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9 JUL 1981

[ REGION I SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

1. BACXGROUND

As part of the effort to develop NRC Manual Chapter 0516, "Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance" (SALP), NRC:HQ finalized and provided
to the regional offices new "Evaluation Guidance" for classification of
licensee 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 Period. It was detennined that the previous
"Unsatisfactory" category was directly translatable into the new "Below
Average" category. Further, it was determined that a previous rating of
"Satisfactory" was convertible to a new rating of "Average." The Region I
SALP Board members adopted the new "Evaluation Guidanc.e."

3. ACTION

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.

:- - " J
Thomas T. Martin El n7. Brunner
Acting Director D I A ing Director, DRPI
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION -

,-

REGION I EVALUATION BOARD MEETING

Facility: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generatino Station
.

Licensee: Jersey Central Power and Licht Company

Unit Identification:
,

Docket No. License No./Date of Issue Unit No.
50-219 DPR-16 April 9,1969 I

Reactor Informati,on:

NSS: General Electric

MWT: 1930.

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

Evaluation Board Meeting Date: March 2, 1981
.

Review Board Members:
J. M. Allan, Deputy Director
E. J. Brunner, Acting Director, Division of Resident and Project Inspection
R. T. Carlson, Director, Enforcement and Investigation Staff
W. G. Martin, Assistant to the Director
W. A. Paulson, Licensing Projects Manager, Operating Reactors, Branch 5, NRR
G. H. Smith, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness and Operational Support

,

Other NRC Attendees:

R. R. Xeimig, 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
i
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

.

Assessment Period: Auaust 1. 1980 to January 31. 1981

.

A. Number and Nature of Noncompliance Items
.

1. Noncompliance Category

Infractions 7
-

Deficiencies 1,

III 1

IV 5

V 1

.

2. Areas of Noncompliance

VIO/INF/DEF III/IV/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

|

|
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA
1'

Assessment Period: August 1, 1980 to January 31, 1981
Number and Nature of Licensee Event Reports.

1. Type of Events '

Component Failure 18

Design / Fabrication / Analysis Errors 16

Defective Procedures O

Personnel Errors 6

External 5 .

Other 1

TOTAL T6

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 securitj .

inspection 80-36. Escalated enforcement action was being recomended to HQ
based on third party inspection (State of Nevada), December 30, 1980 (civil |penalties were not issued).

|
,,

Orders

Order 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 order issued on
August 29, 1980.

Confirmatory Order of October 2,1980, to confirm licensee comitment to
install continuous level monitoring system as required by IEB 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 comitments relative to
operation of the temporary waste demineralizer system.

. _ . _ _ . - _ . - _ _ _ _ _ . - . . . , - _
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERAL!NG STATION !

.

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA
!

Assessment Period: 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 to Physical Security Program inspection findings

.

(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 SkP Evaluation Board meeting of September 22, 1980.
E. Licensee Activities

Full power cperation during this period has been restricted because of the
New Radwaste facilities' inability to process liquid 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.
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 in April 1981 to make plant-

modifications required to ;atisfy NUREG 0737.

F. Inspection Activities

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

G. Investigation Activities

None.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE,

.

-

Above BelowFunctional Area Average Averege Average

1. Plant Operations
y,

2. Refueling Operations
y

3. Maintenance
y

4. Surveillance
X

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. Radioactive Waste Management
X

17. Transportation
X

| 18. Security and Safeguards X

| 19. Management Controls n ,X

h:MP Y bw
pgionafDirector

Sf?-fT)
,

Date / / - '
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

.

_
March 2, 1981

(Evaluation Date)

'

Jersey Central Power and Light Company '

(Name of Licensee) .

.

Oy,;ter Creek Nuclear Generating Station
(Title of Facility)

REGION I-

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
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0YSTER 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 item
of noncompliance was identified in the operations area for failure to follow
annunciator alarm procedures, further addressed under (18) Management Controls.

!

,

I

.

$

.

Conclusion

Average Performance.

!
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

..

t

2. REFUELING OPERATIONS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

.

Inspection by resident and region based inspectors in the Post-rifueling area
(36 inspector hours) identified no items of noncompliance. Last refueling outage
was completed in July 1980. Tnere were two items of noncompliance as a result of
five inspections in this area during the outage. The next refueling outage is
scheduled for October 1981.

!

P

.
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e

Conclusion

Average Performance.

,
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
'

o

*

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

.

3. MAINTENANCE Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

Inspection by the resident inspector has not resulted in an," items of
noncompliance.' Maintenance activities were inspected once (3 inspector hours)
during this assessment period. :

:

!

,

I

L J

e

Conclusion
'

Average Performance.
.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION i.

1

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS-

4 SURVEILLANCE Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/_81_

1

Analysis- .

Inspection t'v the resident inspector (4 inspector hours) has not resulted in
any items of noncompliance.

.
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. 0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS,

,

,

t

5. LICENSED OPERATOR TRAINING Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/3U81

Analysis .

No specific inspection in this area during the assessment period. A training
inspection is scheduled to be conducted during the e nth of April 1981. This
area was previously rated unsatisfactory based on HP Technician training (see '

No. 13 Radiation Protection).

!

!

.

i

. .

Conclusion i

Average perfonnance.

.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION,,

._.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS-

6. QA/QC Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

No inspections have been perfonned 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.
I
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS- -

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

Analysis -

As a result of continuing LER, Bulletin and periodic report reviews, this
area is under continuous evaluation by the resident inspector. Approximately
106 inspector hours were spent during this period in this area. No items
of noncompliance were identified.

.

4

I

t

A

$

Conclusion I

; Average performance.
!
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

'
8. COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

t

-Analysis .

No specific inspection of this area was conducted during this period. No
items of noncompliance were identified. . Increased inspection effort was

~

previously recommended in this area due to one item 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 issuance.

,
.

|
|
,

!
.

Conclusion _ i

'
Average performance.

I
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS i.

1

9. PROCUREMENT Assessment Period ,8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

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

|
.

.

'
>

Conclusion i

Average performance.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

i

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

10. FIRE PROTECTION Assessment Period 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 inspector has not resulted in any items of noncompliance in
this area.

.

j conclusion
Average performance.

|
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

11. ISI/IST Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis .

No specific inspections of this area during assessment period. During the
previous evaluation period'one item.of noncompliance (management controls) was
identified for failure to implement the IST program for pumps and valves as
required by ASME, Section XI. The PAB inspection (79-18) identified no items
of noncompliance in the In-Service Inspection (ISI area but indicated a
weakness in the coordination of the licensee's prog) ram.Licensee action was
in 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 I 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 perfonnance.
,
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
*

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 inspection
wasconducted(50-219/80-06) on March 9-10, 1981 (outside evaluation period)
to determine if an adequate engineering evaluation had beer. performed beforc
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 initiated by the licensee to identify and correct setpoint
drift problems.

|

.

b

'
Conclusion

Average performance.

;

I

i

!

:
.

.

I
.

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



. . ,

'

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

;l 'MDIATION PROTECTION Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

During this period of review two inspections were conducted by the Radiation
Support Section and no items of noncompliance were identified. The bulk of these
inspections 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 protection
procedures. Two items of noncompliance were identified, 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
recomendations of the Region I SALP Board for increased inspection effort, an
inspection as s6eduled 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 period) indicated that the
licensee's performance is acceptable in this area. One item of noncompliance re-
1ating to contml of procedure changes was identified. The licensee has implemented
additional HP technician training but the training program needs to be fully

,

fonnalized and retraining requirements established. No other weaknesses in the
Radiation Protection area were identified.

Conclusion

Average performance.

,

.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
-

*. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

One environmental inspection (50 inspector hours) was conducted September 22-26,
October 15, 1980. This inspection disclosed 5 items of noncompliance, (failure
to follow QA procedure; failure to have procedures; failure to confom to Reg
Guide 1.23; failure to perfom required calibrations and channel checks of thennal
monitoring system; failure to have all required themal monitoring instrumentation

'

and inadequate air sampler design pursuant to ANSI N13.1-1969). Response to roport
(issued 1/30/81) has not yet been received.

IConclusion

Below average perfomance in non-radiological environmental protection area. -

Reconnend increased inspection frequency; however, due to reconnended inspection
riority, letter Thornburg to Grier dated 2/9/81, increased inspection will not
be conducted.

;

:

!
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION ;

l..

1

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

\

15e EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS Assessment Period _8/1/80 to 1/31/81,

l

i

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 issued relating
to deficient procedures, training and definition of the emergency organization.
The licensee's imediate 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,

Kve' rage perfomance.

|

|

|
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION.

'

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

RADI0 ACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT Assessment period 8/1/80 to 1/31/810,

Analysis

There were no inspections directed exclusively to Radioactive Waste Managstent
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 radioactive waste operations and 6
supervisor for radioactive waste shipping have been pennanently 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 inspections conducted at burial sites during 1980. One
item of noncompliance was identified during an intpection performed by the

-

State of Nevada in December 1980 which identified an improper shipment, furtherdiscussed under Item 17,' Transportation."

. 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
pcesently modifying the building's ventilation system to decrease the spread
of contamination and enhance operations.

In accordance with the recommendations of the Region I SALP Board which met in
Septanber 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 items of noncompliance were identified.

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

Conclusion

Average performance.

t
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

17. TRANSPORTATION Assessment Period: 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

During this evaluation period radioactive waste shipments to Beatty, Nevada
have been inspected 3 times with 11 total inspections conducted at Beatty
since January 1980. One noncompliance was identified during a 3rd party
inspection on December 30, 1980 when one drum of waste leaked liquid 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 in this case as a test of'the
3rd party inspection effort. The licensee was also inspected 5 times during
1980 by Region II (Barnwell) with no items of noncompliance identified. On
February 19,1981 (outside evaluation period) a licensee shipment of irradiated
fuel was surveyed by the resident inspector and no items of noncompliance were
identified. An ins >ection of this area was scheduled for the week of March 2,
1981. Results of t11s 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. >

l
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS,

:1' SECURITY AND SAFEGUARDS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 3/31/81

Analysis

Routine resident inspection (approximately 20 hours) and one region based
inspection (80-36 ; 64 inspectorhours)onDecember 15-19, 1980 resulted in six
(6) violations. One violation (failure to maintain the integrity of a vital
area) was a Severity Level III violation. Security Management at Oyster Creek
was aware of the degraded vital barrier but took no compensatory action until
the violation was identified during the inspection. Other violations identified
were:

a failure to use an approved ID badge,
b failure to change security combination and failure to audit security key.s.
c failure to assure the explosive detectors met the required perfonnance

characteristics.
(d) failure to meet the .2 foot candle lighting requirement.
(e) failure to retain security records for the required period.

Th? Severity Level III violation was of additional concern due to the decision
by the Security Supervisor not to take compensatory measures for the degraded ;
barrier. Civil penalty was reconrnended but was not issued.

Conclusion _
~

Below Average Perfonnance.

i
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERF0MANCE ANALYSIS.

.9. MANAGEMENT CONTROLS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

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 items of noncompliance specifically in the area of management controls.
The licensee's organizational changes have placed more direct senior l'evel
management attention on site and are indicative of a comitment 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 repeatabilityweaknesses in the area of(details Section 12) are indicative of apparentmanagement control

|
Conclusion

\
Average performance.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR ' RATING STATION - ~

,

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY FROM AUGUST'l,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 controlled 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 Environmental Failure of licensee 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
i

6 month basis.

1 INF Environmental Failure to channel check environmental themal monitoring equip-
ment.

DEF Environmental Only 1 of 2 channels of 3 temperature monitors met ETS accuracy
; requi ret.ents.
)

|*E0-36 Level III Security Vital barrier (floor gratings) into 4160 Volt room not secured.
j Level IV Security Non picture badges being used for unescorted access.
i

} Level IV Security Annual audit of protected area keys and annual security safe
; combination change not performed. .
4

Level IV Security Perfomance test not conducted on explosives detector.
J _

j

i -

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

i
t * 81-01 Level V Operations Failure to follow annunciator procedure.
1

1
*' Rsport Not Issued

i
|
,

-

)
i
1

]
,

.
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1
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! Oyster Creek

ENIORCEMENT SUPNARY From August 1,1980 To January 31, 1981

. 50-219 I
Docket No. Unit No.

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

1. Plant Operations I '

2. Refueling Operations
-

. 3. Maintenance
| 4. Surveillance
j 5 Licensed Operator Training
| 6. 0A/0C
| 7. Reperting

.
' 8. Committee Activities

9. Procurement;

i 10. Fire Protection
i 11. ISI/IST

12. Desian Changes and Modification 1
.

'

13. Radiation Protection,

2 |
i

i 14. Environmental Protection 4 i
| 15. Emergency Freparedness
j .16. Radioactive Waste Management
i 17. Transportation
.! 18. Security and Safeguards 1 5
; 19. Management Controls

-
!

i
l

i Totals 7 1 1 5 1
'

i
-

-
- - -- -. . . _ . _ _ - ... . _

_ _
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LICENSEE EVENT REP iVNDPSIS - "

j AUGUST 1. 1980 TO J. AY 31,1981
: *

LER NUMBER TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIPTION

: 80-33 30 U.y E Torus oxygen concentration exceeded 5 percent 24 hours after placing
j mode switch in "Run".

! 80-34 30 Day C Overload trip on SGTS exhaust fan 1-8 during routine surveillance
i test.

,

| 80-35 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A and IP-15D tripped at a
j value greater than specified.

i

80-36 30 Day E Stack release rates not continuously monitored due to failure of !
stack gas sample system.

80-37 30 Day A Standby Gas Treatment System ope: rated in degraded mode.
.

i 80-38 30 Day B Triple Low water level sensor RE-188 exceeded its required set-'
point.

;

q 80-39 30 Day 8 Low Pressure Main Steam Line sensor RE-238 and RE-230 tripped at
{

-- a value less than specified.

80-40 30 Day E Hydraulic snubber number 51/6 failed to lock up in compression '

and tension during functional testing.
|
{ 80-41 30 Day E Core Spray System II removed from service to repair a leaking
i vent line.
J r

.

>

80-42 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158, and IP-15C
tripped at values greater than specified.

) 80-43 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor RE-180 exceeded its required
j setpoint.
1

, 80-44 30 Day A Core Spray System I removed from service.when booster pump motors
; became wet following inadvertent actuation of the fire suppression
j system.
1

} 80-45 30 Day E Core Spray System I removed from service to repair a leaking vent
{ line.

! ;

i
~

'

.
.s.- es* * w == e a sean - ._ ,m . *e ,

,
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. -

LER NUA. TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIF..A.

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

80-47 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches RV-46A, RV-468. RY-46C, and RV-460
setpoints exceeded specified values.

80-48 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-14-1 and V-14-19 failed to close
when actuated from the control Room.

80-50 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158. 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 inspect pump motors
wetted by CRD hydraulic leat:s.

80-55 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches RV-468, RY-46C, and RV-460 tripped
at values greater than specified.

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

80-57 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158. IP-15C and IP-150
tripped at values greater than specified.

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

.

- em w- -- -- N m w-s-
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LER NUI TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRI. .

.
80-59 30 Day A Monthly surveillcnc2 fer the main station battr.ry and dics21

generator starting batteries was not perfonned.

80-60 30 Day B Isolation Condenser pipe break sensors IBilA1, IBilA2, 181181,
and 1811B2 tripped at values greater than specified.

80-61 30 Day E Hydraulic snubbers 19/11,19/12, and 19/13 failed to lock up
during functional testing.

80-62 30 Day E Control rod drive hydraulic pump NC-08A failed in service.

80-63 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor RE-18A tripped at a value
greater than specified.

81-01 30 Day B High drywell pressure switch IP-15C tripped at a value greater
than specified.

81-02 30 Day E Stack gas activity was not continuously monitored due to trip of
sample pump.

81-03 30 Day E Fire hydrant number 2 inoperable due to a frozen barrel.

81-04 24 Hour B Load on emergency generators during design basis accident could
exceed full load rating.

81-05 30 Day X Emergency service water pump 52B failed to demonstrate opera-
bility.

81-06 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor tripped at a value greater
than specified.

80-05E 70 Day E Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

80-06E 30 Day C Condenser discharge temperature exceeded 106 F.0

80-07E 30 Day E Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

80-08E 30 Day E Dilution pump was not placed in service when bridge teirperature
exceeded 870F.

80-09E 30 Day C Unusually high blue crab mortality.

. . ..- - . - -. .. . _ . .. .
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. .

LER NLMBER TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIPDON

80-10E 30 Day E Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

80-11E 30 Day C Fish kill in lagoons along Oyster Creek.

80-12E 30 Day C Fish kill in Oyster Creek during a controlled plant shutdown.

80-13E 30 Day A Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

NOTES: CAUSE CODES: A- Personnel Error
B- Design / Manufacturing, Construction / Installation
C- External Cause
D- Defective Pmcedures
E- Component Failure
X- Other

*Ccusally linked event element
(Xs) Initial group element
(Xy) Subsequent group element (s)

.
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_ REGION I SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT CRITERIA,

1. BACKGROUND

As part of the effort to develop NRC Manual Chapter 0516, "Systematic I

Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance" (SALP), NRC:HQ finalized and provided
to the regional offices new "Evaluation Guidance" for classification of
licensee perfonnance 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 Period. It was detennined that the previous
"Unsatisfactory" category was directly translatable into the new "Below
Average" category. Further, it was detennined that a previous rating of
"Satisfactory" was convertible to a new rating of "Avera "

SALPBoardmembersadoptedthenew"EvaluationGuidance.ge.
The Region I

3. ACTION

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.

-. &
Thomas T. Martin E' fra. Brunner
Acting Director D I A ing Director, DRPI

"
a

Geo kge f. Smith ~ Walter G. Martin
Dir ect6r, DEPOS Asst. to Director

1 '

v f/ L M , w ' TR2 ;
aides M. Allan

~

Boyc'e/H. Grier'

Dep Jty Director Diredtor '

! ;

;

i

- - - -
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SfSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION -

,

REGION I EVALUATION BOARD MEETING

Facility: Ovster Creek Nuclear Generatino Station
.

Licensee: 22rsev Central Power and Licht _Cggoany
,

Unit Identification:
,

Docket No. License No./Date of Issue Unit No.
50-219 DPR-16 April 9,1969 I

.

Reactor Informati,on:

NSS: General Electric

MWT: 1930.

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

Evaluation Board Meeting Date: March 2, 1981
.

Review Board Members:
J. M. Allan, Deputy Director

<
E. J. Brunner, Acting Director, Division of Res.ident and Project Inspection
R. T. Carlson, Director, Enforcement and Investigation Staff
W. G. Martin, Assistant to the Director
W. A. Paulson, Licensing Projects Manager, Operating Reactors, Branch 5, NRR
G. H. Smith, Director, Division of Emergency Preoaredness and Operational Support

,

Other NRC Attendees:

R. R. Xeimig, 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

4

1

'
:

'
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATAr

"
,

Assessment Period: Auoust 1.1980 to January 31, 1981

.

A. Number and Nature of Noncoroliance Items
.

1. Noncompliange Category

Infractions 7
-

Deficiencies 1

III 1

IV 5

V 1

'
.

2. Areas of Noncompliance

VIO/INF/DEF III/IV/V
Plant Operattens 0/0/1

Design Changes and Modifications 0/1/0

Radiation Protection 0/2/0

Environmental Prl tection 0/4/1.

Security and Safeguards- 0/0/0 1/5/0

I

.

'
!

'
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.{ ( {_jMIR kREEK N Cl,E'AR GENEMTING STATION| y,.g $
,

{h / h LkCfhSEERF05.3 't.s DATA
t #m

3

kisessment'?(3rMf: ugust 1,$1980 s.uary''3*p 1981
Nurby ant 3t' ire of Licensee Ewn' 'ReporQt.

b ]$ j l ents dl.
' 'j -

Compore t Fail'ure /1B,

aDesjgrk.brica o*y/ Analysis Er 16H

h Defectk(f(rors
Pro (edures i 0

i '

Personne / 6,

External' \ d C /
>( '

,

\ \
.

'

3A Other t 1 /\ \
s

( [TOTAL /iT ,

2. Causally linked Events |
'

,s
\l event in I group '

3. Licensee Event Repets Reviewed (Rmort Nos.)
80-33 to 80-63, 81-01 to 81-06, and NTS B0-05 to 80-13 '

>

/.

,
t, ' C 0 Escalated Enforcement Act h ns ' '

,
7--- . ,., ,_

Civil'Penaltfes L
j, ,

'

None. Escalated enforcerre9t action is in progress bated on physical security :

inspection 80-36. Escalate'd enforcement action was being recommended to HQ
.

Sased c,n third party insoectier. (State of Nevada), December'30,1980 (civil !

penalties were not issued). '
,

,

j' 'Yrders
. ) DrderofAugust 29, 1980, requiring the licensee to submit requested docu-
d trentation on environmental qualifbation of electrical equipment.,

l'
Order of Septaber 19, 1980, modit[yingthepreviousorderissuedon

]/) August 29, 1980.y ,

r
) ?,L i Canfirmatory Order of October 2,1980, to confirm licensee comitment to

,
'

,) install contiruous lyvel monitoring system as required by IE8 80-17. 1.

[ Order of January 9, MS1, codifying li:ense DPR-16 to requira installation'i- of auto > scram on low CRD air header pressure. Installation required by*

,

/} ApM1 9, 1981. Licenseehasapplied'q'a9-dayextension.
f

g 1, Order of January 13, 1981, requiring toe licensee to reassess c:ntainment
design and install necessa-/ modifiations by Deccepr 31, 1981.<

> .,

Immediate Action Letters <

[AL 80-36 of October 2,1980, to confirm licensee comiigelts relative to
operation of the temporary waste demit era)izer system.

. ) ;' ) | <

1 <
'

;! ,'[
'

<i .;
' ,

I j
. g i

'
< 'i 4 ,

1'' A ,p q

l >i
'> \ ) <

' '
g y ,
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< ,
,

'
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

1
1

-
,

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Period: , 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 to Physical Security Program inspection findings
(Inspection No. 50-219/80-36, December 15-19,1980) and the licensee's
proposed corrective actions.

Management meeting at the Oyster Creek Nucle:r Generating Station, Forked

River, New JerseykP Evaluation Board meeting of September
,on September 25, 1980 to address NRC:RI concerns identified'

in the Regional S 22, 1980.
E. Licensee Activities

,

Full power operation during this period has been restricted because of the
New Radwaste facilities' inability to process liquid 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.
2. September 19-22, 1980 due to excessiva 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 in April 1981 to make plant-

modifications recuired to satisfy NUREG 0737.
,

! F. Inspection Activities

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

G. Investigation Activities

None.

'
,

,

I

f
e

I
.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCI. EAR GENERATING STATION

.

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

-

Functional Area Above Below
Average Averege Average

1. Plant Operations
|y,

2. Refueling Operations
y

3. Maintenance
X

4. Surveillance
X. -

5. Licensed Operator Training
X

S. 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. Radioactive Waste Management
X

17. Transportation
X

18. Security and Safeguards
X

19. Management Controls
,7 ,X

thD:Mf $ fcSw>e
$egionafDirector

8|?-/TI
,

Date || .

-
.

, . - - - . - , _ ,--, , _ , = ,- -- . , - - - ,.
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE )

.

March 2, 1981 |~

(Evaluation Date) i

'

Jersey Central Power and Light Ccmpany '

(Name of Licensee) ,

.

.

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
(Title of Facility)

REGION I-

PERFORRANCE ANALYSIS

e
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0YSTER 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 item
of noncompliance was identified in the operations area for failure to ~ follow
annunciator alarm procedures, further addressed under (18) Management Controls.

|
t

i

.

O

.

Conclusion

Average Performance.

.

!

!

:

- |
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

'

2. REFUELING OPERATIONS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

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 items of noncompliance as a result of
five inspections in this area during the outage. The next refueling outage is
scheduled for October 1981.

a

.

U

Conclusion

|

Average Performance. ,

.

|

|

:
1

:
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION |.

,

|

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: -

.

3. MAINTENANCE Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

>

Analysis _ .

Inspection by the resident inspector has not resulted in any items of
'oncompliance.' Maintenance activities were inspected once (3 inspector hours)n-

during this assessment period. '

;
.

.

!

i

'
,

,

Conclusion

'
Average Perfonnance.

!

|

|

|
5

i

1-

.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

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

Analysis .

Inspection by the resident inspector (4 inspector hours) has not resulted in
.any items of noncompliance.

.

Conclusion

Average Perfonnance.

-

.

!

l |

:

! ;.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
, ,

~

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS-
,

i
.

! 5. LICENSED OPERATOR TRAINING Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81
_

,

4

Analysis .

No specific inspection in this area during the assessment period. A training
inspection is 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).

:

|
:

i

.

Conclusion ,

Average performance.

!

l

!

i
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!
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

k

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

6. QA/QC Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

No inspections 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.

4

s

Conclusion

Average performance,
t

!

J

*
,

$

*
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

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

Analysis -

As a result of continuing LER, Bulletin and periodic report reviews, this
area is under continuous evaluation by the resident inspector. Approximately
106 inspector hours were spent during this period in this area. No items
of noncompliance were identified.

.

.

i

|
1

i

6

,

Conclusion |

Average performance.
t

|
|

|

!
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS,

'
80 COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES Assessment Per kd 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

'

Analysis _ .

No specific inspection of this area was conducted during this period. No
items of noncompliance were identified. . Increased inspection effort was
previously reconnended in this area due to one item of noncompliance identified '

during the Health Physics Appraisal inspection (80-17, not yet issued) in the
Area of H.P. Audits. This inspection ft.nding will be itviewed for licensee corrective |action subsequent to report 80-17 issuance.

,

|

|
!
-

.

Conclusion j

Average perfonnance.
I

i

,

'

'
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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 period this area was inspected by PAB;
no items of noncompliance were identified.

i

1

,

f
'

i

conclusion s

Average performance.

i
|

.

a

.

I

.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

100 FIRE PROTECTION Assessment Period 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 inspector has not resulted in any items of noncompliance in
this area.

.

Conclusion

Average perfonnance.

.

,
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

11. ISI/IST Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

No specific incpections of this area during assessment period. During the
previous evaluation period'one item.of noncompliance (management controls) was
identified for failure to implement the IST program for pumps and valves as
required by ASME, Section XI. The PAB inspection (79-18) identified no items
ofnoncomplianceintheIn-ServiceInspection(ISI)areabutindicateda
weakness in the coordination of the licensee's program. Licensee action was
in progress at that time to accumulate all available data to establish the
remaining ISI to be conpleted to fulfill the requirements of their first ten
(10) year ISI program. A preliminary Region I data review subsequent to the
PAB inspection, indicated that requirements wcre being met. Inspection of the
licensee's ISI/IST Program is scheduled to be conducted during the next 6-month |evaluation period.

i

&

conclusion'

Average perfonnance.
,

i
,

I

|

|

1|

!

!
.

!.



0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION.

i

'

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

,

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 inspection !

,

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

to determine if an adequate engineering evaluation had been 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 perforred within design specifications. A |program has been initiated by the licensee to identify and correct setpoint ;drift problems.

j

.

b

'Conclusion

Average perfonnance.

I
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

! PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

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

Analysis )
|

During this period of review two inspections were conducted by the Radiation
Support Section and no items of noncompliance were identified. The bulk of these
inspections 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
period under review to as::ure the licensee's adherence to station radiation protection
procedures. Two items of noncompliance were identified, 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 fomation 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
reconinendations of the Region I SALP Board for increased inspection effort, an
inspection as scheduled 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 period) indicated that the
licensee's perfonnance is acceptable in this area. One item of noncompliance re-
Tating to control of procedure changes was identified. The licensee has implemented
additional HP technician training but the training program needs to be fully
fonnalized 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
-

,

I

i*. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

One environmental inspection (50 inspector hours) was conducted September 22-26,
October 15, 1980. This inspection disclosed 5 items of noncompliance (failure
to follow QA procedure; failure to have procedures; failure to confom to Reg
Guide 1.23; failure to perfom required calibrations and channel checks of themal
monitoring system; failure to have all required themal monitoring instrumentation
and inadequate air sampler design pursuant to ANSI N13.1-1969). Response to report
(issued 1/30/81) has not yet been received.

Conclusion |

Below average perfomance in non-radiological environmental protection area.
Reconnend increased inspection frequency; however, due to recomended inspection
triority, letter Thornburg to Grier dated 2/9/81, increased inspection will not
be conducted.

|

|
,

i
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
..

,

'

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

15. EMERGENCY PREPARE 0 NESS Assessment Period _,8/1/80 to 1/31/81
,

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 issued relating
to deficient procedures, training and definition of the emergency organization.
The licensee's imediate actions were adequate to resolve concertis itemized in
the IAL. A number of additional findings, however, remained for resolution in
development of the NUREG 0654 plan and implementation.

,.

Conclusion

Rye' age perfornance.r

i

. .

.

4

. _ . , , , .. -. .. . ~ , _ __ . _ _ . . - - , _ , . . , , - - , . , _ _ _ _ _ - , . - . _ _ . _ . .



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
-

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

RADI0 ACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81...

Analysis

There were no inspections directed exclusively to Radioactive Waste Managment
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 radioactive waste operations and a
supervisor for radioactive waste shipping have been pemanently assigned.
Additionally, personnel specifically trained in the Radwaste System Operations
are utilized rather than having equipment operators ~perfoming these functions
as a collateral duty.

There were 16 tot.al inspections conducted at burial sites during 1980. One
item of noncompliance was identified during an inspection perfomed by the

-

State of Nevada in December 1980 which identified an improper shipment, furtherdiscussed under Item 17,"Transportation."

. 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 systs to decrease the spread
of contamination and enhance operations.

In accordance with the recormiendations of the Region I .iALP Board which met in
September 1980, an inspection was sche & led for the we.ek 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'

perfomance is acceptable in this area. No itms of nonempliance were identified.

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

|

Conclusion

Average perfomance.
t

!
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

17. TRANSPORTATION Assessment Period: 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysi_s_

During this evaluation period radioactive waste shipments to Beatty, Nevada
have been inspected 3 times with 11 total inspections conducted at Beatty
since January 1980. One noncompliance was identified during a 3rd party
inspection on December 30, 1980 when one drum of waste leaked liquid 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
enforcenent action is 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 II (Barnwell) with no items of noncompliance identified. On
February 19,1981 (outside evaluation period) a licensee shipment of irradiated
fuel was surveyed by the resident inspector and no items of noncompliance were
identified. 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. !

!
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

:1' SECURITY AND SAFEGUARDS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 3/31/81

Analysis

Routine resident inspection (approximately 20 hours) and one region based
inspection (80-36; 64 inspectorhours)onDecember 15-19, 1980 resulted in six
(6) violations. One violation (failure to maintain the integrity of a vital
area) was a Severity Level III violation. Security Management at Oyster Creek
was aware of the degraded vital barrier but took no compensatory action until
the violation was identified during the inspection. Other vialations identified
were:

a failure to use an aporoved ID badge,
b failure to change security combination and failure to audit security keys,
c failure to assure the explosive detectors met the required perfomance

characteristics.
(d) failure to meet the .2 foot candle lighting requirement.
(e) failure to retain security records for the required period.

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 -

brrrier. Civil penalty was recommended but was not issued. !

Conclusion
~

Below Average Perfomance.

|
,
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;

1



.
.. ''

.

.

0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS,

.9. MANAGEMENT CONTROLS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

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 items of noncompliance ;pecifically in the area of management controls.
The licensee's organizational changes have placed more direct senior 1evel
management attention on site and are indicative of a comitinent 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 repeatabilityweaknesses in the area of(details Section 12) are indicative of apparentmanagement control

|
Conclusion

Average performance.
- .
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE FERFORMANCE
''

March E, 1981
Evaluation Date

Jersey Central Power and Light Company '

I

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station k
'

_

i
!

!
:
I
i

I

REGION I.

;

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
,

:
.

.

.

.

- , -- .-w-- -,,-,e~ -,-,y+ - ,-,-,,n , .,,-n--,.n,,,- ,,,-,,,---,..,,,,,,,--r.-,. - - - - , - - - ----n-, -.



0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR ' RATING STATION --

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

Inspection
Number Severity Functional Area Subject

i

j 80-28 INF HP Protective clothing being removed outside contamination controlled
area.

1

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

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

80-30 INF Environmental Failure of licensee 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.
1

! INF Environmental Failure to channel check environmental themal monitoring equip-
i ment.
,

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

!

j * 80-36 Level III Security Vital barrier (floor gratings) into 4160 Volt room not secured.
.

| Level IV 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 perfomed. .

i Level IV Security Performance test not conducted on explosives detector.
i ..

1

, - - .
- - . - . . _ . - . - - .. . . . . . . -. .

!
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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.

* R; port Not Issued

ik
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.

Oyster Creek

, -

: ENFORCEMENT 'dM4ARY From August 1,1980 To January 31, 1981
,

50-219 I
-

7

Docket No. 'UnitI
,

Functional Area SEVERITY LEVEL
of Noncompliance VIO/INF/DEF III IV V VI_;

I ~
'

1. Plant Operations / .

2. Refueling Operations ',
4

3. Maintenance '<

4. Surveillance,

] 5. Licensed Operator Training
j 6. GA/0C
| 7. Reporting
' 8. Committee Activities '

-s .

] 9. Procurement
~

10. Fire Protection '

11. ISI/IST'

12. Desien Changes and Modification 1,

| 13. RadiatiopAo_tection 2
.

| 14. Environmental Protection 4
; 15. Emergency Preparedness
j - 16. Radioactive Waste Management
j 17. Transportation '_

18. Security.and Safeguards 1 5
19. Managee. ant Controls

_

~

.
-

w

'
,

" *
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LICENSEE EVENT REP'; . 3YNOPSIS
'

,*
, s

^ ~\ AUGUST 1, 1930 TO J. ~AY 31, 1981 x 7
.

_
r --

,
s

-

,p -
x

,
-% <

LER NUMBER - TYPE; CAUSE CODE DESCRIPTION '
_

_ c '

r '

- 80-33 30 Day E Torus oxygen concentration exceeded E W.rcent 24 hours after placing i
mode switch in "Run". l

80-34 30 Day C Overload trip on SGTS exhaust fan 1-8 during routine surveillance
|test.

'

|
, j~__

~ 80-35 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A and IP'150 ' tripped at a
value creater than specified. -

-

u
.

7- ,a80-36 30 Day E Stack release rates not continuously monitored due to failure of
stack gav s' ample system.

80-37 30 Day A Standby Gas Treatment System operated in degraded mode.

80-38 30 Day B TripibILow water level sensor RE-18B exceeded its required set-
,

point.-

80-3d 30 Day B Low Pressure Main Steam Line sensor RE-23B and RE-23D tripped at
a value less than specified.

80-40 30 Day E Hydraulic snubber number $1/6 failed to lock up in compression
and tension during functional testing.

80-41 30 Day E Core Spray System II removed from service to repair a leaking
vent line.

80-42 30 Day B High drywell pessure switches IP-15A, IP-158, and IP-15C
tripped at values greater than specified.

80-43 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor RE-18D exceeded its required
setpoint.

80-44 30 Day A Core Spray System I removed from service.when booster pump motors
became wet following inadvertent actuation of the fire suppression
system.

80-45 30 Day E Core Spray System I removed from service to repair a leaking vent
line.

. - _ _ . . . - - . _ -. .- ..
.

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - -
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LER PJ,... . TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIt.. A
'

.
, . y: .- ,

,
- - _- . .80-45 ' - 30 Day A Pressure drop w.ross the upstream HEPA of SGIS II exceeded specified

. ,

limits. .A
_

- 5)M1
.

- - a y . y% - - _- _ _ _ -w

u 80-47 30 Day s B. Higheywell pressure switches RV-46A, RV-46B, RV-46C, and RV-460
,, .

,- - .. ~

/
,

" -

setpoints exceeded specified values. -

- - -

'

80-48 ~ 30 Day- E Hydraulic 5nubber number 23-7 failed to lock up int-inston durin9 ~
~

b

_ functipal; testing. -

'
' ~

-
-

.

80-49 24 Hour E Isolatioh Cadenser vent ~ valves (ld 1 and V-14-19 failed to close LN
~

when actuated from the control ''icL2i.f 1,' .i
,- , ~,

80 GO - 30 Day B High drywell pressure ~sM.tches IP-15A.-I' 35B, IPaiSC, and IP-DOr
- tripped at values greater than specified. . ~

2.

80-51 30 Day A Ally surveillance for APLH(N LHGR, and MCPR was not perfonned.'
,

80-5% ~ ~ 30 Day B Raactor triple low water level sensors RE-182 and RE-189 tripped
at values h p r than specified. -

'

s p

.
. u . - % :a80-53 30 Day (10*) E- Control red drive Itvdraulic pumps removed from service one at a

n timetorcE-irlcak@npumpseal/bearingwaterpiping.'

~ _ t
_ ~_-

CoreSpraySystemIremovedfromservicetoinspectpumpmotors80-54 30 Day Gl*) - E ~ N '

wetted by CRD hydraulic leaks.

80-55 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches RV-468. RY-46C, and RV-460 tripped
,at values greater than specified. 2

+,;
80-56 30 Day B Main steam line high-flow switches RE-22C and RE-22G tripped at

values greate'r than desired.

80-57 30 Day ,B High drywd1 pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158, !P-15C, and IP-150
~ tripped u]iiies greater than specified.

~ ~_ ,

80-58 30 Day E Hydraulic sn'ubhed 19/G and 19/7 failed to lock up during functional
testing. "v- i

.,
, m

'

r,
,

' [ *[

F
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7 Et TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRI. .

80-59 30 Day A Monthly survaillance fcr the main staticn batt:ry and diesel
generator starting batteries-was not perfonned.

80-60 30 Day 3 Isolation Condenser pipe break sensors IBilAl, IB11A2, 181181,
and 181182 tripped at values greater than specified.

80-61 30 Day E Hydraulic snubbers 19/11,19/12, and 19/13 failed to lock up
during functional testing.

80-62 30 Day E Control rod drive hydraulic pump NC-08A failed in service.

80-63 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor RE-18A tripped at a value
greater than specified.

81-01 30 Day B High drywell pressure switch IP-15C tripped at a value greater
than specified.

81-02 30 Day E Stack gas activity was not continuously monitored due to trip of
sample pump.

81-03 30 Day E Fire hydrant number 2 inoperable due to a frozen barrel.
"

81-04 24 Hour B Load on emergency generators during design basis accident could
exceed full load rating.

81-05 30 Day X Emergency service water pump 528 failed to demonstrate opera-
bility.

!81-06 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor tripped at a value greater '

than specified.

80-05E 30 Day E Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

80-06E 30 Day C Condenser discharge temperature exceeded 106 F.0

80-07E 30 Day E Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

80-0T5 30 Day E Dilution pump was not placed in service when bridge terrperature
exceeded 870F.

,

80-09E 30 Day C Unusually high blue crab mortality.

. _ . . _ _ _ '
. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ____ _ _ __ _
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|
. .e

LER NUMBER TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIPDON

80-10E 30 Day E Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

80-llE 30 Day C Fish kill in lagoons along Oyster Creek.

