security Management at Oyster Creek
was aware of the degraded vital barrier but took no compensatory action until
the violatfon was fdentified during the insrection, Other violations fdentified
were:

;
2d

failure to change security combination and failure to audit security keys.
failure to assure the explosive detectors met the required performance

characteristics.
fatlure to meet tne .2 foot candle 1ighting requirement.

§ faflure to use an approved 1D badge.
3 failure to retain security records for the required period.

The Severity Level III violation was of additional concern due to the decisfon
by the Security Supervisor not to take compensatory measures for the degraded
barrfer. Civil penalty was recommended but was not issued.

Conclusion

Below Average Performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFUPMANCE ANALYSIS

MANAGEMENT CONTROLS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

Approximately 20 inspector-hours are directly attributed to this area, and
findings in other areas are evaluated from a management perspective. During
this evaluation period there has been improvement in this area. There have
been no ‘tems of noncompliance specifically in the area of management controls.
The licensee's organizational changes have placed more direct senior level
management attention on site and are indicative of a commitment to further
improve this area. However, durin? this evaluation period, there have been
two items of noncompliance for failure to follow health physics procedures,
one item of noncompliance for failure to follow operating procedures, and
six items of noncompliance in the security and safeguards area. In addi-
tion, the slow progress being made in the licensee's effort to decontamin-
ate the reactor building and to remove the large quantity of contaminated
tools and equipment remaining from the 1980 refueling, and the low level

of management attention given to the large number of LER's resulting from

instrument repeatability (details Section 12) are indicative of apparent
weaknesses in the area of management control.

Conclusion

Average performance.




SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

March 2, 1981
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REGION I
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR RATING STATION
ENFORCEMENT HISTORY FROM AUGUST'1, 1980 to JANUARY 31, 1981

Inspection
Number Severity Functional Area Subject
80-28 INF HP Protective clothing being removed cutside contamination controlled
area.
INF HP Four individuals working in contamination controllsd area without
required Protective clothing.
INF Design Temporary waste Water Drain installed without adequate process
controls resulting in a spill of Radioactive liquid.
80-30 INF Envirynmental Failure of Ticensee to respond to internal audit finding.
INF Environmental Inadequate procedures for action to be taken for: failure of
environmental temperature monitors; dilution pump operation;
and recorder calibration.
INF Environmental Control room environmental recorders not calibrated on a regular
6 month basis.
INF Environmental Failure to channel check environmental thermal monitoring equip-
ment.
DEF Environmental Only 1 of 2 channels of 3 temperature monitors met ETS accuracy
requirenents.
* £0-36 Level III Security Vital barrier (floor gratings) into 4160 Volt room not secured.
Level [V Security Non picture badges being used for unescorted access.
Level IV Security Annual audit of protected area keys and annual security safe

combination change not performed.

Level IV Security Performance test not conducted on explosives detector.



Inspection

Number Severity Functional Area Subject
(cont'd)
* 80-36 Level 1V Security Liahting in two protected areas did not meet the requirements
of tke approved security plan.
Leve® 1V Security Temporary badge log not maintained for 1 year.
* 81-01 Level V Operations Failure to follow annunciator procedure.

* Report Not Issued



gLster Creek

EN"ORCEMENT SUMMARY From _August 1, 1980

50-219 I

Docket No. Unit No.

Functional Arza
cf Noncompliance

P

SEVERITY LEVEL
VIO/INF/DEF III IV V VI

1

Plant Opecations
Refueling Operations
Maintenance

Surveillance
Licensed Operator Training

QA/QC

Reperting

Committee Activities
Procurement

Fire Protection
ISI/IST
Design Changes and Modification

o

mnm_t%fon
Cayironmenta tection
Emergency Freparednéss
Radioacti+e Waste Management
Transportation

Security and Safegquards

Management Controis

Totals

To January 31, 1981




LER NUMBER

80-33

80-34

80-35

80-36

80-37
80-38

80-39

80-40

80-41

80-42

80-43

80-44

80-45

TYPE

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day
30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

L . L

RN - L Y

LICENSEE EVENT REP  SYNOPSIS
AUGUST 1, 1980 T0 J.  AY 31, 1981

CAUSE CODE
E

DESCRIPTION

Torus oxygen concentration exceeded 5 percent 24 hours after placing
mode switch in "Run".

Overload trip on SGTS exhaust fan 1-8 during routine surveillance
test.

High drywell pressure switches IP-15A and IP-15D tripped at a
value greater than specified.

Stack release rates not continuously monitored due to failure of
stack gas sample system.

Standby Gas Treatment System operated in degraded mode.

Triple Low water level sensor RE-18B exceeded its required set-
point.

Low Pressure Main Steam Line sensor RE-23B and RE-23D tripped at
2 value less than specified.

Hydraulic snubber mmber S1/6 failed to lock up in compression
and tension during functional testing.

Core Spray System II removed from service to repair a leaking
vent line.

H17h drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158, and IP-15C
tripped at values greater than specified.

Reactor triple Tow water level sensor RE-18D exceeded its required
setpoint.

Core Spray System | removed from service when booster pump motors
became wet following inadvertent actuation of the fire suppression
system.

Core Spray System I removed from service to repair a leaking vent
Tine.



LER NUM. . TYPE CAUSE_CODE DESCRI} N

80-46 30 Day A Pressure drop across the upstream HEPA of SGTS Il exceeded specified
Timits.

80-47 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches RV-46A, RV-46B, RV-46C, and RV-46D
setpoints exceeded specified values.

B80-48 30 Day E Hydraulic snubber number 23-7 failed to lock up in tension during
functional testing.

80-49 24 Hour E Isolation Condenser vent valves V-i4-1 and V-14-19 failed to close
vhen actuated from the control Room.

80-50 30 Day B iigh drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-15B, IP-15C, and IP-15D
tripped at values greater than specified.

80-51 30 Day A Daily surveillance for APLHGR, LHGR, and MCPR was not performed.

80-52 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensors RE-18A and RE-18D tripped

at values higher than specified.

80-53 30 Day (10*) E Control rod drive hydraulic pumps removed from service one at a
time to repair leaks on pump seal/bearing water piping.

80-54 30 Day (11*) E Core Spray System I removed from service to insvect pump motors
wetted by CRD hydraulic leals.

80-55 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches RV-46B, RV-46C, and RV-46D tripped
at values greater than specified.

80-56 30 Day B Main steam 1ine high flow switches RE-22C and RE-22G tripped at
values greater than desired.

i 80-57 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-15B, IP-15C, and 1?-15D
: tripped at values greater than specified.

80-58 30 Day E Hydraulic snubbers 19/6 and 19/7 fafled to lock up during functional
testing.




80-59

80-60

80-61

80-62
80-63

81-01

81-02

81-03
81-04

81-06

80-05E
80-06E
80-07E
80-08E

80-09E

TYPE

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day
30 Day

30 Day

30 Day
24 Hour

30 Day

70 Day
30 Day
30 Day
30 Day

30 Day

CAUSE_CODE

m m OO m

DESCRI. .

Monthly surveillance for the main statien battery and diesel
gencrator starting batteries was not performed.

Isolation Condenser pipe break sensors IB11A}, IB11A2, IB118B1,
and IB11B2 tripped at values greater than specified.

Hydraulic snubbers 19/11, 19/12, and 19/13 failed to lock up
during functional testing.

Control rod drive hydraulic pump NC-08A failed in service.

Reactor tripbe low water level sensor RE-18A tripped at a value
greater than specified.

High drywell pressure switch IP-15C tripped at a value greater
than specified.

Stack gas activity was not continuously monitored due to trip of
sample pump.

Fire hydrant number 2 inoperable due to a frozen barrel.

Load on emergency generators during design basis accident could
exceed full load rating.

Emergency service water pump 528 failed to demonstrate opera-
bility.

Reactor triple low water level sensor tripped at a value greater
than specified.

Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted withia 15 minutes.
Condenser discharge temperature exceeded 106°F.
Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

Dilution pn-F was not placed in service when bridge temperature
exceecded 87°F.

Unusually high blue crab mortality.



LER NUMBER

80-10E

80-11E
80-12€
80-13E

NOTES:

*Causally linked event element
(Xo) Initial group element
(Xy) Subsequent group element(s)

TYPE

30 Day

30 Day
30 Day
30 Day

CAUSE CODES:

CAUSE CODE DESCRIPTION

Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 60°F.

Fish ki1l in lagoons along Oyster Creek.
Fish k111 in Oyster Creek during a controlled plant shutdown.

Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 60°F.

Personnel Error

Design/Manufacturing, Construction/Installation
External Cause

Defective Procedures

Component Failure
Other



SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

March 2, 198)

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

REGION 1
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION




REGION I SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

1. BACKGROUND

As part of the effort to develop NRC Manual Chapter 0516, “Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance" (SALP), NRC:4Q finalized and provided
to the regional offices new "Evaluation Guidance" for classification of
Ticensee performance within SALP functiona) areas.

2. MEETING

The Regfon I SALP Board convened on June 19, 1981 for the purpose of
comparing the new evaluation gufdance to the assessment criteria used by the
Board during the Cycle I Assessment Period. [t was determined that the previous
"Unsatisfactory" category was directly translatable into the new "Below
Average" category. Further, 1t was determined that a previous rating of
“Satisfactory” was convertible to a new rating of 'Averago.' The Region I
SALP Board members adopted the new "Evaluation Guidance.

3. ACTION

The Board directed DRPI to modify Cycle 1 Assessment Perfiod records to
reflect the new rating categories by:

a. Striking through the previous ratings, ensuring they remain legible;
b. Typing in the corresponding new rating title;
¢. Attaching a copy of this decisfon to each docket's package; and,

d. Providing copifes of the revised package to DRPI files, IE:KQ and the
Resident Inspector.

Tﬁomas f. Martin
Acting Director, D

. Brunner
ing Director, DRPI

alter G. rtin
Asst. to Director

. t
ctOr, DCPOS




SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE
QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATIOM
REGION I EVALUATION BOARD MEETING
Facility: in fon

Licensee: Jarsey Central Power and Light Company

Unit Identification:

Docket No. License No./Nate of Issue Unit No.

Reactor Infornat{on:

NSS: Geners] Electric
MWT: 1930

Assessment Period: August 1, 1980 to January 31, 198]

Evaluation Board Meeting Date: March 2, 198)

Review Board Members:

J. M. Allan, Deputy Director

. Brunner, Acting Director, Division of Resident and Project Inspection
. Carlson, Director, Enforcement and Investigation Staff

. Martin, Assistant to the Director

. Paulson, L1cens1ng Projects Manager, Operating Reactors, Branch 5, NRR
Smith, Director, Di

m.l:txm
X0 4

Other NRC Attendees:

Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch No. 2, DRP]
Greenman, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A, DRP]

Briggs, Reactor Inspector
. Thomas, Acting Senior Resident Reactor Inspecter, Oyster Creek

orm>x
=m0 0

vision of Emergency Prep:redness and Operational Support



~LQSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Period:

A.

Number and Nature of Noncompliance Items

| ]

Noncompliance Category

Infractions
Deficiencies
111

v

v

Areas of Noncompliance

Plant Operaticns

Design Changes and Modifications
Radiation Protection
Environmental Pritectior

Security and Safeguards *

V10/INF/DEF

0/1/0
0/2/0
074N
0/0/0

1T1/1V/V
0/0/1

1/5/0



J}

.

U7 TR CREEX NSCLEAR GEMZAATING STATION
LICFRSEL TERFOIMANLE DATA

Assessmeni %er'.d: hugust 1, 1980 b /st cary 37, 1981
Nurher_an. %atyre of Licensee Event Repor!s

1.

»ye 3 Events

Compor 1wt Failure 18
Desior ‘¥bricat 7o' /Analysis Errurs 16
Defectiv* Pro iedures 0
Personnel Trrors 3
External b
Other 1
TOTAL «€

Causally Linked Events

1 event in 1 group

Licensee Event Kepirts Reviewed (Rimart Nos.)

80-33 to 80-63, 81-01 to 81-06, ard EVS &0-05 to 80-13

Escalated Enforcement Act’ans

Civi) Penaltres

None. Escalated enforcement action is in progress bac<d on physical security
inspection 80-36. Escelated enforcement action was being recommended to HQ
nased cr third party insoectior (State of Nevada), December 30, 1980 (civ:i
renalties were not 1ssusd),

raers

Jrder of August 29, 1380, requiring the licensee to submit reguested docu-
mentation on environmental qualifi-ation of electrical equipment.

Order of Sept mber 19, 1980, modi:ving the previous order issued on
August 29, 1980.