80-12E 30 Day C Fish kill in Oyster Creek during a controlled plant shutdown.

80-13E 30 Day A Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

NOTES: CAUSE CODES: A- Personnel Error
B- Design / Manufacturing, Construction / Installation-

! C- External Cause
'

D- Defective Pmcedures
E- Component Failure
X- Other

,

i

* Causally linked event element
.

(Xo) Initial group element
(Xy) Subsequent group element (s)

'

!
<

.

-
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1

Ira J. Zarin, Esq.
One Gateway Center
Suite 1612
Newark, New Jersey 07102-5311

Dear Mr. Zarin;
,

Your letter of May 3,1988 to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission (NRC)
has been referred to me for reply. In your letter you requested infomation
regarding radiation exposure at the Oyster Creek nuclear 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 sumary reports regaroinp the radiation exposure
experience at U. S. nuclear power plants during the years 1980 through 1983.
Oyster Creek is discussed both generally and specifically in these reports.
Similar sumaries of exposure data are published by the NRC in annual volumes
of NUREG-0713. "Occupational Rediation Exposure at Comercial Nuclear Power
Reactors,(year): Annual Report." The data used for these sumaries
are provided by the licensees pursuant to Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations Section 20.407 (10 CFR 20.407) and NRC Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.16.
Enclosure 2 provides copies of the 10 CFR 20.407 and RG 1.16 reports received
from the licensee for Oyster Creek from 1980 through 1983. Enclosure 3
provides copies of the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance report
for the same period.

| Copies of NUREG-0713 and other reports that discuss radiation exposure at
Oyster Creek (such as inspection reports) can be found at the NRC Public
Document P.oom, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20355 and the local

f Public Document Roon for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Ocean
| County Library, 101 Washington Street, Toms River, New Jersey 08753.

I trust that this infomation is responsive to your needs,

Sincere' ,
Original signed by
Thc:an E. Murley

Thomas F. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated

*See previous concurrence
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...

NAME :SMNorris* :ADromerick*:ah JFStolz* :* .BA90ger :F lia

.....:............:............:............:............:............:............:...........

DATE :06/0?/88 :06/02/88 :06/0?/88 :06/02/88 :06/ /, /88 :06/ 7 /88 :06/7/8P
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' '

0 sier Creek i CTersej. Centra.1 T+L)GWR)
''

3 NUMBER CF PERSONNEL AND .W1 REl;S BY tKsRA KlD JOB FUtlCTICil - CYSTEft CF.EEK4
. . .. . .. _ . _ _ _

. . . .

N n.bes of Personnef * Total Man-R.ni

C.*setrace Workers Gantract Westless
WsesL A j.een l'esettem Statissa Eserkyves Utstify Emp*urces and Osbers Sisti.se Emrhyees Utility Esnriseyces anal Osierrs .

Ij';",,,'D'$I",,*di 81 24 124 6 925 .667 8.I45
"*"'

%,si. c ren ani 85 3 14 65.446 .01I I.412
::cas;h rhrAs reno ==i 6 0 36 .285 .003 1.91 .

s.3-i==r e.===8 20 3 2 4.281 .287 .00r
Logiaresser enannel 3) )5 39 4.$5] 93) 5.67r
Rout 6ee Mainsenaatt
us.n.c==e re,=. 156 61 630 87.580 51.345 212.27
opening rcr=nace 76 6 22 .442 1.753 2.21

109 .000 145.31: cahn riirsien re =n=8 24 0 257
3 115 I.307 .001smeervisoir nino==8 24 9 2 1 .

Engineering N =n=I 41 25 48 11.333 9.687 4.600

!"N',',"'[,'1: 67 37 253 3.667 4.766 89.671
o,c,si,,,r rawn' et 42 2 21 2.54I .439 8.638
: catih rhysics rmannet 6 0 10 .293 .000 .559
s ,res,6= r enonni IS 3 1

-

2.771
.

.104 .000r
rEas>=ame er===8 29 6 28 4.522 354 3.283

D,"$",'r*"*"mi 123 59 738 73.898 77.172 685.94I
.

opensias reno aci 53 4 26 6.770 3 047 7.0Zg,

Heahh rhrsies renomaci 1I O 76 't .530 .000 1I.I00
supervisary ra==8 15 7 I 2.656 .989 .000
Enginming ra-nce 30 16 4] 7.178 1.226 7.023
Waste reaccuing
us ie==e ren =i 69 12 70 5.450 2.874 9.759
o a.iiag ra===i 22 1 5 .915 .230 .502r
sicahn rhymes rersonnes

J 0 26 .005 .000 2.078
supervinaer h =aael 4 0 2 .202 .000 .007
tasiwaias hr=== 8 0 8 983 .000 .829 ..

Gefueling
u.iaie==c r===8 88 30 130 40.610 3 990 16.823oreni=s awaa I 57 . 4 14 18.52 .734 2.061r

- ticatin rhydes renommel 4 0 22 .22 .000 2.197 *

s rervi=ry hrannel 11 0 0 2.10 .000 .000 -tast="*as hr==t 15 4 4 3.195 .055 .129
.

Se'une. rmonnes 157 64 903 zI8.I30 140.814 1.022.618
orcui;ns rer-net 99 8 50 to .64 6.214 21.008
Ilealth rhysics Fenonnel 24 0 264 }.4, 000 163.253. -

Supervisory Fenonnel 24 12 3e g 2.687 .012
1 nrincesing Permanel 46 31 74 12.255 21.540-

cn.t ionai 350 115 1.295 410.314 161.970 1.229.331
- The individual personnel "Totals" do not necessarily reflect the sum of the personnel listed under eachA

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

included in more then one "WORK & J08 FUNCTION". . n.

** - UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All CPU and JCPEL employees not permanently assigned to Oyster Creek
.
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g ster C M I 70. @ 7 .b
Personnel Exposures for Calendar Year 1980 ,

Jersey Central Power 6 Light Company
License No. DPR-16s.

.-..t. . , . , . . - . . . . ,. . . .c . ..cv.-.,
. ~ . . . . . . ..

..-.t..-- , ,--

.. .: .:.. .... .....:s..s ------ ,-ao..-- .... - c.....- .

No me a sur able expo sure - - - -- - - - - -- . - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - 2 7 2
Exp o s ur e l e s s t han 0.1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4 6 3
0.1 t o 0 . 2 5- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 0 3
0.25to0.5------------------------------------------230
0.5 to0.75-----------------------------------------135
0 . 7 5 t o 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 12 0
1 to2---------------------- --------------------476
2 to3---------------------------------------------173
3 to4--------------------------------------------62
4 to5---------------------------------------------- 4

5 to6---------------------------------------------- 0

6 to7---------------------------------------------- 0

7 to8---------------------------------------------- 0

8 to9---------------------------------------------- 0

9 to10---------------------------------------------- 0

10 to11---------------------------------------------- 0

11 to12---------------------------------------------- 0

Motethan12-------------------------------------------- 0

2,,2,5s ~P

,

I
t

i

,

i

| *

!

!

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



8WR 0 skr Cru k nrr m m rr 2 . ..3 NUMBER OF PERSONNEL AND MAN, REMS BY WORK.AND JOB FUNCTION - OYSTER CREEK

.

Number of Fernonne! * Total Man-Rem

Contract Workers Contreet Workers

Work & Job Fenetion Station Employees ** Utility Employees and Others Station Employees Utility ''7_, . and Others

Resetoe Operations & Seaeilhnce
stainier.ance renonut 68 4.' 36 3.292 .128 4.861
operating renennel 87 1 5 19.888 .000 . 754
l'e-Jt's Physics Persaan<1 10 0 31 .223 .000 4.240
SupenIwry Personnel 8 0 0 1.210 .000 .000
Enoncering renonnci

16 1 8 1.008 .052 1.163
Roatir e Maintenance
st8a:cmace renannel 212 4-} 4Q1 Ig.g ig.g 93.g
operating renoncci 115 4 M '

IIcat:h rhysics renonnel 34 0 131 11.974 .000 78.331
s.ipenisory renonmi 36 1 3 7.672 .372 .005
t.nsicce >.ng renonce! 45 6 63 3.482 .288 5.144
Ir.aervice Inspection
Stainien2nce renennet 24 0 42 .522 .000 5.562

,.

openting renoneet 11 0 7 .383 .000 .334
IIcal:S r'irmics renonnel 5 0 8 .172, .000 .418
5=rcrrnarr enennel 11 0 0 .213 .000 .000r

- tanceolns Personnel 13 4 16 .337 .035 2.265
,

spectat Maintenance
staintenance renonad 182 29 477 42.541 7.766 136.303
OPenting renonnel 70 2 23 8.503 .688 3.763
lintth rhyucs Personnel 17 0 79 1.909 .000 9.593
supervisory hnencel 18 0 0 3.275 .000 .000
EnMng re.wnnel 18 3 33 1.733 .035 2.595
Waste Proceming
uaintenance renannel - 102 2 37 5.090 .003 3.729
openting renannel 26 0 3 1.758 .000 .067
lichh thrsies renoanel 3 0 10 .127 .000 2.467
5=. r'i'ary Per$onnet

. 2 0 1 .031 .000 .000" N
Empneering Personnel 0 0 4 .000 .000 .096
|teleefung
Maintenance renonnel 3 1 0 .020 .005 .000

-

openii,e renennet o o o o o o

serenisory renonnet h h h h h h
Ilcat:h rhysics rcisonect

Iscrerrins Praanne'- 1 0 0 .010 .000 .000 . p
6101 AI.

usinienance rerwx.ca 215 43 554 187.602 27.899 250.274
opere nr .rmnnet 116 2 52 79.771 2.857 7.347 %

r

Ileat:h thruca rerwand 35 0 135 14.405 .000 95.049 F.

supoviwer reswnnel 38 1 4 12.401 .372 .005 6G
i cr.: niire tw nnri 51 9 78 6.570 .410 11.263 4
Gn.i t 1 s .: 455 55 823 300.749 | 31.538 363.938 3?.

* - The individual personnel "Totals" do not necessarily reflect the sum of the personnel listed under each p
category due to the fact that personnel performed various functions during the year and may have been R

F.included in more then one "WORK & JOB FUNCTION".
- UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All GPU and JCP&L employees not terma.nently assigned to Oyster Creek. h**

.~
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,i. PERSONNEL WHOLE BODY EXPOSURES FOR CALENDAR YEAR 19_ 81

'

.
, .

,

4

Licensee Reporting (Name & Address) ion License No.
;. ter CreeX Nuclear Generating Stat

, o h *3hh' DPR-16 .

Ebrked River, New Jersey 08731

Annual Dose Ranges * Number'of Individuals
* (rem) in Each Range '

No Measurable Exposure 218

Measurs'._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

2 2331 --

* 672 3--

63 4--

5
_

4 --

5 6--

'

6 7--

7 8--
,

.

8 9--

9 -- 10
,

.

10 -- 11

11 -- 12
...

! 12 +
-

.

Total number of individuals reported 1907
- . . . . . . .

| The above information is submitted for the total number of individuals for whom'

personnel monitoring was (check one)3 . . . ,

O required under 10 CFR 20.202(a) or 10 CFR'34.33(a) during the
calendar year.

"

T provided during the calendar year.
' * Individual values exactly equal to the values s,eparating exposure ranges

,
' shall be reported in the higher range.

.

'8 a.o 837o D.58 .: rp
'
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Att chment 2

'

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

Number of rersonnet * Total Man-Rene

Contract workers Contract workers
work & Job Function Station Employees **Jtility Employees and Others Station Emrloyees Utility Emirlayecs and others

Reactor Operations & Servenuance 67 12 42 5.990 .192 11.746
stainter.ance Personnel 37 1 0 2.341 .000 .000
operating renonnel 11 0 24 1.059 .000 2.096
Hedth rhysics renannel 10 0 0 .735 .000 .000
supervisory Personnel
Enrincering Personnel 18 0 1 2.803 .000 .315

$ In':,"n'a'nc'e"N"*o"n'n'ei 218 38 297 121.027 9.794 72.097
operating renonnel 159 1 26 61.883 .015 1.574
ficalth rhysics retsonnel 58 0 68 24.968 .000 38.751
supermory renonnel 51 0 1 6.426 .000 .109
tngineering Personnes 68 1 38 6.609 .013 4.801
Inservlee Inspection ~

Stanienance renonnel 30 4 2 1.640 1.642 .015
opentinr rersonnel 7 0 1 1.282 .000 .016
sical:h raysics Personnel 4 0 9 .500 .000 .255
supermory rersonnel 3 0 0 .217 .000 .000
Ennenring Personnel 8 0 2 .592 .000 .260
specia! Etainernance ,

staintenance renonut 150 33 317 23.259 18.537 246.577
operating renonne 49 1 4 3.517 1.122 1.453
IIcalth rhysses Personnel 28 0 36 2.895 .000 4.654
Supervisory renonnel 15 0 1 .944 .000 .005
Engineering Persannel 17 0 7 2.020 .000 3.863
waste Processing

open'ing renannel ~
89 0 33 2.696 .000 11.794stainienance reno 3nci
17 0 2 1.324 .000 .018

8'.cahh rhyscs renonnel 15 0 8 1.030 .000 2.388sr erviw.y Personnel 3 0 0 .166 .000 .000
E wneering renonnel 1 0 1 .006 .000 .196

n7nce Personnel 1 0 4 .000 .000 .070=

openu > renonne 0 0 0 .000 .000 .000 g,
licas:h rhysics rcrsonnet 0 0 0 .000 ,000 .000

! _p w .sun rvisory renoenet 0 0 p {'0 .000 .000 .000
i.noncering:enann . 0 0 | 0 .000 .000 .000.

OTOTAI. i
maintraance renosaci 226 39 415 154.612 30.165 342.299 e. P'op-ranne er.onne! 161 1 28 70.347 1.137 3.061 'ftr
trearth PSr,n renenu: 58 0 69 30.452 .000 48.144
supervisory renann.-l 52 0 1 8.488 .000 .114 !

-

(D ^[Fcrmever. rtna anel 74 1 40 12.030 _011 9 415 53
Graa l ~3 at il | 571 41 553 275J29 | 31 .31 5 403.051 3i

*The individual personnel "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 anti may have been included in snore 'than ofte "WORK & JOB FUNCTION.

** UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All CPU and JCP&L emplo..tes not permanently assigned to Oyster Creek.

&
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O ster CrEex (6w$SUCCESTED DRAFT FORM FOR THE REPORTING OF RECORDED
PERSONNEL WHOLE BODY EXPOSURES FOR CALENDAR YEAR 19 82 RO.4D 7.'

*
.

.

Attachment 1
'

Licensee Reporting (Name & Address) 219 License No..

Oyster Creek N.G.S. Docket No. 5b
DPR-16P.O. Box 388

Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Annual Dose Ranges * Number of Individuals
*

(rem) in Each Range*
.

No Measurable Exposure 480

Measurable Exposure Less Than 0.10 417

163*

0.10 -- 0.25

1600. 2 5 -- 0.50
1380.50 -- 0.75

.

940.7 5 -- 1 -

195
1 2--

* 71
32 --

28
3 4--

3
54 --

15 6--
- . .

7
_ __,

6 --

7 8 _

--

s

8 9--

9 -- 10
.

10 -- 11 -

11 -- 12
.

12 +

Total number of individuals reported 1750
_

._. .

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

/~"7 required under 10 CFR 20.202(a) or 10 CFR' 34.33(a) during the
calendar year.

l][7 provided daring the calendar year.
* Individual values exactly equal to the values separating exposure ranges'

shall be reported in the higher range.

.

- - .. .
.
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NUMBER OF PERSONNEL AND MAN REMS bY VORK AND J0il R'NCTION - OYSTER CREEK

ATTACIFENT 2 1983
_ _ . . , '

Numbecof fersonne! * ! tr
* Tof el Men-Rem*

Contract Workers 1 I Contract workers -

Worn A 30, f* unction Station Employees *tti!!!y Employees and Ot!iers | Srstionlimpfoyee, Urlttty fi.netoyees sad Ot' ices {1
__

stessioe Operations A Surveltfance ! r
sta.niensace renonnel 104 35 328 10.943 1.232 31.901 :-,

openiing renonnet 111 1 5 13.533 i .050 .510 -

tr ntiti rbysicu rersonnel 14 0 7 1.010 .000 .230
~

e
.000 .000sacervisory renannet 29 0 0 1.778 -

::r.cmecrino. renonnet 23 0 11 2.177 | .000 2.848 '|
s -

at, nienance renonnet 197 46 1091 96.971 * | 3.944 714.446 [Rooilae besintenance

oncestine enonnet 167 1 22 49.246 i .220 3.537r
tic.teh rhysics rermanet 58 0 136 59.408 i .000 88.573
sacervisory renonnel 71 1 0 8.761 I .044 .000
1:ngineerins retsonael 60 0 35 4.510 | .000 5.274

*
In crvlee Inspection
no,.atensace renennet 29 2 244 1.040 e .000 177.000

.000 .090occue.nn terwnmi 20 0 1 4-411 '

ite tin rhyitci rerwnnet 8 0 13 475 .000 .355
%rnel-wr n=aaet 2 0 0 .000 .000 .000r
f.ncincesina rersonnel 4 0 6 .375 .000 .863

i
Specist h4sintenance
kl.iniensace renannet 152 51 1321 51.531 ! 17.764 793.379
oversiine renennet 94 1 10 14.124 | .503 2.027

.000 43.085s ec.iii. rhysic, rersonnel 40 0 105 23.368 '

Sarervl=ry rermanel 32 1 0 3.6?6 .082 .000
::neincering renonnel 29 0 18 2.686 .000 3.537
Ws,se Processing
stamiennoce renennet 80 1 152 2.512 ! .000 27.593

g 1 5 1.119
| .005 1.149orerstine renannet

0 29 1.952 .000 3.008stestiti thysics renonnel
sapervismy renennet 8 0 0 .482 .000 .000.

:nnmeering rersonnel 3 0 2 .095 .000 .155'

|
,

sterneti
sea.niensace renennet 82 5 50 13,,763 .004 1.598
orn..,nerenenne 68 0 1 5.222 .000 .068'

ste.fik rhysics rerionnet 18 0 19 .767 .000 .945'sacervisory renonnet 14 0 O 1.797 .000 .000
t armeering renennel 12 0 0 .673 .000 .000
TOTAT,
St mien nce renennei 207 52 1533 176.760 22.944 1745.917 C
overniene renonnel 177 1 26 87.655 .778 7.381 x
tic. vin rhysics rer,onnel 60 0 137 86.990 .000 136.196 1

.126 .000 W?
.|

s pervewry renennet 76 1 0 16.514
GgTnemeerior Personnel 74 0 8 -- '19 10_516 _000 17.677

Gua.i Toi>I i 594 : 54 1735 t 378.435 ! 23.848 I 1902.171 -
,4

@ @Fr
*The individual personnel "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 one "WORK & JOB FUNCTION."

* 0

** UTILITY EMPLOYEES - All CPU and JCP&L employees not permanently assigned to Oyster Creek. O



vy W U -7 PERSOitiEL V110LE BODY LXPOSURES FOR CALENDAk 1FAR 19 83 AO.VO
ArrAcienrr 1,

Lictnsee hepsrting (Name & Address) License No. DPR-16 /Oyster Creek N.C.S. Docket No. 50-219
P. O. Box 388,

| Forked River. N. J. 08731
'

Annual Dose Ranges * Number of Individuals*
(rem) in Each Range

No Measurable Exposure 943

Measurable Exposure Less Than 0.10 441

-

_,0.10 - 0,25 300

0.25 -- 0.50 365

0.50 -- 0.75 230

0. 7 5 -- 1 155
s

2 4461 --

*

3 2102 --

4 130__3 --

5 264 --

5 6--

.

6 7--

7 8--

8 9--

9 -- 10
.

10 -- 11
_

11 -- 12
.

12 + '

Total number of individuals reported 3246 k)

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

[[ 7 required under 10 CFR 20,202(a) or 10 CFR 34.33(a) during the I
calendar year.

L:27 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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MD:0PMDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of f|acicar Reactor P.egulation

FROM: William E. Kroger, Assistant Director for Ra:iiation
Protection, DSI

.

SUBJECT: PRESS RELF.ASE ON OCCUPATIONAL RADI ATION EXf05URES IN 1930
FOR LURs

The Environmental Policy Council (EPC) (Robert Alvarez) issued a press release
on 9/2/81 on the issue of occupational radiation exposures in 1930 at Lt:Rs. It
quoted the data presented in the May 28, 1931 nemorandum fron C':.rles Hinson to
ne, t.hich was attached to the Comission Inforr.ation paper, "Unusually High ,

Occupational Radiation Doses Reported for Power Reactors Operating in 1930"
(SECY-81 517, August 28, 1981). As a result of the release, Public Af fairs
h:d ne talk to Ed Roby of UP, and Joanne Onang of the Washington Post and
Linda Cc;:ts of RKO news service called me directly (I'm not sure all of
these car,e through Public Affairs).,

I r.ade the following points-

1. The collective exposure increase is caused primarily by the need to
tackfit safety itens, partly industr'y identified, or to repair steam'

generators.

2 The activities are pursued under the ALARA concept > hereby individual
exposures were both within regulatory (safe) limits and cinimized by
ALARA procedures and practices.

3 The individual exposure average did not go up significantly so that
individual risk did not rise. Radiation worker risk is relatively low
arong industrial occupations.

.

4 The 3-10 cancers (54,000 person rem in 1980) used in the EPC release is
reasonably accurate, but should be characterized as pote_ntial_ cancers,
and, in accordance with NAS-NRC BEIR report, should not exclude zero

!.

cancers as a possible outcome of the exposures.

5 We would expect new plants coming on line to bring the average exposures "
down because they were designed with r. ore "ALAPA" features.

6 The exposu, es in older plants in 1932, after two years of backfit 'activ-
itics, should go back down to "nomal" levels experienced in years prior
to 1930 Industry is beginning to understand the buildup of activated
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Harold R. Denton - 2 -.-
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corrosion products (CRUD) and should soon be able to prevent the gradual
increase in radiation levels in such plants, thus addirig an additional
control on the previously gradual rise in annual collective occupational
radiation exposure per reactor .at operating L1|Rs.

,b cA GV
l!illiam E.-Kreger, Ass stant Director

for Rcdiation Protection
Division of Systcas Integration

cc: D::ttson
FCcnsel
DCollins

-CHinson -
,

JFeuchard
Gagner

/t!!io cir.botha m _
LJCunningham

,

1: Goll er .

RAlexander
FArsenault
K.iill s - RES
BDLiaw
LC arsh . .

EAbbott
JRoe
GZech

-
.

.

.e
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4
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ANALYSIS OF NRC DATA

05 NUCLEAR p0WER PLANT WOFIER EXPOSURES TO RADIATION

by Fred Millar and Bob Alvarez

Sept ember 1,1981
,

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

The most recent data co= piled by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc;missien
(SRC) reveals an alarming increase of 33% in the average radiation exposures
to the total workforce in U.S. nuclear power plants between 1979 and Ic80.
While the total number 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 operating nuclear plants increased from 39,759 person-re=s in

' *1979 to 53,797 person-re=s in 1980, an increase of 35%. "The average yearlye
,

exposure for all commercial nuclear reactors," according to the latest NRC
report, dated May 28, 1981, "is at an all-time high of 791 person-rees per
reactor."

The big 1980 increase was no flash in the pan. Nuclear plant worker

radiation doses have been rising steeply for th,e last three years. The 1979

average dose of 593 person-rees per reactor was itself a 20% rise from the
* ~

year ue ore. In addition, the 1979-1980 rise of 35% in total collective dose

follovad a similar rise of 25% between 1978-1979. The data thus provide
persue.ive 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 radiatica doses to workers,
'

but that similar steep 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 large 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-re=s are derived by multiplying
the total number 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-re=s
is a dose received by 5,000 people exposed to 2 re=s each; or by 10,000 people
exposed to one rem.
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U.S. nu:Icar reactor radiation exposures to their workforce has been a I.,

rise of 400% over ten years, from an average of less, then 100 person-t er:s
per reactor in 1969 to nearly 600 person-rees per reactor in 1980..

.

This high level of total worker exposures was not anticipated by those
who have had to calculate the possible costs and benefits of. nuclear
pcVer generation.

As we shall see below, the censequences of the large increases in terms
of future cancers, deaths, and genetic da=ago are extremely serious. The

continued exposures at unanticipated high levels confront the NRC with a
clear prob 1c= in terms of its regulatory responsibility for heal,th and
safety.

The Results of Worker Radiation Exposures: Cancers,

. Deaths, Genette Damage *

o

The long-ter: 1:plications of the steep rise in workers' total radiation

exposure are sebering, given the recent scientific esticates on the risks of

Icw-level radiation exposure. Even the =ost conservative esticates give
reason for grave concern.

In the case of reactor workers a total of 53,797 person-re=s were accu =u-
lated in 1980, representing a 33 percent increase over the 39,759 person-rems
accumulated in 1979. The new NRC documents a$alyzed here do not have a

.

breakdown of how many workers were exposed or their individual exposures.

Cancers which have been shown to be initiated by radiation includ,e leukemia,
'

bone narrow, pancreas, lung, large intestine, 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 da= age, the risks to workers' children and

future generations are significant. According to the National Academy of
Sciences BEIR I and III reports, if 50,000 person'-rems accumulate each year
among reactor workers for 20 years 'there will be as many as 3,000 excess

'

human heredity disorders for every 100,000 progeny. Taking these estinates
.

further and assuming that in ten generations no intermarriage with like-
damaged individuals takes place, the 50,000 person-re=s of radiation would
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ESTIMATES OF RADIATION-ISDUCED CANCER OEATHS
-FOR 1980 REACTOR WORKERS" *

-

.

.

BEIR I (1972) 2-4 cancer deaths 50-80 mil person-rees ")I

BEIR III (1979) _3-15 cancer deaths 70-353 per' mil. person-rems *)I
-

BEIR III (1980) 3-10 cancer deaths 77-226 per mil. person-re=s(*)

USSCEAR'(1977) 5 cancer deaths 100 per nil, person-rc s(b)

Radferd (1981) 10-30 cancer deaths 200-600 per mil. person-rems "S

Gofman (1977) 200 cancer deaths 3771 per oil, person-rems
,

Morgan (1979) 350 cancer deaths 7000 per oil, person-re=s IC)

#;
-.

* The 53,797 person-rems- reported by the NRC has been rounded of f
to 50,000

a) National Atafemy of Sciences Advisory Committee on the Biological
Effects of Ionikini *adiation (BEIR Committee), reports for 1972,
1979 and 1980. -

.

b) United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic
Radiation (UNSCEAR) 1977.

,,
' .

c) 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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ulti.stely produce as many as 1.5 million living children with heredity
.

disorders and 4,600 reeegnized niscarriages in excess ofsthl normal nu.ber. *
* ':.

"Used-up k*orkers" Outpace Electricity Production

Are the huge increases in nuclcar plant worker exposures matched by in-
creases in electricity produced? Not by a long shot. Data fro:s an NRC study

'

released in :: arch 1931 C:UREC-0713) show that during the period 1969-1979,
the nu.ber of U.S. operating reactors increased 950%, from 7 to 67 reactors.

Total doses to workers, however, rose four times as fast, nearly 3200%, from
1247 persen-rems in 1969 to 39,759 person-rems in 1979. Total electricity

generated during the period did not keep pace with worker exposures; the former
'

rose 23217.', f rc::: 1289 negawatt-years in 1969 to 29,920 megivat,t-years in 1979.
,

! uclear plants each have "used up" more and more radiation workers; the
average number of radiation workers exposed in a single nuclear plant in 1969

.

,

was 145, whereas in 1979 the average was 1010 Lorkers exposed, a rise of 696%.

The rcperted average dose for individual workers which is regulated by,

the ::RC, has been kept well within regulatory limits, in fact has ranged frem
a high of 1.03 recs in 1969 to .73 rems in 1979. This level has been accom-

plished, however, by the using up r.f a total of 64,073; radiation workers in
.

U.S. nuclear plants in 1979 co= pared with 744,in 1969, a rise of 8600 %. The
~

total amount of radiation to the workforce is not regulated by the NRC or ,
any other agency, u'nlike the amount of a nuclear plant's radiation releases
to the environment, which is regula't d by limits set by U.S. EPA. .

Even so, official estimates of average radiation doses to individual workers
have over time been proven seriously belov the actual experience of nuclear

,

workers. In 1972 the EPA predicted that the greatest increase in occupational
L

'

radiation exposures would not be from the rapidly expanding medical applica-
tions, but from industrial uses, particularly nuclear power plantis. EPA

*

sugge'sted that the average annual dose to individual reactor workers by the
year 2000 would not exceed .225 rem. By 1979 the NRC reported the average
annaul individual exposure to be .680 rems, note than three times the EPA-

,

I prediction for the end of the century.
,

,

. .. .

|
|

: |
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What Exclains the Recent Large Worker Radiation E::posure Inrreases?
.

*s

There is no one answer, but some educated guessis can be nade. In the

first place, NRC data reveals that one major _ type of nuclear reactor is euch
hotter overall for its workers than.the other cajor type.

Boiling-water reactors (3WRs) exposed their workforce in 1980 to nearly
double the average yearly exposures compared with pressurized-vater reac-

,

tors (pWRs). The 1979-1980 increase in average exposures per boiling-vater
reactor was 55%, f rom 733 to 1136, while the pressurized water reactor increase
was 13%, from 510 to 578 person-re=s. Understanding the exposure ditferences
requires a closer look at what is going on at the 68 operating U.S. ce=sercial.

_

reactors: cany SRRs have needed several specific =ajor repair' jobs requiring
workforce exposures to many person-rems of radiation.

.

Some Plants Are "Hotter" Than Others: Frecuent Repairs Needed
a

.

"It should be noted," stated a 1981 NRC report, "that there are signifi-
cant dif ferences in nuclear plant designs, even between plants of a given type."
Some individual plants have been much "hotter" in radiation exposures (in
persen-ress) 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), Connecticut Yankee (1150/1350) Had-
dam Neck an'd 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 P,WRs with the exception of Connecticut Yankee, ab-
norcally high 1979 and 1980 radiation exposures can almo'st certainly be at-

tributed to the expensive, lengthy., and extraordinary inspection and repair *

operations required by the premature corrosion and leakage ,of the radioactive
steam generators, a generic problem ' hich also af flicts nearly all PWRs in thev

U.S. and Europe. The replacement of only one plant's failed steam generators.
.

at the two Surry reactors in Virginia, cost hundr,eds of workers in 1978-79
a total of over 2000 person-rems. '

.

o

4
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The other "hottest" P' irs have undergone similar costly large scale re-*

pairs or the leaks in their extremely radioactive st,cac lenerator tubes have
been frequently "plugged" at great cost in worker exposures. Recently de-
veloped remote "robot" equipment cay soon be able to reduce worker exposures '

screwhat in the major repair jobs wh'ich cany nuclear plants will eventually
have to undergo, but repair techniques developed in the lab for steam
generator proble=s have not always worked in actual on-site repair operatiens

,

(e.g., tube velding in the 1980-81 San Onofre "sleeving").
* Major repairs on such failed co=penents and safety-related modifications

,

required by ::RC have c1carly assumed a greater and greater importance for
experurcs to nuclear workers. One category of NRC vorher exposure data, "Spe-
cial :bintenance", accounted for only 19% of the annual colle.ctive radiation
dose in 1975, but has doubled to around 40% in recent years. NRC does not,

however, require nuclear utilities to sub=it detailed regular reports'on
which specific repair or maintenance jobs led to large worker exposures.,

NRC officials 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 NUREC-0731 says:

Usually, when a plant reports a large annual collective
dose, and a large can-rees to cegawatt-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 b'e-
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 activities at BWRs that accounted
for a portion of the 1979 collective dose were inspection tnd
caintenance of shock suppressors, and maintenance and repair

| of various valves.
.

Several NRC officials, however, report that safety-related modifications
'

required from the "lessons learned ' at Three Mile Island have not yet begun
at most nuclear plants, 60 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 equip =ent has been irradiated during dperation. But the recent
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NRC data does not allev an analysis of exactly how much hotter the older.

plants are.) yg

'. *:

.

The "ALARA" Philosophy

k'ithout an absolute regulatory li=it on total exposures to ,their nucicar
workers, the nuclear industry is constrained only by what is terced the "ALARA"
philescphy. "As low as reasonably achievable" radiation exposure to workers
is the goal towards which NRC pushes the nuclear utilities. Despite ten

years of nucicar reactor experier.ce, h'cwever, the nucicar industry has not
i= proved its ability to reduce the total worker radiation expesures taasured

.
.s .

against the amounts of electricity 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 fro = a ten-year low in 1978

o .

of 1.0 person-re=s per reactor year. So=e NRC officials say that the "more
progressive" nuclear plants are coepiling books on history of various re-
pair jobs in different plants, in order to learn how worker exposures can be
reduced.

,

The key question is obvious: what does "reasonably achievable" cean?
Shielding workers from radiation can be a very expensive problem for nuclear
canage:ent. Thu NRC has not required nuclear utilities to report how =uch

coney they are spending to reduce worker exposures to "ALARA", nor has NRC

=ade a rule as to how cuch a utility is required to spend in order to reduce
'

a givan a=ount of such exposures'. 'Rather than strict cost-benefit analysis,
utilities use "co==on-sense" approaches as to what works to reduce exposures,

,

according to NRC. NRC does not, moreover, independently monitor the accuracy,

'/ of utility-reported radiation exposures, although a more vigorous NRC effort
.. . . .. .

in this area is being contemplated.
,

'

A significant number of nuclear plant workers 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 number of nu'elear workers (27 in
~

'

1977, 9 in 1978, 21 in 1979) received reported exp,osures above the allowed
_

quarterly limits. NRC has only "limited" data on the "career doses" of nuclear
workers, since it collects data only for employees "terminating" with a nuclear

.
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plant, not for ongoing vorhers..

Those NRC of ficials charged with =aintaining worker radiation exposures
% .

"ALARA" seem to feel beleaguered by the recent onrush 'df high radiation- )
l

impact de= ands in nuclear plant operation. And the future looks grimi a j
1

NIOSH report prepared by health phys.icist David Scott, dated March 30, 1980, !

suggests that the trend of increasing person-rem exposure vill be dra:atic.
Scott projects current trends and calculates that within the n, ext 7 years
105,000 reactor vorktrs cay annually be receiving measurable radiation doses.

.

How Much Radiation, And For k'hom?

Early esticates of hev zuch total radiation nuclear plant workers vould
get vere very lov. NRC officials now report that their most recent Environ-

'

cental Inpact Statements for newly-licensed nuclear plants'contain cuch higher
o s esti=ates of future worker exposures, reflecting the regrettable experience

'

of recent years.

How =uch total radiation exposure to a workforce should be tolerated in

the centralized production of electricity? This see=s to be a question no

one has asked in any effective way. Nuclear plant canagers report that their

esin question is whether they can keep the plant operating. Recent repair

operations such as the Surry steam generator rep [ lace =ent operation, requiring
,

hundreds of workers and record levels of total exposure (2020, person-re=s
for this one repair operation, despite elaborate dose-reduction techniques), ,

seem to indicate that total worker exposures are not considered to have any
foreseea'ble limit from the utilities' current cost-benefit perspective. A

possible limit on the numbers of some ski.lled craftspeople might be the most
cc:pelling factor in this area.

As long as cajor repair operations are required for flavs in highly radio-
active nuclear reactor piping and other components, "nothing much can be done"

.
_ . .

to reduce total workforce exposures,to previously anticipated levels, according
. --.

to NRC officials. j[
'

| Finally, just one of the dile= mas in nw daar power safety is'that when,
,

. ..

nuclear plants icple=ent ceasures to control radiation released to the public
. . . . . .

,

and the'environzent surrounding the plant, core radioactive material is kept

.b .
'

.

.

... ,. .w, . ::". :'. .'

..

.
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[ inside the plant, thus to scce extent shifting the radiation burden to
nuclear plant verkers. This is not, however, a major cqntributor to the
workers' overall exposures, the tajority of which fi from increased radio-
activity in per=anent nuclear plant components.

.

Resources
*

.

Our brief analysis of occupational radiation exposures is not a co:prehen-
sive survey of the problem. The folleving resources contain valuable data

and analysis that eceple=ent this EPI study.

NUREG - 0713 "Occupational Radiation Exposure at Cen erciala. Nuclear Power
Reactors, 1979: Annual Report." B.G. Brooks, Of fice of Management and

,

Prcgra: Ar.alysis, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Latest in a series of

annual reports including plant-by-plant data (1978 version was NURIC-0594).,

Available for about $5.00 f rom National Technical Infor:ation Service,
Springfield, VA 22161.

"Preli=inary LVR Exposure Data for 1980", Meco from Charles Hinson, Radio-
logical Assessment Branch to William E. Kreger, Assistant Director for Radia-

~

tion Protection, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, dated Fay 28, 1981.
,

.10 pp. vith charts showing historical trends. Xerox available from Environ-,

mental Policy Center, 317 Pennsylvania Avenue, S . E. , Wa shing ton, D. C. 20003.

"A Review of Radiation Protection Principles and Pr'ctices and the Potentiala

for Worker Exposure to Radiation: A Research Report for the National In-

stitute 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 icplications for worker' exposures. Good

critique of current federal regulatory activity.
.

"Atomic Vorker's Guide to the Most Unsafe Atomic Power Plants in 1977".
Public Citizen Ucalth Research Croup, Dr. Sidney Wolfe, Dept. 411, 2000 P
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, (202)872-0320. $2.00 each. So=ewhat

*
.

a



tt;
'

~ f,4 y y'' "

,

y. s-

''-9 s. ', ..

.'.
,

o
,

\.

* '

,, . . . .

dated, but a valuable discussion of the everall situation which goes
.

beyond this brief analysis. 23 pp. * \
a -,,,

si,--,

"Plutonium and the Workplace: 4(
'

t.

'

An Assessment of Health and Safety Proce- i
w >' dures for L'ork,ers at the Kerr/McGee Plutonium Tuel Tabricatica facility,"

,

I

by Kitty Tucker and Elli Walters, March 1979, p. 103. A detailed analysist
of utili:ing official docu ents and worker % interviews of worker, health and
safety at a commercial plutenium fuel fabrication facility. 'A ticely re '

y ,

. /.Iin the face of renewed' support by the Reagan Administration for tha /port

cce=ercial develep=ent of+ plutonium fuels. Available from the Environnen
$

,

,,tal Policy Institute.
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b MENORANDUM FOR: R. Wayne Houston, Assiltant Director '""--'|
'

"~

y- ' for .Radiatinn Protection, DSI . CHinson
'

-

- RPedersen' - Frank.J. Congel, Chiaf
- EGreenman1' FRON:

Radio)c,gical Assessment Branch, DSI KBarrt

RGreger
SUBJECT: PRELWNARY LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA FOR 1981 BMurray.

"'
- FWenslawski

'

24
-

. ,1
i,.

p Attached is a prelimin6ry compilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses
'd.i, reported from 70 light uter cooled nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the year 1981. The
W \ information in this memorandum was derived from reports sutnitted to the Comission
A!6 in accordance with 10 C/R Pt.rt 20.407. Two PWR units. Arkansas 2 and North Anna 2+g' completed their first full year of commercial operation in 1981 and are . included

,

$9 j in thig year's sumary for the first time. 'In addition, this sumary includes
.

four units (Dresden 1. Hamboldt Bay. Indian Point 1. and Three Mile Island 2) that 2

-

.;J are currently shutdown for an indefinite period of time. These units have been
@ retained in this sumary since they are still licensed and dose is still ascumulate ,#

Q. . , to maintain the. .

in.? <'
f2 The,.toth collective dose reported for 1981 was 54,555 person-rems, an increase of
% 1.3 pai-cent over the 1980 figure of 53,797 person-rans. This total gives an averag

g '

; of'779 person-ram pa , unit, which is slightly lower than the 791 person-rems per
% unit reported fos 1980.~ This leveling off of the average person-rems per unit

follows two yeart of increases during which the average dose per unit rose from
,y, 497 person-rems in 1978 to 791 person-rans in 1980.

In 1981 the average dose for PWR units was 656 person-rems, a 135 increase over
,.

the 1980 average of 578 person-rams. The 1981 average BWR dose of 988 person-rems
per unit.is a.135 decrease from the 1980 average of 1136 person-res. Seventeen
plants reported co1Tective dose reductions 30% or more. Six of these seventeen pla
reportad 1981 doses per unit that were less than half of their 1980 doses. None of
thes six plants had a major refueling outage in 1931. For the eighth consecutive
< year, the average annual dose per unit for BWR's reained higher than the PWR avera .

' Figure 1 shows tha trends in average yearly LWR doses from 1969 to 1981. Figure 2. . . .
'

-- '

breaks these doser,down to SWR and PWR units for the same time period. Table 1'

presents the computed person-rans accumulated at each LWR plant in 1981. Figures 3
4a and 4b give the total dosas reported for each plant from 1979 thru 1981.2

In an effort to obtain background information on the collective dose reported by'
the plants, the staff had inforsc1 telephone conversations with the radiation prote
staff or several plants. Attention was given to plants whose reported collective- - ' '

' ioses had shown significant changes either increasing or decreasing, between 1980
and 1901. We asked the licensres' staff to identify the major dose intensive jobs
.

s
i

- performed at their plants in 1981. The licensees' staff were also asked to identif

- 0 hd .Y 5 X W'
| 3

-

a ,
.
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~ a'cause for the significant change in dose accumulated at their plants.

,

; On the basis of these calls, no its coulube singled out as a cause for we
significantly increased doses. Each plant' contacted implenents its own method for

's # categorizied plant activities. Although correlating these activities to trends in
dose is d'fficult, some similarities in the responses can be seen. For BWR's the.

staff stated that torus modifications contributed.significantly to their,

; licens ees' j Other plants, both BWRs and PWRs, singled out in~-service inspections a-159] doses.
*

plant modification (such as pipe hangars, snubbers, fire,orotection, and post-accid <-

The staff at most.PWRs also stated that ansamp/ng) 3s significant contributors.
.C' incrvsing amount of steam generator work (including eddy current testing and tube
j, plugg'ing) contributed to thetr dose increases. ja , ,

)
The most frequent reason given for the observed decreases in dose from 1980 to 1981n.

3-
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 lower 1981. doses. Several of the', licensees' staff menbers, whose plants had no refueling outtg2 in 1981, said they.7'

<

Jr anticipated increases in 1982 doses since they still have several major modificaticie ,
j and inspections (such as the torus mods and pipe hangar it,spections ) to complete.
..

's ' Thig infomation was completed by R. Pedersen and C. Hinson, RPS, RAB.

k ,)(/ .

h ' . . ? c

;% I - .

.

.

'' .i

S, .

ir .\ ,,1
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MEl'3PNiDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations*

,

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
~

Office of fluclear Reactor Regulation

SUDJECT: IliFORIMTION PAPER ON OCCUPATIONAL. RADIATION 5SES FOR 1980-

'

The attached Comission Inforration Paper describes a recent finding that
1980 occupational radiation exposures at some BWR plants showed significant
increases over previous years. The Ccrnmission has previously been interested
in the gradual increase in such exposures. Recently, an ACRS subcommittee,
in a meeting on July 24, 1981 on Fermi 2, developed an interest in possible*

occupational health impacts of mandated safety improvenents. As is nentioned
in the paper, the fiRR staff is taking steps to include this tonsideration la
evaluation of safety feature backfits.

Oridn~4'd 4,

. M. R. Ctr.tm

Harold R. Denton, Director
* Office of fluclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:
Proposed Infonnation Paper -

cc: EGCase ,
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GIEKreger .
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DCollins
DEisenhut
THurley .
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION! e.

D' . W ASHING TON, 0. C. 20555

c' e

*...*-

JUN 1 9 in

MEMORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
~ Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

THRU: Roger J. Mattson, Director /
Division of Systems Integrat%n, NRR.

FROM: William E. Kreger, Assistant Director
~

for Radiation Protection, DSI

SUBJECT: UNUSUALLY HIGH OCCUPATIONAL DOSES REPORTED FOR
POWER REACTORS OPERATING IN 1980

.

.

The purpose of this memorandum is to inform you further regarding some signi-
ficant increeses in total person-rem doses to reactor plant workers during
calendar year 1930, relative to prior years.

# RAB staff has completed a preliminary summary of the 1980 occupational radiation
exposure data, submitted by licensees in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407 and
R . G . 1.16. Enclosure "A", a C. Hinson to W. Kreger memo of May 28, 1981 ,
sunmarizes the extent of the observed increases. You have received a copy of,

Enclosure "A".

Subsequent to our receipt of the data, the staff has had informal telephone
conversations with plant radiation protection managers (RPM) at eight of.the
plants which experienced the largest observed increases (principally BWRs). In
these conversations the RPM's have indicated that they feel that about 35% of
total plant exposures during 1980 may have resulted from NRC-mandated activities,
and that similar increases may be expected at a number of plants at which such
NRC-mandated activities have not yet been completed. The activities they identified
were seismic hanger inspections and changes, snubber corrections and masonry n11
modifications that were directed by bulletins 79-02, 79-14 and 80-11. They also
called out feedwater piping clad removal, and other torus and drywell char .s.

In contrast to what we were told in the above conversations about how the work
came about, James M. Smith, Jr. of General Electric Company, in a phc.ie conversation
with me characterized the major additional exposures at BWRs as being due to modifi-
cation of the Mark I toruses, and replacing certain stainless steel components that
showed intergranular stress corrosion cracking with 316 stainless steel. Al thoug h
I&E bulletins have been issued regarding some of these matters, which would make
them appear to be NRC mandated, Mr. Smith felt they were actually G.E. identified
deficiencies and fixes. He believes that these special work efforts will result
in significant future reduction of collective radiatior, exposure in those affected
plants. He further indicated that the BWR 6's with Mark II containments will not
have the problems indicated above, and should be able to operate at about 300
person-rems per year.

|
NW ' >>/s A x ssm ,

$ lu t vvf m
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.
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As part of the conversation, the question of crud was discussed. Smith indicated
that recirculating pipe dose rates seem to level off at 400 mren/hr at 6 years or
so, rather than continuing to rise indefinitely. He believes there is now enough
information on how to control feedwater quality to contro*i a . potential continued
buildup of crud levels. He stated that much of the dose-causing work discussed

.above was done at relatively lox dose rates, but took ,nany 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 will be about 2 years of these significant occupational
radiation exposure increases at olcer BWRs but then doses will return to normal
(i .e. , at about 700 person-rems per year), or better.

Although our quantitative information on adtivities causing power plant exposures
is limited, we have been concerned for some time about NRC-mandated tctivities that
have contributed somewhat to the increased 1980 occupational doses. The process
of backfitting safety requirements 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 establishing safety require-
mlnts 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 adtions 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 060 and 0737. y

Q.

William E. Kreger, Assista Director
| for Radiation Protection

Division of Systems Integration

| Enclosures:
! As Stated

cc: See next page
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cc: E. Ca se
.

R. Mattson
' T. Ma rl ey
M. Ernst

-D. Collins
R. l exander-

. Conti
Lo. 'Cunningham
R. Cunningham
R. Hartfield
B. Brooks

-A. Roecklein
J. Ayner, Reg. I

'A. Gibson, Reg. Il -

R..Gregor, Reg. III
G. Brown, Reg. IV
H. Book, Reg. V
C. Hinson,

RPS Staff
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mew 0RANDUM FOR: William E. Kreger, Assistant Directer
for Radiation Protection, DSI

THRU: Ocuglas M. Collins, Leader
R diation Protection Section, DSI-

FROM: Chcries S. Hinson
Radiological Assessment Branch, DSI

SUBJECT: PF.ELIMINARY LWR EXPOSURE DATA FOR 1980

. Attached is a preliminary compilation and analysis of occupational radiation
exposures at operating light water cooled nuclear power reactors (LWR's) for the
year 1930. This infoma tion was derived from reports sutnitted to the United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission in accordance with Part 20.407 of Title 10,
Ch6pter 1 Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 20.407) and Regulator / Guide
1.16.

.

One additional LWR completed a full year of commercial operation for the first
time in 1930 (only LWR's that had been in commercial operation for at least one
full year as of Decenber 31, 1930, are included in this compilation). This single
new operating plant, Hatch II (BWR), increased the number of plants included in
this year'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 average exposu e per reactor for EWP's in 1930 was 1136 person-rems. This
represents a 55 percent increase over the 1979 average of 733 person-rms/ reactor.

The yearly average exposure per reactor for the 42 operating PWR's in 1980 was 578
peson-r es. This represents a 13 per. cent increase over the 1979 avtrage of 510
person-rms/ reactor. '

The overall average exposure per reactor for all LWR's increased 33 percent fro.T
593 person-rems in 1979 to 791 person-res in 1980. The attached exposure,

| compilation table include a breakdown of the person-res 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 requirements 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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M ass
E 5" o^^ UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONo

$p WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

N* * * * * /
'

7/ OCT 2 41984

p I:EMORAliDir FOR: Daniel R. Muller, Assistant Director
j for Radiation Protection, DSI

FR0t: Frank J. Concel, Chief
Radiological Assessment Branch, 05),

S'IRJECT: LHO OCC!) PAT 10 rial DOSE DATA Fop 1982

Attached is a compilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses re-
ported from 74 light water cooled nuclear reactors (L4Rs) for the year 1902.
The infornation in this memorandun was derived from reports subnitted to the
Comnission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407. Four pressu'rized water re-
actor units, Farley 2, !!cGuire 1, Salem 2 and Sequoyah 1, conpleted their
first full year of commercial operation in 199 and are included in this year's
summary for the first time (indicated in Table 1 by an (t:)). In addition, this
sunnary includes four units (Oresden 1, Humbolo. :ay, Indian Point 1, and#

{ Three l'ile Island 2) that are currently shutdow , for an indefinite period oftine. These units have been retained in this summary since they are still
licensed and dose is still accumulated to maintain then.

The total collective dose reported for 1982 was 52,190 person-rens, a de-
| crease of 3.6 percent f rcn the 1981 figure of 64,142 person-rems. This

total gives an average of 705 person-rems per-unit, which is nearly eightI

percent lower than the 773 person-rens per unit reported for 1431. This is
also the second year in a rod in which the average person-rens per reactor
has shoun a decrease from the 1980 high of 791 person-rens per unit.

In 1932 the average dose for PWR units was 578 person-rens, an 11.3 percent
decrease f ron the 19R1 average of 652 person-rens. The nunber of PURs in thisyear's compilation increased fron 44 to 43. The 1982 average boiling water
reactor (BIR) dose of 940 person-rems per unit is a 4 percent decrease f ro,,

| the 1931 average of 980 person-rems. The number of Bl!Rs renained the samein 1902 at 26. The attached exposure compilation table (Table 1) pre-
sents a breakdown of the person-rems received at each of the Lt!Rs which had
conpleted at least one full year of connercial operation by the end of 1982.
The exposure figures listed in Table 1 were derived fr- data subnitted by
the licensees in response to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20.407 and plant
technical specifications (the plant technical specifications require that
only personnel receiving greater than 10n nrem be listed--these data are shosn,

| in parentheses in Table 1). The figures quoted above and used in the attach.
ed figures are from the 10 CFR Part 20.407 data.

Figure 1 shows the total average yearly person-rem figures for BWRs, PWRs,
and LWRs for the years 1969-1982. For the ninth consecutive year, the
average exposure for BWRs has remained higher than the average yearly PilR
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I:EMORANDIF COR: Daniel R. Muller, Assistant Director
for Radiation Protection, DSI

FR0':: Frank J. Concel, Chief
Radiological Assessment 9 ranch, OSI

S'mJECT: LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA Fnp 1982
>

Attached is a conpilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses re-
ported from 74 light water cooled nuclear reactors (LyRs) for the year 1902.
The information in this memorandun was derived fron reports subnitted to the
Comnission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.a07. Four pressu'rized water re-
actor units, Farley 2, !!cGuire 1, Salen 2 and Sequoyah 1, conpleted their
first full year of commercial operation in 197 and are included in this year'st

sunnary for the first time (indicated in Table 1 by an (N)). In addition, this
sunnary includes four units (Oresden 1, Humboldt Bay, Indian Point 1, and#

Three l'ile Island 2) that are currently shutdown for an indefinite period of
tine. These units have been retained in this sunnary since they are still
licensed and dose is still accumulated to maintain then.

The total collective dose reported for 1982 was 52,190 person-rens, a de-
y crease of 3.6 percent from the 1981 figure of 54,142 person-rems. This

total gives an average of 705 person-rens per-unit, which is nearly eight,

percent lower than the 773 person-rens per unit reported for 1491. This is'

also the second year in a roa in which the average person-rens per reactor
has shoun a decrease frm the 1940 high of 791 person-rens per unit.

In 1932 the average dose for PWR units was 578 person-rens, an 11.3 percent
decrease f ron the 1991 average of 662 person-rems. The number of PURs in thisf year's compilation increased fron 44 to 43. The 1982 average hciling water
reactor (B!!R) dose of 940 person-rems per unit is a 4 percent decrease frm
the 1931 average of 980 person-rems. The number of RURs renained the same

,

in 1902 at 26. The attached exposure compilation table (Table 1) pre-
i

'
. sents a breakdoan of the person-rems received at each of the LURs which had

completed at least one full year of connercial operation by the end of 1982.
The exposure figures listed in Table 1 were derived fron data subnitted by
the licensees in response to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20.407 and plant
technical specifications (the plant technical specifications require that
only personnel receiving greater than 100 nrem be listed--these data are shosn,

', in parentheses in Table 1). The figures quoted abwe and used in the attach-
|- ed figures are from the 10 CFP, Part 20.407 data.

I[ Figure 1 shows the total average yearly person-rem figures for BWRs, PWD,s,
and LHRs for the years 1969-1982. For the ninth consecutive year, the,

average exposure for BWRs has remained higher than the average yearly PilR
't
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exposure. Figure 2 snous the total number of operating reactors and the total
collective L"R dose per year plotted for the years 19E0-1002. Figures 3, 4a,
and Ab prwide a graphic comparision of the annual occupatinnal exposures
per unit, for each plant, for the three year period from 1980 through 19"2.

-

This inforuation was compiled by C. Hinson, P05/RA!3.

t-

Frank J. Congel, C
Radiological Assess,ert P. ranch
Division of Syste is Integration
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FIGURE 1-

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER COOLED REACTORS
'

1969 1982

OCCUPATIONAL RADIATION DOSES AT NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
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MEMORAplF,FOR . Daniel R. Muller, Assistant Director ef
for Radiction Protection, DSI1.

- i -
,,

'

FROM: Frank J. Congel, Chief [ l
'

Radiological Assessment Branch, DSI ;>.

I
'

' i
SUBJECT: LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA FOR 1983

|
-

Attached is a compilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses
reported from 75 light water moderated nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the
year 1983. The infonnation in this memorandum was derived from reports
submhted to the 'Comission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407. " Only
one pressurized water reactor (PWR), Sequoyah 2, completed its fivst full
year of comercial 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 sumary includes .four units (Dresden 1, Humboldt Bay, Indian Point 1,

# and Three Mile Island 2) that are currently shutdown for an indefinite
period of time. These units have been retained in this sumary since
they are still licensed and dose is still accumulated to maintain them.

. ll,

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 persta-

.

rems, and is the highest annuil LWR tot 61 dose tv date (the previous
.

,

high total was 54,142 person-rems in 1981). The average dose per unit for, \

LWRs in 1983 was 753 person-rems per unit, well above the '4982 average ,

of 705 person-rems per unit, but stf11 below the highest ncorded average
of 791 person-rems per urit in 1980. The increash in thL average dose

| per unit in 1983 ends a two year decline of this value for LWRs.
s

In 1983 the! average dose for PWR units was 592 person-rems, a two percent
t increase from the 1982 average of 578 person-rems. The number of PWRs in ,

| this 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 average of 940 person-rems. The number of BWRs

l 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 offdommercial
operation by f.he end of 1983. The exposure figures liste:d in Table 1 were
derived from. data submitted by the licensees in response;to the require- ,

ments of 10 CFR Part 20.407 aM plant technical specifications (the plant 3

technical specifications require that only personne) rxeiving greater than T ,

100 mram be listed--these detta .are shown in parentheses in Table 1). The
'

,
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figures quot above and used in the attachedtfigures are from the 10 CFR
da t6. .,

( g .
r' v

Figure 1~shows 'the total average' yearly pe'rson-rem figures for BWRs, PWRs, ~

and LWRs for the years 1969-1983. For the fnnth consecutive year, the
average exposure for BWRs has remained ' higher than the average yearly PWR
exposure. Figure 2 shows the totaler.umier of operating reactors and the
total collective LWR dose per yearj91o'id for the years 1969-1983.s

Figure 3 provides a graphic comparison uff tne anr,ual occupational exposure
per unit, for each BWR, for the three year period from 1981 to 1983. Four

'

BWR units--Brunswick I and II, Oyster Creek, ard Vermont Yankee--had doses
(e which exceeded 1500 person-rems in 1983. Alth6 agh these four units repre-

sented only 15 percent 'of the BWRs opu ating in 1983,,they contributed
over one fourth (7259 person-rems) of' the;. total EWR exposure in 1983.
Major Maintenance jobs which were largecrp tributors to BWR doses in 1983
includedyinspec'tfon and repair of primary piping and pipe welds,and Mark
I torus stodifications.

,

Figures 4a and 4b provide a comparison of occupational exposures per unit#

for PWRs for the three year period from 1981-1983. In 1983, seven PWR
| units--Haddam Neck, Millstone Pt. II, Surry L and II, St. Lucie I, and

Turkey Pt. III and IV--all had doses whi~ch exceded 1200 person-rems.
These seven units,Moile comprising only 14 percent of the PWRs operating
in 1983, contributed over 35 percent (10370 person-rems) of the tota!
PWR expo,ure in 1983. Steamgeneratortafntenanceandrepaircontinued
to be a major source of personnel expopure at PWRs in 1983. Another major

' source of exposures at PWRs was maintenance on reactor vessel internals,'

such as core barrel and core thermal snield repair, and feedwater nozzle
replacement.

' .>rr

This infomation was compiled by C. Hinson, RPSDiAB,
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No. 50-219

GPU Nuclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P. B. Fielder

Vice President and Director
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
P. O. to 388
Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Gentlemen:

Subject: Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP); Report No. 50-
219/84-19

The EC Region ! SALP Board has reviewed and evaluated the performance activities
of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station for the period February 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 5 ALP Board concluded that satisfactory or higher levels of performance ocewad
in all functional areas. It was noted that steady or improved perforsance 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,
improvement was noted in the second half af ter staf fim, changes we e implemented.

With regard to the Outage Technical Support and Licensing assessments, although
satisfactory perforsance 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. Sintiar
problems were meted in the earlier assessment for Three Island Unit No.1. If

uncerrected, these problems could potentially lead to a further degradation in
your overall performance. You should be prepared to discuss your ef forts to in-
prove the corporate engineering support functions at the meeting.

We had noted improved 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 Itke you to be prepared to discuss any improvements you plan for
future drills.

The meeting is intended to be a diatosue wherein any comments you may have regard-
ing our report may be discussed. Written responses addressing the above areas
are requested within 30 days of the meeting.

N9O
PDR

OFFICIAL RECORD C0pY 50-2195 ALP 84 - 0001.0.0
06/07/84
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- - ____ - - ___________________



- - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _

! '', "

JUL 10 W.

GPU Nuclear Corporation 2
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Your cooperation is appreciated.

Sincerely,

W 4 N 1 Si :.ed 3 gi 7

Richard W. Starostecki, SALP
Board Chairman

Division of Project and
Resident Programs

Enclosure: As Stated

cc w/ enc 15:
BWR Licensing Manager
Licensing Manager, Oyster Creek
Public Documen. Room (POR)
Local Public Document Room (LPOR)
Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)
NRC Resident inspector
State of New Jersey

bec w/ enc 1:
'

Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)
Senior Operations Officer (w,o encis)
DPRP Section Chief
SALP Board Members
hRC Resident Inspector, TMI-;

4

.

RI:0PRP PRP RI:

Starst@kiCowgill/meo ner
6/15/M g })

''

0FFICIAL RECORD COPY 50-2195 ALP 84 - 0001.1.0
06/07/84
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Overview

l
The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an inte-

|grated NR staff effort to collect the available observations on an
annual basis and evaluate licensee perforriance based on those observa-
tions with the objectives of improving the NRC Regulatory Program and
Licensee performance.

The assessment period is February 1, 1953 to April 30, 1984.

1.2 * Alp Board Members: R. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project and
Resident Programs

R. Vollmer, Directer, Division of Engineering, NRR
R. Bellamy, Chief, Radiological Protection Erarch.

Civision of Engireering and Technical
Programs.

5. Ebneter, Chief Engineering Programs Branch,
Division of Engireering and Technical
Programs.

J. Joyner, Chief, huclear Materials and
Safeguards Branch. DETP

F. Miraglia, Assistant Director for Safety'

Assessment, Division of Licensing, NRR
J. Lombarco, Licersing Project Manager, Operating

Reactor Branch No. 5 Division
of Licensing, Office of NRR

E. Conner, Section Chief, Section 3B, Division of
Project and Resioent Programs

C. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station.

Other Attendees: J. Wechselberger, Resident inspector, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station.

1.3 Background

(1) Licensee Activities

| At the beginning of the assessment period, the f acility was oper-
| ating at 239 MWe with load limiteo by core reactivity. The reac-

tor was shutdown February 12, 1983 for the plannec 1983 refueling
and maintenance outage and has remained shutdown for this outage
during the entire assessment period.

During the outage, 75 major modifications were scheduled for ac-
complishment. As of the end of the evaluation ceriod, over 5000

! individual maintenance activities have been consleted. Some of the
significant modifications and repair activities completed were:

I
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Repair of cracks in recirculation valve discs;*

Recirculation on seal replacement;*

Feedwater systee valve repairs;*

Reactor Protection Systen HFA relay replacement;*

Scram discharge ic'lume modifications;*

lestallation of plant computer and emergency response f acility*

data system;
Construction of si te buildino for Technical Support Center;*

Torus modificatiens and painting;*

Installation of ccst accident sampling system and chemistry*

laboratory espansien;
Intermediate range sonttor range expansion (10 ranges);*

Addition of new cable spreading room; and*

Turbine inspection.*

The licensee inspect or. of the core spray sparger and vessel annu-i

lus was completed in warch 1933. The reactor recirculation picing
was completed during tne month of July 1983. No cracking identified
in either system.

The licensee satisfactorily completed an annual emergency plan
exercise on May 24, 1923. The exercise was observed by a Region
I inspection team.

On June 6,1983, an u usual event was declared when a chlorine leak
occurred in the plant's chlorination system. The leak was isolated
in eleven minutes. Tne unusual event was terminated following the
satisfactory accountasility of station personnel.

A fire occurred in the step down tra.asformer for substation bus "A"
on November 14, 1983. This resulted in a complete loss of offsite
power. The fire brigade and local fire companies responded. The
potential transformer was replaceu and the electric plant was placed
in a normal shutdown lineup.

An Intermediate Range Monitor (IRM) dry tube was discovered to be
cracked in February. Aoditional inspection found a total of 8 dry
tubes (7 IRM and 1 SRM) to be cracked. The f acility has formulated
replacement plans to be conducted orior to restart.

i

Twenty-seven crack in::ications have been found in the condensate
I and steam lines outsice the dyrwell for the two isolation conden-

| sers. An inspection of the piping was conducted Dy the licensee
as a result of discovering a leak in a condensate line during a,

syster hydrostatic test. The licensee repair plans include pipe
replacement and weld overlaying. These repairs will be completed
prior to plant restar*..

.
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(2) Inspection Activities

A Senior Resident Inspector was assigned to the site for the entire
assessment period. A second Resident Inspector was on site from
February 1 to September 1,1983 and since January 1,1984.

Two team inspections were performed during the evaluation period.
One team reviewed licensee actions in response to two consultant
reports (BETA and R4R) and the 1992 INPO evaluation. A second team
evaluated readiness for operations following the long refueling and
raintenance outage. This team reviewed tne modification process
used to control outage work.

The total hRC Regior I inspection hours (resident and regior.-based)
for this assessment triod is 3,643 hours,

t

t

|

|
|
|

|

|
|-

. _ _ , - - - - -, _, -. - . _ . ._. - -. , --
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2.0 SUMMARY OF RESULTL

OYSTEP. CREEK NUCLEAR GE..ERATIN3 STA!!ON

FUNCTIONAL AREAS CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY
I 2 3

1. Plant Operations and Outage Cer. trol I

2. Radiological Controls I

Radiation Protection*

Radioactive haste Managecent*

Transportation*

Ef fluent Control and Moritoring*

3. Maintenance X

4 Surveillance (Inclucing lesersice
and Preoperationa' Testing) a

5. Fire Erotection anc house (eecing X

6. Emergency Preparecness X

7. Security and Safeguards X

8. Outage Technical Support X

9. Licensing Activities X

Overall Assessment

This assessment is based on licensee pe-formance during an extended refueling and
modification outage. Major ef forts were expanded by 19e licensee to upgrade plant
equipment as well as perform modificatio.s tc plant systems. During the outage,
about 75 modifications and over 5000 coerective maintenance items were performed

; in addition to required testing and inspection. Many nonroutine evolutions were
| performed and evaluation of these evolutions showed involvement by all site or-
j ganizations including QA and QC. Overall activities were conducted in a techni-
! cally competent manner.

In the area of Design Control a number of interf ace problems between the licensee
and contract architect engineers were identified that had the potential for final'

designs to be inadequate. Additionally, constructability reviews during design
needs improvement.

Overall, the licensee is devoting consiceraele resources to isorove performance
in all areas evaluated. Continued sanagement attention to ioentifying and cor-

c
i recting weaknesses is apparent. Managecent commitment to safety is evioent from

commitment to trait.ing and high regarc for steingent p ccedural adnerence.

4

.

.

1
.
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3.0 CRITERIA )
.

The following performance aspects were reviewed in each area:

Management involvement in assuring quality.*

Resolving technical issues from a safety viewpoint*

Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.*

Enforcement history.*

Reporting and analysis of reportable eserts.*

Staf fing (including management).*

Training effectiveness and qualificatica.*

To provide a consistent evaluation of lice-see performance, attributes relat-
ing each aspect to the characteristi:s of "ategory 1, 2. and 3 performance
were applied as discussed in NRC Man.al Ca.a::er 0516, Part II and Table 1.

The SALD Roard conclusions were categorize: as follows:

C_ategory 1: 9 educed NRC attention may be at:ropriate. Licensee management
attention and involvement are aggressive a : oriented to ard nuclear safety;
licensee resoweces are aeole and effective 1> used such that a high level of
performance witn respect to operatioral sadet> is being achievec.

Ca,t,egory 2: NRC attention should be maintaired at normal levels. Licensee
management attention and involvement in na:! ear safety are tvident; licensee
resources are adequate and reasonably ef fe:tive sucn that satisfactory per-
formance with respect to ooerational safets is being achieved.

Ca,tegory 3: Both NRC and licensee attentice. should be increased. Licensee
managesent attention or involvement is acce: table and consioers nuclear
safety, but weaknesses are evident; licenset resources appear strained or
not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory performance with re-
spect to operational safety is Deing achiesec.

,

4

k

.
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4.0 PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
-

4.1 Plant Operations ard Octace Control (21'Q

This assessmer.t is basec on inspection of plant aperation a:tivities by
the resident 1.spe: tors anc region based inspectors. The inspectors re-
viewed compliance with technical specification requirements. training
ruuirements, cuality assurance audits, corre:tive action s> stets,
safety review correittee actions. and reportirg system controls.

Nnagement cottrol of the outage t,hrou;90ut this assessment has been very
good. There was coatinued evidence of manageeent involve neet in cally
plant activities in:lucing daily conteci roon tours by operatiers anc
support group manace s, daily meetings involiing operations. raintenance.
and engineerir; depsettrent represertatives. and publication cf clanned
a:tivities (t* ee cay ceriods). Obse .atier cf shif t tu nc.ers incicate:

inat even duri g re-f ods of relatively low c:erational acti. ty snift
turnovers were inc-csgr. cceprehensive anc prcfessional. A:citionally.
site cuality assu-ar:e reviewed all ongoing a:tivities in tne cperations
areas.

The licensee tas weil established policies g:verning plant operations.
These policies were wicely cistributed and generally well voerstood by
plant operators arc supervisors. W.anagements approach to activities was
generally conservative and strongly safety criented. '

Control of outage activities was enhanced by the issuance of a daily
plan of activities and close cuoroination of the various depart /nents
a:tivttles by a caily o tage meeting. Senior management involveeent was
evider.t in this precess through the apcroval of all daily a:tivity plans.
Altnough overall cortrol of activities was a:ceptable there were sigri-
ficant interface probless early in the outage including, in some cases,
inadequate jot plaening. Coordiration improeed as the outage progressed
but interfacirg between departments continued to be one of the most
significant outage problees. However, no resultant safety problems were
identified.

N ny operattor.JI a:tivities conducted during the assessment per!od were
in support of major outage activities. In rest cases, these activities
were nonroutine and were goverra by toecial procedures written speci-
fically for t%at a:tivity. Exa ;1es irclude reactor vessel craining and
refilling, anc refue'ing the reartor vessel with the suppressier pool

The procecu es were consdrvatise, hac received thor:ug manage-empty. e

ment review a*: rec ire: the performan:e of geriocic manage-ert checks
at critical stages. The licensee perforfred a formal refueling certifi-
cation prior te start of rea: tor vessei refueling. The inseector's re-
view cf this certifi:at'on showeo it it be :ompremensive arc properly
reviewec by tw licensee.

g
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Control of refueling activitias has been good. Core off load was ob-
served by the NRC and procedures were judged tc be comprehensive and !conservative. The inspector observed good sucervisory control. Obser-
vations of new fuel inspections showed that persons performing the in-
spections were thorough, knowledgeable and conservative. One problet
associated with fuel movement occurred when a fuel bundle was dropped
a few feet to the bottom of the fuel storage pool rack. Licensee cor-
rective actions included placing a camera on the fueling grapple te ir-
sure proper latching of the bundles. The inspection of fuel loading
activities showed that personnel were well trainec and properly super-
vised.

The licensee's response to abnormal conditions nas been excellent. Early
in the assessment period a chlorine leak resulted ir aeclaration of an

unusual event. Operator and station rianagement response was prompt and
thorough. In November. tring a less of of f site power, the license &'s
response demorstrated ti r sa'ety orientation and senior management
involvement ir. site prot' ems.

The Plant Operations Review Conmittee has been effective in reviewing
safety issues. During the previous assessment period, a large backlog
of items needing review was identified. The licensee augmented the re-
view committee and conducted cally reviews until the backlog was recuced.
Recent changes to the technical specificat ons have changed the revie.i

process and should help reduce future problems in this area. An addi-
tional technical specification change, involving the recuirement to re-
view temporary procedure changes within 14 days will reauire continued
licensee attention since significartly more time than this has been re-
quired in some cases.

Licensee procedural control is acceptable. Inspector reviews showed that
procedures are generally technically adequate and are capable of being
performed as written. Some iriceouacies have been identified by both
licensee and hRC inspections involving missing valves in system valve
checkoff lists. The missing valves were principally vent and drain
valves. The licensee had. prior to NRC identification vf the above

problem, initiated a complete review of plant systems to verify accu-
racy of system components and drawings. This program includes verifying
45 built conditions for both rechanical and electrical systems and ther.

correcting system checkof f listt. The program is scheduled to be com-
pleted by February 1955. One problem remains with regard to .entral
control and accountability of temporary changes to procedures. Currert
procedures recuire that a log of temporary cta99es that are also to be
made a permanent change be maintaired in the control room. The ins;ec-

tor found no rethod of assuring that such temporary changes are mair-
tained in a cer. tral location. Management attention to solve tnis prob-
lem was requested at tne exit meeting.

Site En'g'ineering suoport was well organi:ed an:: aceouately sta'feo.
Engineering reauests, f rom etner groups were p-ioriti:ed anc tracked.

\

.
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The inspector found that engineering evai.ations were thorough and in
most cases timely. Corporate plant engineering interf aces appear ade-
quate but still require more coordinattor. The technical content of
Licensee Event Reports (LER) continues tc be excellent with good narra-
tive descriptions, 6 cumentation of cause oescriptions, and root cause
dete rmina tion s . Corrective actions are c:asidered appropriate and well
described. Timeliness of LER's continues to be a problet. A number of
LERs have been sub-!tted late and in som+ :ases, entende: periods of time
pass before the decisio* is cadt that ar .ent is reportaole. Manage-
ment attention to improve timeltness is ri:essary.

Site training programs for general emplo3ee access, operator training
ano engineering personnel w.re well esta:iished programs. The licensee
expended consioerable ef fort to upgrace a'l of the above programs. In
particular site engineering perso3nel re:eived sigaificant system train-
irg. Also, operator recualificattor tra 'eg has been utgraded as a
result of the poor resc'ts achievec or t - east recer.t 1 :ensee annual
requalification exasination.

Operator training for iritial NRC licensea esaminations eas improved
with 13 of 15 candidates for RO or 5RC 1 :emses passing caring the re-
porting period. NR: exaniners have bee . especially impressed with some
SRO candidate performances on oral esami*ations. Teese eiamples demon-
strate streng management support and atte tion to training and qualifi-

' cation.

Stama ry

During this assessment period, continued taprovemect has been observed
in management control ano review of operations function and site train-
ing activities. Sutstantial improvement as been c:ted in the chemistry

Control of temporary changes and if oellness of event reportingarea.
continues to be a problem.

Conclusion

Category 1

Board Recommendations

Due to the length of the current outage,19e Boa'?d reco? ends augment
inspection coverage during plant startup. Mairtair 16 b:ar coverage fo-
about 4 weeks af ter startup. Return to r:real ccserage af ter that time.

o

\

. . - - . . . _ - .
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4.2 Radiological Controls (9'.J

There were seven routine inspect'ons by radiation protection specialists
I during the assessment reriod. The Resident Inspectors on a continuing
i basis reviewed selected program areas. Two severity V violations were

identifieo, one in ef fluent renit, ring and one involving transportation.
J A contin.irg trend of imprever+nt in the overall radiation safety pro-

gram was noted this period. Significant improvements have been noted
in plant chemistry,

i 4.2.1 Radiation Prctectioa
I The licensees performan:e during the refueling outage has been

commendable. For irstances, tha use of a specially cetiqnedj-
containments :: enclose conta ninated compoaents on tre refuel-.

2 irg ficor greatl> ireroved ccatnination control alle ing ac-
t cess into inis a ea in street tiotees. A training pregram has
*

Deen cevelope: for workers wh:, install tnese containeents as
q well as for persenrel wne work inside the enclosures. Similar

uses of containtrents during roatine operation has allowed a
'

CradJal reductior Cf the square foctage of contaminated area
in the plant.

I
All ranagers witnin the Raciological Controls (RC) Department

; are permanent GP'A employees. Contractor eersonnel are used
for a limited nuTDee of technician anc technician supervisor
positions. Jo: descriptions and delineation of responsibili-

| ties is clear. The organization has been stable with minimal
' turnover and no recrgani:ation. Within the RC Department the
j responsiveness to hRC tritiatives has been prompt and thorough.

The Operational Health Prysics technicians play a key role in
! the control of werk during the outage. Their excellent per-

formance is the resalt of extensive training and qualification
provided on tne site. Each technician must complete a pro-
gram that is similar to a licensed position, i.e., classroom
instruction, practical f actors, written exams, oral exams and

j esperience pre equisites.

Radiological engineering reviews all "unusual incidents" (In-
' terral report of events involving radiological controli). Each

incicent repe-t rest,lution receives senior level sanagement
cercurrence. Eaf trcement of radiclogical controls is strict

,

j and violativ s usua'ly result in strong disciplinary action.

Tne inspectors feue: that the trair.ing of Support Technicians,
tnose whc perfor1r role Dody counts, issue dosinetry, ar.d test

j res:drater users, was n:t forralized. The licensee has subse-

c.ertly ce.e S,-a: a orogram a standaroi:ed it thro 4hout tne
I G0U'. system.

i

1

,
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Several minor problees were ncted with radiation protection
procedures. Tnese findings were considered to be isolated and

i not indicative of a prog ammatic problems.

4.2.2 Radioactive Waste Manageme_nt
, _ _

; Examination of the licensee's plans for implementation of land
; disposal of radioactive waste regulations indicated that the

licensee has a clear understa' ding of the recuirements of the
new regulatory requirements (:0 CFR 61). Tne licensees im-'

plementation was timely and technically sound.

4.2.3 Transportation

The licensee Pas implemented a strong radioactive transport
management organization. Procedures clearly define rescensi-
bilities ar.c a.tnorities of tee Manager-Rad aste Operatiens
and the Rac.aste Shipping Supervisor. In aaditien, tne re-
sponsibilities of other support groups are specified.

One transportation violation was identified involving failure
to verify that the drain line and access plugs of a shipping
cask were appropriately plugged and sealed prior to transport.
The licensee imme; ately obta ned confirmatica that the pack-
age drain line and access plugs had been in compliance and
implemented co rective actions to assure that future snipments
would be in compliance. This violation was not consicered* indicative of programmatic defects.

A defined program of comprehersive training to key personnel
involved in the transfer, packaging and transport of radioac-
tive material is implemented as required. The review of the
program indicates that the licensee is implementing a gener-
ally adequate and effective Radioactive Transportation Program.