Cinfirmatory Order of October 2, 1980, to confirm licensee commitment to
install contiruous lev-) monitoring system as required by IEB 80-17.

Order of January 9, 1531, wadifying 1izense DPR-16 tc require installation
of autu scram on low CRD air header pressure. Installation required by
Ap~il 9, 1981, Licensee hay applied “:. a 9-day extension.

Order of January 13, 1981, requiring tie licensee to reassess « ntainuent
design and install necessa y modificsiions by Decener 31, 198!

Imnedi te Action Letters

[AL 87 -36 of October 2, 1980, to confirm licensee conmivmeats relative to
operation of the temporary waste demiieralizer system.




OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENEPATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Perfod: August 1, 1980 to January 31, 1981

D. Management Conferences Held During Past Six Months

Management meeting at the Region I Office on January 14, 1981 to discuss
NRC concerns related tu Physical Security Program {nspection findings
(Inspect.on No. 50-219/80-36, December 15-19, 1980) and the licensee's
proposed corrective actions,

Management meeting at the Oyster Cre:k Nuc1e:rdGener;;éngIStation. F?gkecti”1 )
River, New Jersey, on September 25, 1980 o address :R1 concerns iden e
1nvthe Regional gALP Evaluation Board meeting of September 22, 1980.

E. Licensee Activities

Full power operation during this period has been restricted because of the

New Radwaste facilities' fnability to process 11quid radioactive waste at

design capacity.

Plant was shutdown on the following dates for maintenance:

1. July 31 to August 4, 1980 to repair a nitrogen system leak in the drywell,
. September 19-22, 1980 due to excessive unidentified leakage in the drywell,

2
Leakage was from a capped feedwater check valve test connection,
3. November 22-29, 1980 to i2pair a feedwater heatier tube leak,
4. A six week shutdown is scheduled to begin in April 1981 to make plant

modifications re~uired to satisfy NUREG 0737.

F. Inspection Activities

Routine inspection (546 hours) bg resident and region-based inspectors
Reective inspection (139 hours) by resident inspectors

G. Investigation Activities

None,



QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

‘ Above Below
Functional Area Average Averege Average
1. Plant Operations ¥ X |
2. Refueling Operations T X
3. Maintanance X
4. Surveillance X
5. Licensed Operator Training X
5. QA/QC X
7. Reporting X
8. Comuittee Activities -X
8. Procurement X
10. Fire Protection X
1. ISI/IST X
12. Design Changes and Modifications X
13. Radfation Protection X
i, Environmental Protection X
15. Emergency Preparedness X
16. Radioactive Waste Management X
17. Transportation X
18. Security and Safeguards i X
19. Management Controls

2 L
f£§§2%?;§3?J‘ZZ{‘/{?;QEJ¢51/}
giona) Uirector

3’/7/‘(/
Date ] /




SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

March 2, 1981

(Evaluation Date)

Jersey Central Power and Light Ccmpany
~ (Name of Licensee)

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
(Title of Facility) e e

REGION I

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS




OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

1. PLANT OPERATIONS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

This area is under continuous review by the RRI. During this evaluation

period approximately 100 inspector hours were spent in this area. One {tem
of noncompliance was identified in the operations area for failure to follow
annunciator alarm procedures, further addressed under (18) Management Controls.

Conclusion

Average Performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

2. REFUELING OPERATIONS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

Inspection by resident and region based inspectors in the Post-refueling area
(36 inspector hours) identified no items of noncompliance. Last refueling outage
was completed in July 1980. There were two ftems of noncompliance as a result of

five inspections in this area during the outage. The next refueling outage 1is
scheduled for October 1981,

Conclusion

Average Performance.



3.

QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSI

MAINTENANCE Ascess

Analysis

Inspection by the resident inspector has n
noncompliance, Maintenance activities wer
during this assessment period.

Conclusion

Average Performance,

)

ment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

ot resulted in any {tems of
e {nspected once (3 inspector hours)



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

4. SURVEILLANCE Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

Inspection by the resident fnspector (4 {nspector hours) has not resulted in
any ftems of noncompliance.

Conclusion

Average Performance,



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

5. LICENSED OPERATOR TRAINING Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/€
Analysis

No specific inspection in this area during the assessment period. A training
fnspection 1s scheduled to be conducted during the month of April 1981, This

area was previously rated unsatisfactory based on HP Technician training (see
No. 13 Radiation Protection).

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

6. QA/QC

Analysis

No fnspections have been performed in this area during assessment period,

This area was rated satisfactory during the previous assessment period
based on inspections conducted by both PAB and region based inspectors.

Conclusion

Average performance.



QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

7. REPORTING Assessment Perfod_8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

As a result of continuing LER, Bulletin and periodic report reviews, this
area {s under continuous evaluation by the resident inspector. Approximately
106 inspector hours were spent during this perfod in this area.
of noncompliance were identified.

No {tems

Conclusion

Average performance.




8.

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES Assessment Perind 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

-

Analysis

No specific inspection of this area was conducted during this peried. No

tems of noncompliance were identifiad. Increased inspection effort was
previously recommended in this area due to one 1tem of noncompliance identified
during the Health Physics Appraisal inspection (80-17, not yet issued) in the

Area of H.P. Audits. This inspection finding will be reviewed for licensee corrective !

action subsequent to report 80-17 1ssuance.

Conclusion

Average performance.

{



QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

9. PROCUREMENT

Assessment Period &/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

No :pec1f1c inspection has been performed in this area during this assessment
period.

During the last evaluation period this area was inspected by PAB;
no ftems cf noncompliance were identified.

Conclusion

Average performance.




OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

10.  FIRE PROTECTION Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

No specific inspection was conducted in this area during the evaluation period;

however, routine inspection during plant tours (approximately 15 inspector hours)

byithe resident inspector has not resulted in any items of noncompliance in
this area.

Conclusion
Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

11, 1817187 Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8] d

Analysis

No specific inspections of this area during assessment perfod. During the
previous evaluation perfod one ftem of noncompliance (management controls) was
fdentified for failure to implement the IST program for pumps and valves as
required by ASME, Section XI. The PAB inspection (79-18) 1dentified no {tems
of noncompliance in the In-Service Inspection (ISI) area but indicated a
weakness in the coordination of the licensee's program. Licensee action was
in pro?ress at that time to accumulate all available data to establish the
remaining ISI tc be comnleted to fulfill the requirements of their first ten
(10) year ISI program. A preliminary Region ! data review subsequent to the
PAB inspection, indicated that requirements were being met. Inspection of the
licensee's ISI/IST Program is scheduled to be conducted during the next 6-month
evaluation period.

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

DESIGN CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS Assessment Perfiod 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

No specific inspection has been performed in this area during assessment period;
however, the resident inspectors have 1dentified numerous LER's relating to
repetetive safety related instrument setpoint drift problems. An inspection
was conducted (50-219/80-06) on March 9-10, 1981 (outside evaluation period)

to determine 1f an adequate engineer1n$ evaluation had been performed before

the subject fnstruments had been installed during the last refueling outage.
Fesults of that inspection indicate that switches of higher quality and design
accuracy were fnstalled but have not performed within design specifications. A
program has been initiated by the licensee to identify and correct setpoint
drift problems,

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

RADIATION PROTECTION Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/8]

Analysis

During this perfod of review two inspections were conducted by the Radiation
Support Section and no ftems of noncompliance were identified. The bulk of these
{nspections took place prior to the period under review. Both inspections con-
cluded August 1, 1980,

Increased inspection effort (approximate’y 25 routine inspector hours and approxi-
mately 75 hours reactive) has been directed by the resident inspectors during the
peirfod under review to ascure the licensee's adherence to station radiation protection
procedures. Two ftems of norcompliance were identified, relating to failure to
follow contamination control procedures. The licensee's radfation protection staff
has been supplemented by contractor technictans. Significant organizational changes
have been implemented with the formation of the G.P.U. Nuclear Group.

There has been a significant increase in the involvement of the Radiolegical
Engineering Group in ALARA implementation. To further implement the September 1980
recommendations of the Region I SALP Board for increased inspection effort, an
inspection was sceduled for the week of March 2, 1981 by Radiation Support to
further assess the effectiveness of the Radiation Protection Organizational changes.
Results of this inspection (subsequent to the assessment periog? {ndicated that the
1icensee's performance is acceptable in this area. One item of noncompliance re-
Tating to control of procedure changes was identified. The 1icensee has implemented
additional HP technician training but the training program needs to be fully
formalized and retraining requirements established. No other weaknesses {in the
Radfation Protection area were identified.

Conclusion

Average performance,



l“.

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Assessment Perfod 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

One environmental inspection (50 {nspector hours) was conducted September 22-26,
October 15, 1980. This inspection disclosed 5 1tems of noncompliance, (failure

to follow QA procedure; failure to have procedures; failure to conform to Reg
Guide 1.23; faflure to perform required calibrations and channel checks of thermal
monitoring system; failure to have all required thermal monitoring instrumentation
and inadequate afr sampler design pursuant to ANSI N13.1-1969). Response to report
(1ssued 1/30/81) has not yet been received.

Conclusion

Gelow average performance in non-radiological environmental protection area.

Recommend increased inspection frequency; however, due to recommended inspection
wiority, letter Thornburg to Grier dated 2/9/81, increased inspection will not
be conducted.




s

QYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Rssessment Per{iod 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

15. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Analysis

The last review of the OC Emergency planning program took place on
May 12-15, 1980 during the HP appraisal. As a result, an IAL was {ssued relating

to deficient procedures, training and definition of the emergency organization.
The licensee's immedfate actions were adequate to resolve concerns itemized in
the IAL. A number of additional findings, however, remained for resolution in

development of the NUREG 0654 plan and implementation.

Conclusion

Rveraae performance,



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

.. RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

There were no inspections directed exclusively to Radioactive Waste Manacement
during the evaluation period. However, during an inspection which concluded
August 1, 1980 radioactive waste related records, shipping documents and procedure
changes, including changes to verify that packages were surveyed for free standing
liquids, were reviewed. No noncompliance was noted.

The licensee has implemented organizational changes to improve the management
controls in this area. A supervisor for radiocactive waste operations and a
supervisor for radioactive waste shipping have been permanently assigned.
Additionally, personnel specifically trained in the Radwaste System Operations
are utilized rather than having equipment operators performing these functions
as a collateral duty.

There were 16 total fnspectfons cOnducted at burial sites during 1980. One

item of noncompliance was {dentified during an {nspection performed by the

State of Nevada {n December 1980 which identif
discussed under Item 17, "Transportation." fed an improper shipment, further

The operation of the Radioactive Waste Treatment System has been impaired by

" extensive contamination of the process building due to design inadequacies. The
licensee has initiated a design review of the radioactive waste system and is
presently modifying the building's ventilation system to decrease the spread
of contamination and enhance operations.

In accordance with the recammendations of the Reaqion | sSALP Board which met in
September 1980, an inspection was scheduled for the wrek of March 2, 1981, to
access the status of the Radioactive Waste Operations. Results of this in-
spection (subsequent to the assessment period) indicated that the licensee's
performance is acceptable in this area. No items of noncampliance were identified.

The last independent measurements inspection was conducted on May 13-15, 1980
with the Region I mobile 1ab. No items of noncompliance were identified. The
licensee's measurements were in agreement with the NRC's,

Conclusion

Average performance,



17.

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

TRANSPORTATION Assessment Period: 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

During this evaluation period radioactive waste shipments to Beatty, Nevada
have been inspected 3 times with 11 total {nspections conducted at Beatty
since January 1980. One noncompliance was {dentified during a 3rd party
inspection on December 30, 1980 when one drum of waste leaked 11quid through

4 pin-holes in the bottom of the drum. The licensee's permit for disposal

at the Beatty burfal site was revoked. The permit was subsequently restored
after a meeting between site management and the State of Nevada. Escalated
enforcement action {s being recommended to HQ in this case as a test of the
3rd party inspection effort. The licensee was also inspected 5 times during
1980 by Region I1 §Barnwe1l) with no 1tems of noncompliance identified. On
February 19, 1981 (outside evaluation period) a licensee shipment of irradiated
fuel was surveyed by the resident inspector and no {tems of noncompliance were
fdentified. An inspection of this area was scheduled for the week of March 2,
1981. Results of this inspection (subsequent to the assessment period) in-
dicated acceptable performance in this area. Additional steps including pro-
cedure changes and the implementation of a more rigorous quality assurance
program had been taken by the licensee.