4.2.4 Ef fluent Monitoring and Contrels

Compared to the last assessmert, the radio cheatstry program
has significantly improved. A new chemistry manager has been
onsite for the entire evaluation period. Several additional
persons have been added to the chemistry staf f that have sig-
nificant experience in radio chemistry. Daring this period,
the licensee has revised all procedures and adoed internal
laboratory QC controls. Significant improvements have been
made in chemistry training an: qualification. The licensee
is constructing a new chemistry laboratory that should be in
operation by 0:taber 1,1984. On a quarterly basis, chemis-
try management now internally audits its own program in addi-
tion to the ncrmal Quality Assurance division audits.

.

__ __-- _ - _ , - , _ - , - . _ , _ w . - - - - - -
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On two occasions, required sampling was not performed due to
the controlling procedure failing to identify all Technical
Specification required analyses. This was judged to be an

i iso'ated instance in an otherwise excellent program. There were
five Licensee Event Reports (LER) concerning failure of the

.

Staroby Gas Treatment System (SGTS). Two failures were the
re561t of design deficiency, ore involved broken equipment,
one involved improper post-maintenance testing and one failure-

inv:1ved a trip of one train of the SGTS sample pump while the
otbe- trair was inoperable, increased attention should be

1 give to the overall integrity of the SGTS.

An LER was issued to report a January 1983 malfunction of a
' Chenical Waste Storage Tark level instrumentation which caused
i an nmonitored release of radioac.ive water outside the New

Rac.aste Buil:ing. Tne corrective actions, including periodic
g

test ng, seer adequate to prevent recurrence..

I
3 An c4erall irarovement in the management of the radwaste area
j inckding che.istry was observed. New personnel have been

hired to fill vacancies. There is aoequate staf f with clearly
del aeated responsibilities. hecessary data was available for

| eva'ation of the program. Corrective actions, where necessary,
j were timely and acceptable. This was also observed in the

tra'soortatio*. area during the November inspection. The lic-i
ensee is attecating to incrove the program and correct defi-
c i er.:l e s.

Con:1usion
i

Category 1.

!

Boa d Recomme-dations

Following restart from the current refueling outage, return
to routine inspection,

i

.
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1 4 3 , tenance (9M

Inspection cf maintenance activities caring the outage consists of re-
views by the residents primarily of inspection, overhaul and general
improvement of the plant. Two specialist inspections reviewed mainten-:

) ance activities when the refueling outage was just beginning. In addi-
i tion, this area was reviewed during a team inspection late in the evalu-

ation period.

Nintenance at Oyster Creek is performed by the Maintenance and Con-.

) struction (MC) Division which reports to a vice president at the cor-
i po ate office. All maintenan:e person ci report to that division. Main-
j tenance is requested by the Plant Division and reviewed for necessity

and consistency by the Piant Nteriel cepartment. This provices clant
i operations oriented revie=. a: proval, anc control of maintenance acti-

vities and schedules. The organi:atio al structure with its many inter-
8 faces requires close coerdination betweer plant c;e-ations, plant engi-

neering and maintenance and construction. Wnile some imp ovements have
been made to improve comunications at the organizational interfaces,
continual improvement in this area is necessary.

Administrative controls over r-aintenan:e were well established anc con-
tain provisions for prio*iti:ation deoer. ing on the activities co ples-
ity and urgency. Priorities were init 111y assigned by the initiator but

I were reviewed by both Flar Operation, and Plant Materiel management.
This assures proper prioriti:ation and planning. In addition, the lic-
ensee establishe a pro:edure for performance ana control of urgent work
identified during off-normal nours. Daily maetings we*e conducted during
the current refueling outage with both maintenance and representatives
from all site organizations to coordinate activities. These meetings
appear to be beneficial in keeping management appraised of on going
work. Procurement of safety related e:;aipment was well controlled and
documented. One minor violation regarcing chemistry resins was identi-
fied but is not considered indicative of a program breakdown. Although
procurement is acceptable, no current component level quality classifi-
cation list exists. A licensee group has been formed to resolve this
probles. Continued mansgement attention in this area was evident by the
numerous levels of review by both plant engineering and quality assur-,

ance.

Preventive maintenance (PM) is controlled by a separate group within
Plan +. Materiel Departmer.t. A.ministrative controls are well defined
and provide acceptable controls for the conduct of the program. The
program is scheduled on both a yearly an weekly basis. NRC review
identified that the schedules are comprehensive, reviewed frequently,
and accurately reflect the status of tw PM program. Checklists were
technically accurate anc periodically updated to reflect new informa-,

t tion. PM tasks were performe: by a de:icated group of technicians ro-
tated periodically detailed from the Kl.C Department. One area associ-
ated with preventive maintenance requires some increased attention

;

- _ _ . - - ... - __ _ _- - -- -.- -- -.
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When performing presentive mair.tenance work when engineering evaluation
was required, plant engineerirg work requests were initiated to obtain
that information, hR: obsersations indicate trat once the information
was requested, there was little followup by plant materiel to ensure
timely response. This needs continued management attention.

There was evidence of rostine involvement by OA in maintenance activities
through post mainterarce quality reviews, quality control holc and wit- j
ness points of wor 6 ir progress, quality assuraate deg.artment observa- |

tions of various matetenance activities. |

The Piant Materiel Ccoa-Leent reviews all comp'eted maintenance work
packages and has begun a trecc analysis progran. An initial review was
performec by electrical maintenance. Their red ew was thoroug* and had
substantive recoar.e-cations fcr improvements. .NRC review inci:ates that
recomendations hac teen appeepriately acted u::n. This was pesitive
evioence of litersees aggressive accroach to 5: 'ving problems. Further
impecvemerts will be nace whee the review process is expanced to mechan-
ical systems. Increasing serior management in.olvement in the recom-
sende corrective a:tions is expected.

Five LER's, associated . th electrical breaker aintenance preelems,'

appear to be a relative. hign numcer for this ' unction. This cata in-
cicates the need fe' ad ;ioral licensee attention in this area. An-
other LER involved fdenti'ication of problems m'th torque switch settk
ings on limitcrque salves. This problem, identified by licensee per-
sonrel, was based e inferration received at a raintenance conference.
Identification of tris peosi m demonstrates sound technical analysis
and aggressive corrective a Additionally, the licensee has in-. .

formed other uti s ittes of tm: (.tentially generic nature of tne problem,

' prior to issuance cf NRC docu. .s.

Conclusion

1 Category 2
;

' Board Reccamendatic-s

hone.

I

|
.

l
.

%%

| !

| I

i

|
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4.4 Surveillance (ly.) !
_

This assessment is based on inspections of the surveillance program by
the resident inspectors and by region based inspectors (four inspections
of 151 activities).

The licensee c6 strc'.s the routine surveillance test program through is-
suance of annual master surveillance test sched. ales. They have admini-
strative controls in place to modify surveilla9ce tests as required by
plant conditions and changes to Technical Specifications. Management
involvement in review of both test schedules and test results is evident.
During this evaluation period, one problem was identified rega* ding ac-
ceptance criteria for a fire pur.c. Licensee management used this opper-
tunity to review all surveillance tests to ensure tdnical aoeauacy and
compliance with Technical Specifications. The inspector fcand surveil-
lance procedures t:chnically adecuate, tests coaducted on ';ime and re-
sults receive proper reviews. The plant engineering staff. responsible
for maintaining status of cc.:lete survelilances, fell behind in record
keecing. This was corrected by reassigning reviews End increasing
senior ranagement review. Additionally, the licensee foresees signifi-.

cant improvements when the plan to computerize the surveillance test
program is completed.

Successful accomplishment of the leak rate testing program had been a
problem in the previous assessment. I'nspector review during this period
indicates significant improvecent. (bservations indicate that test
procedures have been reviewed and upgraded and the personnel performing
tests were knowledgeable of test requirements. Review of the completed
test results was performed timely and thoroughly.

Management oversight of the Inservice Inspection and Inservice Test pro-
grams appears strong. Administrative controls were found to be well
developed including scheduling of activities and assigning proper au-
thority and responsibility for program accomplishments. Appropriate
feedback sechanisms were in in place to monitor program performance.
Appropriate QA interfaces were evident and technician training was good.

During this outage, significant inservice testing and inspection has
been conducted as discussed further in Section 4.8.

Conclusion

Category 1

B_ card Recommendatig

None.

o

k
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4.5 Fire Protection and Housekeeping (2.5*,)

The assessment of performance in the fire protection and housekeeping i

areas are based on inspections by the resident inspectors.
*
''

Site fire protection activities are supervised by a fu7btime assigned
; indivicaal with responsibility fcr overall program accoreplishment. .A |dedicated staff is assigned to cenduct prt/ventine maintenance ud sur-

|
veillance testing of fire fightirg equipeent to ensure centralfled con-
trol of these activities.

The licensee has established a ccmprehensive fire protection training g,

program. A review of this program identified implementation problems re-
garding lecture attendance and timely makeup of missed lectures by the
fire brigade mecers. Licensee corrective action for this problem in-

I cluced requiring all brigade pernnnel to attenc scheduled er makeup
lect.res and to take esaminations to ensure that training was acequate.

| There has been ceasiderable effort by both NRC and the licensee to at-

]
terpt to resolve issues involvec with fire protection regulation; ,,*10
CFR 50, Appendix R). Curcertly, the licensee has requested 19 technical
exemptuns and 13 schecalar exer:;tions to these reautrements. These
requests are presently under review by NRR.

ibe lichisee has continued to exe-t signit icant management attention to1

| housekeeping during this assessment period with the plant in a trajor
: refueling and modification outage. Routine tours are reade by senior

station management to identify aed correct housekeeping problems. When
| | conditions becarne degraced, canagement has taker aggressive action to
|J improve housekeeping including one occasion when all outage related work
| t was stopped for three days to perform plant cleanup. Although continued

i amphasis is placed on housekeepir:g, general worker attitude .n this area
$ remains somewhat low.

, R:diological housekeepirg was viewed to be adequate considering the ac-
tivity in the plaet ' Continued attention to contamination control is*

' evidenced by the ef fer1', to decortaminate areas as soon as practicable
af ter completion of , activities cassing the area contamination. There 4
resains certain contar.uwted ar.d high radiation areas that require con-

'tinued attention.

{ Conclusion
v

Category 2
,

Board Recomendat onsi

1

hofl4.
,

1

.

i
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l 1g 4.6 Emergency Pedpareines's (18* } -

'

Analysis in this area is based on cbservatico of the Annual Esercise by
the NRC team, three followup insri4qions by region based ins:ectors, and,

,

4

observatio'as of plaht trainir.g exert hes by tre resident instectors.
I.

.

{ During the annual exercise on May 10,1953, the licensee dem: strated
adequate capability to perfor1n a corplicated simulated plant emergency.

-[j/L, Althnuth NRC ebservation of this esercise' f aertified that a s.bstantial
$mprijvedent was made over the 1932 esarcise, a number of def :1encies
.(mdst of wnten were also toentified by t'.e licensce) were tcted in oper-

( ' ; T Llonal assessment, training, scena-io preparation, informat on flow,
tbse assessmeat, and radiation pron:tice evaluation. Contiewed senior
level managevent attention to crergbacy planning is evicent ir that a
full time manager is assigned at tee site witF sufficient sta'f support.I
Licensee mai':tains a tnree se: tion er ergency response otati anc con-

: du:ts ceriodic shi't and site drilis to mainta'n perscenel r-:ficiency
between annual esercises. During this evaluat on period, sp+:ifici

training was condu:ted for senior level unage-s in accident assessment.
i

,, The energency plan and procedures certinue to te adeouate. 4censee'
.

has out forth a large ef fort.to rentsed etergen:y procedures to stream-
I line them. One example is a rocosed shif t of classificatio of emer-

gency to syM tom based approach to'confor1r wit". emerger:y operating
procedures used by Operations Department persc- el.

A number of items remain open (pnecipally asse:iated with D:st Accident
. Lampling Systees) f rom the energen:y eporaisal conducted in .*anuary,

* 2PN. Licensee progress towards correction of the remaining items is
sa t | sf re: tory. During this assessment, the licensee coce,tte: to cam-

' plete the post-accident saepling system prior to October of 1984. Ad-
diticha4, a new Technical Support Center is deing constructed and will
be available about Septe.mber 1,1954

' The teoroved performance noted in 1983 over the 1982 drill was not con-
tinued in the licensee's pirforman:e of the May 10, 1964 e x e-c i s,r . Al-
though outside this assenment period, deficie9cies in commu*ication,
EOF environmental date ccordinatice and presertation, and li:ensee/ex-
ternal agency interfaces were noted.

Conclusio_n /

Category 2 {,
Board Recoceendagio_n

None.

'
.

( ) i

i

l

i
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n 4.7 Securit> and Safegua+s (1.5*.)

One regional physical g-otection nsee: tion and r:stue'resice ; inspec- l
tions du-ing the first ralf of tha assessment perici identifiec a total

of sia p ysical security violaticns (i :luding oae Severity Level !!!
violatio- for which a v'vil penahy was enessed)./ The violat' ens andf

other des'4tions reflected a lac 6 of a:ecuate ma agement attert'o . to
implemer:4 tion of se:u.r'ty progra* re:.irements a d first line suoervi-

' sory pe-'orwarce. The reed 'for "creasec managWer attertion't: pre--
paratior fo/ NS major s dificat':r: 4*: c' fuelin; cutage work ca.;: lede

' with a sarginal sudit/ss veillants reo;-am in the thysrial setw-ity area
may have contrit/ted te the crograr 's cegracatic.t./ >Ar. enforceMet con-
ferenca was held in Aer'l 1933 tc cisc ss el prcolem. The lice see's
corrective action, whicr includec a ee , gay.hatic of onsjte a-d cor-
porate se:urity ma agennt to ef f*ct mee dreect management in.:'vetent
le the r-ogram and 4* 4; roved QAlit) =Ssuran:e a.,,iting prog a* it the

routine -esicent inscettions anc a re; cnal phys::ai,f f ective.
se:vrit) acca, was e-ci:t anc apr+a-3 : base bee * e 5; secuent

security *nspection
icentifiec no violatiers durieg t*e se:ca.d half c' the assessmeat period.,

: % wever, a deviatio t r:- the litea.see's cormitme t to correct oae of
f the prevous violatitns by July 1*:6,' mas cited ir August 1983. The cor-

re:tive action was corrp'eted late- that month.

The t-aiainq and gaalif 4:ation pr.gra resulted ir a satisf actc y level
of job haowledge and ac*ere9:e tc cro:edures in m:st cases, it is well
definec 49c carried out 63 cetica.es gersonnel . The security fo te'

y; staf fing level was acec. ate throu;nout the perioc, especially consider-
,

,,j. 7 ing the increase in the rormal we-k f orce iis a re sul t of the o.ta ge .
4 The poption of Site Se:urity Surerv'so , wtich *.ac been fille: in about

( .4nuary 1933, was lef t sacant in July 1983 by the ceath of the in:um-,
'

ty ;.t . T e position was again fil'ed ir Septembe* 1983 by a ve y qual-
4*ied and experienced irdividaal. This is indicative of the lice 9see's

/ resolve to improve the'e perforr.atce ir this area.
|

| Ana' lyses and repor*.ing cf ever.ts are complete anc prompt as are correc-
tive acttons. Sever. event reports were submittec during the assessment

l' p'ri od .

! Corclusion| ,

,,

Categor> 2 g
Ai

Ecard Re:o-cenc.pt 'o* s
t

.

'

M'ae .
1

h /'
,
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4.8 OutageTechnicalSupport_(24'.)

Assessment in this area is based on region based and retice-t inscector
review of cutage work and a tear. inspection of the licensee's sodifica-
tion process, performed at the end of the assessment period.

During this outage, significa t inservice testing and irsce: tion has been
conducted. Licensee managete t attention in this progra was evicent,

as demonstrated by corporate ecaalification of all cortract cersennel
used to perform testing and use of liceesee personnel tc su:ervise and
perform final reviews of test data. The overall perforraece cf irservice
testing was satisfactory.

The licensee perfoemed NDE testing en recirculation syste c'cing for
intergranular stress corrosio cracking. During Regior I ree'en of this
testieg, a nunber of problers with licensee's pictting ae:1 e.aivatior
of test data was found. Add: to' ally, ine testing was ret a cuate toa
ceterrine whetner any crackir; was preser.t. Af ter conversatt:9s and
rettings between MC and Sent:r Nnageren., the licensee |.erfcemed ad-
dittosal data evaluation and testing. ho crack indications were iden-
tified during these activities. Late in t5e period, sirila M3E testing
on isolation condenser pipin; was performed. EC revie. cf test results
identified substantial improve ent in data reduction anc ev.i ation.

Njor modifications were made during the outage te ungrac. sl.n design
anc meet new regulatory requrements. Several modificatien > ;ch as
coeplete replacerent of all cr.ntrol roo- alare panels were rstalled to
aic operator performance. NR* review of licensee control v the modi-
fication process has shown a conservative approach to the asslution of
tecnnical issues. Administrative controls associated w'tn cocification,
consteaction, testing, and plant staff acceptance are good.

The licensee's system for implewntation of plarned modifications is
aseauate. Modifications installation is performed under the control of

hintenance and Construction Civision (Mist). Signivicant pcetions of
the work is then performed by contract organizations. Apprcoriate QC
hold and witness points are irserted in installation proced.,*es and,

l quality assurance observation of activities in progress are reatinely
observed. Inspector obitrvations did, however, identify probiens asso-
clated with construction in the areas of procecure change co-trol, weld-
ing, 4Hi hanger installation associated with Appendin J and Scras Dis-
chai ge Volice Modi fications. L.icensee resolution of these cncerns is
not complete at the end of tr's assessment period.

Altnoagh general control of t*e modification process has beca acceptable,
a m;acer of probless associated with design cortrol of modifications has
been osserved. The licensee's Technical runctions Division 9.as rot al-

| wa>s advised contractor architect engineers of enanges to p-ocese modi-
; fications being designed by tae contractor. TM s led to scs. inaceouate.

review of cesign changes. In scoe cases changes were race to cor. tractor
;

1

1
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design packages without review by the original designer. The licensee
initiated a review by corporate QA, at NRC request, to oetermine if out-
age modifications meet design criteria. The results of this review will
be evaluated by N Region I in the near future. Additionally, during
installation, several modifications required a significant number of
design changes. Exa*Ples included Appendix J modifications and the scram
discharge volun.e modifications. In one cases, a task force was formed
to review and solve associated problems with installat10.. TF se prob-1

lems, in many cases were the result f poor constructability reviews by
Technical Functio s. Additionally .e licensee did not have a limit
on the number of cesign changes that could be made prior to revising the
original design oscutent. Although no installation errcrs have been
identified as a resul t, the potential for installation errors exists.

Con:lusion
.

Category 2

Bnard Recommendations

The licensee should be recuested to address the interf a:e p-oblems that
exist between the licensee and contract engineers pe. fonr.ing design wort.
Inspection of followup corrective actions should be plarned. s

.

%I

i
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4,9 Licensing

Evaluation in this area is based on review of the licensee's activities
in the area of methodology and Cycle 10 reload, Radiological Effluent
Technical Specifications (RE'S), Core Spray Ef fectiveness, NUREG-0737
responses, Systematic Evaluation Prograr (SEP), fire protection review,
valve operability, and equipment o.alification.

The licensee's performance and maragemert carabilities were generally
adequate. The licensee and his co-tractors have dem:9strated good work-
ing knowledge of regulatory reqJireeents anc excellert levels of tech-
nical competen:e. Management atte .tf on anc irvolvemert with specific
matters of safety is evident, liceesee resou tet are adequate although
staffing in various areas should be imp oved, and satisf actory perfor-
sance with respect to operational safety is being aceteved.

While the licensee provides generally scand a d acce table resciution
to the licensing issues, frecuent eatensions of time are reauirec. Con-
siderable NRC effort and repeated suomittals are neeced to adecuately
cover the mata-f al to be reviewed. The time'iness of responses was poor
with two of tr ee mor.th time delay in resporses being the norm. These
probless were especially noted in submittals for SEP, RETS, NUREG-0737,
TS, and fire protection topics.

Conclusion

Category 2

Board Recommendations

The licensee should be requested te address tre adequacy of the corporate
engineering suoport providec to the plant ir. regards to the cor. tent and
timeliness of licensing submittais. An adverse trend has been n;ted,
particularly in the areas of SEP and fire prcsection topics.
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5.0 SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES

!

5.1 Lice.nsee Evert Reports

Tabular Listing Licensee Event Reports

Type of Events:

A. Personnel Errce 5
B. Des ign /Ma n ./ Con s t ./In s t .11. 7
C. External Cause 0
D. Defective Frocedure 2
E. Componer.t Failure 6
X. Other _7

TOTAL 27

Licensee Event Reports Revie ea: 83-01 through 83-26 and 84-01, 02 and
05 excluding Security Event Reports.

Causal Analysis:

Four sets cf com on mode event s were identified:

a. LER's 83-7, 83-15, 83-25 and 83-26 ioentified events in which
incorrect or inadecuate ;rocedures cortributed to the event.

b. LER's 83-10, 83-12, and E3-14 involvec cesign deficiencies. Two
LER's icentified ceficiencies with the standby gas treatment sys-
tee.

c. LER's 83-4, 83-8, 83-15, 83-20 and 84-2 involved electrical breaker
maintenance problems.

I

! d. LER's 83-6, 83-7, 83-!3, 93-11, and 83-14 pertained to the standby
gas treatment system. These can be fL-ther classified as follows;
2 LER's itivolved design deficiencies and 2 LER's involved sensing
line failures. The relatively large runber of problems identified
in standoy gas treatseet may indicate the need for a complete sys-,

| tea review.
I
l 5.2 Investigatier. Activities:
|
| hone.

5.3 Enalated En';rcreat_ Actic s:

a. Civil Penalties - (83-07) 540,000: for n'olations of the physical
se:urity plan.

b. Orcers: None.

|
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!

! c. Confirmatory Action Letters: None
|

! 5.4 ganagementconferences:
;

! Enforcement reeting - 4/18/83: regarding physical security plan
! violations.
!

j SALP meetir.g (5/12/83): meting to discuss Cycle 2 SALP performance.

!

! *

i

|

|
|
t

_
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TABLE _1

TABULAR LISTING Of LERs BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

OYSTER CREEK NLCLEAR GENERATING STATIONE

i

! AREA NUMBER /CAUSE CODE TOTAL
Fiant Operation and Outage Control 2A IB 2E 5

Radiological Controls 10 1

Maintenance 2A IB IE 3X 7

S rveillance 3B 10 2E 4X 10

Fire Protection

Emergency Preparedness
!

Security and 5.feguards

Ostage Technica Suenort IA 1B 2 |
L' censing Activities

Other 1B IE _2 )
Total 27

Cause Codes: A - Personnel Error
B - Design, Manufacturing, Construction or Installation Error
C - External Cause
D - Defective Proceopes
E - Component Failure .

IX - Other
.

_ . . . _
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TABLE 2 .

I
LER SUMMARY l

OYSTER CDEEK )

FEBR'JARY 1.1953 to APRIL 30, 1954

LER NUw3ER ,50 M RY DESCRIDTT S

83-03/03L During the performance of maintenarte on tvc "A" control rod
drive pump, a vent line was broken. This resulted in the wet-
down cf a core spray pump and the inadvertent tripping of the
"B" centrol rod drive pump. The "E" pus; tas immediately
restarted.

83-04/03L Cont-ci rod drive pump circuit breaker failure to operate.

83-05/03L Three high drywell pressure switches tripped at a value
greater than specified.

83-06/03L Low flow switch for standby gas treatment system fin failed
preventing system valves from closing.

83-07/03L Standby gas system declared inoperable due to plugging of
HEPA filter. Identified during surveillance testing.

83-07/03X-1 Subsequent evaluation of LER 83-07/03L revealed an improperly
installed pitot tube on flow sensing line.

83-08/03L Core spray booster pump was found to be inoperable due to
installation of an incorrect undervoltage trip coil.

83-09/01T Main steam isolation valves A and B failed to meet local
irak rate test acceptance criteria.

83-10/01T Discovery of a design deficiency in the standby gas treatment
system which prevented inlet and outlet valves from closing

,

when the fan breaker is racked out.

83-11/03L Standby gas treatment system f'ow switch failed due to a
damaged sensing line.

83-12/01T Violation of secondary containment due to trunnion room dour
being open identified during refueling surveillance check-of f.

83-13/01T Violation of secondary containment due to both doors of a
reactor building personnel access airlock being open forsap-
prostrately 30 seconds.

.
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LER NtMBER SipouRY DESCRIPTION

83-14/01T Otscovery of a design deficiency in the standby gas treatrent
systee. Heating coils for both trains supplied power from
same emergency bus.

83-15/03L Failure of a reactor building closed coeling water circuit
beeaner due tc improper performance of maintenance which in-
capacitated ar undervoltage trip cevice.

83-16 Not issued.

83-17/01P Design deficiercy in both diesel generator timing relays.

83-18/03L Reactor buildfeg isolation valve failed to close due to air
operator dirt blockage.

83-19/03L Reactor bulloing isolation valve failed to close due to air
operator pistor. break.

83-20/03L Failure of service water pump circuit breake- due to a burr
on the trip latch.

83-21/03L Failure of power feed from emergency diesel generator due to
ground fault or power feed.

83-22/03L Two mechanical snubbers found to be inoperable curing testing.

83-23 Not issued.

83-24/01T Limitorque motor operator torque switch settings below orig-
inal settings.

83-25/03L Six maintenance and two surveillance procedures did not
specify ve-ifying excess flow cFeck valves open.

83-26/01T Fuel pool cooling heat exchanaers no longer meet seismic re-
quirements due to addition of lead for shielding.

84-001 Diesel fuel oil level less than technica' specification re-

cuired level.

84-002 Failure of circuit breaker undervoltage trip devices.

84-005 A through wall cracA was discovered on the isolation conden-
ser piping during a system hydrostatic test.

o

1

---____ _ _ _ __ _. _ _ _. _ .
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TAB.E 3

yl0LAT_ IONS (2_1/83-U30/84)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

A. Number and Severity Level of Violations

1. Severity level

iSeverity Level I C
|Severity Level II O
|Severity Level III 1 '

Severity Level IV 13
Severity Level V _5

TOTAL 19
1

IB. Violations vs. Functieral Area |

Severi,ty Levels
FUNCTIONAL AREAS I II Il!, IV V

Plant Operations
s

Radiological Controls 2

Maintenance 1

Surveillance 1 1

Fire Protection 1

Emergency Preparedness

Security and Safeguards 1 6 1

Refueling Outage 4 1

Licensing Activities
. __ _

T0'ALS 1 13 5

TOTAL VIOLATIONS: 19

o

e

.._ _ _ ____
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TABLE 4

INSPECTJ0W 40VR5 SU*%RY (2/1/83-4/30/84)

OYSTER CREEK A'UCLEAR GENERATING STATION

HOURS t Oc TIME

Plant Operations 757 21

Radiological Controls 325 9

Maintenance 307 9

Survetilance 535 ;5

Fire Protection /4 usekeeping 90 2.5

Em rgency Preparedness 640 :s

Security and Safeguards 59 1.5.

|

Refueling 933 24

Licensing No data available

TCTAL 3646

|

|

|

1
--

_ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _
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TABLE _5

I%SPECTION REPORT ACTIVITIES

OYSTER OREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATl_0N

REPORT NO. AND
INSPECTION DATES INSFEC'OR AREA P,5PECTED

83-03
2/7/83-2/18/83 Specia ist Emergercy Preparedness Items

83-04
2/1/83-3/7/83 Residerts Routine Restoent Inspection

83-05
2/14-18,3'l-4,
3/24,3/28,1963 Specialist ISI Activities

,

,

83-06
2/22/83-2/25/83 Specalist Maintenance, surveillance calibration activi-

| ties.
|
,

| 83-07
1 3/14/83-3/17/83 Specialist Security Plan and Impler.enting ProcedJres

i 83-08
3/8/83-4/4/83 Residerts Routine Resident Inspection

83-09
,

3/16/83-3/18/83 Specialist Public Prompt Notification System

83-10
4/6/83-4/8/83 Specialist Implementation of radiation protection program

i 83-11
1 4/5/33-5/2/83 Resident Routine Resident Inspection

83-12
4/18/83 Specialist Enforcement Conference Physical Security Pro-

gram

83-13
5/11/83-5/12/83 Specialist Design review of plant shielding

| 83-14
5/3/83-6/8/83 Residents Routine Resioent Inspection

|

|

|

. . - . . . . . - - - _ - - . . _ . - . -. . - - - - . . - - . - ..
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REPORT NO. AND
INSPECTION DA'ES INSPECTOR AREASIJ1SPECTED

83-15
5/23/83-5/25/83 NRC Teia and Emergency Preparedness Inspection

Residents

83-16
8/23/83-8/26/83 Specialist SecuH ty System Power Supply / Training' Security

83-17
6/9/83-7/13/83 Restoents Routine Resident Inspection

83-18
7/11/83-7/15/83 Specialist Effluent control and Radioactive Waste program

83-19
7/12/83-7/15/83 Specialist Stress corrosion cracting and welding activi-

ties

83-20
7/14/83-8/17/83 Resider.ts Routine Resident Inspection

83-21
7/19,25,26/83 Specialist Ultrasonic data during weld examinations

83-22
8/18/83-9/21/83 Residents Routine Resident Inspection

83-23
9/22/83-11/7/83 Resident Routine Resident Inspection

83-24
i 10/12,17-21,27/83 Specialist Review of QA Program, QC Surv, drawings, pro-
| cedures, instructions and work obsery.
t
'

83-?5
10/17/83-10/21/83 Specialist Licensee's radiation protection and effluent

:
control program

| 83-26
| 11/7/83-12/31/81 Resident Routire Resident Inspection

83-27
11/29/83-12/2/93 Specialist Trans. activities - radioactive waste mgmt

programs
'

83-28

| 12/12-15/83 Specialist Racioactive waste prograe
.

t

.. .. . _ _ _ . . _ _ . - _ .-. .-- - _ _ - _
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REPORT NO. AND
INSPECTION DATES IN5pECTOR AREAS INSDECTED

84-01
1/1-1/13/84 Resident Routine

84-02
1/16-20/84 Specialist Licensee's radiation protectier program.

84-03
2/1-3/15/84 Resident Routine

84- 04
2/7-10/84 Specialist Licensee's irservice inspection program.

84-05
2/2 -24/83 Specialist Emergency pre;aresness items

84-06
3/12-16/84 Resident / Licensee's crganization and program implemen-

Specialist tation in maintenance, training and procedu-
(RHR/8 ETA ral controls.
Team Inspec).

84-07
3/9-10/84 Specialist / Inspection of activities Associated with torus

Resident shell thicL ess

84-08
3/7/84 Specialist Radiological control incident review.

84-09
3/26-30/S4; 4/2-3/84 Residents / Readiness Assessment Team Inspection of modi-

Specialist fications, evaluating the design, construc-
tion / installation, inspection, testing and
acceptance for operation modifications.,

84-10
3/16-4/10/84 Resident / Routine resiLent inspection and specialist

Specialist review of isolation condenser cracks.

l

|

|

|
|
.

|

|

.. __- _ . . . .. . . . _- __ - - - _. - _ _ . __
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TABLE 6

. ENFORCEMENT DATA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

INSPECTION
NUMBER SUBJECT REQ. SEV. AREA

83-04 Failure te X-ray or physically search Provisional IV 7

hand carrier package brought through operating
a protected .rea portal. license DPR-16

83-04 Failure to ersure continuous surveil- Tech Spec IV 7
of an escorted person. 6.8.1

83-04 Failure to ensure material intortant 10CFR50 IV 3
to safety and traceable quality assur-
ance docurer.tation.

83-07 Failure to notify the commission of a Accepted III 7
change tc the security pla : failure Security
to maintain an effective protected area Plan
barrier; failure to record intrusion
a l a rms.

83-07 Failure to observe an isolationzone Accepted IV 7
with CCTV Security

Plan

83-07 Failure to guard and control access to Accepted IV 7

vital areas. Security
Plan

( 83-07 Failure to maintain a protected area Accepted V 7
barrier height. Securityi

Plan,
,

t

83-08 Violation of physical security plan. Provisional IV 7

operating
license
DPR-16.

| 83-20 Failure of an individual to properly Tech. Spec V 2

( use protective clothing. 6.8.1

|
,,

|
|
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INSPECTION
NUMBER Sca]ECT REQ. SEV. AREA

83-20 Violation of physical security plar Provi sional IV 7
opera ting
license
DPR-16

83-23 Failure to provide hourly fire watch Te:h Spec IV 5

while the fire door between tne diesel
generator bays were fouled.

83-24 Failure to translate design basis items 100FR50 V t

into specifications, cravings, proce-
dures and instructions.

83-25 Failure to analyze a monthly licuid Tech Spec V 4
ef fluent discharge Datch for tritium. 4.6.B.2.C

83-26 Failure of a surveillance procedure to Tech Spec IV 4
to ider.tify the development of an in- 6.6.1
adequate pump head pressure.

83-27 Failure to verify drain line and access 10:FR71.12 V 2
splugs were properly sealed prior to

transport.

84-09 Failure to review design chai.ge comen- 10;FR50 IV 8
surate with original design; failure to APP B
incorporate design changes and regula-
tery requirements into specification,
drawings, procedures and instructions.

84-09 Failure to prescribe and accomplish 100FR50 IV 8
quality installations. APP B

84-09 Failure to adequately control design 10CFR50 IV 8
information. APP B

i
l 84-09 Failure of OC inspections to verify 10CFR50 IV 8

conformance of construction activities. APD B

DEVIATI.ON

83-16 Failure to eeet a commitment to the
coesmission concerning physical security.

o

|
\

!
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Docket No. 50-219 JUL 2 01983
.

GPU Nuclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P. B. Fiedler

Vice President and Director !

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
P. O. Box 388
Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Gentlemen:

Subject: Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance (SALP) Report and your
letter dated June 17, 1983

This refers to the SALP for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station conducted
by this office on April 19, 1983 and discussed with your staff at a meeting on May
12, 1983. A list of attendees at the meeting is presented in Enclosure 1. The j;NRC Region I SALP Report is attached as Enclosure 2. This report evaluates the

iperiod February 1,1982 through January 31, 1983 and any significant findings from '

the three month gap from the previous assessment period. Our letter dated April
29, 1983 which forwarded the SALP Report, and your letter dated June 17, 1983,
which provides your actions and coments regarding the SALP Report, are attached !

,

as Enclosures 3 and 4.

Overall, your perfonnance in the operation of the facility was found acceptable.
During the meeting of May 12, 1983, we discussed our assessment of your regulatory
perfonnance in each of nine functional areas. Some of your coments at the meet-
ing and in your June 17, 1983 letter address improvements in the backlog of items
needing Plant Operations Review Committee attention, fonnalization of administra-
tive procedures governing interfaces between divisions, improvements in the radio-
chemistry program, steps to improve quality of work and knowledge of maintenarce
department personnel, and improvement in procedures and administrative control of
the integrated leak rate test. We believe your actions to be responsive and will
improve future perfonnance.

With regard to the statement in your June 17, 1983 letter which points out a de-
sign error as opposed to procedural inadequacies during the integrated leak rate
test caused radioactive contamination of a portion of the reactor building service
air system, we agree and have modified our report to correct the error.

In additien, as noted at the meeting, we concur that deficiencies in your radio-
chemistry program were identified in two functional areas of the report. To cor-
rect this we hava amended Pages 7, 8, and 10 of our report. The amended pages
are inserted preceding the original pages of the report.

I
'

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and its enclosures will
be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

1
1 ,

-~ '

)
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GPU Nuclear Corporation JUL 2 01983,

2

.

No reply to this letter is required.
Your actions in response to the NRC System-

atic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance will be reviewed during future NRC inspec-tions.

We believe that our May 12, 1983
standing of your activities and our regulatory program. meeting was beneficial and improved mutual under-is appreciated. Your cooperation with us

Sincerely,
e

bbW
.

.

Thomas E. Murley ~
Regional Administrator

Enclosures:
1. SALP Management Meeting Attendees
2.

NRC Region I SALP, GPU Nuclear Corporation, Oyster Creek
-

Nuclear Generating Station
3.

NRC Letter, R. W. Starostecki to P. 8. Fiedler dated April4. 29, 1983
GPU Nuclear Corporation Response Letter, P. B. Fiedler to R. W.

Starostecki dated June 17, 1983

cc w/encis:
M. Laggart, Licensing Supervisor
J. Knubel, BWR Licensing Manager
Public Document Room (PDR)
local Public Document Room (LPDR)
Nuclear Safety Infonnation Center (NSIC)
NRC Resident Inspector
State of New Jersey

bec w/encis: i

Region I Docket Room (with concurrences) 1

Senior Operations Officer (w/o encis) f
DPRP Section Chief }
K. Abraham (2 copies) i

|
|

|
..

\t s .
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O '

.

,

ENCLOSURE 1. ,

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION SALP
MANAGEMENT MEETING ATTENDEES

Licensee: GPU Nuclear Corporation
Facility: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Meeting At: Forked River, New Jersey
Meeting Conducted: May 12, 1983

Licensee Attendees

M. Budaj, Manager, Plans and Programs
J. T. Carroll, Director, Startup and Test
P. R. Clark, Executive Vice President, GPU Nuclear Corp.
R. D. Fenton, Oyster Creek Emergency Preparedness Manager '

P. Fiedler, Vice President and Director, Oyster Creek
E. J. Growney, Safety Review Manager
R. W. Heward, Vice President - Radiolo ical and Environmental Control
D. Klucsik, Manager, Comunication Se vice, Oyster Creek'
J. Knubel, Manager, BWR Licensing
M. Laggart, Oyster Creek Licensing Manager
R. L. Long, Vice President, Nuclear Assurance *

J. P. Mr.loney, Manager, Plant Material
F. F. Manganaro, Vice President and Director, Maintenance and Construction
R. S. Markowski, QA Oyster Creek Audit Manager
F. J. Maughan, Plant Security Supervisor, Oyster Creek
W. J. Smith, Plant Engineering Director
J. L. Sullivan, Plant Operations Director
J. R. Thorpe, Director, Licensing and Regulatory Affairs
C. R. Tracy, Manager, Oyster Creek QA M00/0PS
D. W. Turner, Manager, Radiological Controls

NRC Attendees

R. R. Bellamy, Chief, Radiological Protection Branch, Division of Engineering and
Technical Programs

E. L. Conner, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 3B, DPRP
C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector Oyster Creek
D. Crutchfield, Chief, Operating Reactors Branch #5, Division of Licensing, NRR
R. R. Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch #3, Division of Project and Resident Programs
J. J. Lombardo, Licensing Project Manager, Operating Reactors Branch #5, Division

of Licensing, NRR
R. W. Starostecki, Director,' Division of Project and Resident Programs (DPRP)
L. E. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 3A, DPRP

,

. _ - _ . .. - . _ . - _. . . . . . .. .. . . _ . . . - . _ - . . -
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Enclosure 2
6

e

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

APRIL 19, 1983

)
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I. INTRODUCTION

a. Purpose and Overview

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an
integrated NRC staff effort to collect the available observations on
an annual basis and evaluate licensee performance based on those
observations with the objectives of imptoving the NRC Regulatory
Program and licensee performance.

The assessment period is February 1,1982 through January 31, 1983.
This assessment, however, contains pertinent observations and NRC
and licensee activities through February 1983.

The prior SALP assessment period was November 1,1980 - October 31,
1981. Significant findings of this assessment and the period between
the previous assessment and this assessment are provided in the
applicable Performance Analysis Functional Areas (Section IV).

Evaluation criteria used during this assessment are discussed in
Section III. Each criterion was applied using the "Attributes for
Assessment of Licensee Performance" contained in NRC Manual Chapter
0516.

'b. SALP Board Members: R. W. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project
and Resident Programs'

R. R. Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch No. 2,
Division of Project and Resident Programs

R. R. Bellamy, Chief, Radiological Protection
Branch, Division of Engineering and Tachnical
Programs

L. E. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A,
Division of Project and Resident Programs

J. J. Lombardo, Licensing Project Manager,
Operating Reactors Branch No. 5, Division of
Licensing, Office of NRR

C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station

Other Attendees: J. A. Thomas, Resident Reactor Inspector, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station

c. Background

(1) Licensee Activities

At the beginning of the assessment period, the facility had been to
cold shutdown since December 9, 1981 to investigate the failure of
an isolation condenser valve. The valve failure was caused by stem

,

nut cracking and stem damage resulting from the practice of
'
,

{
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electrically backseating the valve to prevent packing leakage.
Other valves with Limitorque Operators that had been frequently
backseated were found to have similar damage and were repaired.
Valve repairs were completed by the end of January 1982, but the
plant remained shutdown to replace leaking coolers on the diesel
generators and to complete surveillances which Technical
Specifications required to be done each refueling outage (but at
intervals of no more than 20 months).

The licensee satisfactorily completed an annual emergency plan
exercise on March 16, 1982. The exercise was observed by teams from
NRC and FEMA.

The plant began operating on April 12, 1982 but scrammed on April 13
when operator error caused inadvertent closure of the Main Steam
Isolation Valves. The plant was restarted that day, however, a
controlled shutdown was performed the following day to repair steam
leaks on a main steam reheater pressure regulating valve. Operation
resumed on April 15, but the reactor scrammed on April 17, 1982 when
a flooded offgas delay pipe caused a loss of condenser vacuum. The
plant was restarted on April 18 and operated at 60 to 70 percent
power, ifmited by one of three condensate pumps being out of

| service.

The plant continued to operate at reduced power until shutdown on
May 23, 1982 to repair a steam leak on a steam reheater manway cover

,

! gasket. Operation limited to 60 - 70 percent power was resumed on
May 27.

l The plant scrammed after a high reactor water level turbine trip on,

June 4,1982, while attempting to fill the reactor water cleanup
system. The plant was restarted on June 5, with all three

I
condensate pumps available for operation. However, the plant
remained at a reduced power of about 80 percent because of fuel
depletion. The plant continued to operate in "coastdown."

The plant was shutdown on August 13, 1982 to investigate the cause
of high differential pressure across the salt water side of the
containment spray heat exchangers. Extreme fouling by marine life
debris was found on the tube sheets of all four heat exchangers.
The heat exchangers were cleaned and the plant went back on line at
reduced power on August 29.

The licensee underwent an audit by the Institute of Nuclear
Power Operations (INPO) between October 25 and November 4,
1982. NRC (Region I) representatives did not attend the INPO
debriefing and a report of their findings was not yet issued at
the time of this assessment.

. .
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On November 24, 1982, high seal cavity temperature caused
by pump seal degradation forced the removal of the ' A' reactor
recirculation pump from service. Continued leakage of the seal
forced a reactor shutdown on December 10 to replace the seal.
Restart was begun on December 13 with all five recirculation
pumps operating normally. During startup, a high flux scram
occurred while in the intermediate range. During restart from
the trip, the reactor was manually scrammed when water
hammer occurred in the feed water piping. On December 18, 1982,
the reactor again scrammed due to low reactor water level caused
by valve oscillations when placing the reactor water cleanup
system in service. Power operation was resumed on December 21,
1982.

On December 21, 1982, operator error caused initiation of the
containment spray system. One pump ran for about 30 seconds
injecting cooling water into the drywell air space. Electrical
checks of components in the drywell shawed no abnormalities and
power operation continued.

At the end of the assessment period, the facility was operating at
about 50 percent power in coastdown with an 11 month refueling
outage scheduled to begin in mid-February 1983.

(2) Inspection Activities

One NRC resident inspector was assigned to the site for the entire
i assessment period. A senior resident inspector was assigned

periodically from April through July 1982, and permanently from
August through the end of the assessment period.

Total NRC Inspection Hours: 2435 (Resident and region based).
Distribution of inspection hours is shown in Table 3.

A tabulation of inspection activities is shown in Table 4, and a
tabulation of enforcement data is shown in Attachment 1.

An emergency response appraisal team inspection was conducted in
January 1982 prior to the beginning of the assessment period,
and a team evaluation of the licensee's annual emergency drill
was performed in March 1982.

.
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II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
OYSTER CREEX NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

FUNCTIONAL AREAS CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY
1 2 3

'

1. Plant Operations
X

2. Radiological Controls
* Radiological Prot in '

* Radioactive Waste n...agement
* Transportation
* Effluent Control and Monitoring X

3. Maintenance X
|

|
4 Surveillance (Including

Inservice and Preoperational,

| Testing)
X

Fire Protection and Housekeeping X,

|
|
'

6. Emergency Preparedness
X

1

| 7. Security and Safeguards X

l

8. Refueling / Outage Activities X

9. Licensing Activities X

|

| 4

.
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III. CRITERIA

The following performance aspects were reviewed in each area:
1

1. Management involvement in assuring quality.
2. Resolving technical issues from a safety viewpoint.

:3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.
!4. Enforcement history.
!5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events.

6. Staffing (including management).
t7. Training effectiveness and qualification. '

To provide a consistent evaluation, attributes relating each aspect to the
characteristics of Category 1, 2, and 3 performance were applied as discussed
in NRC Manual Chapter 0516, Part II and Table 1.

The SALP Board conclusions were categorized as follows:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
management attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward
nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such that a

. high level of performance with respect to operational safety is being
hieved.

Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.
Licensee management attention and involvement in nuclear safety are evident;
licensee resources are adequate and reasonably effective such that
satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety is being,

achieved.

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers
nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear strained
or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety is being achieved.

;

i

;

.

, .
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TV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS (
1.5 41AhtL0perations (40Q \ l

|,

Analysis of this area includes dire?. observation of plant operational [
acti vities and operational auppor t a.ctivities. The operations / area was
under continual revirw by the, resident inspectors supplemented by
region-pased inspector:;. Ins;octfoos examined compliance with license
and procedural requirements, desig" changes and modifications, training,
housekeeping, quality assurance, ai, tits, corrective action systeras,
safety review committees, and repor;ing systems. -

Ouring the assessment period, improvement was noted in the area of
operator awareness of plant conditions, knowledge of technical
spectfications, and operators' attention to detail. In generalJ operator

,

response to transient and abnormal conditions was good. However, whin
other than normal system al39nments did not require immediate operatar-

action, operators were sometimes not fully aware of all the potentia)
safety concerns and did 'nct always aggressNely pursue correction of %.he , , ,

''
problems that caused the unnual alignmortu There were deficiencies ncted -'

in the adequacy and formalthy of control roca shift turnovers, but '. ;,
observations later in the issessment period indicated significant
improvement. A main steam olation valpe closure scram and'an inadverbent
containmentsprayactuation@werecausedbyoperatorerrorresultingfrom
inattention to activities in orogress. Both events were caus2d by thet

s.use operator and are not in/.sicatin of a general carelessness by licensed
operators. The licensee's corrective actions in these events appears to-
have been adequate. Five licensee event reports involved personnel errors
by licensed operators, however, the nature of the events were such that

<

none were significant nor indicative of adverse trends in this area. In
fact, improvements in operator technical knowledge and more management ',attention to prevention of operator error have been noted. Frequent

,

I

management presence in the control room has been noted. Oper:ations i
'

management frequently observes and participates in routine shift /
turnovers, providing for prompt management review of operating bgs,
instrument recorder tracas anu discussion of plant status with operators.
Fewer incthnts involving procedure violations have occurr'ed as compared
to the last assessment period. This is the result of enfoir.ement of the
management policy of verbatim compliance with written procedves, and a
vigorous program of review and revision of procedures.

4

Two improper releases of radioactive liquids to the environment during [
, this assessment period are attributable to personnel error. One involved |ar unplanned unmonitored release when contaminated water was drained from
a Mrvice air system. The drain path was thought to go to a waste
collection system when in fact it went to a storm drain system. An X

improperly monitored release occurred when, during a planned release ofi

l treated liquid to the environment, the record set o1 icboratory samples ,'
I was drawn from the wrong tank. ! ;'

j.
|

'. > .

> \
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* The Plant Operations Reviw Comittee (PORC) has been generally effective in
reviewing safety issuesx Powever, the large oteklog of items needing PORC
review has caused significant delays in issuance of many revised procedures.
The licensee is attempting to correct this br using alternate PORC members,
while maintaining proper > committee quorum, to conduct daily PORC meetings.
The large backlog is partially the result of the extensive program of proce-

,/ dure rsview and upgrade and the large number of modifications and design
5'

change packages requiring review prior to the scheduled refueling outage.
The large number of procedure revisions has been necessitated in part by the
licensee's increased ephasis on verbatim compliance and efforts to clarify
the often cumbersome 'e.od difficult to follow operating procedures. ,

An inspection conducted,early in the assessment period identified deficien-
cies in the area of conrol of design changes and modifications. Many nec-
essary administrative procedures for control of the development of design
change packbget, cohtrol of documents, turnover of systems, and update of
drawings and system procedures had not been issued. The licensee is under-
going major reorganization in the Maintenance and Construction and Techni-
cal Functions Divisions, and as a result, the necessary interfaces betwearr
the various corporate divisions and plant staff had not been formalized in
administrative procedures. A followup inspection later in the assessment
period noted sigdficant #provement in that the Maintenance and Construc-
tion Work Management System Manual was issued to provide the necessary ad-
feinistrative controls in the areas of maintenance, design changes, and mod-

/ ifications. Senior maragement attention to the problem areas was evident'

p and progress toward establishing an acceptable program by the 1983 outage
appeard adequate..

Early ih the assessment period, some deficiencies were noted involving fail-
ure to follow equipment control procedures and inadequacies in the equip-

) ment control procedures. With assistance from a management consultant, the
y licensee revised the procedures to provide better control of equipment tag-

- i ging, jumpering, and lifting of electrical leads. The program changes were
major and required fonnal training of operations personnel. The new program
was implemenbd late in the assessment period and appears to have corrected .

the previous deficiencies, '

'

Responsibility for licensee's radiochemistry program was placed under the cog-
nizance of the operations department during the assessment period. There were
significant deficiencies identified that are discussed in section two, page
10. Licensee made several personnel changes within the department and improve-
ment was noted at the end of the period./

Y ?

| | .

'

|
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}' The Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) has been generally effective
in reviewing safety issues. However, the large backlog of items needing
PORC review has caused signf ff. cant delays in issuance of many revised
procedures. The licensee is attempting to correct thfs by wsing
alternate PORC members, whik maintaining proper cone)ttea quorum, te
conduct daily ,00RC meetings. The large backlog is part.ially the result
of the exte)h.tva program of procedure ruiew and upgrtde and the large
number of modWicetions and design chango packages requiring review priori to the schedu)ed refueling outage. The large number of procedure'

revisions has riytn necessitated in part by the licensee's increased
emphasis on verbada compliance and efforts to clarify the often
cumbersome and difficult to follow operating procedures.

An inspection conducted early in the assessment period identified
deficiencies in the area of control of design changes and modifications.
Many necessary aosinistrative procedures for control of the development
of design chang @ackages, control of documents, turnover of systems, and
update of drawingo ard system procedures had not been issued. The
licensee was undergoing. major reorganization in the Maintenance and

i Construction and Technical Functions Divisions, and as a result, the
!

necessary interface; between the various corporate divisions and plant
5 staff had not been formalized in administrative procedures. A followup

inspection later in the' assessment period noted significant improvement
in that the Maintenance and Construction Work Management System Manual
was issued to provide tf : necessary administrative controls in the areas
of riaintenance, design chtgges, and modifications. Senior management
attention to the proLlem areas was evident and progress toward
establishing an acceptable program by the 1983 outage appears adequate.

'

Early in the assessment period, some deficiencies were noted involving
failure to follow equipment control procedures and inadequacies in the
equipment control procedures. With assistance from a management
consultant, the licensee revised the procedures to provide better control
of equipment tagging, jumpering, and lifting of electrical leads. The
program changes were major and required formal training of operations
personnel. The new program was implemented late in the assessment period
and a;gaat4 to have corrected the previous deficiencies.,

'
| . 3?

'

Significartsdefic'ancies were found in the licensee's radiochemistry
program which;ig under the cognizance of the operations department. They
involved inadequate procedures, improper control and calibration of
counting equipment, and improper review cf procedures. Most of the
deficiencies had been prev'ously identified by the licensee's internal|

'

audits and were the result of inadequate management review of and
involvement in the radiochemistry program. The licensee has begun a
program to upgrade the training and qualification of the chemistry
technicians and supervisors, to increase the size of the staff, and to

|

I -

t

'
t )
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The plant engineering staff appears to be capable of providing adequate oper-
ational support to the facility. Improvement has been noted in the plant /
corporate engineering interface which provides better onsite outage planning
and coordination. In the past, followup analysis of plant events was fre-
quently delayed. However, recent plant events and transients have received
a prompt, coordinated effort between plant engineering, technical functions,
and plant operations to perfon.) in-depth analysis of the events and accurate,
timely assessments of the consequences. Of particular note were the plant
responses to a reactor feed system water hamer event, a high worth control
rod withdrawal event, and the assessment of the radiological consequences of
a leakaga from the radwaste system waste surge tank. ,The technical content
of Licensee Event Reports is generally excellent, although reports are not
always timely. The cause of many events is frequently coded as "other," how-
ever, the narrative description of the cause is generally accurate and in-
dicative of a thorough review. The analysis of the event and corrective
actions are generally indicative of a sound, technical approach to safety
issues.

During this assessment period, general improvement was noted in management
control and review of most operations functions and in licensed operator per-
fonnance. However, the occurrences of unmonitored releases, the significant
breakdown of management controls in the radiochemistry program, the large
backlog of PORC review items, and deficiencies in t'.e design change and
modification programs indicate needed management a.tention to effect improve-
ments.

; Conclusion - Category 2

Boaro Recomendations - Maintain inspection coverage consistent with program
! requirements for a plant in a refueling outage.
1

!

4

|
|

|
'

,

1
1
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provide more in-depth management review of the daily radiochemistry
activities. Improvement has been noted in this area.

The plant engineering staff appears to be capable of providing adequate
operational support to the facility. Improvement has been noted in the
plant / corporate engineering interface which provides better onsite outageplanning and coordination. In the past, followup analysis of plantevents was frequently delayed. However, recent plant events and
transients have received a prompt, coordinated effort between plant
engineering, technical functions, and plant operations to perform
in-depth analysis of the events and accurate, timely assessments of the
consequences. Of particular note were the plant responses to a reactor
feed system water hammer event, a high worth control rod withdrawal
event, and the assessment of the radiological consequences of a leakage
from the radwaste system waste surge tank. The technical content of
Licensee Event Reports is generally excellent, althougr; reports are not
always timely. The cause of many events is frequently coded as "other,"
however, the narrative description of the cause is generally accurate and
indicative of a thorough review. The analysis of the event and
corrective actions are generally indicative of a sound, technical approach
to safety issues.

During this assessment period, general improvement was noted in management
control and review of most operations functions and in licensed operatorperformance. However, the occurrences of unmonitored releases, the
significant breakdown of management controls in the radiochemistry
program, the large backlog of PORC review items, and deficiencies in
the design change and modification programs indicate needed management
attention to effect improvements.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Maintain inspection coverage consistent with
program requirements for a plant in a refueling outage.

.
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2. Radiological Controls (140

Fvaluation in this area included monthly review of selected program i

areas by the resident inspectors and six inspections by region based
inspectors of the radiation protection program, radioactive waste
management, shipping, radioactive effluent monitoring, and ;radiochemistry program.

The licensee has developed a strong management organizatfort in the
radiological controls department with multiple levels of supervision
and a viable reporting structure. The licensee's radiation
protection staff is supplemented by contractor personnel with the
two groups well integrated at both the technician and supervisory
levels. Health Physics (HP) technicians are required to complete
formal qualification programs which include both classroom and
on-the-job training with written and oral board exams prior to
performing responsible plant related duties. Improved General
Employee Training programs have increased the plant and contractor
employees' general knowledge and awareness of radiological
conditions in the plant and the requirements of the radiation
protection program. Procedural requirements are generally well
defined and understood, and the radiological precautions written
into other Plant operating, maintenance, and special installation

'

procedures are indicative of thorough review by the radiological
engineering group.

Response to noted deficiencies was generally prompt and
appropriate. A violation for inadequate drywell access controls i
resulting in workers being locked in the drywell was corrected by
issuance of a new temporary procedure shortly after identification
of the violation. ,

:
. .

Recent reorganizations in the areas of radioactive waste management !
and waste shipping have resulted in a strong managesent
organization. The licensee has pursued a vigorous waste reduction
program and has greatly reduced the volume of treated water released

j to the environment. Reviews of th'e waste shipping program indicate
strict management control of shipping activities.

Weaknesses were noted in the areas of radiolegical effluent
monitoring and in the radiochemistry program. Four licensee event
reports were submitted A unmonitored liquid releasos. Two releases
were the result of equn + failure. One release was the result.

of, contaminated water bet ; drained into a storm sewer system by
mistake and one improperly monitored release resulted when monitoring
samples were taken from the wrong location. One violation was the
failure to collect proper environmental air samples and one violation
was the failure to perform adequate gamma spectroscopy measurements '

i of effluent samp1,es when the laboratory equipment was not properly

_ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ . _ _ _
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calibrated. In general, the licensee's actions after an unmonitored release
were good. They included collection and analysis of appropriate environmen-
tal samples to adequately assess the environmental and safety impact. None
of the releases resulted in allowable limits being exceeded.

Major programatic weaknesses in the radiochemistry program were indicative
of a general breakdown in the managemer.t controls. No central responsibil-
ity was assigned for managanent of the site chemistry program. As a result,
procedures were poorly implemented and many were inadequate, procedures were
improperly reviewed, analytical results were not reviewed and analyzed for
trends, and radiochemstry laboratory equipment was poorly maintained and>

controlled. Most deficiencies in this area were also noted by the licensee's
internal audits and a vigorous corrective action program is in progress.
The deficiencies in calibration and control of radiochemistry laboratory
equipment resulted in erroneous calculations in the envimnmental effluent
monitoring program for about one year.

Licensee has begun a program to upgrade the training and qualification of the
chemistry technicians and to increase the size of the staff and to provide
more in-depth management revir of the daily radiochemistry activities. Im-
provement has been noted in this area.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Reconinendations - Resident Inspectors should review the licensee's cor-
rective actions in the radiochemistry program with a followup independent
measurements inspection by mgion based inspectors prior to the end of the
1983 refueling outage.

. - - , _ . . _ - . - . . - , . - - - _ - - . . - - . . __---____ __
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calibrated. In general, the licensee's actions ' fter an unmonitoreda
release were good. They included collection and analysis of
appropriate environmental samples to adequately assess the environmental
and safety impact. None of the releases resulted in allowable limitsbeing exceeded. '

Major programmatic weaknesses in the radiochemistry program were
indicative of a general breakdown in the management controls. No
central responsibility was assigned for management of the site
chemistry program. As a result, procedures were poorly implemented
and many were inadequate, procedures were improperly reviewed, -

analytical results were not reviewed and analyzed for trends, and
radiochemistry laboratory equipme'nt was poorly maintained and
controll ed. Most deficiencies in this area were also noted by the
licensee's internal audits and a vigorous corrective action program
is in pro.gress. The deficiencies in calibration and control of
radiochemistry laboratory equipment resulted in erroneous
calculations in the environmental effluent monitoring program for
about one year.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Resident Inspectors should review the
licensee's corrective actions in the radiochemistry program with a
followup independent measurements inspection by region based
inspectors prior to the end of the 1983 refueling outage.

-
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3. Maintenance (90

This area was under review by the resident inspectors throughout the
assessment period. In addition, two inspections by region-based
inspectors examined the maintenance organization and staffing.

A major reorganization of the maintenance department occurred in
early October,1982. All corrective maintenance is now performed
by the Maintenance and Construction (MC) Division under the Vice
President, Maintenance and Construction, and all corrective
maintenance personnel including supervision report to that
division. The plant maintenance manager provides plant review and
approval of all work assigned to M&c. Interfaces between the plant
staff and M&C are provided in the plant conduct of maintenance; procedure. Additional changes to the organization will occur when
an amendment is issued to formalize the reorganization in the
Technical Specifications. Procedures to fully implement the new
program are under development. The revised organization has
provided for higher level management review of maintenance
activities, with difficulties in divisional interfaces being
resolved at the Vice President level, when necessary. However,
review of the organization and discussions with plant personnel have
indicated that there is still seme confusion with respect to
organizational interfaces. Early in the reor.ganization phase, manyI

individuals indicated that they were unaware of what their duties
and responsibilities would be in the new organization. Observation
of daily maintenance planning meetings also indicate the need for
further definition of responsibilities and divisional interfaces.

Consolidation of the plant maintenance and M&C supervisory staffs
has provided increased manpower in the maintenance area with a
current supervisor to worker ratio of about 1 to 10. The licensee
intends to increase the staff further to attain an average
supervisor to worker ratio of about 1 to 8. Mcwever, there are
still indications of weaknesses in the first line supervision of
maintenance crews. A violation occurred during this assessment
period when the emorgency diesel oil heaters were secured improperly
during maintenance. The particular procedural violation hac become
routine maintenance practice approved and encouraged by the first

.

itne supervisor. In addition, there are indications of a lack of
j adequate direct field observation and verification of work
. activities by first line supervision.
|

Improvement has been made in this area since the last SALP assessment
pericd. The maintenw co staff includes full time schedulers who are

j experienced in most aspects of corrective maintenance. The schedulers'

review priorities, availability of material, and manpower needs, and
coordinate with maintenance and plant supervision to schedule individual ,

tasks.
. .
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Schedulers frequently review outstanding work orders in an effort to
reduce the maintenance back log. plant administrative procedures
give clearly stated guidelines for assignment of work order
priorities, and new work orders as well as tasks in progress are
reviewed daily by senior plant management,

Revised procedures now give specific requirements for cancellation t

of work orders, which occurs only rarely, and only after obtaining
concurrence of the initiating department supervisor. Availability of ,

current equipment data and' technical manuals has improved. Some
trending of corrective maintenance is now performed and improvements '

have been made in machinery history records. Future reorganizations
are planned to further improve maintenance history records with the
formation of a plant materiel group.

Although significant improvement has been made in the general
management control and review of maintenance functions, frequent
rework of some jobs indicates there may be a need to improve the
general quality of work and knowledge of maintenance mechanics.
Near the end of the assessment period, the licensee began a program
of formal classroom instructions for maintenance personnel.
Improvements in this area are expected as the outage progresses.

There is evidence of management involvement and control in assuringquality in preventive maintenance. There is a full time dedicatedmanager with a staff to supervise and schedule. About thirty persons
are assigned to perform preventive maintenance and surveillance on
electrical, mechanical, instrument control and fire protection '

systems. Presently, all scheduling of preventive maintenance is
done manually, but the licensee intends to computerize schedulingand recording in the future. A program of trend analysis of ,

preventive maintenance and surveillance results has been started and
will be expanded in the future. :

|

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - None.

.

I
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4. Surveillance (100

This area was under review by the resident inspectors throughout the
assessment period. One inspection of the containment leak rate test
program was conducted by region-based inspectors.

Adequate management control and review of routine technical
specification related surveillance programs exist. A master '

surveillance listing has been prepared which incorporates all
surveillances required by technicti specifications. An annual master i
schedule is prepared and is updated when technical specification
amendments change surveillance requirements. Previous problems
existed which involved failure to modify surveillance schedules and
procedures as technical specification changes were issued. Increased
management review of surveillance programs and regulatory changes
have resulted in improved performance in this area. No similar
problems have occurred during this assessment period.

'

Routine surveillance testing has generally been performed properly
and on time with no violations and only two licensee event reports
resulting from missed surveillances.

The review of surveillance test results has improved. First line
supervisors are now responsible for the first level of review and
greater management level attention is given to review and evaluation
of test results. The licensee's "deviation report" system provides
for prompt identification and followup evaluation of deficiencies-

identified during surveillance testing.

Licensee's followup review process for surveillance tests has
improved in that anomalous test results have been identified and
reported which were not identified in the initial review. Although
some improvement in the initial review has been noted, additional
effort to strengthen that process is required. I

Seven of the fourteen licensee event reports relating to
surveillance involved setpoint drift of safety related sensors.
This has been a recurring problem and has received considerable
management attention. Modifications are scheduled for the next
refueling outage to correct this problem.

AM. hough the conduct of the routine surveillance program is adequate,
significant deficiencies existed in the performance of containment
leak rate testing program. Violations for inadequate implementation
of leak rate test procedures and observed inadequacies in the general,

l control and coordination of the leak test program indicated a major
'

breakdown of the management control and review of this program.
There was little evidence of prior planning for the leak test program

,

conducted in Marc,h and April of 1982. NRC review of the test program
|
|
|
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found frequently procedural violations, improper evaluation of test results,
and indications t1at the personnel perfonning the tests lacked familiarity
with the regulatory requirements relating to primary containment leak test-
ing. ?rocedural inadequacies resulting from design and evaluation deficien- |cies resulted in radioactive contamination of the reactor building service
air system. Also, testing found an improperly assembled valve that had re-
mained in an ino>erable condition since the 1980 refueling outage. The im-
proper assembly 1ad gone undetected until early 1982 because of procedural
inadequacies in the leak test program. The licensee has comitted to re-
vise the affected procedures prior to using them again.

Inadequate prior planning for the leak rate test program was due, in part,
to sudden unforeseen schedule changes. Operational problems forced a plant
shutdown in December 1981 which lasted for three months. As a result, the
licensee rescheduled the planned refueling outage for early 1983. The
schedule change.resulted in the required containment leak rate testing being
due prior to the refueling, so the licensee elected to perform the testing
prior to plant startup. This allowed very little time for procedure re-
views, training of technicians and other prior planning. In addition, the
testing was >erfonned by a group of inexperienced personnel who were unfam-
iliar with t1e procedural and administrative recuirements of the program.
Observation of local leak rate testing perfonnec since the end of this
assessment period has noted significant improvements in this area.

In the previous assessment oeriod, a weakness was identified in management
of the controls in the IST program in that comitments made in April 1981
were not met and no followup or notification was provided to the NRC. Dur-!

ing this assessment period, the licensee revised his connitment dates for
some of the items identified in the 1981 letter. As of the end of this
assessment period, the ackninistrative procedure for control of the IST pro-
gram has not been implemented, indicating that management controls require
further strengthening. One possible cause for continued problems in this
area is that there have been three IST coordinators in the past 3 years.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recomendations - Inspect the primary containment leak rate test,

; program during leak rate testing at the end of the 1983 refueling outage.

;

.

:

6
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found frequent procedural violations, improper evaluation of test
results, and indications that the personnel performing the tests
lacked familiarity with the regulatory requirements relating to
primary containment leak testing. procedural inadequacies during the
Integrated Leak Rate Test resulted in a valving error that caused
radioactive contamination of a portion of the reactor buildingservice air system. Also, testing found an improperly assembled
valve that had remained in an inoperable condition since the 1980
refueling outage. The improper assembly had gone undetected until
early 1982 because of procedural inadequacies in the leak test
program. The licensee has committed to revise the affected
procedures prior to using them again.

Inadequate prior planning for the leak rate test program was due, in
part, to sudden unforeseen schedule changes. Operational problems
forced a plant shutdown in December 1981 which lasted for three
months. As a result, the licensee rescheduled the planned refuelingoutage for early 1983. The schedule change resulted in the required
containment leak rate testing being due prior to the refueling, so
the licensee elected to perform the testing prior to plant
sta rtup. This allowed very little time for procedure reviews,
training of technicians and other prior planning. In addition, the
testing was performed by a group of inexperienced personnel who were
unfamiliar with the procedural and administrative requirements of
the program. Observation of local leak rate testing performed since
the end of this assessment period has noted significant improvements
in this area.

In the previous assessment period, a weakness was identified in
management of the controls in the IST program in that commitments
made in April 1981 were not met and no followup or notification was
provided to the NRC. During thi: assessment period, the licensee
revised his commitment dates for meeting some of the items
identified in the 1981 letter. As of the end of this assessment
period, the administrative procedure for control of the IST program
has not been implemented, indicating that management controls
require further strengthening. One possible cause for continued
problems in this area is that there f s been three IST coordinators
in the past 3 years. N

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Inspect the primary containment leak rate
test program during leak rate test.1g at the end of the 1983
refueling outage.

|
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S. Fire protection and Housekeeping (4%)

One fire protection program inspection was conducted by a region based
inspector during this assessment period. Fire protection and
housekeeping were under continual review by the resident inspectors.

A full time Fire Protection Manager is assigned to the facility with
sufficient staff resources to carry out all Fire Protection programfunctions. Portions of the fire protection staff have been recently
reassigned to the preventive maintenance department to provide for a
centralized control of preventive maintenance including maintenance and
inspection of fire protection equipment. This also frees the Fire
Protection Manager from supervisory activities and allows more direct
management level programmatic review and analysis. A coherent and
effective training program has been established and assures that all
operating shifts have a fully trained fire brigade.

The licensee's submittal mada in accordance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix R
indicated an adequate understanding of the technical and safety issues
and a sound approach to resolution of the issues. The licensee has
requested exemptions to some requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix R. Theseexemptions are currently under NRC review. One Licensee Event D.eport in
the Fire Protection area involved an activation af the fire suppression
system and the resulting wetdown of safety related electric equipment.
Similar events had occurred during the previous assessment period which
demonstrated inadequacies in the original fire protection safety
evaluation. The licensee performed an extensive survey of plant systems !

,

| and conducted a program of wate proofing electrical components and
installation of drip shields over safety related motors and motor control

I

,

centers. At the time of the event during this assessment period, the
drip shield installation was complete, but the installation of terminal

ibox gaskets and conduit sealing devices was not complete. The licensee i

performed a revaluation of the water tight integrity of safety related
equipment and accelerated the waterproofing program in the plant.

The licensee has made significant improvements in the area of
housekeeping, as a result of increased management attention which

| included periodic housekeeping inspections by plant management staff.
General cleanliness of the plant has improved as clean up crews
continually remove trash and debris before it builds up to significant
levels. However, further improvements can be made by improving the
attitude of general plant workers toward housekeeping. Radiological,

!

housekeeping conditions are generally acceptable. The licensee has made
some reduction in the number of contaminated and high radiatic., areas buti

| further reduction is still needed.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendat.f ons - None.
|

-. ____ _ ___ -_ - _ __ _
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6. Emergency Preparedness (10%)

Analysis in this area is based on observation by an NRC Team of the
annual emergency preparedness exercise which is designed to
demonstrate all facets of the emergency plan, and on periodic
observation by the resident inspectors of plant training exercises.

During the annual exercise on March 16, 1982, the licensee
demonstrated an adequate capability to deal with a plant emergency.
A number of deficiencies, most of which were also identified by the
licensee, were noted in the areas of information flow, dose
assessment, offsite radiological surveys, data display, personnel
training, and communications. Resident inspector observations

,

| Indicated that significant improvement has been made in oysrall site
readiness prior to the exercise. Continued senior level management
attention to emergency planning is evident with a full time manager
assigned at the site with a significant support staff of emergency
planning specialists. The licensee has also maintained a viable
active duty roster of qualified emergency response personnel. The
licensee has also maintained adequate shift coverage to ensure that
all emergency plan requirements for non-licensed onshift personnel
were met. Emergency plan training is an integral part of operator
qualification and requalification training, and quarterly full scale
emergency plan train 1:19 drills are conducted on site.

The emergency plan and procedures continue to be adequate and shift
personnel have maintained familiarity with them. The inspectors
noted, however, that some procedures are cumbersome and difficult to
follow. The licensee has indicated that they are planning to revise
the emergency procedures to streamline them.

' iThe licensee was issued a Notice of Violation for failure to complete '

the public notification system by February 1,1982. Installation was Icompleted on March 5, 1982. The licensee had instituted compensatory
measures in the interim and 45 of 46 planned sirens were installed
before March 1.

Prior to the assessment period, an Emergency Preparedness Implementation
appraisal was conducted which identified a number of findings including
the need for improvements in support facilities, personnel training,

. offsite dose assessment, procedural development, and post accident
reactor coolant sampling capabilities. NRC staff has met with the
licensee and is in the process of resolving the post accident sampling
issue.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - None. '

!
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7. Security and Safeguards (8%)

During the assessment period, there were three unannounced physical
security inspections and one material control and accounting

-

inspection conducted by region-based inspectors, and continuous
inspections by the Resident Inspectors. Three minor precedural
violations were identified and the licensee's corrective actionswere timely and appropriate. The licensee was effective in
maintaining overall security program performance and management
support of site security activities was evidenced by the purchase of
new explosives detectors, the assignment of professional training

>

instructors to the security program, and the purchase of an improved
computerized access control software program scheduled for
installation in March 1983.

In preparation for the forthcoming refueling outage, licensee
management has augmented security staff with contractor personnel.
These personnel are currently undergoing training to qualify to
supplement the existing guard force. The Site Security Supervisorresigned in January 1983. A qualifted replacement was selected from
within the company with no lapse in the supervision of the SecurityDepartment.

NRC inspection findings were corrected quickly, and actions to
prevent recurrence proved adequate. There have been no repeat
yiolations.

During this assessment period, the licensee submitted 11 Security fEvent Reports. The majority of these reports resulted from
computerized access control system failures. The impact of these
events was minimized because of timely and effective compensatory I
measures. The licensee intends to modify existing software to
reduce or eliminate this problem, as noted above.

All security personnel appeared to be knowledgeable of their
assigned duties. The Guard Training and Qualification Program is
progressing on schedule, and the program is well defined and
implemented by experienced personnel.

Conclusion - Category 1

Board Recommendations - Maintain normal inspection coverage,

,

h*

n
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8. Refueling and Major Outage Activities (5%)

There were no refueling outages during this assessment period,
however, there were several short maintenance outages and
considerable planning efforts in preparation for the 1983 refueling
outage.

Considerable improvement was noted in scheduling and coordination of
outage activities. Th.e Programs and Controls department whose
manager reports directly to the Vice President and Director, Oyster
Creek, has been expanded and now includes a full time staff of
schedulers and planners. This department oversees all outage
planning at the site and coordinates site planning activities with
the Technical Functions and Maintenance and Construction Divisionsplanning and scheduling activities. The department has effectively
planned short outages with scheduling activities generally
addressing key outage and outage recovery items. During forced
shutdowns that occurred during the assessment period, the Programs
and Controls Departm?nt was able to quickly develop schedules that
not only allow prompt completion of the critical repairs but also
allowed the plant to capitalize on the down time to complete other.

maintenance activities,

More direct management attention to review of contractor work,

activities has resulted in some improvement in the control of these
activities. Operations supervision is now required to survey work,

t areas accompanied by contractor supervision, prior to the start of
i work, to assure t5at contractor activities will not impair plant'

operation. Observation of contractor activities has indicated that
i contractor personnel are now more aware of radiological working
| conditions and requirements, as well as the general plant'

administrative procedures for conduct of work activities.

Significant deficiencies were noted early in the assessment period
with the coordination and control of design change and modification

*

activities. As discussed in section IV.1 of this report, the
licensee has made progress toward correction of these deficiencies.

Although recent organizational changes have been made to provide an
integrated and improved system of controls for work being done in
the plant, the organization is still evolving with some problems
with organizational interface remaining. The 1983 refueling outage
schedule has been changed several times. The refueling was
originally scheduled for late 1981. After several reschedulings,
the outage actually began February 11, 1983. Most of the delays
were the result of operational problems throughout the fuel cycle
which prevented the licensee from achieving the intended fuel
burnup. However, other delays were the result of the licensee's ,

realization that the staff was not prepared to effectively manage an
outage of the intended scope.

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

The licensee has well staffed corporate and plant engineering
groups. However, the coordination between the groups with respect

!to outage planning is an area needing improvement. At the end of !
the assessment period the full scope of the 1983 outage had not been
finalized, and many scheduled outage jobs had not been reviewed for
availability or procurement of needed material.

Previous deficiences were noted with coordination of system turnover
after modification, training of operators on modifications, and
updates of system drawings and procedures. Recent changes in the
organization and administrative programs should provide for more
formal and effective control in this area. The effectiveness of
these programs will be assessed as the outage progresses.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Because of the extensive outage activities
scheduled, a region based Readiness Assessment Team inspection
should be performed prior to completion of pra-operational testing,

i
1

|

.

.

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



/ *.. u ..= w c.. a m . i ,

:-

20,

9. Licensing
'

Evaluation in this area is based on review of the licensee's
activities in the Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP), Fire
Protection review, Core Spray Effectiveness review, Three Mile
Island Task Action Plan (NUREG 0737) responses, development of
Radiological Effluent Technical Specifications (RETS), and Operator
Licensing.

The licensee generally places adequate management attention and
involvement in licensing activities with decision making at a level
that ensure adequate management review. The licensee demonstrates a
clear understanding of the issues and conservatism when safety
concerns are involved but, at times, attempts to meet only the minimum
requirements.

While the licensee provides generally sound and acceptable
resolutions to the issues, frequent time extensions are required.
Considerable NRC effort and repeated submittals are needed to.

adequately cover the material to be reviewed. This was particularly
evident with the Fire Protection and RETS submittals. The timeliness
of responses was poor in the previous assessment period and
continues at about the same pace with a two to three month time
delay being the norm. Marginal staffing, particularly in the light
of the SEP requirements levied on the licensee, may have contributed
to these delays. When the SEP is completed, adequate manpower
should be available to perform in a timely manner.

.

Three sets of operator license examinations were conducted duringthe appraisal period. Overall, five out of six reactor operators
and four out of eight senior reactor operators passed the
examination. There has been some indication of a lack of adequate
screening of applicants ' prior to recommending them for an
examination. Four SRO candidates failed the licensing examination
with low overall scores. One candidate has since passed the
examination. Licensee management has taken steps to identify and
correct these deficiencies, however, there has not been an adequate
number of examinations to evaluate the effectiveness of this action.
Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - None.
,

f

f
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V. SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES

1. Licensee Event Reports

Tabular Listino Unit 1
Type of Events:
A. Personnel Error 118. Design / Mfg /Constr/ Install. 2
C. External Cause 0

,
'

D. Defective Procedures 6
E. Component Failures 19
X. Other 25

TOTAL 63

Licensee Event Reports Reviewed
.