Conclusion

Average performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
SECURITY AND SAFEGUARDS Assessment Period 8/1/80 tp 1/31/8)

Analysis

Routine resfdent inspection (approximately 20 hours) and one region based
{nspection (80-36; 64 inspector hours) on December 15-19, 1980 resulted in cix
(6) violations. One violation (faflure to maintain ihe integrity of a vital
area) was a Severity Level IIl violation. Security Msnagement at Oyster Creek
was aware of the degraded vital barrier but took no compensatory action until
the violation was {dentified during the inspection. Other vi~lations {dentified
were:
2
gb failure to change se.urity combination and failure to audit security keys.
¢) faflure to assure the explosive detectors met the required performance
characteristics.
id failure to meet the .2 foot candle 1ighting requirement,

failure to retain security records for the required period.

2 faflure to use an aporoved ID badge.
d

The Severity Level III violation was of additional concern due to the decision
by the Security Supervisor not to take compensatory measures for the degraded
b2 rier. Civil penalty was recommended but was not issued.

Conclusion

Below Average Performance.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

MANAGEMENT CONTROLS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/8)

Analysis

Approximately 20 inspector-hours are directly attributed to this area, and
findings in other areas are evaluated from a management perspective. ODuring
this evaluation period there has been improvement in this area. There have
been no items of noncompliance ,pecifically in the area of management controls.
The 1icensee's organizational changes have placed more direct senior level
management attention on site and are indicative of a commitment to further
improve this area. However, during this evaluation period, there have been
two items of noncompliance for failure to follow health physics procedures,
one item of noncompliance for failure to follow operating procedures, and
six items of noncompliance in the security and safeguards area. In addi-
tion, the slow progress being made in the licensee's effort to decontamin-
ate the reactor building and to remove the large quantity of contaminated
tools and equipment remaining from the 1980 refueling, and the low level

of management attention given to the large number of LER's resulting from

instrument repeatability (details Section 12) are indicative of apparent
weaknesses in the area of management control.

Conclusion

Average performance.



SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE FERFORMANCE

March ¢, 198)

~ Evaluation Date

Jersey Central Power and Light Company

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station

REGION I

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

- -



Inspection

Number

80-28

80-30

* 80-36

Severitx

INF

INF

INF

INF

INF

INF

INF

JEF

Level III
Level 1V

Level IV

Level IV

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR

RATING STATION

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY FROM AUGUST'1, 1980 to JANUARY 31, 1981

Functional Area

HP

HP

Design

Environmental

Environmental

Environmental

Environmental

Environmental

Security
Security

Security

Security

Subject

Protective clothing being removed outside contamination controlled
area.

Four individuals working in contamination controlled area without
required Protective clothing.

Temporary waste Water Drain installed without adequate process
controls resulting in a spill of Radioactive liquid.

Failure of Ticensee to respond to internal audit finding.
Inadequate procedures for action to be taken for: failure of
environmental temperature monitors; dilution pump operation;
and recorder calibration.

Control room environmental recorders not calibrated on a reqular
6 month basis.

Failure to channel check environmental thermal monitoring equip-
ment.

Only 1 of 2 channels of 3 temperature monitors met ETS accuracy
requirements.

Vital barrier (floor gratings) into 4160 Volt room not secured.
Non picture badges being used for unescorted access.

Annual audit of protected area keys and annual security safe
combination change not performed.

Performance test not conducted on explosives detector.



Inspection

Number Severity Functional Area Subject
(cont'd)
* 80-36 Level IV Security Lighting in two protected areas did not meet the requirements
of the approved security plan.
Level IV Security Temporary badge log not maintained for 1 year.
* 81-01 Level V Operations Failure to follow annunciator procedure.

* Report Not Issued



Ovster Creek

ENFORCEMENT “JMMARY From August 1, 1980 To _January 31, 1981

5C-219 I

- —

Docket No. Unit hc.

Functional Area SEVERITY LEVEL
of Noncompliance VIO/INF/DEF III IV V VI
: |

Piant Operations 18 :

Refueling Operations i

Maintenance

Surveillance

Licensed Operator Training
/

Repcrting

Committee Activities

Prscurement

Fire Protection

ISI/IST

12. Design Changes and Modification 1

QQNO\.U‘&UND-‘

[ep—
-
. .

13. Badiatior Protection 2
14. Environments| Protection I S
15. Emergency Preparednass
- 16. Radioactive W2ste Management
17. Trarsportaticn
18. Securi¢: and Safequards 115

19: Managemsat Controls

Totals - 3 I § 1



-

LER NUMEZR

80-32

80-34

8n-35

80-41

80-42

80-43

80-44

80-45

TYPL

30

30

30

30

30

30 D

k|

30

Day

Day

Day

Dav

Day

Day

Day

Day

Day

LICENSEE EVENT REP  SYNOPSIS
AUGUST 1. 1930 T0 J.  AY 31, 1981

CAUSE_CODE

E

— 3 '; r - o

e - ~

DESCRIPTION

Torus rxygen concentraticn exceeded : -:rcent 24 hours after placing
mode switch in "Run".

Overload trip on SGTS exhaust fan 1-8 during routine surveillance
test.

High Zrywell pressure swilches IP-15A and IP-155 tripped at a o
value r=satar thas specified.

Stack ri'ease rates not continuously monitored due to failur= of
Stack ga; =ample system.

Standby Gas Treatment System operated in degraded mode.

iriple Low water level sensor RE-18B exceeded its required set-
point.

Low Pressure Main Steam Line sensor RE-23B and RE-23D tripped at
a8 value less than specified.

Hydraulic snubber number 51/6 failed to lock up in compression
and tension during function~! testing.

Core Spray System II removed from service to repair a leaking
vent line.

High drywell -ressure switches IP-15A, IP-158, and IP-15C
tripped at values greater than specified.

Reactor triple iow water level sensor RE-18D exceedead its required
setpoint.

Core Spray System I removed from service when booster pump motors
became wet following inadvertent actuation of the fire suppression
system.

Core Spray System I removed from service to repair a leaking vent
l11ine.




80-48

87-49

a0 30

80-51
80-5¢

80-53

80-55

80-56

80-57

80-5¢&

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

(1%

(.1*)

CAUSE CODE

m

m™m

DESCRIF. N

Pressure drop =-.ross the upstream HEPA of SGIS Il exceaded specified
i‘mits.

Higk Irywell piressure switches RV-46A, RV-46B, RV-46C. and RV-460
sétpoints exceeded specified values.

Hydraulic .nubber number 23-7 failed to lock up in “2nsion durin:;
functij.al testing.

Isolation Cuidenser vent valves S 17 1 and ¥-14-19 failed to close
when actuated from the control :ozi.

High drywell pressure swriches IP-15A, Ir—15B, IF={5¢, and IP-1%v
tripped at values greater than specified.

Telly surveillance for APLHC", LHGR, and MCPR was not performed.

Reactor triple low water icvel sensors RE-18" and RE-180 tripped
at values n' her than specified.

Controi rcd drive hvdreuiic pumps removed frum service one at a
time to re; “ir leszs in pump seal/bearing water piping.

Core Spray System | removed from service to inspect pump motors
wetted by CRD hydraulic leaks.

rifgh drywell pressure switches RV-46B, RV-46C, and RV-46D tripped
at valves greater than specified.

Main Steam 1ine high Tlow switches RE-22C and RE-22G tripped st
values greater than desired.

High drywill pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158, .P-15C, and IP-15D
tripped <. ‘zii:as greater than specified.

Hydraulic snuthe-s 19/7 and 19/7 failed to lock up during functional
testing.




80-62
80-63

81-01

81-02

81-03
81-04

81-05

81-06

80-0SE
80-06&
80-07E
80-07"

80-09E

30 Day

30 Day
30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day

24 Hour

30 Day

30 Day

30 Day
30 Day
30 Day
30 Day

30 Day

m m O ™M

DESCRL. .

Monthly surveillance for the main station battery and cdiesel
generator starting batteries was not performed.

Isolation Condenser pipe break sensors IB11Al, IB!1A2, IB11B1,
and IB11B2 tripped at values greater than specified.

Hydraulic snubbers 19/11, 19/12, and 19/13 failed to lock up
during functional testing.

Control rod drive hydraulic pump NC-08A failed in service.

Reactor tripde low water level sensor RE-18A tripped at a value
greater than specified.

High drywell pressure switch IP-15C tripped at a value greater
than specified.

Stack gas activity was not continuously monitored due to trip of
sample pump.

Fire hydrant number 2 inoperable due to a frozen barrel.

Load ori emergency generators during design basis accident could
exceed full load rating.

Emergency service water pump 528 failed to demonstrate opera-
bility.

Reactor triple low water level sensor tripped at a value greater
than specified.

Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted withia 15 minutes.
Condenser discharge temperature exceeded 106°F.
Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

Dilution pung was not placed in service when bridge temperature
exceeded 87°F.

Unusually high blue crab mortality.




LER NUMBER TYPE

80-10E 30 Day
80-11E 30 Day
80-12E 30 Day
80-13E 30 Day
NOTES: CAUSE CODES:

*Causally linked event element
(Xo) Initial group element
(Xy) Subsequent group element(s)

CAUSE CODE DESCRIPTION

M MDY XD >

Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 60°F.

Fish ki11 in lagoons along Oyster Creek.
Fish ki11 ir Oyster Creek during a controlled plant shutdown.

Less than two dilution pumps nperating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

Personnel Error

Design/Manufacturing, Construction/Installation
External Cause

Defective Procedures

Component Failure

Other
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Ira J. Z2=in, Esq.

One Gatewav Center
Suite 1612

Newark, New Jersev 07

Dear Mr., Zarin

Your letter of May 3, 1088 to the U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

has been referred to me for reply. In your letter yo' requested information
regarding radiation exposure at the Oyster Creek nucleir plant during the years
1980 and 1983. You also requested a copy of the Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performance report for the same period.

Enclosure 1 provides summary reports -egaruino the radiation exposure
experience at U/, S, nuclear power plants during the years 198U thrnuah 1982,
Oyster Creek is discussed both gererallv and specifically ts.
Similar summaries of exposure data are published by the NRC in annual volumes
of NURFR-0713, "Occupational Radiation posure at Commercial Nuclear Power
Reactors, (vear): Annual Report."” The data used for these summaries
are provided bv the licentees pursuant to Title 10 o€ the Code of Federal
Requlations, Section 20.407 (10 CFR 20, ) and NRC Reaqulatory Guide (RG) 1.16.
nclosure 2 provides copies of the 10 CFR 20.407 and RG 1,16 reports received
from the licensee for Oyster Creek from !980 throuch 1983, Enclosure 3
provides copies of the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance report
for the same period.

1
fn these repor

Copies of NUREG-N713 and other reports that discuss radiation exposure at
Oyster Creek /such as inspection reports) can be found at the NRC Public
Dozument Poom, 1717 K Street, N.W., Washinaton, D.C, 20555 and the Local
Public Document Room for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Ocean
NRITIER

Countv Library, 101 Washington Street, Toms River, New Jersey (8

I trust that this information is responsive to vour needs

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
Bs stated

*See previous concurrence

106/02/88 :06/02 /88 :06/02/8¢F

DATE :06/¢ /88

— +
70 OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
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Oyster Creek 1 (Icrschuﬂ'ml P4L) (BWR) RG [.16

DPR- 16 NUKBER CF PERSONNEL AND MAM RENS BY VORK AMD JOB FUMCTIOH - CYSTER CREEK
3 m-u-.;s«drem-d * Totzl Man-Rom
Contract Workers 3 ' Contract Workeis
Work & Job Function Station Employces | Utility Fmpioyees and Oikers Station Employees Utility Employces and Otisczs
Reacton Upeatums & Serveslance
- 24 124 6.925 .66 B8.145
e g; 3 14 65 . hirh 1] 1412
teal:n fby&;‘m‘m 6 0 32 h.;g? .(2)33 l.% )
Suncevi - " . .
e Peans " 2 39 4551 193 5:67
ittt St 156 61 630 87.580 51.345 212.27
Operating Personnci ;t 6 22 Ry '.m 2.21
s o 2 5 e ?3 172 1.307 o
Personncl ® . -

Enpnecring Perwonnel i 25 48 11.333 9.687 &.600
* wnienance Personne! 67 37 253 3-“7 k.766 83.67'
Operating Personnct §2 2 21 2.541 .%39 .638
ilealth Physscs Personnel 16 (}) |(') 2.;3? .(l)g:. .(5)(5)(9)
Supervisory Personncl 5 - o -
ELagmcerning Peronact 29 6 28 §.522 .354 3.283
R 123 59 738 73.898 77.172 685.941
Operating Personacl 53 26 . 6.770 3.047 7.0
.::.'"'T..m,.:“ :l 0 7? b | 2.230 .ggo ll.:’m

YRy w & e 2
E"’"'"""‘_"“""" 3(5) |£ iy 7.47 l.??z 7.023
et 69 12 70 5.450 2.874 9.759
Opcrating Fersonncl 22 I 5 .915 .230 .502
Heahth M-: Personncl l 8 zg ; %’; k % 2 .%g
Supcrvisory Personnel ~ - -
Eapincerning Porsonncd B 0 8 .983 .000 : .829
Ref
‘l“:::”m 88 30 130 ho.610 3.990 16.823
Operating Personnel Sl o 14 18.52 .73k 2.061

2 1

o | b | 3 | = | =m
Enpnccring Personncl 15 L 4 3.195 -055 129
TOTAL

cnance Porsonnel 157 64 903 18.130 140.814 1,022,618
ou:::nqw 92 8 50 ‘02-62 6.214 21.908
Health Physics Personnel g" '(2) 264 %fg 2:289 |63.5ﬂ
T nrincering Personnel L6 31 74 ¢ g 12:255 2':5%
Grand Totsl 350 15 .295 10.31% 161.970 I.!5§. !;'

“ - The individual personnel "Totals' do not necessarily reflect the sum of the personnel listed under each
category due (o the fact that personnel performed varlous functlons durlna the year and may have been
Included In more than one "WORK & JOB FUNCTION".

#% - UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All GPU and JCPEL employees not parmanently assigned to Oyster Creek

e o e e et g SEels el e e N e R e i B e i ot e et



Q’shr Croek ! 20,407 ‘8o

Personnel Exposures for Calendar Year 1980
Jersey Central Power § Light Company
License No. _DPR-10

Fotat—RuRbe F—ot—petooniret—+od
l : .  dod th

No measurable €XPOSUTe ....ecccececcsscecscscnnnnnnnans 272
Exposure less than 0.1 ccecrececccnccnmncncnccccccccnns 463
0.1 to 0.28-cccecccacacacsccccnssccncnnssvcnnccsnense, 303
0.25 0 0.5 cevccccccnencssncccaccsccnnncsccnnccnccnes - 230
0.5 to 0.75 ccceces P L L L L LR T 135
0.75 0 ] scccsccncnsscsnscsnnssnnssavensccsnacssnnsess 120
1 R0 2 scsesescnssssascsssnse savessssnscsnsscnrnen, 476
2 £O 3 ccccccccnsenssssnccsasssnansasnsnssnsasnnanns 173
3 O 4 ccceccccccccscancasacsccsnssssnscnscncsacarnnnn 62
4 to 5 «---. W eessssscassesmssssannsesResesssnansnnnsen 4
S LO 6 ccccceccscnsssncescscssssssnscacsncscncasnccnes 0
6 LO 7 sccccscscncsscasscsscncnnnsnssncssnnncncsncccnns 0
7 LO 8 ccccccscssssssnscsssssassvencnssssssssnnnncases 0
8 LO O cecccccccnsannscccsasnsssascasnssncanssansenncsns 0
9 O 10:ccccscncnasccscccssnscsccnnenncnncnscencncccs 0
10 L0 lleccccccccccssncncsnncscsnsssnssacnccnscncsacnnens 0
11 O 12-cceccccccsasncossansnsncancsscanscnsancaccsccs 0
Move 18N l2cccccccccscsscccnnssnccnssncassncnsssansncen 0




BWR - Oystr C

r1be.k§ ATTACHMENT 2
NUMBER OF PERSONNEL AND MAN REMS BY WORK AND JOB FUNCTION - OYSTER CREEK
Number of Personnel * Total Man-Rem
L Contract Workers Contract Workers
Work & Job Function Station Employees |[* *Utility Employces and Others Station Employees Utility Employees and Others
Reactor Openations & Secverilance
Mainterance Pessonnel 68 4 36 3.292 .128 4.861
m:':'mmh > 87 1 5 19.888 .000 .754
L g O
Sopsndaney Ponaneit 10 0 31 .223 .000 4.240
Engincering Personne! 8 0 0 1.210 .000 .000
Gauties Malatensnss 16 1 8 1.008 .052 1.163
Main‘enance Personnel 4 4 136. 19. 99.
ot Penisant £1s 3 % 28:338 3:18% ERAL]
Healsh Physics Persoanel 34 0 131 11.974 .000 78.331
Sapcrvnory Personnel 36 1 3 7.672 My 7 s .005
Ungircoring Persornne! 45 6 63 3.482 .288 S.144
Irscrvice Inspection
Maintenance Personnel 24 0 42 S22 .000 5.562
Operating Personrel 11 0 7 .383 .000 .334
&;m:nm 5 0 8 172 .000 .418
Personncl 11 0 0 «213 .000 .000
Laprecring Personnel 15 4 16 .337 .035 2.265
Special Mamtenance
ON::MM 182 29 477 42.541 7.766 136.303
ating Personnel 70 2 23 8.503 .688 3.76
lsl:xl‘bhrmm 17 0 79 1.909 .000 9.59
uperviory Personcecl 18 0 0 3.275 .000 .000
:“’m"'m"'""“"‘" 18 3 33 1.733 .035 2.595
\aintenance Personnel 102 2 37 5.090 .003 3.729
Operting Personnel 26 0 3 1.758 .000 067
Healih Physics Personnel 3 0 10 .127 .000 2.467
Suncrvisory Personncl 2 0 1 .031 .000 .000
Enginecring Persoanc] 0 0 4 .000 .000 .096
Refuching
‘\;:aw-:wm 3 1 0 .020 .005 .000
nting
Hical:h Physics Personncl ® . e o . e
ey et : 9 9 9 9
Fapecrzing Tomennc: 1 0 0 .010 .000 .000 .
101 AL
Opcrating Prronnc! 116 2 52 79.771 2.857 7.347
Iealh Phywcs Persenmt 35 0 135 14.405 .000 95.049
Supe rvisory Persanac] 38 1 4 12.401 s 32 .005
¥ erenevieng Pervenncd 51 9 78 6.570 .410 11.263
Gt Tond 455 - 55 823 300.749 31.538 363.938

# - The individual persomnel "Totals” do not necessarily reflect the sum of the personnel listed under each

category due to the fact that personnel performed various functions during the year and may have been

included in more than cne "WORK & JOB FUNCTION".
%% - UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All GPU and JCP4L employees not rermanently assigned to Oyster Creek.
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ATTACHMENT 1

20. 407

PERSONNEL WHOLE BODY EXPOSURES FOR CALENDAR YEAR 19_81

oot Gf Bipfhe
Forked

River, New Jersey

rting (Name & Address)
ar Generating Station

08731

License No.

DPR-16

Annual Dose chges'

Number of Individuals

(rem) in Each Range

No Measurable Exposure 218
Measur»’ le Exposure Less Than 0,10 554

0.10 -- 0,25 322

0.25 -« 0,50 214

0.50 - 0,75 168

0,75 == 1 125

1 as 3 233

2 .- 3 67

3 .- &4 6

4 -= 5 -

5 - €

6 .- 7

7 - 8

8 .- 3
- 9 -- 10 )
10 == 11

11 == 12

12 +

The above information {s
personnel monitoring was

LXJ provided during the calendar year,

calendar year,

Total numbe

submitted for the total number of individuals for whom
(check one)

L7 required under 10 CFR 20.202(a) or 10 CFR 34, 33(.) during the

*Individual values exactly equal to the values separating exposure ranges
shall be reported in the higher range,

Lfﬁ-

"AD

»5a

270 28K

-

|
|
|
|
|
|

r of individuals reported 1907
|
|



Attachment 2

NUMBER OF PERSONNEL AND MAN REMS BY WORK AND JOB FUNCTION - OYSTER CREEK

Work & Job Function

Number of Personnel -

Total Man-Rem

Station Employecs l * % tility Employees

Contract Workers
and Others

Station Employecs

Utility Employecs

Contract Workers
and Others

Reactur Operations & Surveillance
Mainterance Personnel

Operating Personncl

Hedth Phymics Personnel
Supervisory Personncl
Engineering Personnel

Routire Mainfcnance
fain:enance Personnel
Operating Personncl
Health Physics Personnel
Supcrvivory Personnel
Lagincering Personne!

Inscrvice Inspection
Mantenance Personnel
Operating Personnel
Heal's Physics Personnel
Supcrvisory Personnel
Enpircoring Personnel

Special Mantenance
Maintenance Personncl
Operating Personnel
Health Physics Personnel
Supervitory Personnel
Engincering Personnel

Waste Processing
Maintenance Personnel

Opersting Personnel
calth Physics Personnel

Semerriwr y Personnel

E apnecring Personncel

Refucling

Maintenance Personnel
Operating Personnel
Heal‘h Physict Personnel
Suo-~rvisory Persornel
Enpinecring Urrsonne!

TOTAL

Atzintcnance Personacl
Operating Peronne!
Health Phyeac: Persennct
Supcrvisory Perevonn]

b ryiveoer Perwenncl

67 2
37 1
11 0
10 0

18 0

218

226 39
161 1
58 0
52 0
14 1

42
0
24

415
, 28
! 69
! 1
1 I 40

.990
. 341
.059
o7 3D

.803

027
.883
.968
426
.609

.640
.282
.500
217
92

2
D
2.89
.94
2.020

.696
.324

.030
166

.006

.000
.000
.000
. 000
.000

154.612
70.347
30.452

8.488
12.030

Gomd ol

*The individual personnel ”Tn?ﬁlq”

due to thg fact that
than one "WORK & JOB

e '
S/L_ - {’_.1

M SR —

192
.000

.000
.000

.000

9.79
.015
.000
.00
.01

1.642
.000
.000
.000
.000

18.537
1.122
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000

.000
.000
-000
.000
.000

30.165
1.137
.000
.000

¢8 not permanently assigned to Oyster Creek.

11.746
.000
2.096
.000

315

72.097

1.574

38.751
.10
4.80

015
.016
. 295
.000
.260

246.577
s 833
4.654

.005
3.863

11.794
.018
2.388
.000
.196

.070
.000
.000
.000
.000

342.299

3.061
48.144
114

P b TSNS S %
| 275,929 | 31,315
do not necessarily reflect the sum of the personnel listed under each category
Fsﬁgg?aslnperrormed various functions during the year anc may have been included in more

**UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All GPU and JCPSL emplo

—
L 403.053 A

oho

/! ©%
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SUCGESTED DRAFT FORM FOR THE REPORTING OF RECORDED
PERSONNEL WHOLE BODY EXPOSURES FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1982

Attachment 1

ster Creek (&%
RO. 907

Llcensee Repo
Oyster Creek

P.0. Box 388
Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Wk

ame & Address
Docket No, 50-219

License No.
DPR-16

Annual Dose Ranges*

Number of Individunys

v (rem) in Each Ranze
No Measurable Exposure 480
Measurable Exposure Less Than 0,10 417
0.10 -- 0,25 163
0.25 -~ 0,30 160
0,50 -- 0,75 138
0,75 == 1 94
1 . 2 195
: 2 .- 3 71
3 - 4 28
4 -- 5 3
5 - 6 1 _
o - 7 L
7 -- 8 .
8 - 9
9 == 10
10 -= 11
11 -« 12
12 +

The above information is
personnel monitoring was

L required under 10 CFR 20.202(a) or 10 CFR 34.33(a) during the
calendar year,

[XJ provided during the calendar year.

Total number of individuals reported _1750

submitted for the total number of individuals for whom

(check one)

*Individual values exactly equal to the values separating exposure ranges

shall be reported in the higher range,



NUMBER OF PERSONNEL AND MAN PEMS BY WORK AND JOBR FUNCTTON - OYSTER CREEK

ATTACHMENT 2 1983
- - T
Number of Personnsl * i Totsl Man-Rem
Contract Workers | ! Contrsct Workers

Work A Job Function Statlon Employees | *tility Employees and Others | Statlon Employees Utitity F.nployees and Othery
Neasctor Operations & Surveillance ] :

Mamtenance Personnel 104 35 328 10.943 . 1.232 31.901
Operating Personnc! 111 1 5 13.533 ) .050 .510
ealth Physics Personnel 14 0 7 1.010 ) .000 .230
Supervisory Personnel 29 0 0 1.778 : .000 0(‘2
I npineering Personne! 23 0 11 - 8 & . . 000 2.84
et e R 197 46 1091 96.97 | 3.944 714.446
Opzrating Personne! 167 1 22 49 | 266 .220 ™%
Hesith Physics Personnel 58 0 136 59,408 | -000 88.573
Swpervisory Personnel 71 1 0 8.761 | 044 .000
Unpineering Personne! 60 0 35 4,510 | .000 5.274
Inservice Inspection '

Mantenance Mersonne! 29 2 244 1.040 ) .(DO 177.000
Opcrating Mersonns] 20 0 1 4.411 ! .000 .090
Heatth Fhysics Personne! 8 0 13 475 ‘ .000 .355
Superviuwy Prrenane 2 0 0 .000 .000 .000
1 npincering Mersonnel 4 0 6 + IS 000 .B863
Specist Maintensnce | |

Maintenance Personnel 152 51 1321 51.531 I 17.764 793.379
Operating Personnel 9% 1 10 14.124 | .503 2.027
Hentth Physics Personnel 40 0 105 23.368 ’ .000 43,085
Supervisory Personne! 32 1 0 3.6% | .082 .000
1 npincering Personnel 29 0 18 2.686 | .000 3.537
Waste Mrocessing

Maintenance Personnel 1 152 2.512 .000 27.593
Opetating Fersonnel LB 1 1.119 i .005 1.149
ealth Physics Personne! 0 29 1.952 ! 000 3.008
Supcrvitory Peronne! 0 0 482 . .000 .000
1 nrincering Personnel 3 0 2 .095 ' .000 .155 -
Melucting ;

M3intenance Personnel 82 5 50 13.763 | .004 1.598
Operating Personne! 68 0 1 5.222 ’ .000 .068
Iealth Physics Personme! 18 0 19 .767 ‘ .000 .945
Supervisory Personnel 14 0 . 0 1.797 .000 .000
Lnpincering Personnel 12 0 0 .673 | .000 .000
TOTAL !