Unit 1: Reports 82-01 through 82-61, 82-63, 82-64

Causal Analysis

8 LER's resulted from instrument drift causing safety systema.
actuation sensors to have setpoints outside of the specified
range. This is a recurrent problem which the licensee plans to

icorrect during the 1983 refueling outage by modification of the '

affected instruments. The LER's in this group are: 82-01,
82-03, 82-07, 82-15, 82-17, 82-24, 82-29, and 82-56.

:

b. 4 LER's reported loss of stack gas monitoring resulting from
electrical trips of the sample pumps. The licensee plans to
upgrade the stack gas monitoring system during the 1983 -

refueling outage. LER's in this group are: 82-30, 82-41,,

82-44, and 82-55.;

t

c. 3 LER's involved missed surveillances. They were: 82-08,
82-38, and 82-63.

d. 3 LER's involved degraded offgas isolation capability due to
control problems with valve V-7-31. LER's in this group are:

I 82-15, 82-35, and 82-61.
|

| e. 3 LER's reported failure of valves to pass the containment
| local leak rate test. They were: 82-14, 82-19, and 82-20.
'

|
i

|

.
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2. Investigation Activities: None

3. Escalated Enforcement Actions

a. Civil penalties

$40,000 proposed December 1982 for violations involving failure
to declare one Isolation Condenser inoperable and improper
maintenance and testing on a Torus Vacuum Breaker,

b. Orders

April 30, 1982, order to all Lfeensees modifying 10 CFR 50.48
rule effective date.

c. Confirmatory Action Letters

Confirmatory action letter dated February 18, 1982 regarding
deficiencies in emergency preparedness identified in the
January 1982 appraisal.--

4. Management Conferences

April 16,1982 Onsite to discuss Cycle II SALP

May 4, 1982 Region I to discuss violations involving failure-

| to declare Isolation Condenser inoperable and improper
maintenance and testing on torus vacuum breaker.-

|

|

|

!

|

|

|

>

.

l
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TABLE 1

TABULAR LISTING OF LERs BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

.

Area Number /Cause Code Total
1. Plant Operations 6/A 1/D 1/E 2/X 10

2. Radiological Controls 1/E 1

3. Maintenance 4/A 2/B 1/0 15/E 15/X 37

4. Surveillance 1/A 4/D 2/E 7/X 14

5. Fire Protection 1/X 1

6. Emergency Preparedness

' Security and Safeguards.

8. Refueling

9. Licensing Activities

10. Other

TOTAL 63
'

Cause Codes: A - Personnel Error
B - Design, Manufacturing, Construction, or Installation

\ Error
C - External Cause
0 - Defective Procedures
E - Component Failure,

l

X - Other

|

|

| .

'

t

!

|
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TABLE 2 '

VIOLATIONS (2/1/82 - 1/31/83)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

A. Number and Severity Level of Violations

|Severity Level I O
Severity Level II O
Severity Level III 2
Severity Level IV 13
Severity Level V 7
Severity Level VI 3

Total 25

B. Violations vs. Functional Area-

--

Severity Levels
FUNCTIONAL AREAS I II III IV V VI

1. Plant Operations
7 2 2

2. Radiological Controls
1 1_

3. Maintenance
1 1

,

4. Surveill ance 4 1

5. Fire Protection-

}6. Emergency Preparedness
1

7. Security & Safeguards
1 2

8. Refueling

9. Licensino Activities
1

Totals 0 0 2 13 7 3

Total Violations = 25 .

.
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TABLE 3

INSPECTION HOURS SUMMARY (2/1/82 - 1/31/83)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

Hours % OF TIME

1._ Plant Operations
971 40

2. Radiological Controls
331 14

3. Maintenance 213 9

4. Surveillance 259 10

5. Fire Protection / Housekeeping 97 4
_

6,. Emergency Preparedness
247 10

'

' Security and Safeguards 197 8
.

8. Refueling
120 5

1

_. ,9 . Licensing No Data Available
|

Total 2435
.

!

I
;

l

! :

!

I
i

|

.

O

t

|

|
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TABLE 4 !

,

INSPECTION REPORT ACTIVITIES

t

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION '

February 1,1982 - January 31, 1983

leport No. and Inspection
Rnspection Dates Hours Inspector Areas Inspected

82-02 36* Resident
J/4/82-3/1/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-03 32 Resident-
1/2/82-4/5/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection ,

82-04 246 NRC Team Emergency Preparedness and Observation1/15/82-3/17/82 a'nd Resident of Annual Emergency Exercise

82-05 50 Specialist Design Changes and Modifications
'/8/82-2/19/82

82-06 118 Specialist Containment Penetration Leakage Test:/17/82-4/6/82 Program and Observation of Primary
Containment Integrated Leak Test

,
32-07 38 Specialist Fire Protection / Prevention Program:/o/82-4/2/82

82-08 22 Resident Review of Improper Assembly of a:/2/82-3/17/82 Reactor Building To Suppression
Chamber Vacuum Breaker

80 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection/6/8 5 /82

* * * **"" *#|/12/ 15/82-

1

82-11 9 Specialist Review of Radioactive Contamination4/8/82 of Service Air Piping
82-12 10 Management Meeting to Discuss SALP---

4/16/32 Conclusions

82-13 30 Enforcement Conference to Discuss---

5/4/82 Findings of Inspections 81-21 and
82-08

3

* Includes only those inspection hours af ter February 1,1982 -

. .- - .__-. - - ----__ -. -. .
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
F t No. and Inspection
Is. vetion Dates Hours Inspector Areas Inspected

82-14 63 Specialist Physical Security
:5/17/82-5/21/82

82-15 36 Specialist Training
15/24/82-5/28/82

82-16 66 Resident
5/4/82-6/1/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-17 115 Resident
i/2/82-7/5/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-18 83 Resident
'/6/82-8/2/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

,
82-19 60 Specialist Radiation Protection1/2/82-8/6/82

82-20 131 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection:/3/82-9/7/82

32-21 158 Specialist Quality Assurance Program, Designo, 82-9/3/82 Change and Modification Program,
Offsite Support Staff

82-22 212 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection;/8/82-10/6/82

; 82-23 56 Specialist Environmental Monitoring Program
(/14/82-9/17/82

i 82-24 80 Specialist Independent Measurements and Radio
j/27/82-10/8/82 Chemistry Program

82-25 169 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection,0/7/82-11/11/82
:

! 82-26 52 Specialist Physical Security
10/12/82-10/15/82
i

82-27 22 Specialist Special Nuclear Material Control and
0/20/82-10/22/82 Accounting

| 82-28 37 Specialist Radiation Protection
1/9/82-11/16/82 -

32-29 234 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection
1/12/82-12/31/82
|

'

i

f
!
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
*

P *t No. and Inspection
: tion Dates Hours Inspector Areas inspected_

83-01 128 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection '

./1/83-1/31/83

83-02 35 Specialist Radiation Protection, Followup of./16/83-1/20/83 Allegation of Lost Neutron Source

I l

e

4

t

4
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ATTACHMENT 1

ENFORCEMENT DATA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

February 1,1982 - January 31, 1983

:NSPECTION
IUMBER SUBJECT REO. SEV. AREA

~

82-02 Sdrve111ance controls did not appropriately 10 CFR 50 IV 4protect. safety features from adverse environ- Appendix 8
mental conditions ,

'

82-02 Failure to follow procedures for vital area T.S. V 7access control

82-02 Failure to control vital area keys in accord- T.S. IV 7ance with procedures

82-05 Administrative procedures were not implemented 10 CFR 50 VI 1for performance of design changes and modifi- Appendix 8
cations

82-05 Report of facility changes was not submitted 10 CFR 50.59 VI 9for calendar year 1980

82-05 Followup action to aedits was not taken 10 CFR 50 VI 1

82-06 No LER was submitted to report identified T.S. IV 4 |'| primary containment degradation

82-06 Procedures were not properly implemented during T.S. IV 4 ;
1 performance of containment leak rate testing

82-08 Failure to maintain containment integrity and T.S. III 3vacuum breaker operability when valve mis-
| assembly went undetected

, ,
1

82-17 Radioactive liquid was released and was not T.S. IV 1continuously monitored

82-18 Failure to follow procedures to protect safety T.S. IV 4
, features from adverse environment
|

i82-18 Procedures as implemented did not adequately T.S. IV 1
confirm system realignment

1

,

4

,
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) . >' , ATTACHMENT 1 (Continued)(,
,

NSoc0 TION N
'

4 '
SUBJECT REQ. SEV. AREA4

i -

82-20 Failure to fo11cw equipment control' procedures T.S.
when diesel oil heaters were secured >!>1 3/ 3 e

-

*

i
s

,

82-20 Procedures sere inadequate to assure proper T.S. IV 2control of a Mcked high radiation area / '

)
82-22 Isolation Ccedenser isolation systems werb not T.S. IV 1 /.fully opepible when open isolation valves were

electrically defaated

82-23 Environmental air particulate samples were not T.S. V 2collected at t the proper frequency

82-23 Environmental thermal monitoring system T.S. V 4calibrationsdjrinotfacludesensorcalibration
|,

82-24 Failure.to make adequate gamma spectroscopy 10 CFR 20 IV 1 /,measurements of effluent samples ,

-, > -s/,

82-24 Failure to implement chemical and radio- /7. S . IV 1chemicO control procedures

'4 Radiochemistry procedures used by contractor T.S. V ! 1
#

fand vendor laboratories were not reviewed and
. approved as required. / -

'

}
82-24 Frecedures for calibration a.,d operation of a T.S. V 1

gamma spectrometer were not reviewed and
approved

Failbre' to follow visitor escort procedures82-25 T.S. V 7,

82-29 Failure to conduct a proper shift turnover T.S. IV 1

82-29 Rod Worth Minimizer procedures were inatiquate T.S. IV 2
to insure verification of rod withdrawal

,

sequences /

E82-36 * fMlure to demonstrate that administrative 10 CFR 50 III 6
'

and physical means were established to alert Appendix E
the public within the plume exposura pathway

This enforcement action issued by letter dated February 12, 1982 k
*

from Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement to GPU Nuclear
Corporation , ,,

'
,

.

. _. . m - , , , - - , . . , . , . . - , , . . . _ . _ , - , ,_ - . _ , - _ _ _ , . _ . _ . - -
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Docket No. 50-219
'

GPU Nuclear Corporation.,

ATTN: Mr. P. B. Fiedler
A- Vice President and Director

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
P.O. Box 388

i Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Gentlemen:

Subject: Systematic Assessti;ent of Licensee Performance (SALP)

The NRC Region I SALP Board conducted a review on April 19, 1983 to assess'

the performnce of. activities associated with the Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station. The results of this assessment are documented in the
enclosed SALP Board Report. A meeting has been scheduled for 1:00 p.m.,
May 12, 1983, at the station to nrovide a forum for candid discussions re-
lating to the perfonnance assessment.

YoualsoshouldSo
Any coments you ba' prepared to discuss any plans to improve perfomance.5 <a regarding the board report may be discussed at this
meeting. Additio tally', you are requested to provide written cements
within 20 days of the meeting.

Following the meeting and receipt of your written coments, the enclosed I

report, your response, and a sumary of our findings and planned actions
will, be placed in the NRC Public Doctment Room.

Your cooperation is appreciated. ',
i

Sincerely,!

i
, Richar . Starostec 1, SALP

Board Chainnan
! Director, Division of Project and
! Resident Programs

,

Enclosure: As Stated

.

63c7&S6 V3h
a(.

'

'
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cc w/ enclosure:
P. Clark, Executiva Vice President, GPU Nuclear Corporation
NRC Resident Inspector
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Enclosure 4
~,

GPU Nuclear
U ear P.O. Box 388

Forked River, New Jersey 08731
,

609-693 6000
Writer's Direct Dial Nurnber.

June 17, 1983

Mr. Richard W. St a ro st e cki,
SAIP Board Chairman

Directo. Division of Project and
Resident Programs i

U. S. Nuclear Regulator 7 Commission
Region I
631 Park Avenue *

-

King of Prussia, PA 19406
i

Dear Mr. Starostecki:

Subj ect: Oyster Creek Nuclear Cenerating Station
Docket No. 50-219
Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP)

Your letter of April 29, 1983, provided the results of the SALP Board's
e s se s sme nt . In response to your letter and the follow-up meeting cf May 12, 1983,
where discussions took place. reg,arding the assessment, we submit the following

,

comments in the areas of Plant Operations, Maintenance, and Surveillan,:es. :

i
PLA}TT OPERATIONS I

'
Three areas identified in the assessment of Plant Operations warrant comments in i

order to provide soditional information regarding our progress to date. l
(

As identified in the assessment, there did exist a backlog of items needing Plant
Operations Review Committee (PORC) attention. The backlog was in fact due to the !

large number of modifications scheduled for the refueling outage and our procedure iupgrade program. That backlog has now been climinated. I

With regard to control of design changes and modifications, the assessment pointed '

out that we were undergoing a major reorganization in the Maintenance and
| Construction and Technical Functions Divisions; and as a result, the necessary'

interfaces between various corporate divisions and the plant naff had not been
formalized in administrative procedures. Management attention in this area
snabled us to formalize the controls necessary prior to the start of our refueling
ou tag e. The procedural systems are now in place and functioning. '

.

, Wa recognized in early 1982 that our radiochemistry program needed upgrading. At
that time we established both short and long term goals, to upgrade our program and

| the goals we established for 1982, were realized. Significant technical expertise
.

'

has been added to our staf f and operational chemistry functions have been
transferred to our Plant Operations Department. In addition, technical expertise

ffDN DYfh' $ ,
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Enclosure 4'
. Mr. Ri chard W. St arost e cki, page 2
SAU Board Chairman

.

end assistance from corporate headquarters is now being integrated into our
p rogra m. A Chemistry technici .) training program is now in ef fect which includes
a minimum of 240 hours / year of formal training. New laboratory equipment has been
purchased and a new laboratory will be constructed during this current outage.
Nagotiations are currently underway with the Union (IBEW) to upgrade entry level
requirements for Chemistry Technicians as well as annual requalification for
Chemistry Technicians. Continued improvements during 1933 will be realized.

MAINTENANCE

Wa believe we have obtained our maintenance goals and objectives set forth in our !
SALP response of last year. The major reorganization of our Maintenance and
Construction Division has been ef fected which resulted in firmly establishing our !

Work Management System for corrective maintenace and all modification work.

There is a need to improve the quality of work and knowledge of our maintenance
i

psrsonnel, and our ef forts will be directed in this area. We intend to upgrade
'

our training programs with more emphasis on work related activities. A training
conter for maintenane ,ersonnel is nearing completiou which will allow a greater
portion of time to ' t evoted to hands on training rather than just lectures. In
eddition, our second ' te supervisors will take an active part in the training
pro ce ss . Trainim., conoucted by our most experienced personnel on plant specific
squipment will lusen the count of rework now required.

( SURVEILLANCE S

The assessment states, "Procedural inadequacies during the Integrated Leak Rate
Tast resulted in a valving error that caused radioactive contamination of a I

| portion of the reactor building service air system." The statement is incorrect
!

| in that it was not a valving error, but a design e' ror which caused contamination
|

r

| of the service air system. i
I ;

With regard to the intergra ted leak rate test , the procedural deficiencies noted !in the assessment have been corrected by thorough procedure review and revisions. |In addition, our Startup and Test Department will assist in the next integrated
leak rate test which is scheduled prior to startup from our current outage. f

The administretive control procedure for the IST program was approved in January {of 1983 and became ef fective in February. i

'

u

I

s

:
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Enclosure 4
Mr. Richard W. Starostechi, Page 3*
St.L" Board Chairman

Dialogue provided by the SALP process enables both the NRC and the Licensee
to better focus on those areas in need of management attention. If there are any
questions regarding our comments please contact r.e or Mr. Michael Laggart of my
staf f at (609) 971-4643.

Very truly yours,

1
-

A p^Qa

f 2

Tetv.r B. Fiedler
Vice President and Director
Oyster Creek

PBF:jal

cc: NRC Resident Inspector
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station

; Forked River, NJ 08731

I

s

1
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Docket Ho. 50 "19

GPU Nuclear Corpcration
ATTN: Mr. P. R. Clark |-

Vice President - Nuclear
100 Interpace Parkway
Parsippany, New Jersey 070S4 -

Gentlemen:

USubject: SystentatB Assessment r,f Licensee Performance (SALP) and
Mancgement Meeting 50-J19/82-12 ;

This refers to the SALP for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, 4

conducted by this office on March 29, 1982 and discussed with you and your
staff at the subject meccing on April 16,1982. The report of our meeting is
attached as Enclosure 1. The NRC Region I SALP R? port is httached as Enclosure
2 and covers the period November 1,1980 - October 31,1981. Your letter dated
May 6,1982;which we requested provided coments and connitments for perfonnance
improvements and is attached a;; Enclosure 3.

Overall, we find that your perfonaance of licensed activities generally is
acceptable and directed toward safe facility operation. Your perfonnance in
the areas of maintenance and surveillance was found to be in need of increased '

NRC and GPU Nuclear Corporation management attention.

In our meeting of April 16, we discussed our assessment of your regulatory
performance in these areas, yourcoments on the SALP P>tgram and essessment,
and the actions that you are taking to improve your perfonnance. We have also
reviewe' your letter of May 6, and detennined that your actions to improve per-

,

'

fon ance in these areas needing attention are responsive. We consider that our
meeting was beneficial and improved mutual ur.derstanding of your activities and

i
' our regulatory progra:n. Based on your coments during our meeting and your
| May 6 htter, we have found that no changes to our assestment are necessary
I and therefore we have not supplemented our report. We have, however, made
) minor editorial and typographical corrections that did not affect our assess-

ment or conclusions. In addition, w aade the corrections in evaluation
sections 1 (Plant Operations) and 6 (Emergency Preparedness) concerning the

j title of the Nuclear Assurance Department Operations Support Program and the
J

installation dates for the Pubite Notification System sirens, which you brought
J

to our attention in your May 6,1982 lettor.

1

- C

- - - _ - - - ---



t.

t

..

GPU Nuclear Corporation -2- JUN 161582
l

,

!

As Region I doe'; not presently centrol the issuance of Technical Specification
changes, your request that these changes become effective 30 days after receipt
by the licensee, rather than upon date of issuance, has been brought to the
attention of Oyster Creek Licensing Preject Manager in the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Division of Licensing.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and its enclosures
will be placed in the 'iRC Public Docwnent Room. No reply to this letter is
required. Your actions in response to the NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Perfonnance will be reviewed during future inspections of your licensed activities.i

Your cooperation is appreciated.

; Sincerely,

$, y-s - -

; Ronald C. Haynes
| Regional Administrator

Enclosms:
1. FRC Region I Meeting Report 50-219/82-12
2. NRC Region I Systematic Assessment of Licensee

Performance, Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, March 29, 1982
3. GPU Nuclear Corporation Letter, * R. Clark (GPU) to R. C. Haynes

I (NRC Region I), Response to Systematic Assessment of Licensee
| Perfonnance, May 6,1982

cc w/ enc 1:
1 M. Laggart, Licensing Supervisor

J. Knubel, BWR Licensing Manager
| Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR) (NSIC)
i

Nuclear Safety Infonnation Center
NRC Resident inspector
State of New Jersey

, .. . ... ..-- ...--. ..... .

I

bec w/ enc 1:
Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)
Chief, Operational Support Section (w/o encis)
L. Tripp|

R. Xeimig

R.C. Lewis,Directorlor 0$RP,gionIIRebVTP
DPRP Re

R. L. Spessard Direc ion III

J. E. Gagliardo,, Acting director, Region, 'iRegion IV T EC '
J. L. Crews, Director, DRRRP&EP,

J.d/ dent SitesLombardo, yster Creek LPM, NRRJ
D ./ ^^
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.? ENCLOSURE 1

'
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

Region I
,

Report No. 50-219/82-12

Docket No. 50-219
,

License No. OPR-16 Priority Category-- --

Licensee: GPU Nuclear Corporation
P.O. Box 388
Forked River, New Jersey

!

Facility Name: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
.

Meeting at: Forked River, New Jersey
I

I
. Meeting conducted: Ap il 16, 1982

NRC Personnel: e S' fu
,

U. A()hom@ ResidentAfispector date signed

.5~,ds,'//2--Approved by: 4%fA mzr-~
| L. EMrip6) Chief, Reactifr Projects date signed

Section 2A :
|
|

| Meeting Sumary:
|

Meeting on April 16, 1982 (Meeting Report No. 50-219/82-12)_
1 Scope: Special management meeting to discuss the results of the NRC Region I

assessment of the licensee's perfonnance from November 1,1980 to October 31,
1981, as part of the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance (SALP) |
program. Areas addressed included: Plant Operations, Radiological Controls, ;

Maintenance, Surveillance, Fire Protection, Emergency Preparedness, Security -

and Safeguards, Refueling, and Licensing activities. {
Results: A sumary of the NRC licensee performance assessment was presented. No

new enforcement actions were identified. |

ycyggj9 38<*
|

. _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ . . . . _ _ . _ . _ _ . . _ _ . . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ -
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DETAILS.

1. Licensee Attendees

M. Budaj, Manager, Special Prniects
J. Carroll, Jr., Director, St r'on Operations ,

P. Clark, Executive Vice President
R. Fenton, Supervisor, Emergency Preparedness
X. Fickeissen, Plant Engineering Director 'P. Fiedler, Vice President and Director, Oyster Creek
J. Frew, Plant Maintenance
D. Gaines, Manager, Plant Administration j
W. Garvey, Manager, Plant Administration
D. Grace, Manager, Oyster Creek Engineering Pmjects i
D. Klucsik, Comunications !

J. Knubel, BWR Licensing Manager
'M. Laggart, Licensing Supervisor

J. Maloney, Manager, Plant Maintenance |
R. Markowski, Site Audit Manager
J. Riggar, Security Supervisor
J. Sullivan, Jr., Plant Operations Director
C. Tracy, Manager, Quality Assurance, Mod / Ops
D. Turner, Manager, Radiological Controls

2. NRC Attendees

J. Allan, Deputy Regional Adninistrator, Region I
C. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Peach Bottom
R. Keimig, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch 2, Division of Project and Resident

Programs, Region I
J. Lombardo, Licensing Project Manager, NRR

.

R. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project and Resident Prograras, (DPRP), Region I
J. Thomas, Resident Inspector, Oyster Creek i

L. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A, DPRP !

!
'

3. Discussion

A brief sumary of the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance (SALP)
program was presented to explain the basis and purpose of the program.

;

The NRC Region I assessment was discussed, including the assessment period,
evaluation topics and methods, and assessment results. The licensee dis-
cussed actions taken and p'.anned to continue perfonnance improvements and
address weaknesses.

| The SALP assessment report .and your May 6,1982 letter which we requested in j
our April 7,1982 letter in response to that report is also' enclosed with i

| this transmittal. .

|
1

|

| }
:
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ENCLOSURE 2
~

.|
'

,

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION I

REGION I

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

GPU NUCLEAR CCRPORATION
>

0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

:
'

March 29, 1982

i

i

I

i

I

!

,
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.I. INTRODUCTION

a. Purpose and Overview |

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an
integrated NRC staff effort to collect the available observations on
an annual basis and evaluate licensee performance based on those
observations with the objectives of improving the NRC Regulatory
Program and Licensee performance.

The assessment period is November 1, 1980 through October 31, 1981. ,

This assessment, however, contains pertinent observations and NRC
and licensee activities through March, 1982. Future assessment
periods will be adjusted to provide more timely NRC assessment and ;

reporting.

|The prior SALP assessment period was August 1,1979 - July 31,1980.
Significant findings of that assessment and the period between that
assessment and this assessment, are provided in the applicable i
Performance Analysis Functional Areas (Section IV). I

I

'
Evaluation criteria used during this assessment are discussed in ;

Section III below. Each criterion was applied using the "Attributes ;
for Assessment of Licensee Performance" contained in NRC Manual :

Chapter 0516.

h. SALP Attendees: R. W. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project
and Resident Programs

.

J. H. Joyner, Chief, Technical Programs Branch,
Division of Engineering and Technical Programs

W. G. Martin, Chief, Operations Support Section,
Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Operational Support

R. R. Keimig, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch
No.2, Division of Project and Resident i

Programs ;
'

L. E. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section No.
2A, Division of Project and Resident Programs i

J. J. Lombardo, Licensing Project Manager,
Operating Reactors Branch No. 5, NRR |

J. A. Thomas, Resident Inspector, Oyster Creek
Nuclear Generating Station

Other NRC Attendees: E. J. Brunner, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch
,

No. 1, Division of Project and Resident 1

Programs 1

C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Peach !

Bottom Atomic Power Station
,

t
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c. Background

(1) Licensee Activities ;

'
At the beginning of the assessment period, the facility was
operating at about 95 percent power having started up from a
seven-month-long major refueling outage on July 19, 1980.
Plant output was limited by maximum differential pressure
across the condensate demineralizers. The licensee was unable j
to perform the needed demineralizer regenerations because of '

the inability to process the resulting radioactive liquid
waste.

The plant was shut down on November 21, 1980 to repair a leaking
feedwater heater and a feedwater system check valve. Power
operation was resumed on December 12, 1980, but at a reduced
capacity due to condensate demineralizer differential pressure
considerations. Power was further reduced later in the month
to remove scme demineralizers from service to perform regenerations.
Full power *as achieved on January 26, 1981.

Power was reduced periodically during February,1981 to repair
circulating water intake screens and salt water leaks in the ,

main condensers. Power was limited to about 90 percent in
,

March due to demineralizer capacity. A five day shutdown began
on March 12, 1981 to repair steam leaks in the condenser bay and
condenser salt water leaks. A seven day shutdown began on
March 28, 1981 when primary system leak rate increased due to a
leaking recirculation pump seal and a leaking drywell air

fcooler.
i

Power operation resumed on April 2, 1981, but power was reduced I

to about 70 percent when a feedwater heater string was removed }
from service due to heater leaks, i

A scheduled maintenance shutdown began un April 17, 1981 and
lasted until May 28, 1981. The maintenance included general 1

plant maintenance, feedwater heater repairs, installation of i

environmentally qualified limitorque valve operators in the
drywell, and modifications to containment isolation valve
control circuits.

During restart on May 29, the reactor tripped on low water
level caused by a bypass valve transient. Restart was accomplished
the following day but full power was not achieved until June
11, 1381 because of condenser salt water leaks.

i

Power was reduced on June 18 due to inability to maintain
condenser vacuum. It was further reduced on June 23 when a

| feedwater heater string was removed from service for leak (
repairs. The plant tripped on June 26, 1981 due to low condenser i

.. - . . - . - .. .. .. - - .- ...- - . - .
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vacuum and was restarted on June 30 after repairs to the steam
jet air ejector system.

Throughout the month of July the plant operated at reduced
power due to degraded condenser vacuum. A shutdown began on
August 11, 1981 to correct an increasing primary leak rate and
to investigate the degraded vacuum condition. Startup was
delayed by sudden tube failures in two of three shutdown cooling
heat exchangers on August 26 and 27, 1981. The plant remained
in cold shutdown using alternate means of decay heat removal
until restart on October 15, 1981.

The plant tripped on October 19, 1981 when a main steam isolation
valve was inadvertently closed during surveillance testing. ,

Restart was accomplished on October 19, but a shutdown was
initiated on October 21, 1981 when a conduit, attached to the
outside wall of the reactor building, collapsed breaking several
instrument control cables and causing closure of the off gas
isolation valve. Restart was conducted on October 22 but
another shutdown began on October 30 to repair a leaking manway I

cover on a main steam system reheater.
t

Restart was commenced on November 2, but full power was not :
achieved until November 11, 1981 due to malfunctions of the |
Traversing Incore Probe system. !

On December 9, 1981, the facility was shut down to repair
limitorque valve operators damaged by a practice of "backseating" '

.

the valves to stop packing leaks. Startup has been delayed by
bearing failures in the reactor water cleanup system auxiliary
pump, control rod drive hydraulic pump failures, diesel generator
air cooler tube leaks, and main steam isolation valve leaks.

.

The plant remains in cold shutdown pending satisfactory completion
|

| of primary containment integrated leak tests.
4

'
i (2) Inspection Activities

,

,

One NRC resident inspector |was onsite for the entire appraisal !

period.

! Total NRC Inspection Hours: 2062 (Resident and region based).
( Distribution of inspection hours is shown on Table 3.

A tabulation of inspection activities is shown in Table 4, and
a tabulation of violations is shown in Table 5.

One inspection was conducted by the State of Nevada resident
inspector at the Beatty waste burial site.

i
i

'
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| II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

FUNCTIONAL AREAS CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY

1 2 3

!

1. Plant Operations X

2. Radiological Controls
'

o Radiation Protection
o Radicactive Waste Management
o Transportation
o Effluent Control and Monitoring X-

3. Maintenance X

4. Surveillance (Including
Inservice and Preoperational
Testing) X

'
.

5. Fire Protection and Housekeeping X

6. Emergency Preparedness X
,

f7. Security & Safeguards X
,

I
8. Refueling X

f
9. Licensing Activities X

,

!

|

e

'

l

( .

:
'

,

-
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III. CRITERIA
'The following evaluation criteria were applied to each functional area:

1. Management involvement in assuring quality.
2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from a safety standpoint.
3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.
4. Enforcement history.
5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events.
6. Staffing (including management).
7. Training effectiveness and qualification.

To provide consistent evaluation of licensee performance, attributes
associated with each criterion and describing the characteristics applicable
to Category 1, 2, and 3 performance were applied as discussed in NRC
Manual Chapter 0516, Part II and Table 1.

The SALP Board conclusions were categorized as follows:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee management |
attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear
safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such that a ,

high level of performance with respect to operational safety or construction
is being achieved.

Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels. Licensee
management attention and involvement are evident and are concerned with :

'nuclear . safety; licensee resources are adequate and are reasonably effective
such that satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety or i

'construction is being achieved.

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. Licensee
management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers nuclear '

safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appeared strained
or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety and construction is being achieved.

!

I
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IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

'
1. Plant Operations

During the previous assessment period, (August 1,1979 - July 31,
1980), several violations were identified involving procedural
inadequacies, inadequate mechanisms for issuance of management
instructions, and failure to follow procedures. Of partic.ular
importance was an incident involving failure to remove control rod
interlock bypass jumpers prior to completion of control cell fuel
reload. Programmatic weaknesses were identified in the area of 4

adherence to management controls procedures at the lower management
and supervisory levels, and in the area of meeting commitments to I

the NRC. An improving trend was noted as licensee management responded -

in a positive manner to address the identified weaknesses. >

!
*

This area was under continuing review by the resident inspector for
the current (November 1, 1980 - October 31,1981) assessment period.
Twelve operations related violations were identified. Failure to
follow procedures resulted in four Severity Level V violations.
Inadequacies in the area of administrative controls resulted in one |Severity Level V violation when PORC meeting reports were not properly ,

distributed, and two Severity Level VI violations involving failure
'

to properly review or revise operating and surveillance procedures.
i Two Severity Level IV violations were identified involving failure :

'

| to recognize a containment integrity violation when an isolation
i valve failed during testing, and recurrent violations of technical |
| specifications when containment spray compartment water tight doors

were left open. Failure to report an unplanned radioactive release |
and inadequate corrective action on recurrent spills of radioactive
liquid resulted in two Severity Level IV violations. One Severity
Level II violation involving vacuum breaker blockage was indicative .

Iof inadequate controls over activities affecting plant operations,
i

|
and sometimes inadequate tours of the plant by operations personnel. |

'

Thirty-two licensee event reports were related to the operationst

area. Reports were generally timely and accurately identified the
causes and corrective actions needed.

Improvements have been noted in management involvement in this area.
The licensee has implemented an Operations Support Program. The
program involves the assignment of an Assistant to the Plant Operations ;

Director, Shift Assistants, and members of the Nuclear Assurance |
Oivision who are tasked with reviewing plant operations and making

!recommendations for improvement in the areas of procedural adequacy, ,

procedural adherence, and control of activities that have an impact
on operations. Also, corporate management has issued policy statements i

stressing verbatim compliance with operating procedures and has
'

,

'

begun vigorously enforcing the policy.
(
% (This program has resulted in many improved procedures, improved

procedural adherence, improved operator awareness and understanding
,

- _ _ - . - -- - - . . - -. .- - - - - - _ -
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of plant activities, improved followup of operations identified
maintenance concerns, and improved operator morale. The program has
relieved some management and supervisory rsersonnel of administrative ,

burdens, allowing more timely and thorour,h reviews of activities.

The development of a "programs and controls" group has improved the
scheduling and prioritization of work activities and the coordination
between maintenance and operations.

Some problems still exist with operator knowledge of regulatory
requirements. These problems are evidenced by.the following:

(1) Failure to recognize malfunction of a TIP in-shield limit
switch as a degradation of containment integrity.

(2) Failure to recognize failure of a reactor building ventilation
isolation valve as a degradation of containment integrity.

(3) Interpretation of exceeding a peaking factor limit during a
power transient as a "Safety Limit Violation." |

.

Licensee corrective and preventive actions have been generally |acceptable and indicative of a responsiveness to NRC concerns, e

I
'

Conclusion Category 2-

Board Recommendations None-

I
.

I

,

. . _ _ .___ . -. _ _ _ _ . , _ _ - . . - _ _ . _ . _ . _ . _ . . -- . . _ . _ , . , _ . __
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2. Radiological Controls

i
The previous assessment period identified several areas of major .

concern. Programmatic problems included inadequate staffing, use of
personnel not meeting ANSI N18.1-1971 standards, procedures inconsistent
with Technical Specifications, and poor control in the area of

,

transportation of radioactive waste. Nineteen violations were
identified and one civil penalty was assessed for inadequate radiation I
work permit procedures. An improving trend was noted in the latter
part of the assessment period when action was taken to upgrade the
radiation protection training program, increase the size and quality
of the radiation protection staff, and implement organizational-
changes to put direct management attention in the areas of radwaste |operations and shipping.

During the current assessment period, four inspections were performed
by region based inspectors in the area of radiological controls.
One included a review of the radwaste management program and two
included review of effluent monitoring and control. In addition,
one regional office evaluation of a State of Nevada burial site
inspection, and one investigation of NAC-1E shipping cask event
were conducted. Selected activities in this area were under continuous
review by the resident inspector. Six violations, two Severity

{'Level III's associated with radioactive waste transportat on, two
Severity Level IV's associated with control of high radiation area
access, and two Severity Level V's associated with dosimetry issue
procedures and control of procedure changes were identified. These
items were not repetitive or indicative of programmatic breakdowns.

,

Corrective actions were timely.

Two licensee event reports identified unmonitored uncontrolled
; liquid releases. Four operations related event reports identified

failures to monitor gaseous effluents due to sample system breakdowns.
The events were properly classified and reported.

Management involvement in this area is evidenced by the major
reorganization of the radwaste management program and generally well
defined procedures. However, lack of forma'l approval of Radiation
Control Technician training program r2 mains a long-standing issue. ,

The General Employee Training Program contributes to fair adherence
to procedures and minor numbers of personnel errors. The plant
staffing appears to be adequate and the radiological engineering
reviews show evidence of adequate planning and technically sound

,

approaches to problems. l

Category 2Conclusion -

NoneBoard Recommendations -

.
o

- . -. . . _ - _ __
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3. Maintenance

Three inspections during the previous assessment period identified
no violations. Three of four maintenance related event reports
involved personnel error. The assessment concluded that the licensee
had a viable maintenance program with no major programmatic weaknesses.

During the current assessment period, one region based inspection
and routine inspection by the resident inspector identified no
violatior.: . In an effort to improve the maintenance program, the
licensee has assigned a full time preventive maintenance manager and
a full time corrective maintenance manager reporting to the plant
maintenance manager. This has placed increased management attention
on the control of maintenance activities; however, there is a lack
of corporate and plant management involvement in the review and
prioritization of outstanding maintenance items and an apparent ;

understaffing in maintenance departments. There is a large backlog '

of outstanding work orders and frequent instances where job orders
are closed out when only temporary repairs are completed, or where
job orders considered to be of minor importance are cancelled. |

In addition to a backlog of maintenance orders, there is a large
number of long-standing lif ted leads and jumpers. These have not ,

'been closed because of incomplete maintenance modifications which
did not include permanent removal of abandoned components, or the !

need for further engineering review.

IThe. preventive maintenance program is being expanded and crews
dedicated specifically to preventive maintenance are being formed. i

This program presently involves primarily instrumentation and lubrication. '

Maintenance records are reviewed by a preventive maintenance engineer
who is developing machinery history records, but this program has
not yet been developed to the point that maintenance trend analysis i

!can be performed.

In addition to marginal maintenance history records, the availability
of current equipment data is a weakness. Cor. trolled files of equipment ,

data with component model and strial numbers, parts lists, and .

engineering drawings are not always up to date. For example, the
controlled valve list does not reflect the fact that the reactor
building to suppression chamber air operated vacuum breakers were ;

replaced with valve made by a different manufacturer in 1979.

The licensee's response to NRC initiatives is sometimes delayed.
For example, corrective actions on a 1977 IE Circular relating to
fuse coordination in Standby Liquid Control system Squib firing |circuits, a 1979 IE Circular relating to defective diesel fire pump
starting contactors, and a 1979 IE Circular on Limitorque valve

, operator locking devices were not completed until the NRC expressed
concern for lack ~of responsiveness. j

i

|
.
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An event during the assessment period involving blockage of torus
vacuum breaker valves by contractor erected scaffolding resulted in
a Severity Level II violation and assessment of a civil penalty. J
Another event involved an unmonitored airborne release of radioactive i
material from the radwaste building ventilation system. These

'

events are indicative of inadequate control of contractor work.
After the assessment period, an event involving improper assembly
and testing of a torus vacuum breaker valve was discovered. The
action resulted in one torus vacuum breaker being inoperable for i
about 18 months during reactor operation. This event, which is
still under review by the NRC, indicates that a strengthening of
management control and procedural control over maintenance activities
is necessary.

The licensee has implemented a program of increased management
involvement in maintenance activities. In addition, recent staffing
changes which have placed individuals with extensive maintenance
background in upper-level management positions have resulted in an
improving trend in this area.

:

| Conclusion Category 3-

| Board Recommendations Increased inspection effort by the-
,
'

resident intpector (
l

1

i

\

|

-
s

\

i (
!

|

|
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4. Surveillance

Ouring the previous assessment period,-six routine unannounced
inspections by region based inspectors, one Performance Appraisal
Branch Inspection and routine inspection by the resident inspector
identified three violations. The licensee had failed to perform
surveillances on three occasions.