Mamtenance Personne! 207 52 1533 176.760 22.944 1745.917
Operating Personne! 177 1 26 87.655 ‘ .778 7.381
TTeatth Physics Personne! 6G 0 137 86.990 .000 136.196
Supervisory Mersonne! 16 1 0 16.514 ' .126 000
I neincering Fersonnel 14 Q T | | 10.516 Nan 12 611
Corand Total i 594 ) S4 ' 1735 | 378,415 ' 23,848 i 1902171

*The individual personnel “Totals” do not necessarily reflect the sum of the personnel listed under each cntegory
due to the fact that personnel performed various functions during the year and mav have been included in nore

than one "WORK & JOB FUNCTION."
*#UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All GPU and JCPSL employees not permanently assigned to Oyster Creek.




PEKSONNEL WHOLE BODY EXPOSURLS FOR CALENDAK 1FAR 1983

ATTACHRMENT 1

Licensee heporting (Namt & Address) License No. DPR-16 /
Oyster Creex N.G.S, Docket No., 50-219 oo

P. 0. Box 388
Forked River, N, J. 0871

Annual Dose Ranges® Number of Individuals

(rem) in Each Range

No Mcasurable Exposure 943

Mcasurable Exposure Less Than 0,10 4al

0.10 -« 0.25 o 300

_0.25 -« 0.50 365

0,50 -« 0.75 _ _ 230

Total number of individuals reported 324¢ 1?

The above information is submitted for the total number of irdividuals for whom
personnel monitoring was (check one)

£ required under 10 CFR 20,202(a) or 10 CFR 34.33(a) during the
calendar year,
30 provided during the calendar year,
*Individual values exactly equal to the values separating exposure ranges
shall be reported in the higher range,
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MLk { FOR: Harold R, Denton, Director
Office of Nuclcar Reactor Regulation
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f Williem E. Freger, Assistant Director for Ra‘iation
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] > collective ex jre inCrease is d arily by the need to
! . e ” 3
hfit safety i . partly lustry identified, or to repair steam
4 re
G s
- The 3 tivities are purs »d under the ALAPA ‘ v} o)y individual
exposures were both within regulatory (safe) limits and rinimized by
ALARA procedures and practices.
T ‘fndivi By M A . . . : ’
3. e individual exposure average did not go up sfgnificantly so th:t
4 4 -1 ¢ i - e { 1 - :
individual risk did not rise, Radiation worker risk is relatively low
among industrial ¢ pations
The 2.10 ¢ e (54 ODOD nerecan roin Q - i o »
4. e 3-10 cancers (54,000 person rem in 1880) used in the EMC release is
; : . .
r ably a rate, but should be characterized as potential cancers,
nd a And > r Y ”
: » 1N accordance with NAS-NRC BEIR report, should not exclude zero
v = s 1
cancers as a possible outcome of the exposures.
a " P - r LT : 3
S. ~ would expect new plants coming on line to bring tt exposures
dovn because they were designed with nore "ALARA" features.
™ - -2 . - - : . 2 8
6. Ihe exposu. »s in older plants in 1982, after two ycars of backfit activ-
ties, should go back down to "normal® levels experienced in years orior
nan a4 —_ - = - - ’ y
to 1930, Industry fs beginning to understand the buildup of activated
1
" - - \ -4
o oo ‘ e - ¥ oy S — 5~»-—"""/ - a
{ i L \ - "
Y A\
)\
B\




Harold R. Denton

cC:

iR

a1
corrosion products (CRUD) and should soon be able to prevent the gradual
increase in rcdiation levels in such plants, thus adding an additional
control on the previously gradual rise in annual collective occupational
radiation exposure per reactor at operating L!Rs.

R atteon
FCergel
DCollins
CHinson
JFouchard
SGagnar
Moginbotha
L)Cunningham
Goller
RAYexander
FArsenault
Wiills - RES
BOLiaw
LCarsh
EAbbott

JRoe

GZech

[ p/“),w’

1illiam E, Kreger, Assfstant Dirzctor
for Rediation Protection
Divisfon of Systens Integration



Environmental PCHC) Insti‘ute
317 Peansylvania Ave, S.E. Watinpina DC 2100
U2, 522.2600

ANALYSIS OF NRC DATA

ON NUCLEAR POVER PLANT WORKER EXPOSURES TO RADIATION

by Fred Millar and Bob Alvarez
Septe=ber 1, 1981

Increases in Worker Exposures: "An All-Time Higﬁ"

The nost recent data cozpiled by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccozission
(NRC) reveals an alarming increase of 332 in the averzge radiation exposures
to the total workforce in U.S. nuclear power plants between 1979 and 1¢20,
While the total nuzber of commercial operating nuclear power plants in 1980
rose by only one new plant, from 67 to 68, the total worker radiation expo=
sures for all cperating nuclear plants increased from 39,759 person-reszs in
1979 to 55 797 person-rems in 1980, an increase of 35!.. "The average yearly
exposure for all cormercial nuclear reactors.' according to the latest NRC
report, cated May 28, 1981, "is at an all-time high of 791 person-renms per
reactor,"

The big 1980 increase was no flash in the pan. Nuclear plant worker
radiation doses have been rising steeply for the last three years. The 1579
average dose of 593 person-rems per reactor was itself a 20% rise from the
year Leiore. In addition, the 1979-1980 rise of 352 in total collective dose
followed a similar rise of 252 between 1978-1979. The data thus provide
persuasive refutation to comments by industry and NRC officials who have re-
peatedly suggested that some particular problem in the nuclear reactors has
been given a "one-shot" fix requiring extraordinary radiation doses to workers,
but that similar sieep increases will not continue to occur.

NRC collects data annually from nuclear plant operators in two different

ways. Data from the most recent reports show that the long-range trend in

* When radiation doses are measured for laige populations, like reactor workers,
the unit person-rem is used, This measure is also used in estimating the risk
of dying from radiation-induced cancer. Person-rems are derived by multiplying
the total nuzber of people exposed times their average dose in rems. Or it

can be the actual sum of all doses received. For example, 10,000 person-rems
is a dose received by 5,000 people exposed to 2 rems each; or by 10,000 people

expesed to one rem,

= s o - | © (P




U.S. nuclear rcactor radfation exposures to their workforce has been a
rise of 400% over ten years, from an average of less tham 200 person-iemns
per reactor in 1969 to nearly 800 person-rems per r;;ctot in 1980.

This high level of total worker exposures was not anticipated by those
vho have had to calculate the possible costs and benefits of nuclear
pcwer generation,

As we shall see below, tha ccnsequences of the large increases in terms
of future cancers, deoaths, and genetic damage are extrezely serious. The
continued exposures at unanticipated high levels confront the NRC with a

clear problem in terms of its regulatory responsibility for health and

safety,

The Results of Worker Radiation Exposures: Cancers,

Deaths, Cenetic Dazage

The long-term i{zplications of the steep-rise in workers' total radiation

exposure are tscbering, given the recent scientific estizates on the risks of
low-level radiation exposure. Even the most conservative estizates give
reason for grave concern,

In the case of reactor workers a total of 53,797 person-rems were accumu=
lated in 1980, representing a 33 percent increase over the 39,759 person-rems
accunulated in 1979, The new NRC documenta.aﬁalyzed here do not have a
breakdown of how many werkers were exposed or their individual exposures.

Cancers which have been shown to be {nitiated by radfation include leuke=zia,
bone marrow, pancreas, lung, large intéstine. thyroid, liver and breast. Scien-
tists' estimates of the risk of dying from radiation-induced cancer vary
widely, as the table on the next page suggests.

In terms of the risk of genetic dazage, the risks to worlers' children and
future generations are significant., According to the National Academy of
Sciences BEIR I and III reports, 1if 50,000 person-rems accumulate each year
among reactor workers for 20 years, there will be as many as 3,000 excess
human heredity di{sorders for every 100.000 progeny. Taking these estirates
further and assuming that in ten generations no interzarriage with like-
danaged individuals takes place, the 50,000 persoﬁ-rems of radiation would



ESTIMATES OF RADIATION-1NDUCED CANCER QEATHS

FOR 1980 REACTOR WORKERS™ ©

BEIR 1 (1972) 2-4 cancer deaths 50-80 mil. person-rems(.)

BEIR 111 (1979) 3-15 cancer deaths  70-353 per' mil. person-rensd)
BEIR 111 (1980) 3-10 cancer deaths  77-226 per mil. perccr-rems ®)
UNSCEAR (1977) . canéer deaths 100 per mil, persun—rc:s(b)
Radferd (1951) 10-30 cancer deaths  200-600 per mil. person-rems S
Cof=an (1977) 200 cancer deaths 3771 per wil. person-re:l(d)
Morgan (1979) : 350 cancer deaths 7000 per oil. person—re:s(‘)

* The 53,797 person-rems reported by the NRC has been rounded off
to 50,710

a) National ac:demy of Sciences Advisory Cormittee on the Biological
Effects of Joni.in_ ®adiation (BEIR Committee), reports for 1972,

1979 and 1980, .

b) United Nations Scientific Commitfee on the Effects of Atomie
Radiation (UNSCEAR) 1977. .

¢) Radford, E., Science, August 7, 1981,

d) Cofman, J.W., Health Physics, July 1981,

e) Morgan, K.Z., Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, September 1979.
(Morgan's estimates, unlike the above, are based on the Hanford data
of Mancuso, Stewart, and Kneale, published in Health Physics, Novem-

ber 1977).
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wrat Explains the Recent larpe Worker Radiation Eirosure Increascs?

.

There is no one answer, but some educated guesses can be =ade. In the
first place, NRC data reveals that one major type of nuclear reactor is ruch
hotter overall for its workers than . the other major type,

foiling-water rcactors (3WRs) exposed their workforce in 1980 to nearly
double the average yearly exposures compared with pressurized-vater reac=-
tors (7WwRs). The 1979-1980 increase in average exposures per b;ilin;—ra:er
reactor was 55%, from 733 to 1136, while the pressurized water reactor increase
was 13T, from 510 to 578 person-rezs. Understanding the exposure diiferences
requires a closer look at vhat is going on at the 68 cperating U.S. commercial
reactors: = 3ny EWRs have needed several specific zajor repait jobs requiring

workforce exposures to many pcrson-rems of radiation,

Scme Plants Are "Hotter" Than Others: Frecuent Repairs Needed

"It should be noted," stated a 1981 NRC report, "that there are signifi-
cant differences in nuclear plant designs, even between plants of a given type."
Some incividual plants have been much "hotter" in radiation exposures (in
perscn-rexss) for their workers than others. The hottest of 30 pressurized
water reactors (and their 1979/1980 exposure totals) were: San Onofre (150/2400),
Surry (1800/1950), Robinson (1200/1850), fonnecticut Yankee (1150/1350), Had-
dam Neck and Turkey Point (830/820). The hottest of 18 boiling-water reactors
(and their 1979/1980 exposure totals) were: Pilgrim (1000/3650), Quad Cities
(1100/2400), Millstone (1800/2160), Fitzpatrick (850/2050), Brunswick (1300/
1950), and Oyster Creek (470/1730).

In all of the hottest PWRs with the exception of Connecticut Yankee, ab-
norzally high 1979 and 1980 radiation exposures can almost certainly be at-
tributed to the expensive, lengthy, and extraordinary inspection and repair
operations required by the premature corrosion and leakngc of the radicactive
steaxz generators, a generic problem which also afflicts nearly all PwRs in the
U.S. and Europe. The replacement of only one plant's failed steanm ;eneratots;

at the two Surry reactors in Virginia, cost hundregs of workers in 1978-79

a total of over 2000 person-rems.



.-

The other "hottest" PWRs have undergone similar costly large scale re-
pairs or the leaks in their extrezely radicactive stean teﬁe:ator tubes have
been frequently "plugged" at great cost in worker exposures. Recently de-
veloped remote "robot" equipzent may soon be able to reduce worker exposures
sc-owhat in the major repair jobs which many nuclear plants will eventually
Fave to undergo, but repair techniques developed in the lab for steam
generator problems have not always worked in actual on-site repair cperations
(e.g., tude welding in the 1580-81 San Onofre "sleeving'").

¥Major repairs on such failed co-pcneats and safety-related modifications
required by NRC have clearly assumed a greater and greater izportance for
exporurcs to nuclear workers. One category of NRC worler exposure data, "Spe=
cial Maintenance", accounted for only 192 of the annual collective radistion
dose in 1975, but has doudbled to arocund 40X in recent years. NRC does not,
however, require nuclear utilities to subzit cdetailed ragular reports on
which specific repair or maintenance jobs led to large worker exposures,

NRC cofficials can only guess, therefore, about what factors account for
the large increases in worker radiation doses that numerous nuclear plants of
both types are experiencing., The 1981 NRC report NUREG-0731 says:

Usually, when a plant reports a large annual collective
dose, and a large man-rems to segawatt-year ratio as well,
it indicates that extensive maintenance or modifications
were undertaken during the year. Also, numerous plants re-
ported increases in their collective doses as a result of the
actions that the NRC required operating reactors to take be-
cause of the Three Mile Island 2 accident and NRC's concern
for seismic design deficiencies in safety-related piping. And
again in 1978, several PWRs reported substantial collective
doses associated with the inspection and repair of steam
generator tubes., Some major ~ctivities at BWRs that accounted
for a portion of the 1979 collective dose were inspectiona:d
vaintenance of shock suppressors, and maintenance and repair
of various valves.

Several NRC officials, however, report that safeterclated modifications
required from the "lessons learned" at Three Mile Island have not yet begun
at most nuclear plants, .o that these NRC requirements are not yet a signi-
ficant explanation for increased worker doses. (In general, older nuclear

plants are hotter for their workers because more of the reactor piping and

other equiprent has been irradiated during operation. But the recent
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NRC cdata does not allow an analysis of exactly how much hotter the older

plants are.) .

The "ALARA" Philosorhy

Withcut an absolute rcgulatory limit on total exposures to their nuclear
workers, the nuclear industry is constrained only by what is tercad the "AL:RA"
philcscphy. "As low as reasonadly achilevable" radiation exposure to workars
is the goal towzrds which NRC pushes the nuclear utilities. Despite ten
years of nuclear reactor experience, hcwever, the nuclear industry has not
izproved its ability to reduce the total worker radiation exposures z2asured
agzinst the amounts of ;lectricity produced. The average ratio over the
eleven-year period 1969-1979 has hovered around a level of 1.3 person-rems
per megavatt-year, The 1979 figure was 1.3, up from a ten-year low in 1978
of 1.0 person-rems per reactor year. Some NRC officials say that the "more
progressive' nuclear plants are compiling books on history of various re-
pair jobs in different plants, 1o order to learn how worker exposures can be
reduced.

The key question 4s obvious: what does "reasonably achievable" mean?
Shielding workers from radiation can be a very expensive preblem for nuclear
zanagezent. The NRC has not required nuclear utilities to report how zmuch
money they are spending to reduce worker exposures to "ALARA", nor tas NRC
made a rule as to how much a utility is required to spend in order to reduce
a given 2o0ount of such exposures. Rather than strict cost-benefit analysis.
utilities use "common-sense" approaches as to what works to reduce exposures,
according to NRC. NRC does not, moreover, independently monito. the accuracy
of utillty-rcported radiation exposures, although a more vigorous NRC effort
in this area is being contemplated,

A significant number of nuclear plant Qorkers are transient workers, about
3200 each year who worked at from two to nine different nuclear facilities
during 1977, 1978 and 1979. Only a small nusber of nuclear workers (27 in
1977, 9 4n 1978, 21 4n 1979) recetvc& reporfed exposures above the allowved
quarterly limits, NRC has only “Iinited" data on the "career doses" of nuclear

workers, since it collects data only for employees "terminating" with a nuclear




plant, not for ongoing worklers,
Those WRC officials charged with saintaining worker radiatﬁon exposures

"ALAVA" seem to feel beleagucred by the recent onrush of high rediation-
izpact dezands in nuclear plant operation. And the future looks grim: a
NIOSH report prepared by health physicist David Scott, dated March 30, 1980,
suggosts that the trend of increasing person-rem exposure will be drazatie.
Scott projects current trends and calculates that within the next 7 ycars

105,000 reactor workers may annually be receiving measurable radiastion deses.

How Much Padiation, And For Whom?

Early estizates of how zuch total radiation nuclear plant workers would
get were very low., NRC officials now report that their most recent Environe
rental Irmpact Statements for newly-licensed nuclear plants contain much higher

estizates of future worker exposures, reflecting the regrettable experience

of recent years.
How much total radiation exposure to a workforce should be tclerated in

the centralized production of electricity? This seems to be a question no
one has asked in any effective way. Nuclear plant managers report that their
rain question is whether they can keep the plant operating., Recent repair
operations such as the Surry steam generator reilace:ent operation, requiring
hindreds of workers and record levels of :otaf éxposure (2020 person-rezs

for this one repair operation, despite elaborate dose-reduction techniques),
seem to indicate that total worker exposures are not considered to have any
foreseeable limit from the utilities' current cost-benefit petspectivi. A
possible limit on the numbers of some skilled craftspeople might be the most
cozpelling factor in this area.

As long as major icpair operations are required for flaws in highly radio-
active nuclear reactor piping and other components, "nothing much can be done"
to reduce total workforce exposures to previously anticipated lcvcll. accordin;

WRC officials, -

rinally. just one of the dilermas in nv _rar power safety 1s‘thlt when
nuclear plants 1npl¢=ent reasures to ;ontrol radiation released to the pub‘lc

and the environ-ent surrounding the plant. wore radioactive natotinl is kept



inside the plant, thus to sine extent shifting the rsdifation burden to
nuclear plant workers, This {s not, however, a major eqntridutor to the

workers' overall exposures, the majority of which {4 from increased radio-

activity {o perzanent nuclear plant components,

Resources
Our brief analysis of cccupational radiation exposures is not a cozprehen~
sive survey of the problem, The following resources contain valuable data

and analysis that complezent this EPI study,

NUREG - 0713, "Occupational Radiation Exposure at Cc=mzercial Muclear Power

Reactors, 1579: Annual Report." B.G. Brooks, Office of Management and
Pregram Analysis, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Llatest in a se}ies of
annual reports including plant-by-plant data (1978 version was NUREG-0594),
Available for about $5.00 from National Technical Inforzation Service,

Springfield, VA 22)61,

“"Prelizinary LWR Exposure Data for 1980", Mezo froz Charles Hinson, Radio-
logical Assessment Branch to William E. Kreger, Assistant Director for Radia-
tion Protection, U.S., Nuclear Regulatory Conm}s;ion. dated May 28, 1981,

0 pp. with charts showing historical trends, Xerox available from Environ-
mental Policy Center, 317 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003,

“A Review of Radiation Protection Principles and Practices and the Potential
for Worker Exposure to Radiatfon: A Research Report for the Natienal In-
scitute for Occupational Safety and Health", David M, Scott, Health Physicist,
Rockville, Md., March 30, 1980. 122 pp. An excellent discussion, especially
of the Three-Mile Island accident's implications for worker exposures. Good

critique of current federal regulatory activity.

“"Atomic Worker's Cuide to the Most Unsafe Atomic Power Plants in 1977".

Public Citizen Health Research Croup, Dr. Sidney Wolfe, Dept. 411, 2000 P
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C, 20036, (202)872-0320. $2.00 each. Socevhat



cated, but a valuable discussion of the oeverall situation whish goes

beyond this brief analysis., 23 PP- e !

"Plutoniuz and the Workplace: An Assessment of Health and Safety Proce-
dures For Workers at the Kerr/McGee Plutoniua Fuel Fabrication Facility,"
by Kitty Tucker and El1l{ Walters, Marc® 1979, p. 103, A detailed analysis
of utilizing official documents and worker interviews of worker health and
safety at a commercial pluteniuz fued fabrication facility, ‘A ticely re-
port in the face of reneved support by the Reagan Administration for tl«

cocmercial development of plutonium fuels, Available from the Environmen-

tal Policy Institute,
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MBYORANDUM FOR: R, Wayne Houston, Assistant Director BBrooks -
' for Radiatier Protection, DSI CHinson
FROM: Frank J. Congel, Chisf 22:::;;:2
Radfo'cgical Assessment Branch, DSI KBarr
R
: SUBJECT: PRELLATKARY LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA FOR 1881 BMureey
FWenslawski

o Attached is a prelimincry compilation and analysis of occupational radfation doses
y reported from 70 113ht water cooled nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the year 1981, The
{nformation 1n this memorandum was derived from reports sutmitted to the Commissfon
in accordance with 19 C/R Part 20,407, Two PWR units, Arkansas 2 and North Anna 2,
completed their first full year of commercial operation in 1981 and are included

in this year's wummary for the first time. In addition, this summary includes
four units (Dresden 1, Humboldt Bay, Indian Point 1, and Three Mile Islend 2) that
are currentlx shutdown for an indefinite perfod of time. These units have been
retained in this summary since they are still licensed and dose 1s still accumulate
to maintain then,

The tots' collective dose reported for 1981 was 54,555 person-rems, an increase of
1.2 parrent over the 1980 figure of 53,797 person-rems. This total gives an averag
of 779 person-rems pm unit, which 1s s1ightly lower than tie 791 person-rems per
unit reported for 1380, This leveling off of the average person-rems per unit
follows two years of increasas during which the average dose per unit rose from
497 person-rems 1z 1974 to 791 person-rems in 1980,

In 198) the average dose for PWR units was 656 person-rems, a 13% increase over

the 1980 average of 578 person-rems. The 1981 average BWR dose of 988 person-rems
oer unit 1s a 13% decrease from the 1980 average of 1136 parson-rens, Seventeen
plants reported cnllective dose reductions 30% or more, Six of these seventeen pla
reporiad 1981 doses per unit that were less than half of thefr 1980 doses. None of
these six plants had a major refueling outage in 1831, For the eighth consecutive
vear, the average anmual dose per unit for BWR's remained higher than the PWR avera
Figure | shows thu trends in average yearly LWR doses from 1969 to 1981, Figure 2
breaks these doses down to BWR and PWR units for the same time period, Table
presents the computes person-rems accunulated at each LWR plant 1n 1881, Figures 2
4a and 4b give the total dosc; reported for each plant from 1579 thru 1981,

In an effort to obtain background information on the collective dose reported by
the planis, the staff had 1nformel telephone conversations with the radfation prote
staff o. several plants. Attention was given to plants whose reported collective
Joses had shown significant changes, either increasing or decreasing, between 1980
and 1801, We asked the Ticensces' staff to fdentify the major dose intensive jobs
performed at their plants fn 1981, The Yicensees' staff were also asked to fdentif
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a cause for the significant change in dose accumulated at their plants.

On the basis of these calls, no ftem coulc be singled out as a cause for wie
significantly increased doses. fach plant contacted implements fts own method for
categorizit; plant activities. Although correlating these activities to trends in
dose is d*7ficult, some similarities in the responses can be seen, For BWR's the
licensees' staff stated that torus modifications contributed significantly to their
142) doses. Other plants, both BWRs and PWRs, singled out fa1-service inspections a
plant modification (such as pipe hangars, snubbers, fire protection, and post-accid
san,*ing) as significant contributors. The staff at most PWRs also statec that an
incr #sing amount of steam generator work (including eddy current testing and tube
plugging) contributed to the'r dose increases.

The most frequ:nt reason given for the observed decreases in dose from 1980 to 1981
was that the plant did not have a major refueling or maintenance outage in 1981.
One individual contacted did state that this particular plant had finished NRC-man-
dated plant modifications in 1980, resulting in Tower 1981 doses. Several of the
licensees' staff menbers, whose plants had no refueling outzg~ in 1981, said they
anticipated increases in 1982 doses since they still have several major modificatic
and inspections (such as the torus mods and pipe hangar iispections) to complete.

Thi~ Information was completed by R. Pedersen and C. Hirnson, RPS, RAB.