During the current assessment period, two region based inspections,
one regional based team inspection, and routine resident reviews
identified eight violations. The violations involved failure to ,

conduct Technical Specification and ASME Section XI testing, inaccurate
calibration, calibration and testing without procedure, and inadequate
calibration data and procedural changes. ;

Corrective action was agreed to in an Immediate Action Letter dated i

April 8, 1981. The licensee agreed to upgrade his inservice test i

program to meet the requirements of ASME code Section XI by January
1, 1982. After the assessment period, region based inspectors found
that the licensee had not completed all corrective action, in that a i
program for valve testing was not fully implemented. The licensee
has since submitted a revised completion schedule to NRC:RI. The |
licensee stated that operational commitments and manpower shortages I

were the reasons for not meeting the commitments. The high number 1

of violations and the failure to meet commitment dates without
notification, indicate weakness in licensee management control in
this area.

The'large number of event reports resulting from instrument drift
and the long standing nature of this issue indicates a need for high
level management involvement in this area to achieve technically
acceptable resolution. Violations resulting from missed surveillances,
in particular a Severity Level IV violation involving failure to
survey Emergency Service Water pumps following unacceptable surveillance

,

on redundant pumps, indicate a need for more management attention in
review of surveillance programs and assuring unambiguous acceptance
criteria.

!
This need is further amplified by a violation that occurred after
the assessment period. Three successive failures of an isolation
condenser valve during operability testing followed by two successful
operations of the valve, with no followup investigation to determine
the cause of the failures, was interpreted by a member of the management
staff as acceptable component performance.

Category 3Conclusion -

NoneBoard Recommendations -

,

~ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ __ __ . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ ,
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5. Fire protection and Housekeeping

Three inspections by region based inspectors and one Performance |
; 1

Appraisal Branch inspection during the previous assessment period
identified no major programmatic weaknesses. Two violations were
identified involving storage of combustible material in safety !

related areas. '

'

During this assessment period, general fire protection activities
and housekeeping were under continuous review by the resident inspector.
No programmatic inspections were performed. No violations in this I

area have been identified. Two Licensee Event Reports were submitted;
one, the result of mechanical failure of a fire hydrant, the other

|involving personnel error when a cable penetration barrier was found
in a degraded condition.

'
Management involvemei.t in this area is evident by the assignment of
a full time fire protection engineer, recent procedural revisions to
provide better control of combustible material, and improved surveillance
of fire barriers.

There were considerable problems causing delays in the installation
and testing of a storage tank and pumping system to provide an
alternate source of water to the fire protection system. Ii

i
'

Several recent events involving wetting and ultimate impairment of
safety related electrical equipment have demonstrated inadequacies
in the original fire protection safety evaluation. High level

| management attention to this problem since the end of the assessment
,

|

period has resulted in an extensive survey of plant systems and a
program to waterproof and protect electrical components.

| Housekeeping has improved during this assessment period as a result
of more management attention. Radiological housekeeping conditionsi

are generally acceptable with no significant NRC inspection findings
;

in this area. Poor general plant cleanliness and appearance, however,
continues to reflect poor plant staff attitudes and lack of pro- j
fessionalism/ pride. An improving trend has been noted as a result
of increased management attention.

Conclusion Category 2*-

Board Recommendations None-

|

.
*This rating is assigned without regard to the licensee's position (' ,

I on 10 CFR 50, Appendix R provisions. L J

|

l
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6. Emergency Preparedness

No programmatic inspections were conducted in this area during the i

previous assessment period.

During the current assessment period, an emergency preparedness
drill was observed by the resident inspector. The drill indicated
weaknesses in the licensee's ability to implement the provisions of
a revised emergency plan issued about one week prior to the drill. -

The licensee recognized the deficiencies which were also identified
by several internal audits. An intensive upgrade program, which ginciuded significant increases in emergency planning staff, further
emergency plan and procedure reviews, and intensive training, was
begun. |

An NRC team appraisal of emergency preparedness was conducted in January
1982 after the end of the assessment period. The appraisal identified
significant weaknesses requiring corrective actions. These weaknesses ,

included: required upgrading of emergency response facilities; improved
capability for post accident sampling of stack efflue6t, reactor
coolant, and containment atmosphere; emergency procedure improvement; |and better definitions of the training program for emergency response *

personnel. The licensee's proposed corrective actions were discussed
in a Confirmatory Action Letter dated February 18, 1982.

An NRC team observation of a major emergency preparedness exercise was
conducted in March 1982. This observation determined that the
licensee had demonstrated the capability to implement the provisions I

of the emergency plan to adequately protect the public health and
safety during an accident, however, areas for improvement were noted
and discussed with the licensee.

The licensee failed to meet the February 1, 1982 deadline for installation j
of a Public Notification System and was issued a Severity Level
III Notice of Violation. Forty five warning sirens were installed
and tested by February 26, 1982. The final siren was installed and
tested on March 5, 1982.

,

|

| Conclusion Category 2*-

NoneBoard Recommendations -
i

|

*This categorization has been assigned on the bases of additional
information developed after the assessment period and without regard
to resolution of the outstanding issue of the Confirmatory Action
Letter of February 18. 1982.

!
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7. Security and Safeguards

1
During the previous assessment period, two routine inspections by ,

region based inspectors, routine review of selected areas by the ,

resident inspector, and one inspection by the Performance Appraisal '

Branch identified no violations or evidence of programmatic weaknesses. '

During one inspection, allegations by a former security watchman,
which had been published in a local newspaper, were reviewed but j
could not be substantiated. ,

During the assessment period, two routine inspections by region
based inspectors identified 7 violations. Six Severity Level IV
violations were identified involving failure to secure a vital area
barrier, use of improper identification badges, failure to conduct
key audits, failure to perform explosives detector performance
tests, inadequate lighting in two areas, and failure to retain
certain records. Licensee's corrective a'ction on these items,
which were identified in one inspection, were discussed in a management'

meeting during this assessment period. One Severity Level V violation
involving failure to properly control a vehicle within the protected
area was identified in a subsequent inspection. The large number of
violations are not indicative of major programmatic breakdowns. An
inspection conducted since the end of the assessment period (December /
7-11,1981) identified no similar problems. Management attention is

l demonstrated by the prompt action to correct and prevent recurrence
I of the identified problems. Site management is generally responsive

to security program requirements. Required reviews, audits and
records are generally complete and show involvement by Corporate
management. The security organization is well staffed with well
defined responsibilities and adequately trained personnel. Procedural
adherence is good with infrequent personnel errors.

Conclusion Category 2-

Board Recommendations None-

.

..
b
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8. Refueling and Major Outage Activities

During the previous assessment period, one region based inspection
and frequent resident inspector reviews of refueling and outage
activities identified two violations involving procedural inadequacies
and procedural adherence. One of the violations involved a major
breakdown of administration controls causing failure to remove
control rod interlock bypass jumpers prior to control cell fuel
reload. This violation received high level management attention by
the corporate General Office Review Board and the Independent Safety
Review Group.

During the current assessment period, one region based inspection of
post refueling testing and reload analysis was conducted. No violations
were identified.

One scheduled and frequent unscheduled maintenance outages occurred
during the assessment period. Considerable improvements in scheduling
and coordination of outage activities were noted. This is due ,

'primarily to the assignment of a full-time Programs and Controls
Manager who oversees outage planning. Scheduling activities generally
addressed key outage and outage recovery items. ,

,

iSome problems in the area of control of contractor work were noted
as evidenced by one violation involving blocking of torus vacuum
breakers by contractor erected scaffolding and an event involving an
airborne release of radioactive material from the radwaste building
ventilation system.

One region based inspection conducted after the assessment period,
identified some weaknesses in the area of control of design changes
and modifications. These findings, which are under review by NRC

| management, indicated that the management of the design changes and |modification program is very fragmented with poor central control ,

i and review. Many procedures for the program are in draft form and ,

' many are still being prepared.

Training on modifications completed duri.ng outages is sometimes
) delayed until just prior to startup, and drawing revisions are
i sometimes delayed. This, together with insufficient management

involvement in design change program, results in an occasional lack i

of coordination between engineering, construction, and operations
staff during turnover of systems to operations control and in occasionally
late implementation of revised procedures.

|
The licensee has a well staffed corporate technical engineering j
group. This group is still gaining site specific familiarity resulting
in considerable reliance on contractors for engineering support.

|
1
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Conclusion Category 2-

'In light of the planned extendedBoard Recommendations -

outage involving numerous and diverse
modifications, increased inspection
activity should be devoted to outage '

activities particularly during the
early portion of the outage,

i
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s>| 9. Licensing Activities

| NospecificassessmentoflicenjingactivitieswaspNformedduring |
+ .:

the prior assessment period;' pertinent issues were included in otherU
| '

; functional areas.
,

s

i Licensing activities during tN current assessment period included
|

miscellaneous Technical Specification changes, a review of TMI Task
| ') Action Plan items, a :najor license amendment changing the license to

GPU Nuclear Corporation, and replacement core spray sparger design.
.

'

{ The licensee's performance ard management capabilities were generally -

| adequate; however,'the timeline'ss of responses has been poor with a
two to three month time delay being the norm. Details of submittals j

'

are usually coordinated with the staff beforehand to establish i

requirements'and clarity, and are generally good quality. However,
some submittals relative to the': Systematic Epluation Program (SEP) I

,.

and the TMI Task Action'. Plan (NUREG-0737) were not always complete
and resulted in frequent requests by NRC fop /tdditional information.
The licensee and his contractors have demonstrated adequate working |
knowledge of regulatory requirements and excellent levels of technical
competence. The licensee's staffing is generally adequate, but in
view of planned modifications and possible SF.P upgrade. requirements, l'may require increases. '

,4,
#

Conclusion Category 2-

Board Recommendatjons None i\ l-
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r .g //. SUDPORTING DATA AND SUMMARICS

1. Licensee Event Reports I
a

Tabular Listing

i

Type of Evencs:
A. Personnel Error 8
8. Design / Man./Constr./Inta11. 6
C. External Cause 0
D. Defective Procedure 6 )
E. Component Failure 34

-X. Other 16
Total TO

'

n.
As
I Licensee Event Report,5 Reviewed: }

.

Report No. 80-49/01P'through 81-55/03L ,

I

,fCausal Analysis
,

a Seven sets of comm'on mode events were identified: k
sj

' '''
a. LERs 80-50/3L, 80-52/3L, 80-55/3L, 80-56/3L, 80-57/3L, 80-60/3L,

80-63/3L, 81-01/3L, 81-06/3L, 81-10/3L, 81-11/3L, 81-12/3L,
81-13/3L, 81-15/3L, 81-21/3L, 81-26/3L, 81-40/3L, 81-49/3L,

i 81-51/3L, and 81-54/3L identified events in which surveillance
( testing found safety related instrument setpoints out of spec-

< ification due to setpoint drift.'

' 't ,

.
b. LERs 80-51/3L, 80-59/3L, 81-19/3L, 81-24/3L, and 81-32/3L>' -

'l involved missed surveillance tests caused by inadequate procedures I
s

(3 LERp) or personnel error (2 LERs). I
!
'

c. LERs 80tS3/3L, 80-54/3L, 80-62/3L, and 81-29/3L are events in
',

which Control Rod Drive Hydraulic Pump failures caused (3 LERs)
(

or contributed (1 LER) to the event. !

d. LERs 80-58/3L, 80-61/3L, 81-09/3L, and 81-46/3L identified
events in WMeh hydraulic snubt,ers were found to be inoperable
during r,i7veillance testing.

1

e. LERs 81-02/3L, 81-41/1P, 81-42/IP, and 81-43/IP involved failure
to continuously monitor the plant stack effluent activity due j
to failures of the sample system pumps.

'

f. LERs 81-07/3L and 81-37/3L reported incidents where the containment
spray compartment water tight doors were left open.

(
,

!

g. LERs 81-22/IP, 81-25/IP, 81-27/3L, 81-30/IP, 81-33/IP, 81-48/3L, ,

," and 81-52/3L reported events where containment integrity was i

/'
l U,1

|
<
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\
violated or begraded due to personnel error (3 LERs) or valve
-failure (4 LERs). ,
i

i

2. Investigation Activities

-14,, investigation,was conducted betwee'n October 6, 1980, and January
An

1981 of the circumstances surrounding the transportation and use
of shipping cash:Model NFS-4, Serial NAC-1E, from the time it was
shipped from Haddam, Connecticut, May 1, 1980, until-it arrived at
Camp Pendleton, California August 20, 1980. The cask arrived at
Oyster Creek July 23, 1980 and was shipped from the site on August i
15, 1980. No items of noncompliance were identified against this
license. .

'
3. Escalated Enforcement, Actions

'
'

Civil penaltiesa.
V

A civil penalty of $80,000 was assessed on August 21, 1981 for
violation of T9chnical Specification Limiting Condition for

.

Operation when one reactor building to suppression chamber
vacuum breaker in each ifne was prevented from opening by
contractor ere'cted scaffolding.

\b. Orders
#~

Orde/ModifyingLicenseJatedJanuary9,1981requiringan
, automatic system to initiate control rod insertion on low

pressure in the scram air header pursuant to IEB 80-17. (Issued |
to all BWR Licensees).

OrderModifyingLicensedatedJanuary 13, 1981 requiring assessment
' of suppression pool hydrodynamic loads and modifications to
j assure conformance with the critsria in NVREG-0661 Appendix A. ,;,

:(Issued to all licensees with Mark I Containments).

Order Modifying License dated March 24, 1981 extending the
deadline date of the January 13, 1981 order.

Order Modifying License dated April 20, 1981 Implementing
% hnical Specifications on leak testing of certain motor i

eperated valves. (Issued to all licensees with Event V isolation
valve configuratior. within the boundary of high pressure to
low pressure piping).

Order Modifying License dated July 7,1981 confirming licensee
commitments for TMI related requirements contained in NUREG-0737.
(Issued to all licensees).

_ _ .. _ -. - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ ____ _ _- . . _ . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - - _ _ -
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c. Immediate Action letters

IAL 80-20 dated April 8, 1981 confirming actions to be taken to I

implement a pump and valve test program conforming to Section
XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code.

4. Management Conferences Held During the Assessment Period

Management Meeting at the Region I office on January 14, 1981 to
discuss the Physical Security Program and the violations identified
during Physical Security Inspection 50-219/80-36. (Meeting No.

|
50-219/81-02). -

!
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TABLE I

TABULAR LISTING OF LERs BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

Area Number /Cause Code Total

1. Plant Operations 5/A, 4/B, 3/0, 17/E, 3/X 32

2. Radiological Controls 1/0, 1/E 2

3. Maintenance 3/E 3

4. Surveillance 2/A, 2/B, 1/0, 13/E, 13/X 31

5. Fire Protection 1/A, 1/E 2

!6. Emergency Preparedness None *

7. Security and Safeguards None ,

8. Refueling None

9. Licensing Activities None j

'

TOTAL , 70

Cause Codes: A - Personnel Error
B - Design, Manufacturing, Construction, or Installation

Error
C - External Cause
D - Defective Procedures'

E - Component Failure
X - Other

!

!

!
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TABLE 2

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION l

LER SYN 0pSIS

NOVEMBER 1, 1980 - OCTOBER 31, 1981

LER Number Type Summary Description

80-49/01P 24 Hour Degradation of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary when the Isolation Condenser ve -
isolation valves failed to close.

80-50/03L 30 Day Containment Spray System high drywell pressure
switches IP-15A, IP-158, IP-ISC and IP-150
tripped at a value greater than that specified.

80-51/03L 30 Day The required daily surveillance for APLHGR,
LHGR, and MCPR was not performed. *

80-52/03L 30 Day Reactor triple low water level indicator
_

switches RE-18A and RE-180 both tripped at
(values higher than specified. -

( 80-53/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when CRD pumps
| were removed from service to repair leaks.
t

I 80-54/03L 3G Day Core Spray System I removed from service to
inspect motors wetted by CRD pump leaks.,

i

| 80-55/03L 30 Day Core Spray High Drywell Pressure Switches
| tripped at values higher than specified.

80-56/03L 30 Oay Main Steam Line High Flow Pressure Switches
tripped at values greater than specified.

80-57/03L 30 Day Containment Spray System High Drywell pressure
Switches tripped at values greater than
specified.

80-58/03L 30 Day Two Hydraulic Snubbers failed to lock up
during functional testing.

80-59/03L 30 Day Diesel Generator Battery anc Main Station
,

Battery Monthly Surveillance not performed '

,

l as required.

80-60/03L 30 Day Isolation Condenser Pipe Break Sensors ( ,

tripped at values greater than specified. J

l
,

,

, _ _ - . . , _ , - . ._. - - - - -
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t

LER Number Type Summary Descripti2n

80-61/03L 30 Oay Three Hydraulic Snubbers failed to lock up I

during functional testing.

80-62/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when CRD!l Pump
'A' failed in service.

80-63/03L 30 Day Reactor Triple Low Water Level Switch tripped
at a value greater than specified.

81-01/03L 30 Day Containment Spray High Orywell Pressure
Switch tripped at higher value than
required

81-02/03L 30 Day Stack gas activity not continuously monitored i
1due to sample pump fail"re.

81-03/03L 30 Day Fire Hydrant number 2 declared inoperable due
to a frozen barrel.-

81-04/01P 24 Hour Load on Emergancy Diesels could exceed
rated load on design basis accident.

81-05/03L 30 Day Emergency service water pump 52B failed to
I demonstrate operability during testing.

4

81-06/03L .
30 Day Reactor Triple Low Level Switch tripped at

value less conservative than required.

81-07/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Spec 3.4.E when the NE
Containment Spray Water Tight Door was
found open.

81-08/03L 30 Day Water seeped through the west wall of NRW
Building following flooding of chem waste
tank vaults.

81-09/03L 30 Day Hydraulic Snubber 23/3 found leaking oil
and failed subsequent test.

81-10/03L 3C Day MSL High Radiation Monitor RN06B tripped at
a value higher than specified..

81-11/03L 30 Day Iso-Condenser Isolation Pipe Break Sensor
181182 tripped at value greater than
specified.

|
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LER Number Type Summary Description

81-12/03L 30 Day EMRV high pressure sensors 1A83C and 4A83E '

set points exceeded tech spec limit.

81-13/03L 30 Day Core Spray High Drywell Pressure Senso.r
RV46B tripped at a value higher than
specified.

81-14/01P 24 Hour Primary containment atmosphere not reduced
to less than 5% oxygen within 24 hours of 6

startup.

81-15/03L 30 Day Main Steam Line High Flow Sensors RE22F and
RE22G tripped at values higher than
specified, j

81-16/03L 30 Day Failure of packing in valve V-2-88 resulted '

in an unmonitored release of radioactive
water. *

81-17/03L 30 Day Containment Spray System I inoperable due
~

to loss of suction on ESW pumps when water <-

level dropped at intake structure. (

81-18/01P 24 Hour Reactor building to supprossion chamber
vacuum breakers prevented from opening.

81-19/03L 30 Day During normal shutdown IRM Calibration was [not performed as required. '

'

81-20/03L 30 Day Water level in B Iso-Condenser less than '

specified due to instrument error. f

81-21/03L 30 Day Reactor high pressure sensors RE-03B, C, O
trip settings higher than specified.

i

81-22/01P 24 Hour Violation of containment when both personnel
access airlock doors were open on the NE
airlock.

81-23/03L 30 Day Tech Spec LCO exceeded when drywell Torus !

DP was not within specified limits.

81-24/03L 30 Day Emergency service water pumps found to be
inop9rable and required operability check
of redundant puiaps was not performed as

! specified.
i (

x_. t

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

i

LER Number Type Summary Description j

81-25/01P 24 Hour Violation of Secondary Containment Integrity
when both railroad airlock doors were opened.

!
81-26/03L 30 Day Iso-Condenser initiation pressure switch !

REISA tripped at a value higher than '
,

specified.
i

,

81-27/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when Number 2
TIP Ball Valve failed to close automatically.

81-28/03L 30 Day Unmonitored release through new radwaste ;

building ventilation ductwork. I

I

81-29/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when CRDH
Pump 'B' motor bearing failed in service.

81-30/01P 24 Hour Violation of Secotidary Containment when
exhaust valve V28-22 failed to close.

81-31/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when the 'B'
EMRV failed to open during testing.

81-32/03L 30 Day Monthly channel checks of the accident
monitoring instrumentation were not
performed.

81-33/01P
'

24 Hour Secondary Containment Integrity was violated
when both NW airlock doors were found open.

81-34/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Spec when the peaking factor
was 110% of the allowable limit.

81-35/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Spec when a degraded |
fire barrier was discovered and no fire
watch was established. ;

81-36/03L 30 Day Reactor Water Level Instrumentation for one
channel in both RPS Systems were inoperable.

81-37/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Specs when SE containment
spray compartment door was found open.

t
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|.

LER Number Tyjte Summary Description

81-38/03L 30 Day Tube rupture in A and C Shutdown Cooling i
Heat Exchanger while in cold shutdown, e !

81-39/03L 30 Day Unmonitored release of radioactive water due '

to RBCCW heat exchanger tube failure.

81-40/03L 30 Day EMRV High Pressure Sensors IA838 and C
setpoints exceeded specified value.

81-41/01P 24 Hour Stack Gas Activity was not continuously |'
monitored due to trip of the 'A' Sample
Pump. |

81-42/01P 24 Hour Stack Gas Activity was not continuously
monitored due to trip of the 'B' Sample

IPump..

81-43/01P 24 Hour Stack Gas Activity was not continuously.

monitored due to air in-leakage at Sample
Pump inlet.

.

81-44/03L 30 Day Standby Gas Treatment Fan 1-8 was removed
[

from service for corrective maintenance.

81-45/03L 30 Day Iso-Condenser valve V-14-32 failed during
performance of routine surveillance test. i

81-46/03L 30 Day Three hydraulic snubbers in the shutdown
cooling system failed during functional
testing.

81-47/03L 30 Day Diesel Generator number 1 failed to achieve
peak load during surveillance testing.

'

81-48/03L 30 Day Degradation of primary containment integrity
,

when RWCU Isolation Valve V-16-2 failed to |
close. .

81-49/03L 30 Day Containment Spray High Drywell Pressure t

Switches IP-15A and C tripped at values
greater than specified.

k
81-50/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when core spray i

pump pressure switch RV-29C failed to
reset at the specified value,

d

.

-. - _ . _ _ . - -- -. - - -



. - . _ .

.

27 Table 2 (Con'd) i
!

t
I

LER Number Type Summary Description
E

81-51/03L 30 Day Electromatic reitef valve high pressure
sensor IA83E setpoint exceeded the specified
value.

81-52/03L 30 Day Operating in a degraded mode when the in-shield
limit switch for No. 2 TIP machine failed
preventing ball valve from automatically 4

closing.

|81-53/03L 30 Day Ability of offgas system to automatically .

isolate was lost for 13 hours due to broken
power cable. |

81-54/03L 30 Day Main Steam Line Low Pressure Sensor RE 23D
tripped at pressure lower than limit specified
in the Tech Specification. .

81-55/03L 30 Day Acoustic Monitoring System (AMS) for safety
and relief valve position indication found to
have two channels that provided no or low
response.

.

i

|

,

t
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TABLE 3

6

INSPECTION HOURS SUMMARY (11/1/80 - 10/31/81)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

HOURS % OF TIME

1. Plant Operations 1053 51 ,

2. Radiological Controls 223 11

'3. Maintenance 128 6

i,4. Surveillance 201 10

'
5. Fire Protection 85 4

.

6. Emergency Preparedness 20 1

7. Security and Safeguards 202 10 -

8. Refueling 46 2

9. Licensing Activitives No Data Available

10. Other 104* 5

I** Total 2062 100%

f104 hours of region based investigation in response to a radioactively j
a

contaminated spent fuel shipping cask. t
.

'

Allocations of inspection hours vs. Functional Areas are approximations**

based on inspection report data.

.

,

,

. - . _ . - - . - _ _ _
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TABLE 4

INSPECTION REPORT ACTIVITIE_S

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

REPORT INSPECTOR AREAS INSPECTED

80-33 Resident Routine

80-34 Specialist Post-Refueling Testing

80-35 Resident Routine

80-36 Specialist Physical Security !

80-37 Specialist Transportation

80-38 Investigator Shipping Cask Contamination

|81-01 Resident Routine

Management Meeting |81-02 ---

81-03 Resident Routine |

81-04 . Specialist Radiation Protection

81-05 Specialist Surveillance, Calioration

81-06 Resident Routine

81-07 Specialist In-Service Inspection

81-08 Specialist In-Service Testing, Quality
Assurance, Design Changes,
Maintenance

81-09 Specialist Radiation Protection
i

81-10 Resident Routine

81-11 Resident Routine

| 81-12 Resident Routine |
|

! 81-13 Specialist Physical Security
1

|
.. . _ .._ _ . . . . . _- . , _ . .__ __._.
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Table 4 (Con'td)

REPORT INSPECTOR AREAS INSPECTED

81-14 Resident Routine

81-15 Specialist Radiation frotection

81-16 Resident Routine

81-17 Resident Shutdown Cooling Heat Exchanger
Failure

81-18 Resident Routine

81-19 Resident Routine

81-20 Specialist Independent Measurements

i

.,

e

.

t

>

| .

,

|
:

(

!

|
|

,

, ,

I

|

1
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TABLE 5

VIOLATIONS (11/1/80 - 10/31/81)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

A. Number and Severity Level of Violations

'

1. Severity Level

Severity Level I O |
Severity Level II 1

~

Severity Level III 2 3

Severity Level IV 16 I

Severity Level V 13
Severity Level VI 3 '

Total 35

8. Violations Vs. Functional Area

Severity Levels

FUNCTIONAL AREAS I II III IV V VI

1. Plant Operations 1 4 5 2

2. Radiological Controls 2 2 2

3. Maintenan'ce 2

4. Surveillance 4 3 1 .

5. Fire Protection |

6. Emergency Preparedness

| 7. Security & Safeguards 6 1 .

!

8. Refueling

I 9. Licensing Activities

Totals 1 2 16 13 3

t Total Violation = 35
i

l'

i
|

|
____ , _ _ _ _ _ ,_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . ,,
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TABLE 5

ENFORCEMENT DATA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

November 1, 1980 - October 31, 1981

Inspection Inspection
Number Oate Subject Req. Sev. Area

80-36 12/13-19/80 Failure to secure vital area barriers PSP IV 7

80-36 12/13-19/80 Use of improper I.D. badge PSP IV 7

80-36 12/13-19/80 Failure to conduct protected area key PSP IV 7
audit and failure to change safe
combinations

80-36 12/13-19/80 Explosives detector performance tests PSP IV 7
'

were not conducted

80-36 12/13-19/80 Inadequate lighting at locations in PSP IV
7[-the protected area

80-36 12/13-19/80 Failure to retain certain records as PSP IV 7 !
required

80-37 12/3'0/80 LSA radioactive material was delivered 49CFR III 2
to a carrier for transport in a package 173
that was not a strong, tight package

80-37 12/30/80 LSA radioactive material was delivered 49CFR III 2
to a carrier for transport without 173
properly describing the physical form
of the material in the shipping papers

81-01 1/5-31/81 Annunciator and Alarm procedures was TS V 1

not followed

81-03 2/2-28/81 Failure to follow dosimetry issue TS V 2

procedures j,

i

I

(m. !

. . - . -- . . _ .
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i

!

Inspection Inspection
Number Date Subject Req. Sev. Area

81-04 3/2-681 Aciministrative Control requirements for TS V 2
procedure changes were not followed

i

81-05 3/9-13/81 Test gauges used for safety related AppB V 4
'

calibrations are not of acceptable
accuracy or readability for the

'

calibrations being performed
!81-05 3/9-13/81 Calibrations are performed on safety TS V 4 '

related instruments without using i

approved procedures, and diesel I

generator KW and KVAR meters and fire .

pump RPM meters are not being calibrated j

81-05 3/9-13/81 Failure to test valves as required by AppB V 4 ;

the inservice test program

81-05 3/9-13/81 PORC meeting minutes are not being TS V 1

distributed to the ISRG and GORB
as required by T.S.6.5.4.1

c1-05 3/9-13/81 Annual reviews of operating procedures TS VI 1

were not performed

81-05 3/9-13/81 Calibration data was omitted from TS VI 4
instrument history cards and had not
received supervisory review

,

i 81-05 3/9-13/81 The core spray pump test procedure was TS VI 1 ;
'

not revised to eflect that the fill I

pumps no longer operate automatically i

| 81-06 3/1-31/81 Safety related material was purchased AppB V 3
on requisition 61619 without OQA ,

review ;'

B1-08 3/30-4/3/81 Pump operability tests were not performed AppB IV 4

in accordance with Section XI of the
| ASME B&PV Code

1 81-08 3/30-4/3/81 Handling, Storage, and preservation AppB V 3

I of materials and equipment to prevent
l damage or deterioration, and the

cleanliness of the Level B storage
area were not in conformance with
ANSI N45.2.2

- - . - - . - -. __ -- . -- .- .
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Inspection Inspection
Nu7ber Date Subject Reo. Sev. Area

81-10 4/1-30/81 One reactor building to suppression TS II 1

chamber vacuum breaker in each line
was rendered inoperable by the
placement of contractor erected scaffold

81-10 4/1-30/81 Corrective action has been ineffective AppB IV 1

in correcting conditions adverse to
quality which present the potential
for the release of radioactive
material from the condensate transfer
pump building

81-11 5/1-30/81 Several electrical jumpers were found TS V 1

improperly installed or disconnected

81-12 6/1-30/81 The required daily surveillance was TS IV 4
not performed on emergency service
water pumps when the redundant pumps<

were inoperable

81-12 6/1-30/81 A high radiation area was not locked TS IV 2
or guarded to prevent unauthorized
entry

81-13 6/8 .12/81 A vehicle in the protected area was PSP V 7
left unlocked, unattended with the
keys in the ignition

81-14 7/1-30/81 Secondary containment integrity was not TS IV 1

maintained as required when valve V-28-22
was inoperable and not secured in the
closed position

81-14 7/1-30/81 Instrument channel checks of the accident TS IV 4

monitoring instruments were not performed
monthly from May 8,1981 to July 13, 1981

81-14 7/1-30/81 The southeast containment spray pump TS IV 1

compartment water tight door was left
open in violation of technical
specification j

}

\

. |

_
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Inspection Inspection
Number Date Subject Reo. Sev. Area j

81-16 8/4-9/14/81 Personnel entered a high radiation TS IV 2 -

area without proper radiation dose '

rate monitoring equipment

81-16 8/4-9/14/81 Failure to follow procedures during TS V 1

performance of surveillance test

81-17 8/27-10/19/81 Failure to report an unplanned, 10CFR IV 1

uncontrolled radicactive liquid release 50.72

81-18 9/15-10/5/81 Failure to follow procedures for conduct TS V 1

of shift turnover

81-18 9/15-10/5/81 Failure to implement test procedures with AppB IV 4
adequate 4cceptance criteria for the
station batteries

'

I

I

|

|

,

.

|
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ENCLOSURE 3, ,

QPU NuclearQQIgf 100 Interpace Parkway
Parsippany. New Jersey 07054
201 263 6500
TELEX 136 482
Writer's Direct Dial Numtier: ,

May 6, 1982

Mr. Richard Starostecki, Director
Division of Project and Resident Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I
631 Park Avenue
King of Prussia, PA 19406

Dear Mr. Starostecki:
i
!

Subject: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Docket No. 50-219
Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)

Your letter of April 7,1982 provided, for our review and response, a
draft Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) report concerning !
activities conducted at the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station for the !

period November 1,1980 through Oc tober 31, 1981. Attachment I to this letter i

provides our responses to the maintenance and surveillance areas which were
classified as areas of weakness.

I

In addition to our specific responses concerning those two areas, we are
taking this opportunity to provide comments on the other areas which were
evaluated. The additional comments, also contained in Attachment I, are
provided to help meet the SALP objective of furthering NRC's understanding in
how the licensee management directs, guides, and provides resources for i
assuring plant safety.

*

Very truly yours,

PhilipRgClark
;

Executive Vice President
|GPU Nuclear Corporation
;

|
cc: Mr. Ronald C. Haynes, Administrator

|Region I g f /-
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission lU

rj ) /,,/631 Park Avenue
King of Prussia, PA 19406 ' l

NRC Resident Inspector
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Forked River, NJ 08731

.

, . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ .,
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ATTACHMENT I
|

<

,l

Subject: Responses and Comments to the NRC Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)

|

'Evaluation Period: November 1,1980 Through October 31, 1981
. .

Summary of NRC Evaluation:
.

.

FUNCTIONAL AREAS OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR CENERATING STATION
|

CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY
1 2 3 |'

.

1. Plant Operations X

2. Radiological Controls
X

3. Ma in tenance X

4. Surveillance (Including Inservice
and Preoperational Testing) X

5. Fire Protection and Housekeeping X

'

6. Emergency Preparedness 'X

7. Securley & Safeguards X

!

8. Re fueling X

'

9. Licensing Activities X

Cntegory Definitions:
.

Category 1: Reduced dRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee management
attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear safety;
licenace resources are ample and ef fectively used such that a high level of
performance with respect to operational safety or construction is being
cchieved.

t

j Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels. Licensee
( management attention and involvement are evident and are concerned with nuclear
j safety; licensee resources are adequate and are reasonably effective such that

satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety or construction isi

|
b3ing achieved.

i
l Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. Licensee
l management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers nuclear safety,

but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appeared strained or not
offectively used such that minimally satisfactory performance with respect to

i cperational safety and construction is being achieved.
. . - . _.- _ _ - . . - . - -
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Page 2

'l o Plant Operations - NRC Evaluation l
1

|

During the previous assessment period, (August 1,1979 - July 31,1980), i

several violations were identified involving procedural inadequacies, i

inadequate mechanisms for issuance of management instructions, and failure I
to follow procedures. Of particular importance was an incident involving |
failure to remove control rod interlock bypass jumpers prior to completion |
of control cell fuel reload. Progransnatic weaknesses were identified in '

the area of adherence to management controls procedures at the lower
management and supervisory levels, and in the area of meeting connaitments
to the NRC. .An improving trend was noted as licensee management responded '

in a positive manner to address the identified weaknesses.

This area was under continuing review by the resident inspector for the
current (November 1, 1980 - October 31, 1981) assessment period. Twelve
operations related violations were identified. Failure to follow
procedures resulted in four Severity Level V violations. Inadequacies in
the area of administrative controls resulted in one Severity Level V
violation when PORC meeting reports were not properly distributed, and two
Severity Level VI violations involving failure to properly review or
revise operating and surveillance procedures. Two Severity Level IV
violations were identified involving failure to recognize a containment -

,_

integrity violation when an isolation valve failed during testing, and
recurrent violations of technical specifications when containment spray

,

compartment water tight doors were lef t open. Failure to report an

unplanned radioactive release and inadequate corrective action on
recurrent spills of radioactive liquid resulted in two Severity Level IV
violations. One Severity Level II violation involving vacuum breaker
blockage was indicative of inadequate controls over activities af fecting
plant operations, and sometimes inadequate tours of the plant by
operations personnel. Thirty-two licensee event reports were related to ,

the operations area. Reports were generally timely and accurately
identified the causes and corrective actions needed.

Improvements have been noted in management involvement in this area. The
licensee has implemented a Nuclear Assurance Department Operations Support
Program. The program involves the assignment of an Assistant to the Plant.

Operations Director and Shif t Assistants who are tasked with reviewing
plant operations and making reconsnendations for improvement in the areas
of procedural adequacy, procedural adherence, and control of activities
that have an impact on operations. Also, corporate management has issued ;

policy statements stressing verbatim compliance with operating procedures
'

.

at.d has begun vigorously enforcing the policy.

This program has resulted in many improved procedures, improved proceduralJ

adaerence, improved operation awareness and understanding of plant
activities, improved followup of operations identified maintenance .

|concerns, and improved operator morale. The program has relieved some
management and supervisory personnel of administrative burdens, allowing .

!

more timely and thorough reviews of activities.

_ __. ,_, __ __ _

_ _ _______ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ ._ _ _ _
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i

The development of a "programs and controls" group has improved the
.

scheduling and prioritization of work activities and the coordination |,
between maintenance and operations. , '

l 1

!Some problems still exist with operator k,nowledge of regulatory
requirements. These problems are evidenced by the following: *|

(1) Failure to recognize malfunction of a TIP in-shield limit switch as a
degradation of containment intgrity.

f

'(2) Failure to recognize failure of a reactor building ventilation
isolation valve as a degradation of containment integrity.

,

.

(3) Interpretation of exceeding a peaking factor limit during a power ,

transient as a "Safety Limit Violation".
*

Licensee corrective and preventive actions have been generally acceptable
and indicative of a responsiveness to NRC concerns.

Conclusion _ _ Category 2 -

Board Recommendations .None-
. . . . . . . . .... --..

GPU Nuclear Corporation C9mments: i. '

The third paragraph in the above evaluation references a Nuclear Assurance
Department Operations Support Program. This is a misnomer. The comment
is made in order to avoid confusion between activities conducted by our
Nuclear Assurance o.' vision and this program. |

,

The program consisted of temporarily assigning experienced personnel, from
other divisions withir. GPUNC, including the Nuclear Assurance Division, to
aid in the site specific activities of ,the Operations, Maintenance and

j Plant Engineering depsrtments of the Oyster Creek Division. These
specific assignmer.;;s were made on a temporary basis to fill vacanti

positions. At the present time, the temporarily assigned personnel have
'returned to their respective divisions. Continuity of the program will be

based on an overall evaluation of the program and permanent persornel have!

| been placed in many positions.
. _

|
With regard to the statement in the last paragraph of the evaluation that
some problems still exist with operator knowledge of regulatory
requirements, a comprehensive formal refresher training program has beeni

| developed for Operations Shift Supervisors in the area of Technical
Specification and regulatory requirements. The results achieved by a

program of this nature would not be observable in the short term, but are ii

l expected to result in improvements in this area.
-

.

. ,

, , ,. ,-,-e- .- ,_ , . . , . _ . , ,, . _ , . - _ . _ . _ _ , , , , . , . . _ . . _ _ , , _ _ , - _, , _ , . , . , _ , , . , , _ - - - _ , _ , - - - , . _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ , . - . - . _ ,
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,

2. Radiological Controls - NRC Evaluation !.

The previous assessment period identified several areas of major concern. !
1Programmatic problems included inadequate staf fing, use of personnel not

meeting ANSI N18.1-1971 standards, procedures inconsistent with Technical
Specifications, and poor control in the area of transportation of |

radioactive waste. Nineteen violations were identified and one civil '

penalty was assessed for inadequate radiation work permit procedures. An
improving trend was noted in the latter part of the assessment period when
action was taken to upgrade the radiation protection training program, ,

increase the size and quality of the radiation protection staff, and ;

implement organizational changes to put direct management attention in the
areas of radwaste operations and shipping.