Ful ) é;\z. /

Frank J. Congel, Chie
Radiological /ssessment Branch
Division of Systans Integration

Attachment: .
As Stated



TABLE 1|

PLANT NAME v aae 20401 (AE)  PLANT NANE
Ackanses I I @ P -: 1HoR (5‘1(\) Palisade s P |/
Reayer V‘HEILI_L pie 28( Peach Bottom I IM B ;
RL&L Rocic_ Point B L’é /bo’(l34> Plarim B4
:'. Rraowe's Frecy TTIr 1B 1% 2""'9( Point Peach I, T P '4
e U _Brueeyeek T 2 A (2129 (’1‘53} Prarcie Tsland .0 | P 7
& Calyect ClL{fEs TT P |: ¢o7 (S3SJ Quad Cities I, % %
e ok TIT 5[4 ise (1)l Rancho Seco 1 e le
Coopcr Stetion BI17 ! 57 (s‘q:) Robinsen I ?|le
_Q%;m River IL P |4 ! 408 (242)| Salem I ? |4
**_Davis BFsse T p 4 o 8s)| San Onofre 1 P |13
= , Oeecdee T T 0T ) |?-‘: 19‘”\(23‘“1 St Lucie I PL5
T Dueey Avastd 6 [o] 10(839)| Surey 1T ar
¥ _Farkey T P 4 su(m) Theee Mile Island 10 | P |3
E;‘_ Eifz gatrick B 'lo '416(13H/ Trojan P15
St Zand Colhan I p 18| 456 (uen)| Tuckey Pent M [P :
AT;’_:':;"* Bhlaw i - ‘H 655((,]4 Vermont Yankee B |9
_HoHr:c.;ﬁ::;“M”) P 5\3 1094Q073] Yankee R’owe P (15
Hedeh T+ B iz 337(124* Zion I,X el
 Humbeldd Rey a gl 1(
Tndien Paed T P ‘s 273 (2@33)
Yudier Pniat T P ls | 371 (4pc) 20.v07
2 RETDR, ToTAL
Keweuned p {71741 (12 )| Tvee o Prasoy . REss
Lalrosse g [12] 123 (e Pur 4y 28865
Maise Yeukee plal4ry (2p)|]| Bwr - 2e a5¢90
-Mllsdene I B 11D 1496 (D] Lwr 70 S4555
M Nedy e I o 53) ( 49
(Maedocetle 8 |inlie42(4ai
N.ap Mile P4 3 |ralis12(sen)l
M oneth Avna 1 .30 )| ¢ t20 (17
Oconce 1.0 e |1 1302 (1364
Il K AR o SR la li2la;y {Azqﬂﬁmnﬁ - #_L_J




AYIA

.Z,v. Sibi 2

b%%/

.o/

co¥

et

efs

1INO /w3y - Nosway

oe?

QelL

QoW

(am)
L ETN 354 Swiayy - vogy?d

T 323anma4

2ONUINY



AVvIA

TIY ol be b b fee ) o/l

oadIRSNETRTEI (SE—— i ]

Sew by €441 LGl 1abe o
A

T N ——— A ——e

- == WMy
—— wme

L9t

‘ . o e

oo/

A S R fon s it e i ——— ac</

(1Ama Yov suMg )
WYIA 22 Sy -N0sa 4 DV EINY

2 3Innii




PERSON =~ REM

-

QoY
j ! gosY
9%

~

811G Rec, PoynT 12

IO 4

€

Awvigd

8)

%4

4 Browns FEARY I mim
‘0
2
i) BRVNSwWICx 2¢L
h 0
. ‘ 8l
74 CooPER STATiow
; 8o
LD
74 OPRESDEN I U({Y
i ¢e
<) L1
DVANE ARNOLD
g0
8
a 79 FITZPATR\LK
-1
B
9 MATCH T¢1
s(

HUMBo.DT BAY

LACROSSE

LR

%
-

MeONTICELLO

gl

79 N E

L]

20

TEALH BoTTOoMm

VERMGONT
$o

MILE PainT

AYITER

zT{m

Y ANKEF

-

MiLLSTonE [
$0

Chee &

-

B me

LivO /Oy -NOSY 34

1861~ bLbi



Lnwwag

PERSON' REM

3

0% !
Q00X

aast

ARKANSAS Zf R

BFAVER VALLEY T

CALVERT CuiFFs I¢q

» 9 Coex 3¢

CRYSTAL RIWER T
o

PAVIS = SFest I

FARLEY I

FORT CALNOUN

G INN
80 G A

ya

HMADDAM NECK

74 INDIANM BoinT IFI

KEWAVNEE

74

MILLSTONF n

74 NOATH ANNA T X

QINNIANS)

ER-LEAR

>

o }

b md

LIND /ow3Y - NOSHIY

bl bl

18! -



ANwY 4

¢

PERSON - REM

[} ¥

CLoNEE

r,m§ o

1

9 PALISADES

PoINT BEAMH I(L
Ao
2
4 PRAIRIE 1SLAnD T{X
g
'Y
RANCHE Sico
) Reg/insoNn L
s
81
SALEM 3
SAN oyoFLE I
$Y. Lve i€ I
R\
N ; 4 SvaAy T ¢
. \ 8o
B
§ 7 THREE MILE ISLAND 16D
TROJAN
™ TURKEy PoinT il
80
1
YTANKEE ROwE
8
4 Zen ItD
"o
- L 1

.
o~

ER LD

Qb

A MG

LINO /5wy - NOSYMId

1861 —bL W



DlSTPluJ:]O.q

August 25, 198) RAB R/F
- HRDenton

MERIRANDUM FOR: Willfam J. Dircks
Executfve Director for Operatfons

FROM: Harold R, Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
SUBJECT: INFORMATION PAPER ON OCCUPATIONAL RADIATION DOSES FOR 1980

The attached Commissfon Inforratfon Paper describes a recent finding that
1980 occupatfonal radfation exposures at some BHR plants showed sfgnificant
{ncreases over previous years, The Conmissfon has previously been interested
in the gredual 1ncrcase in such exposures, Recently, an ACRS subconmittee,
fn a meeting on July 24, 198) on Fermi 2, developed an interest fn possible
occupatfonal health impacts of mandated safety improvements, As {s mentioned
in the paper, the KRR staff s taking steps to fnclude this tonsideration {a

evaluatfon of safety feature backfits,
Origined Sl by
K R Derton

Harold R, Denton, Director
Offfce of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachnent:
Proposed Informatfion Paper

cc: EGCase
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H. Denton o P e

As part of the conversation, the question of crud was discussed. Smith indicated
that recirculating pipe dose rates seem to level off at 400 mrem/hr at 6 years or
so, rather than continuing to rise indefinitely. He believes there s now enough
information on how to control feedwater quality to contro’ a potential continued
buildup of crud levels. He stated that much of the dose-causing work discussed
-above was done at relatively low dose rates, but took many man hours (e.g., Mill-
stone torus and suppression pool work took 42,000 man hours at about 9 mr/hr).

Smith projects that there wiil be about 2 years of these significant occupational
radiation exposure increases at oloer BWRs but then doses will return to normal
(i.e., at about 7C0 person-rems per year), or better.

Although our quantitative information on activities causing power plant exposures

is limited, we have been concerned for some time about NRC-mandated Bctivities that
have contributed somewhat to the increased 1980 occupational doses. The process

of backfitting safety requirerunts on operating plants has not necessarily con-
sidered competing risks, such as occupational radiation exposure, alongside the
benefits associated with NRC-manda‘ed actions. Even in establishirg safety require-
ménts at the CP and OL licensing stages, the staff has not had a uniformly
effective mechanism for weighing increased safety (benefit) against possible
increased exposure (cost) of such safety practices.

Enclosure "B" describes a staff developed risk comparison system which has been
applied to requests by licensees for relief from requirements for inservice
inspection and inservice testing. Such a system provides guidance for development
of mechanisms to be more broadly applicable. .

RAB plans to proceed, in conjunction with DL and DST, in considering further
development of staff mechanisms to assure that risk-related considerations are taken
into account when future NRC-mandated safety actions are contemplated. This staff
activity will not take place at the expense of licensing commitments and schedules.
However, we believe it to be an appropriate action related to operating reactors,
since many of the new requirements were mandated as part of NUREGs 0600 and 0737.

Y NS -

William E. Kreger, Assistan{ Director
for Radiation Protection
Division nf Systems Integration

Enclosures:
As Stated

cc: See next page
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MEMORANDUM FOB: Willdam E, Kreger, Assistant Director
for Ragiation Frotection, D3I

THRU: Do
. Na

e

vgles M., Collins, Leader
digtion Protection Section, DS!
FROM: Chzrles S. Hinson

Padiclogical Assessment Branch, DS!

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY LWR EXPOSURE DATA FOR 1980

Attached is a preliminary compilation and analysis of occupationa) radiation
exposures at opsrating 1ight water cooled nuclear power reactors (LWR's) for the
year 1830, This information was derived from reports submitted to the United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commissfon in accordance with Part 20.407 of Title 10,
Chypter 1, Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 20.407) and Regulater, Guide
1.16.

One additional LWR completed a full year of commercial operation for the first

time in 1980 (only LWR's that had been in commercial operation for at least one
full year as of December 31, 1980, are included in this compilation). This single
new operating plant, Hatch II (BWR), increzsed the number of plants included in
this {ezr‘s compilation to 68. This new unit is indicated in the compilation table
by a (N).

The number of operating BWR's increased from 25 to 26 in this year's compilation.
The yearly aversgs exposu=e per reactor for BWP's in 1830 vas 1136 person-rems. This
represents a 55 percent increase over the 1979 average of 733 person-rems/reactor.

The yearly average exposure per reactor for the 42 operating PWR's in 1980 was 578
p.~son-rems., This represents a 13 percent increase over the 1978 average of 510
person-rems/reactor.

The overall average exposure per reactor for all LWR's increzsed 33 percent fror
593 person-rems in 1979 to 791 person-rems in 1980, The attached exposure
compilation table include a breakdown of the person-rems received at each of the
LWR's included in the above compilation for 1980. This table lists the exposure
figures which were sutmitted by the licensees in response to the requiremcnts of
10 CFR Part 20.407 and Regulatory Guide 1.16 (R.G. 1.16 data shown in parenthesis).
The data quoted above and used in the attached figures is from the 10 CFR Part
20.407 data.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

0CT 2 4 1984

Naniel K, “wller, Assistant

for Padiation Protection,

Frank

Rardy

]- x"o"'n]' f'r}.«_(

A\
P b Lo e
1031cal Assessment Sranch,

.
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~ 7A )‘.’—..:
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) : 3t 10 are in
Su ( . t ated > v an (%)), 1
SUPMAT Yy Cludes fo units (lresde umhol ¢ 2y, Indian Point 1, and
Three le 1s] ) that are cu t shutdow:.. for an indefinite period

tine, 28 U have been retained this summary since they are stil]

licensed a dose 1s still accumulated to maintain the
The total col e dose reported for 1972 wa ') person-.rems, a de.
crease of 3 > = m the 198] fiqure of &4 2 person-rems, This

. 1 & ~r
tota ‘ 705 person-rems nei which 1s nearly eight
nerce: p "3 e 771 i

person-rems per unit reported for 193], This is

@ rov 1n which the averag rson-rens per reactor
se from the 1980 high of 791 person-rems per unit,

for PWR units was 578 person-rems, an 11,3 percent
verage of 652 person-rems, The number of P''g ir this
44 to 43, The 1982 averaqe hoiling water

, ) person-rems per unit is a 4 percent decrease fror
the 1921 average of 980 person-rems, The number of R RS remained the same

In 1932 at 2f, The attached exposure compilation table (Table 1) pre-
sents a breakdoun of the person-rems received at each of the L!'Rs which had
completed at least one full year of commercial operation by the end of 1982
The exposure figures listed in Table 1 were derived fr~ data suhmitted b
the licensees in response to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20,407 and o'
technical specifications (the plant technica) specifications require that
only personnel receiving greater than 10" mrem be listed--these data are shown
In parentheses in Table 1). The figures quoted above and used in the attach-
ed figures are from the 10 CFP Part 2N, 407 data,

(R0

Figure 1 shows the total average yearly person-rem figures for BWRs, Py
and LKRs for the years 1969-1982, For the ninth consecutive year, the
average exposure for BWRs has remained higher than the average yearly P&
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

0CT 2 4 1984

PEMORANDIM E0OR: Naniel R, "uller, Assistant Director
for Padiation Protection, NSI

FRO' ; Frank J, Concel, Chief
Radiological Assessment Sranch, DS

S'IRJECT: LYR OCCUPATINNAL NGSE NATA FAR 1922

Attached is a comnilation and analvsis of occunational radiation doses re-
ported from 74 1ight water cooled nuclear reactors (L“Rs) for the year 1072,
The information in this memorandur was derived from reports sybmitted to the
Comnission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 2N.en7, Four pressurize” water re-
actor units, Farley 2, !'cGuire 1, Salem 2 and Sequoyah 1, conleted their

first full year of conmercial operation in 19772 and are included in this year's
summary for the first time (indicated in Table 1 by an (M)). 1In addition, this
sunmary includes four units (resden 1, Humholdt Bay, Indian Point 1, and

Three tile Island 2) that are currently shutdown for an indefinite period of
tine. These units have been retained in this summary since they are stil)
licensed and dose is sti)) accumulated to maintain the:,

The total collective dose reported for 1902 was 52,190 person-rems, a de-
crease of 3.6 percent from the 198] fiqure of 54,142 person-rems, This
total gives an average of 705 person-rems per-unit, which is nearly eight
percent lower than the 773 person-rems per unit reported for 1931, This is
also the second vear in a roy in which the average person-rers per reactor
has shoun a decrease from the 1920 high of 791 person-rems per unit,

In 1932 the average dose for PWR units was 578 person.rems, an 11.3 percent
decrease fron the 1971 average of 6&? person-rems, The number of P''2s in this
year's compilation increased from 44 to 43, The 1982 average hciling water
reactor (F?) dose of 94N person-rems per unit is a 4 percent decrease from
the 192] average of 980 person-rems., The number of Ri/Rs remained the same

in 1922 at 2f, The attached exposure compilation table (Table 1) pre-

sents a breakdown of the person-rems received at each of the LI'Rs which had
completed at least one full year of commercial operation by the end of 1982,
The exposure figures listed in Table 1 were derived from data subnitted by

the licensees in response to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20,407 and plant
technice] specifications (the plant technical specifications require that

only personnel receiving greater than 100 mrem be listed--these data are shown
in parentheses in Table 1), The figures quoted above and used in the attach-
ed figures are from the 10 CFP Part 20,407 data,

Figure 1 shows the total average yearly person-rem figures for BWRs, PWls,
and LWRs for the years 1969-1982,  For the ninth consecutive year, the
average exposure for BWRs has remained higher than the average yearly PR
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exposure, Figure 2 snows the tota) nuher of operating reactors and the total
collective L'R dose per year plotted for the years 19€9.1002, Fioures 3, da,
and &b provide a graphic comparision of the annual occupatinnal exposures

per unit, for each plant, for the three year period from 1080 through 1972,

This infomiation was copiled by C. Hinson, KOS/BAR,

Srad . (.;-27/

Frank J, Congel, fhie
Ladiological Assessmert Rrancth
Pivision of Systeis Integration
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Y UNITED STATES

D p NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
" j WASHINGTON, D, C. 20555
4,

kel DEC 12 1884

MEMORANNMM™ ¥OR  Daniel R. Muller, Assistant Director
for Radixtion Protection, DSI

FROM: Frank J. Congel, Chief
. Radiological Assessment Branch, DSI
SUBJECT: LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA FOR 1983

Attached is a compilation and avwalysis of occupational radiation doses
reported from 75 light water moderated nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the
year 1983. The information in this memorandum was derived from reports
submitted to the Commission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407. Only
one pressurized water reactor (PWR), Sequoyah 2, comploted its fiist full
year of commercial operation in 1983 and is included in this year's sum-
mary for the first time (indicated in Table 1 by an (N)). In addition,
this summary includes four units (Dresden 1, Humboldt Bay, Indian Point 1,
and Three Mile Island 2) that are currently shutdown for an indefinite
pericd of time. These units have been retained in this summary since
they are still licensed ane dose is still accumuiated to maintain them.

The total collective dose for all LWRs in 1983 was 56,471 person-rems.
This number is eight percent higher than the 1982 total of 52,190 persi¢n-
rems, and is the highest annuil LWR t5%tul cose ty date (the previous

high total was 54,142 person~rems in 1981). The average dose per unit for
LWRs 1n 1983 was 753 person-rems per unit, well above the 382 average

of 705 person-rems per unit, but stiii below the highest r2corded average
of 791 person-rems per urit in 1980. The iacreasé in th: average dose
per unit in 1983 encs a two year decline c¢f this value for LWRs.

In 1983 the gverage dose for PWR units was 592 person-rems, a two percent
increaz: from the 1982 average of 578 person-rems. The number of PWRs in
thie year's compilation increased from 48 to 49. The average boiling water
reactor (BWR) dose of 1,056 person-rems per unit in 1983 was 12 percent
higher than the 1982 BWR lverage of 940 gerson-rlms. The number of BWRs
remained the same in 1983 at 26 units. The attached exposure compilation
table (Table 1) presents a breakdown of the person-rems received at each
of the LWRs which had completed at least one full year of commercial
operation by the end of 1983, The exposure figures list«d in Table 1 were
derived from data submitted hy the Ticensees in response ‘0 the require-
ments of 10 CFR Part 20.407 ani plant technica) specifications (the plant
technica) specifications require that only personne) receiving greater than
100 mrem be iisted--these d1%z are shown in parentheses in Table 1). The

’
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D. Muller 2 DEC12 1984

figures qdoted above and used in the attachec Tigure. are from the 10 CFR
Part 20 %07 aat»s

Figure 1 shows the total average y=arly perscn-rem figures for BWRs, PWRs,
and LWRs for the years 1969-1983. For the “1nth consecutive year, the
average exposure for BWRs has remaired aigher than the average yearly PWR
exposure. Figure 2 shows the total rumier of operating reactors and the
total collective LWR dose per year ulo* 2d for the years 1969-1983,

Figure 3 provides a graphic comparisor ¢¥ *ne anrual occupational exposure
per unit, for each BWR, for the three year period from 1981 to 1983. Four
BWR units--Brunswick 1 and II, Oyster Creek, an® Yermont Yankee--had doses
which exceeded 1500 person~-rems in 1983. Altha.gh these four units repre-
sented only 15 percent of the BWRs ops-ating in 1983, they contributed
over onc fourth (7259 person-rems) of tre total B<i exposure in 1983,
Major rzintenance jobs which were large *soiributors to BWR doses in 1983
included iaspection and repair of primary piping and pire welds,and Mark

I torus nodifications.

Figures 42 and 4b provide a comparison o’ occupational exposures per unit
for PWRs for the three year period from 1981-1982. In 1983, seven PWR
units--Haddam Neck, Millstone Pt. II, Surry I and II, St. Lucie I, and
Turkey Pt. 111 and IV--211 had doses whici exceeded 1200 person-rems.
These seven units, waile comprising only 14 percent of the PWRs operating
in 1983, contributed over 35 percent (17370 person-rems) of the tota’

PWR expo-ure in 1983. Steam generator ta2intenance and repair continued
to be a major source of personnel expofiie at PWRs in 1983. Another major
source of exposures at PWRs was maintenance on reactor vessel internals,
such as core barrel and core thermal snhield repair, and feedwater nozzle
replacement.

This information was compiled by C. Hinson, RP3/VAB,

”
v’ /,
Frank J. fnvdel, Chie

Ruciological Assessment Branch
Déivisfon of Systems Integration

Enclosui 2
As Stats«c

ac: See next page.



JABE 1

il 1983 EXPASURE DATA
SLANT NAME 1o A soaa i) PLANT NAME  Tye fse mnpisit)
1rkanses I, 10 1P 13 11347 (\220> O%YS"Pfﬁrﬂ'k | B {14 12257 (2309)
3esver Yall P l71772.6677) || Pulisades 1P |2 | qr7dan -
3ig Rock Pyt 815|263 G0) || Prsch Blen TIT [ a_[2963@607)
Brown's Feery T |8 T2,_9,3(,,-'5_(:;««) Pilgein T B {lg2(@®
&_m.u_;icfgj,ll ) @12_39_5'(3««;) Point Bewch T .IT '.? !403’('3“)
lyect CLBsTT. 1P 12 | 6eB(559) || Peginie Tslaugr.ar  |P|'§ | 233(Ga)
Conk I 1P |8 bsa(see) || Qued Cites T |8 15241 Gasn)
Doppec Station . 4 11243(29) || Rancle Sece I P |8 | 76789
Deystel Risee W 1P 6 s52(ss2) || Rpbinsen I P li2] 923%e)
Xuis-Besic T plel 8olus) || Salew T :. lp 4] s616:20)
Deesde, T I 10T B |1 3582 (343) || Saw Onofre I p S| 1g5 (8
2ugne Acnold R |8 [1135°¢39) ‘Pququ, I (‘) P f ‘1%'(567)
Facle, T, pleli2itas) || et Loce T p |7 [1204 (o8e)
£z pateick e |8 [1090 (1540) Sveey LI e lio 322u<2829
Fort Colhoun T P lio] 433Us9) Theee D) le Tsland I e ;‘ 1S9 & 452
Ginna P lin] 855@eD) |l Trojan P17 |307Ge
Heddaw Neck (S 1P Lis[1384 (ues) Tu::c,j)c.;-t TT.Ir |P g [2¢81 (3)
Hoel T IR ﬁ 1294 (nc'\fb \/erm’oﬁ'f Yautee B {1 [\s27 (i527)
Homboldt Gay 8 leol 110 || Yaukee Rove p ] egled)
Todis Pt TX P [ia] 460Gen) || zion 1T P la [121 (kse)
Toda. P+ 10 P17 eo7(s89_ (N)= Neoly eounted pent in 1183
Kewaunee P19 \bS’(_'_VS)
-La-r"se 6 14 3—'-3("‘) Reacder No.of Tetal & Averese ®
e Yaukee 10 J11] teaad I Taee SR Pemie e
M¢ Guire I Plal c2i(sed || [FUR 49 29016 542
Millstore AT |B 12| 244 Ge))l | BWR 26 27455 105 (e
Millsdone AL 1P| 8] 1881 ol [LWR 75 sed7l 153
m Vel 'B 12 \z\(\“)“ # 20407 dose aita wid do celculate +hese ['Jv"i
Niwe Me Pt lﬁm
No-th Anna I, 1L e : oS (65

. m p 1'9 11207 (reo)




Collective Dose Per Reactor (Man-rems)

FIGRE 1

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER COOLED REACTORS
1968 - 1883

‘OCCUPATIONAL RADIATION DOSES AT NUCLEAR POWER-PLANTS

AVERAGE ANNUAL COLLECTIVE DOSES
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TOTAL COLLECTIVE DOSE PER YEAR
(PERSON-REMS x 1000)
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Mo, 50-219

GPU Muclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P, B. Fielder

Vice President and Director
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
P. 0. Box 388
Forked River, Mew Jersey 08731

Gentlemen.

Subject: Systesatic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP); Report No. S0~
219/84-19

The MRC Region 1 SALP Board has reviewed and evaluated the performance activities
of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station for the perfod Februa-y 1, 1983 to
April 31, 1984, The results are contained in the enclosed report dated June 21,
1984. A meeting to discuss this assessment has been tentatively scheduled for July
16, 1984. The meeting will be held in Forked River, New Jersey near the plant.

The SALP Board concluded that satisfactory or higher levels of performance occo.. . ¢d
fn al) functiona) areas. It was noted that steady or improved performance had oc-
curred in functional areas with the exception of Security, Outage Technical Support
(special assessment area), and Licensing. In the Security area performance had
substantially degraded during the first half of the assessment period. However,
{mprovesent was noted in the second half after staffiny, changes we-e implemented.

With regard to the Outage Technical Support and Licensing assessments, although
satisfactory performance was assessed, we are concerned with corporate engineering
support provided to the plant in that a number of problems associated with design
control, engineering support, and timeliness of responses were noted. Similar
probless were muted in the earlier assessment for Three Island Unit No. 1. If
uncurrected, these problems could potentially lead to a further degradation in
your wveral)l performance. You should be prepared to discuss your efforts to im-
prove the corporate engineering support functions at the meeting.

We had noted fmproved performance in your 1983 emergency drill over the previous
year's drill. However, we do not believe this improving trend was continued into
the May 10, 1984 drill. Although this latest drill is outside the assessment

period, we would 1ike you to be prepared to discuss any improvements you plan for
future drills.

The meeting is Intended to be a dialogue wherein any comments you may have regard-
ing our report may be discussed. Writien responses addressing the above areas
are requested within 30 days of the meeling.
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GPU Nuclear Corporation

Your cooperation 1s appreciated.

Sincerely,

Richard W. Starostecki, SALP
Board Chairman

Division of Project and
Resident Programs

Enclosure: As Stated

cc w/encls:

BWR Licensing Manager
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