'

During the current assessment period, four inspections were performed by
,

'region based inspectors in the area of radiological controls. One
included a review of the radvaste management program and two included i

review of effluent monitoring and control. In addition, one regional
office evaluation.of a State of Nevada burial site inspection, and one
investigation of NAC-1E shipping cask event were conducted. Selected i
activities in this area were under continuous review by the resident
ins pec tor . Six violations, two Severity Level III's associated with- ,

radioactive waste transportation, two Severity Level IV's associated with (
control of high radiation area access, and two Severi~ty Level V's
associated with dosimetry issue procedures and control of procedure
changes were identified. These items were not repetitive or indicative of
programmatic breakdowns. Corrective actions were timely. I

Two licensee event reports identified unmonitored uncontrolled liquid
releases. Four operations related event reports identified failures to
monitor gaseous effluents due to sample system breakdowns. The events '

were properly classified and reported. )
i
i 'Management involvement in this area is evidenced by the major

reoganization of the radwaste management program and generally well -

defined procedures. However, lack of formal approval of Radiation Control |

Technician training program remains a long-standing issue. The General '

Employee Training Program contributes to fair adherence to procedures and
minor numbers of personnel errors. The plant staffing appears to be
adequate and the radiological engineering reviews show evidence of *

adequate planning and technically sound approaches to problems. ,

Category 2 fConclusion -

Board Recommendations None-

(-

,

e
-

,

,
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GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments:
i

The radiological Field Operations Training Program, referred to in the i

fourth peragraph, has now been submitted for NRC review and approval. As j

you are aware, until NRC approves this program, each member of the i

radiation protection organization, for which there is a comparable ,

position described in ANSI N18.1-1971, meets or exceeds the minimum,

qualifications specified therein.

i

3. Maintenance - NRC Evaluation: 9
I i,

| Three inspections during the previous assessment period identified no
violations. Three of four maintenance related event reports involvedi

( personnel error. The assessment concluded that the licensee had a viable"~

! maintenance program with no major programmatic weaknesses.
| During the current assessment period, one region based inspection and'

l routine inspection by the resident inspector identified no violations. In
an effor.t .to improve the maintenance program, the licensee has assigned a
full time preventive maintenance manager and a full time corrective

, ~~

maintenance manager reporting to the plant maintenance manager. This has
placed increased management attention on the control of maintenance
activities; however, there is a lack of corporate and plant management
involvement in the review and prioritization of outstanding maintenance
items and an' apparent understaffing in maintenance departments. There is
a large backlog of outstanding work orders and frequent instances where
job orders are closed out when only temporary repairs are completed, or
where job orders considered to be of minor importance are cancelled.

lIn addition to a backlog of maintenance orders, there is a large number of
long-standing lifted leads and jumpers. These have not been closed !

!because .of incomplete maintenance modifications which did not include
permanent removal of abandoned components, or the need for fu-ther
engineering review.

The prev?ntive maintenance program is being expanded and crews dedicated
specifically to preventive maintenance are being formed. This program .

. presently involves primarily instrumentation and lubrication. Maintenance
records are reviewed by a preventive maintenance engineer who is
developing machinery history records, but this program has not yet been
developed to the point that maintenance trend analysis can be performed.

1

| In addition to marginal maintenance history records, the availability of
current equipment data is a weakness. Controlled files of equipment data
with component model and serial numbers, parts lists, and engineering
drawings are not always up to date. For example, the controlled valve

| list does not reflect the f act that the reactor building to suppression
chamber air operated vacuum breakers were replaced with valves made by a
different ranufactu'rer in 1979.

'

!
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i

The licensee's response to NRC initiatives is sometimes delayed. For
example, corrective actions on a 1977 IE Circular relating to fuse ,

Icoordination in Standby Liquid Control system Squib firing circuits, a
1979 IE Circular relating to defective diesel fire pump starting
contractors, and a 1979 IE Circular on Limitorque valve operator locking
devices were not completed until the NRC expressed concern for lack of
responsiveness.

.

An event during the assessment period involving blockage of torus vacuum
breaker valves by contractor erected acaffolding resulted in a Severity

'
Level II violation and assessment of a civil penalty. Another event'

involved an unmonitored airborne release of radioactive material from the
radwaste building ventilation system. These events are indicative of
inadequate control of contractor work. After the assessment period, an *

event involving improper assesmbly and testing of a torus vacuum breaker
,

valve was discovered. The action resulted in one torus vacuum breaker !

being inoperable for about 18 months during reactor operation. This
,

event, which is still under review by the NRC, indicates that a'

strengthening of management control and procedural control over |
maintenance activities is necessary. .

,_

|The licensee has implemented a program of increased management involvement -

in maintenance activities. In addition, recent staffing changes which ( |have placed individuals with extensive maintenance background in. . . . .

upper-level management positions have resulted in an improving trend in i

this area. _y r
,

r
'

Conclusion Category 3- ,

I
,

Increased inspection effort by the residentBoard Recommendations -

inspector.
.

l

!

6

CPU Nuclear Corporation Comments::
J

The eval'uation period (November 1,1980 through October 31, 1981)
coincides with the reorganization of our Maintenance Department in
September 1980 and as such, covers a transition period. Current
activities now meet most of the goals of the reorganization and
satisfactorily address many of the concerns of the above evaluation.
The following paragraphs provide examples of how the reorganization has
ef fected pos'itive changes which, toward the end of the evaluation period
and subsequent thereto, have become clear:

..

..

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _
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.

The second paragraph of the evaluation contains the statement "... there
is a lack of corporate and plant management involvement in the review and |
prioritization of outstanding maintenance items ...". Procedure No. 105

,

"Conduct of Maintenance" ensures that management ceviews and prioritizes ?

each job order. The prioritization of job orders has been in effect since
Jar.uary of 1981 and consists of assigning .one of four priorities. Urgent"

,___,,

1" is the most immediate p'riority and indicates that work should be.

started within one day. This priority includes emergency maintenance -

initiated by the Group Shif t Supervisor and other work considered likely
to cause any of the following conditions within three days

.

1. Personnel injury
.

i

2. Significaecly increased contamination or radiation hazard '

.

'

.. .
.. Unplanned, uncontrolled release of radioactive material to the3.
environment in excess of normal release rates

| 4. Significant damage to safety-related equipment needed for safe plant
shutdown'

(

,5. __ Violation of Technical Specifications _
,

_ _ _ _ _ , ,
,

6. Immediate plant shutdown or load reduction

The remaining three categories involve problems of a lesser severity and
guidance is given in the procedure for assigning priorities.

The second paragraph also refers to "... an apparent understaffing in
maintenance departments ...". We have increased our first lir.e supervisor

.to worker ratio. Currently, our average ratio is one supervisor per ten
;to twelve workers. The key maintenance positions are now filled and

implementation of the desired program is being ef fected. We believe that
our present emphasis on more effective use of supervision, emphasizing
supervisor presence on the job site and better planning, in addition to
'the improved supervisor to worker ratio, will help effect the desired
improvements.

The last sentence in the second paragraph states "There is g.large backloge ,

of outstanding work orders and frequent instances where job orders are -

closed out when only temporary repairs are completed, or where job orders |
considered to be of minor importance are cancelled." There are a large
number of outstanding work orders, many as a result of our increased
efforts to identify what work needs to be accomplished. However, as

'

identified above, all job orders are prioritized according to specified'

criteria and the majority of outstanding job orders are in the minor
category.

.

9

_._--.___c _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . ,_
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With regard to job orders being closed out inappropriately, Procedure 105
currently requires that a job order may only be cancelled by the
applicable Maintenance Supervisor af ter obtaining concurrence of the ,

initiating department supervisor. The procedure also identifies when '

temporary repairs are effected or further modification to the existing
. system is required, the temporary repair job. order may be closed out. A

new job order is initiated for execution when materials and/or the
modification package is available.

With rsgard to the large number of long-standing lifted leads and jumpers
referred to in the third paragraph, we have recently completed a review of
and dispositioned.all lifted leads and jumpers where possible. The
unresolved remaining itetse have been identified and are being referred to
engineering for permanent resolution. ,

,

,

.

.The fourth paragraph in the evaluation discusses the preventative..... .

maintenance program. We feel this area has been greatly improved, since.

reorganization in September 1980. The present program includes
electrical, mechanical, instrumentation and lubrication activities.
Maintenance history cards are now updated whenever corrective or
preventative maintenance is performed. Although past history of'

'

_maint.enance may, in some cases, be unretrievable, current practices will
ensure that future trend analysis will be achievable. (

~

Our re'sponsiveness to NRC initiatives is now coordinated through the
I

Licensing Department. Each item is assigned to the cognizant department
and tracked by a formal program until completion of the assignment is
effected. Outstanding items are brought to the attention of upper
management and a summary report is provided to the Of fice of the President
on a monthly basis. The current program should help ensure that events
such as the examples cited in the evaluation will not be of a recurrent-

nature.

With regard to control of contractor activities, our corrective actions,
as you are aware, are described in our response to the Notice of Violation
dated September 21, 1981. The controls imposed have had a positive ef fect
in that potential problems are identified and corrected prior to
conducting work activities. -

4. Surveillance - NRC Evaluation

During the previous assessment period, six routine unannounced inspections ,

'

by region based inspectors, one Performance Appraisal Branch Inspection
and routine inspection by the resident inspec.cor identified three
violations. The licensee had failed to perform surveillances on three
occasions.

k i
:

.
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During the current assessment period, two region based inspecticns. ene
regional based team inapection, and routine resident reviews identified '

,

eight violations. The violations involved f ailure to conduct Technical
iSpecification and ASME Section XI testing, inaccurate calibration,. i

calibration and testing witho'ut procedure, and inadequate calibratihn data s

'
and procedural changes. t

,

Corrective action was agreed to'in an Imediate Action Letter dated i
IApril 8, 1981. The licensee agreed tc upgrade his inservice test program 4

cc, meet the requirements of ASME code Section XI by January 1,1982. g
,

Af ter the assessment period, region based inspectors found that the
licensee had not compit.:ed all corrective action, in that a program'for
valve testing was not ' fully implemented. The licensee has since submitted I

a revised completion schedule to NRC:RI. The licensee stated that !

uperationdi comunitments and manpower shortages were the reasons for not j

meeting the commitmentp The high number of violations and the f ailure to I

seet commitment dates witnout notification, indicate weakness in licensee
management control in this at14. ,_ . , , , , _ , , _

...

The large number of event reports resulting from instrument drif t and the
long standing nature of this issue indicates a need for high level
management involvement in this, area to achieve technically * acceptable

--.-r e s olu t io n. Violations resulting from missed surveillances,-in particular ,

a Severity Level IV violation involving failure to survey Emergency
Service Water pumps following unacceptable surveillance on redundant
pumps, indicate a need for more management attention in review of i

'surveillance programs and acsuring unambiguous acceptance criteria.

This need is further amplified by a violarion that occurred af ter the
assessment period. Three successive failt.es'of an isolation condenser

,

valve during' operability testing followed by two successful operations of,
the valve, with no followup investigation to determine the cause of the
failures, was interneted by s. niember of the management staf f as

,

acceptable component performance. *

Category 3- Conclusion -
,

s i
;
'

Board Recommendationa_ None-

,

1'
. .

/GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments: ,)
s

-

1

I

Several violations tnat are referenced in the above evaluation inv.olved a
f ailure to comply with the surveillance requirmnts of recently approved
Technical Specification changes. Our practice nad been that follow-up to
Technical Specification changes, such as the draf ting of procedures, was ,

not initiated until after NRC had approved the change. At present, the
Surveillance Testing Program is administered by the Plant Engineering
Department and compliance to Techr&41 Specifications is accomplished
through the maintenance of the surveilhnee testing schedule and
implementing procedures.

1
_
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To improve the implementation of Technical Specification changes, Plant
gngineering will review all pending Technical Specification Change

]s Requests and assure that all aspects relative to the specific changes are|

| prepared in anticipation of approval. Once approved, the draft procedures
| will be reviewed again for enanges, which ary have occurred due to NRC

review, and cycled through our internal cycle for final approval and
implementation. Under this program, a change to Technical Specifications
should be implemented withia 30 days after issuance.

As you are aware, the common NRC practice of making Technical
,

1; Specification changes "ef fective upon date of issuance" has been addressed
by us in previous correspondence as being impractical to implement. We

fequestthatallchangestoTechnicalSpecificationsbecomeeffective30
1

days after receipt by the licensee unless requested otherwise.
:

In addition to the above planned actions, Plant Engineering has
instituted training in the area of Technical Specifications. All
engineering personnel will b6 required to attend. The classroom
instruction will be presented by the BWR Licensing Manager and is
scheduled to be conducted during hay of 1982. i

An integrated training program is being developed to educate each member
'

of the Plant Engineering staff with regard to general BWR knowledge.
Specific system responsibility will be assigned to individuals who will be
expected to acquire knowledge comparable to operations personnel for the
systems assigned to them. This is expected to raise the overall system
leve) knowledge with regard to plant operations to a level considerably
higher than before. Training in the specific system areas is expected to }
beginn in July of 1982.

We feel the violations referenced in the evaluation regsrding the
Emergency Service Water Pumps and the Isolation Condenser Valve do not
indicile a programmatic weakness in the surveillance program. The '

decii. ion to declare the Emergency Service Water Pumps operable was based
on previous knowledge and experience of system performance. Management's
decision was based on knowledge that should have been incorporated into
the procedure; however, in absence of procedure criteria, the pump should
have been declared inoperable. With regard to the Isolation Condenser
valve operability, the cause can be ettributed to poor judgement. This
event has been discussed with plant operations personnel and management

'

direction to make such ju/gement conservatively from a safety standpoint
[' has been reemphasized.

'

;,

i ,

' t

1

i
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5. Fire Protection and Housekeeping - NRC Evaluation .

Three inspections by region based inspectors and one Performan a /praisal .

Branch inspection during the previcus assessment period ident .J no

major programmatic weaknesses. Two violations were identified involving
storage of combustible material in safety related areas,

During this assessment period, general fire protection activities and
housekeeping were under continuous review by the resident inspector. No
programnatic inspections were performed. No violations in this area have
been identified. Two Licensee Event Reports were submitted; one, the
result of mechanical failure of a fire hydrant, the other involving
personnel error when a cable penetration barrier was found in a degraded
condition. ,

,

r, -
u Management involvement in this area is evident by the assignment of a full

time fire protection engineer, recent procedural revisions to provide
4f better control of combustible material, and improved surveillance of fire |%

barriers. i
,

There were considerable problems causing delays in the installation and
testing of a storage tank and pumping system to provide an alternate -

source of water to the fire protection system. i

Saveral recent events involving wetting and ultimate impairment of safety ,

, lated electrical equipment have demonstrated inadequacies in the i

original fire protection safety evaluation. High level management
attention to this problem since the end of the assessment period has
resulted in an extensive survey of plant systems and a program to
waterproof and protect electrical components,

i

'Housekeeping has improved during this assessment period as a result af
more management attention. Radiological housekeeping conditions are
generally receptable with no significant NRC inspection findings in this
area. Poor general plant cleanliness and appearance; however, continues
to reflect poor plant staf f attitudes and lack of professionalism / pride.
An improving trend has been noted as a result of increased management
attention.

Conclusion Category 2*-

|
Board Recqmmendations none

'

-

*This rating is assigned without regard to the licensee's position on
10 CFR 50. Appendix R provisions.

,

o

_ _ _ _ _ _ ___________.__.__ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Q
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GPU Noelear Corporation Comments:

As a result of increased management attention in the area of housekeeping,
we feel there has recently been considerable improvements in plant
cletoliness and appearance. We feel the continued emphasis will elevate
the pride of the entire plant staff.

n

6. Emergency Preparedness - NRC Evaluation

No programmatic inspections were conducted in' this area during the
'

previous assessment period. ;

During the current assessmeat period, an emergency preparedness drill was
observed by the resident inspe: tor. The drill indicated weaknesses in the
licensee's ability to implement the provisions of a revised emergency plan
issued about one week prior to the drill. The licensee recognized the
deficiencies which were also identified by several internal audits. An ;

intensive upgrade program, Viich included significant increases in
' )emergency planning staff, further emergency plan and procedure reviews, .

' "

Iand intensive training, was be;un.

An NRC team appraisal of emergency preparedness was conducted in January I
1982 after the end of the assessment period. The appraisal identified ,

significant weaknesses requiring corrective actions. These weaknesses '

included: required upgrading of emergency response facilities; improved
capability for post accident sampling of stack effluent, reactor coolant, !

and containment atmosphere; emergency procedure improvement; and better
definitions of the training program for emergency response personnel. The
licensee's proposed corrective actions were discussed in a Confirmatory ,

Action Letter dated February 18, 1981. |

An NRC team observation of a major emergency preparedness exercise was
This observat on determined that the licenseeiconducted in March 1982.

'had demonstrated the capability to implement the provisions of the
emergency plan to adequately protect the public health and safety during
an accident, however, areas for improvement were noted and discussed with
the licensee.

i The licensee failed to meet the February 1, 1982 deadline for inatallation
of a Public Notification System and was issued a Severity Level III Notice
of Violation. Forty-five warning sirens were installed and tested by

f
<

March 5, 1982, The final siren was installed and tested dn March 11, 1981.

k.
;~.

!
|

|

- - - - _ .
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Category 2Conclusion -

Board Recommendations Non.e-

.
. . . . .. . . . . . .

*This categorization has been assigned on the bases of additional i
Iinf.gtmation developed,,af ter the assessment period and without regard

^ ~ ' ~~"

to resolution of the outstand'ing issue' of the Confirmatory Action g
.

Letter of February 18, 1982.

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

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments:
* ' '~

The last paragraph.in the aaove evaluation contains two minor errors
concerning the installation dates of our warning sirens. As we indicated
in the response to.the Notice of Violation, forty-five (45) warning sirens ,

were installed and tested by February 26, 1982. The final'airen was''
installed and tested on March 5,1982. Since the SALP evaluation, we note

that NRC, by their letter of April 28, 1982, has evaluated our overall
response to this matter and advised us that' they plan no further action." ' ' '~~

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

-. - - - . _ . _ , . . . ,

. _ . . . . . .

7. Security and Safeguards - NRC Evaluation ,

During the previous assessment period, two routine inspections by region
based inspectors, routine review of selected areas by the resident
inspector, and one inspection by the Performance Appraisal branch
identified no violations or evidence of programmatic weaknesses. During

,

i one inspection, allegations by a former security watchman, which had been
published in a local newspaper, were reviewed but could not be
substanciar.ed.

Daring the assessment period, two routine inspections'by region based
inspectors identified 7 violations. Six Severity Level IV violations were
identified involving failure to secure a vital area barrier, use of
improper identification badges, failure to conduct key audits, failure to
perform explosives detector performance "tests, inadequate lighting in two
areas, and failure to retain certain records. Licensee's corrective
action on these items, which were identified in one inspection, were -

-

1

L discussed in a management meeting during this assessment period.

;

(
.. . . . . . . . _ . . . . . .. ..

: . . - . ...

.
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,

One Severity Level V violation involving failure to properly control a
vehicle within the. protected area was identified in a subsequent
inspection. The large number of violations are not indicative of major
programmatic br,eakdowns. An inspection conducted since the end of the
assessment period (December. 7-11, 1981) icantified no similar problems.
Management attention is demonstrated by the prompt action to correct and
prevent recurrence of the identified problems. Site management is
generally responsive to security program requirements. Required reviews,

, audits and records are generally complete and show involvement by
, _ _ ,

Corporate management. The security organization is well staffed with well
defined responsibilities and adequately trained personnel. P;ocedural.

adherence is good with infrequent personnel errors.
. ,

,

Categ'ory 2 ",Conclusio,n -
,

Board Recommendations None-

t

t

.

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments: |
....

. _ . J

fNone.
_

f .
,

r ;

8. Refueling and Major Outage Activities - NRC Evaluation

During the previous assessment period, one region based inspection and ,
!

,

frequant resident inspector reviews of refueling and outage activities ;

identified two violations involving procedural inadequaciea and procedural tI

adherence. One of the violations involved a major breakdown of
| ade.inistration controls causing failure to -emove control rod inter 1cck
[ bypass iumpers prior to control cell fuel reload. This violation received

high level management attention by the corporate General Office Review: '

| Board and the Independent Safety Review Group.

During the current assessment period, one regicn based inspection of pest
refueling testing and reload analysis was conducted. No violations wert
identified,

l

One scheduled and frequent unscheduled maintenance outages occurred during i'

the assessment period. Considerable improvements in scheduling and
coordination of outage activities were noted. This is due primarily to '

the assignment of a full-time Programs and Controls Manager who oversees
outage planning. Scheduling activities generally addressed key outage and ,

L. outage recovery items. (t

, . . .,
?

-

l
-

!
i

I
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j A completed modification, under this program, will be accepted based on
the completion of preestablished conditions. The conditions specified for
each modification will be formulated at a planning meeting alter
construction activities have been authorized. Preestablished conditions
being addressed include:

| 1. Training completed for operations personnel concerning the installed
! modification
4

?. . All applicable operating procedures revised;

) 3. Required spare parts identified
:

4. Preventative Maintenance Procedures written and Preventative4
'

Maintenance schedule updated ',4

5. All applicable drawings revised-

6. Surveillance procedures and the Master Surveillance schedule revised I
,

5 The interfacing departments or divisions assigned -esponsibility for >

completion of the preestablished conditions will a it formally to verify '
,

and sign-of f that the modification can be put into service. I

2

The following departments will be involved as apr.*opriate:

1. Plant Operations Oyster Ct eek Division-

2. Plant Maintenance Oyster Creek Division-

3. Plant Engineering Oyster Creek Division-

4. Project Engineering Technical Functions-

5. Start-Up and Test Technical Functions-

6. Maintenance and Construction Maintenance and Construction-

7. Training and Quality Control Nuclear Assurance Division-

8. Configuration Control Technical Functions-

Procedure No. 124 "System / Equipment Turnover After Modification" is
presently being reviewed and revised to address the above program.
Additional procedures, if deemed necessary, will be developed.

In addition to this program, Plant Engineering will assign an engineer as
the "plant contact" for each modification authorized through the Technical f
Functions division. The intention of the plant contact is to provide ;

Plant Engineering awareness and follow-up of the modification such that
appropriate documents, i.e., operations, maintenance, and surveillance
procedures, vendor's manuals spare parts list, etc., are in the
development stage as the modification is progressing.

(
,

- .

.

.

I

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - . ___ . ..
_ _ _ _ . __ . . - . . - .. ._-
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Some problems in the area of con.rol of contractor work were noted as
evidenced by one violation involving blocking of torus vacuum breakers by
contractor erected scaffolding and an event involving an airborne release

,

of radioactive material from the radwaste building ventilation system.' - -- -

.

One region based inspection conducted after the asessment. period, - - - - - - - -

! identified some weak- ases in the area of control of design changes and
modifications. These indings, which are under review by NRC ma agement,
indicated that the management of tu.e design changes and modification
progra.m_ is_ve,ry._ f.ragmented with, poor. central, control and review. Many ,,

.,

procedures for the program are in draf t form and many are still being
prepared.

Training on modifications completed durtng outages is sometimes delayed
until just prior to startup, and drawing revisions are sometimes delayed.
This, together with insuf ficient management involvement in design change
program, results in an occasional lack of coordination between
engineering, construction, and operations staf f during turnover of systems
to operations control and in occasionally late implementation of revised

- procedures. - -- ., .._

--~~ ~The lic'ehsee has a well sisf fed corporate technical engineering ~ group.- '----

This group is still gaining site specific familiarity resulting in
considerable reliance on cor. tractors for engineering support. .-

,

. . . - . ..

Category 2 ;"Conclusion -
,

~

In light of the planned extended outageBo ard~Re commend a tions -

involving numerous and diverse
modifications, increased inspection activity

- should be devoted to outage activities
particularly during the early portion of the
outage.

.. .

. ..

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments

We have had under development since early 1981, an integrated and improved
system of controls for work being done in the plant. Improvements have
been and are being implemented on an individual basis. The improved
system is scheduled to be in ef fect prior to the upcoming outage. The
system will require a formal turnover to plant operations of all newly
installed modifications.

.-- .. . . .. . . . - - . .-- - . ... =.

** + - .*.M *
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|
9. Licensing Activities - NRC Evaluation

No specific assessment of licensing activities was performed during the
prior assessment period; pertinent iss'Jes were included in other
functional areas.

Licensing activities during the current assessment period included
i

miscellaneous Technical Specification changes, a review of TMI Task Action
Plan items, a major license amendment changing the license to GPU Nuclear
Corporation, and replacement core soray sparger design.

The licenses's performance and management capabilities were generally
adequate; however, the timeliness of responses has been poor with a two to
three month time delay being the norm. Details of submittals are usually,

coordinated with the staff beforehand to establish requirements and'

clarity, and are generally good quality. However, some submittals
relative to the Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP) and the TMI Task
Action Plan (NU~ .37) were not always complete and resulted in frequent'

requests by Nh c additional information. The licensee at i his
contractors have demonstrated adequate working knowledge of regulatory
requirements and excellent level of technical competence. The licensee's
staffing is generally adequate, but in view of planned modifications and
possible SEP upgrade requirements, may require increases.

Conclusion Category 2-

JI.,

Board Recommendations ''None-

.

CPU Luglear Corporation Comments: '

The third paragraph of the evaluation s:stes, "... the timeliness of,

) responses has been poor ...". While there have been cases where our
| response has been later than requested, we believe that a large factor in
| this has been the volume of requests and NRC's practice of setting
i unrealistic response dates. Requests made for information frequently
| require complex studies or analyses to be performed before an adequate
! response can be prepared, reviewed, and approved by upper management. We
I will continue to respond in a timely manner and to formally request

extensions where appropriate.
.

,
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REGION I SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
.

1. BACKGROUND

As part of the effort to develop NRC Manual Chapter 0516, "Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Ferfomance" (SALP), NRC:HQ finalized and provided
to the regional offices now "Evaluation Guidance" for classification of
licensee perfonnance 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 Period. It was detennined that the previous
"Unsatisfactory" category was directly translatable into the new "Below
Average" category. Further, it was determined that a previous rating of
"Satisfactory" was convertible to a new rating of "Average." The Region I
SALP Board members adopted the new "Evaluation Guidance."

3. ACTION

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.

nJ=-

Thomas T. Martin l" n7. Brunner
Acting Director D I A ing Director DRPI

'de
George A. Sm!th~ _ Walter G. Martin
Di et6r, DEPOS Asst. to Director

n1M - Y , n XM
ambs M. Allan

'

Boy (epi. Grier '

De Jty Director Diredtor '

i

i

f

. - .- - - . - . . . . . _ _ - _ _ - _ _- - -



.

,

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION *

.

REGION I EVALUATION BOARD MEETING

Facility: Oyster Creek huclear Generatina Station
.

Licensee: Jersey Central Power and Lioht Company

Unit Identification:
,

Docket No. License No./Date of Issue Unit No.
50-219 DPR-16 April 9,1969 I

Reactor Information:

NSS: General Electric

MWT: 1930.

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

Evaluation Board Meeting Date: March 2, 1981
.

Review Board Members:
J. M. Allan, Deputy Director
E. J. Brunner, Acting Director, Division of Resident and Project Inspection
R. T. Carlson, Director Enforcement and Investigation Staff
W. G. Martin, Assistant to the Director
W. A. Paulson, Licensing Projects Manager, Operating Reactors, Branch 5, NRR;

| G. H. Smith, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness and Operational Support
,

I
e

,

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

|

|

.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

. ,

Assessment Period: Auaust 1.1980 to January 31. 1981 l

A. Number and Nature of Noncompliance Items
'

1. Noncompliange Category

Infractions 7
-

Deficiencies 1

III 1

IV 5

V 1

.

2. Areas of Noncompliance

VIO/INF/DEF III/IV/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

i

.

.

4
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
-

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

*

Assessment Period: August 1, 1980 to Janup y 31, 1981
Number and Nature of Licensee Event Reports.

1. Type of Events '

Component Failure 18

Design / Fabrication / Analysis Errors 16

Defective Procedures O

Personnel Errors 6

External 5 .

Other 1 -

TOTAL T6

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 security .

inspection 80-36. Escalated enforcement action was being recommended to HQ '

based on third party inspection (State of Nevada), December 30,1980(civil
penalties were not issued).,

Orders

Order 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 order issued on
August 29, 1980.

Confirmatory Order of October 2,1980, to confirm licensee comitment to,

| install continuous level monitoring system as required by IEB 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.
|

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

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

|

|

|

|

|

l
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

4

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE DATA

Assessment Period: 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 to Physical Security Program inspection findings
(InspectionNo. 50-219/80-36, December 15-10,1980) and the licensee's
proposed corrective actions.

Management meeting at the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station Forked

River,NewJerseykPEvaluationBoa,rdmeetingofSeptember
,

on September 25 1980 to address NRC:RI concerns identified
in the Regional S 22, 1980.

E. Licensee Activities

Full power operation during this period has been restricted because of the
New Radwaste facilities' inability to process liquid 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.
| 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 in April 1981 to make plant-

I modifications required to satisfy NUREG 0737.
l

F. Inspection Activities

Routine inspection (546 hours))by resident and region-based inspectorsReactive inspection (139 hours by resident inspectorsi

|

G. Investigation Activities

None.

!

| c

i ,

|

1

;

|

|

| I.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE
i.

|

'

Functional Area Above Below
Average Average Average

1. Plant Operations
y,

2. Refueling Operations
y

3. Maintenance
X

j

4. Surveillance |
X

5. Licensed Operator Trainin9
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. Radioactive Waste Management
X

17. Transportation
X

18. Security and Safeguards
X

19. Management Controls n ,X

iff : v>e
pgionifDirector

3/7-/TI
,

Date || - <

-

.
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0YSTER 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 approxinately 100 inspector hours were spent in this area. One item
of noncompliance was identified in the operations area for failure to~ follow
annunciator alarm procedures, further addressed under (18) Management Controls.

,

I

i

|
.

.

h

,

.

Conclusion

Average Performance.

|

t

I

i
'

.



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

,

2. REFUELING OPERATIONS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

Inspection by resident and region based inspectors in the Post-refueling area
(36inspectorhours)identifiednoitemsofnoncompliance. Last refueling outage
was completed in July 1980. There were two items of noncompliance as a result of
five inspections in this area during the outage. The next refueling outage is
scheduled for October 1981.

|

|

4

e

Conclusion
|

Average Performance. .

,

t

|
'

|'

|
:

. _ . . - - -



OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

,

3. MAINTENANCE Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

Inspection by the resident inspector has not resulted in any items of
noncompliance.' Maintenance activities were inspected once (3 inspector hours)

.during this assessment perioJ. '

|
|

.

i

!
* i

4

Conclusion i

'

Average Perfonnance.
!

a

l

i

| |

I
r

|

.

t
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

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

Analysis *

Inspection by the resident inspector (4 inspector hours) has not resulted in
i any items of noncompliance.

|

|

|

e

Conclusion.

Average Perfonnance.

.

.

!

I

i

'

i
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION.

,

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS-

,

'

5. LICENSED OPERATOR TRAINING Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis .

No specific inspection in this area during the assessment period. A training
inspection is scheduled to be conducted during the month of April 1981. This
area was previously rated unsaticfactory based on HP Technician training (see
No.13 Radiation Protection).

.

I

i

i

.

Conclusion i

Average perfonnance.

I
:

i

I

;
,

'

!

I
i

i
L.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STAT 10N.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
'

6. QA/0C Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis ,

No inspections have been performed in this area during assessrent 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.
,

1

l

1

!

|
|

t

-

.

|
'
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
/

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

Analysis _ -

As a result of continutog LER, Bulletin and periodic report reviews, this
area is under continuous evaluation by the re.;ident inspector. Approximately
106 inspector hours were spent during this period in this area. No items
of noncompliance were identified.

.

'

h
li |

'
.

.

,

conclusion 1

Average perfonnance.
:

*

4

,

I|

|
;
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS,

'
8. COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

,

t

Analysis .

No specific inspection of this area was. conducted during this period. No
items'of noncompliance were identified. . Increased inspection effort was
previously recommended in this area due to one item of noncompliance identified '

during the Health Physics Appraisal inspection (80-17, not yet issued) in the
Area of H.P. Audits. This inspection fi.ndin
action subsequent to report 80-17 issuance. g will be reviewed for licensee corrective |

!,
|
1

!
.

Conclusion f
|

Average performance.
'

I

i

!

,

'

i
j

. .
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION-

.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS-

,

9. PROCUREMENT Assessment Period ,8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis ,

No specific inspection has been perfonned in this area during this assessment
pe riod. During the last evaluation period this area was inspected by PAB;
no items of noncompliance were identified.

a

e

i

!
I

s%

Conclusion i

Average perfonnance. ,

I
-

-,

E

.

!

|

|

.

b
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION.

| PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

l 10. FIRE PROTECTION Assessment Period 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 inspector has not resulted in any items of noncompliance in
this area.

I

1

.

Conclusion

Average perfonnance.

.

1

.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
,

._ .

5

PERFORNANCE ANALYSIS-

11. ISI/IST Assessment Period 8/1/00 to 1/31/81

Analysis -

No specific inspections of this ma during assessment period. During the .

previous evaluation pe fod'one nem.of noncompliance (management controls) was
identified for failure to implement the IST program for pumps and valves as
required by ASME, Section XI. The PAB inspection (79-18) identified no items
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 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 p mliminary Region I 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 perfonnance.
,

|
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS i

-

. ,

>:) .

'

12. DESIGN CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS Assessment Perio 8/1/80 to 1/31/81
__

&

4

k'
Analysis -

.

.c ,

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 inspection
wasconducted(50-219/80-06) on March 9-10,1981(outsideevaluationperiod)
to determine if an adequate engineering evaluation had been 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 initiated by the licensee to identify and correct setpoint
drift problems.

j

.

5

5Conclusion

Average performance.

i
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"' ' 6 e OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION;

PERFORMANCE ANALYSISi,p,. ,
.

. ,

,

f VDI ATION PROTECTID,N Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

9uring this period of review two inspections were conducted by the Radiation>

!pport Section and no items of noncompliance were identified. The bulk of these
.ispections tock place prior to the period under review. Both inspections con-

41uded 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 protection
procedures. Two items of noncompliance were identified, 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 I SALP Board for increased inspection effort, an
inspection es sdieduled 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 period) indicated that the
licensee's perfonnance is acceptable in this area. One item of noncompliance re-
lating to control of procedure changes was identified. The licensee has implemented

. additional HP technician training but the training program needs to be fully
fonnalized and retraining requirements established. No other weaknesses in the
Radiation Protection area were identified.

Conclusion,

| Average perfonnance.
|

|

,

i

.

.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEa.R GENERATING STATION

*

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

i*. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/61g

Analysis

One environmental inspection (50 inspector hours) was conducted September 22-26,
October 15, 1980. This inspection disclosed 5 items of noncompilance, (failure} to follow QA procedure; failure to have procedJres; failure to conform to Reg
Guide 1.23; failure to perfonn required calibrations and channel checks of thennal
monitoring system; failure to have all required thennal monitoring instrumentation
and inadequate air sampler design pursuant to ANSI N13.1-1969). Response to report
(issued 1/30/81) has not yet been received.

e

C_orclusion I

Below average perfonnance in non-radiological environmental protection area.
Reconnend increased inspection frequency; however, due to reconnended inspection
wiority, letter Thornburg to Grier dated 2/9/81, increased inspection will not
be conducted.
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION.
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-

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
*

15. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS Assessment Period _8/1/80 to 1/31/81,

o

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 issued relating
to deficient procedures, training and definition of the emergency organization.
The licensee's immediate 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

Ave' rage perfornance.

,:
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

RADI0 ACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81...

Analnis

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 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 radioactive waste operations and a
supervisor for radioactive waste shipping have been pemanently 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 15 total inspections conducted at burial sites during 1980. One
iter, of noncompliance was identified during an inspection perfonned by the

-

State of Nevada in Dei: ember 1980 which identified an improper shipment, furtherdiscussed under Item 17,' Transportation."

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

extensive contamination of the process building due to design inadequacies. The
licenses 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.

fa accordance with the recomendations of the Region I SALP Board which met in
September 1980, an inspection was sche & led 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
perfomance is acceptable in this area. No itens of nonempliance were identified.

The last independent nicasurenents inspection was ,:onducted on May 13-15, 1980
,

with the Region I mobile leb. No items of nonccepliance were identified. The
licensee's measurements were in agreement with the NRC's.

Conclusion,

Average performance.

!
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
-

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

,

17. TRANSPORTATION Assessment Period: 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

During this evaluation period radioactive waste shipments to Beatty, Nevada
have been inspected 3 times with 11 total inspections conducted at Beatty
since January 1980. -One noncompliance was identified dering a 3rd party
inspection on December 30, 1980 when one drum of waste leaked liquid 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 cf Nevada. Escalated
enforcement action is being recommended to HQ in this case as a test of'the
3rd party inspectior, effort. The licensee was also inspected 5 times during
1980 by Region II (Barnwell) with no items of noncompliance identified. On
February 19,1981 (outside evaluation period) a licensee shipment of irradiated
fuel was surveyed by the resident inspector and no items of noncompliance were
identified. An ins >ection of this area was scheduled for the week of March 2,
1981. Results of t11s inspection (subsequent to the assessment period) in-

;dicated acceptable performance in this area. Additional steps including pro- i

cedure changes and the implementation of a more rigorous quality assurance
program had been taken by the licensee.

Conclusion
,

Average performance. i
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0YSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS 4
,

l' SECURITY AND SAFEGUARDS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

Analysis

Routine resident inspection (approximately 20 hours) and one region based
inspection (80-36 ; 64 inspectorhours)onDecember 15-19, 1980 resulted in six
(6) violations. Oneviolation(failuretomaintaintheintegrityofavital
area) was a Severity Level III violation. Security Management at Oyster Creek

- was aware of the degraded vital barrier but took no compensatory action until
the violation was identified during the inspection. Other violations identified
were:

a failure to use an approved ID badge,
b failure to change security combination and failure to audit security keys.
c failure to assure the explosive detectors met the required perfonnance

characteristics.
(d) failure to meet the .2 foot candle lighting requirement.
(e) failure to retain security records for the required period.

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

i

barrier. Civil penalty was recommended but was not issued. -

Conclusion _
~

Below Average Perfortnance.

:
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
.

.9. MANAGEMENT CONTROLS Assessment Period 8/1/80 to 1/31/81

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 items of noncompliance speci?ically in the area of management controls.
The licensee's organizational changes have placed more direct senior l'evel
management attention on site and era indicative of a commitnent to further
improve this area. However, during this evaluation period, there have been
two ittms 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 i

of nanagement attention given to the large number of LER's resulting from
instrument repeatabilityweaknesses in the area of(details Section 12) are indicative of apparentmanagement control

|
Conclusion

i

Average performance. '

- .

e

i
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|
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Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
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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 outside contamination controlled'

area.

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

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

80-30 IMF Environmental Failure of licensee to respond to internal audit finding.
INF Environmental Inadequate procedures for action to be taken for: failure of

environoental temperature monitors; dilution pump operation;
and recorder calibration.

I INF Envi ronmer.tal Control room environmental recorders not calibrated on a regular
6 month basis.

.

INF Environmental Failure to channel check environmental thermal monitoring equip-
i ment.

DEF Environmental Only ! of 2 channels of 3 temperature monitors met ETS accuracy
requirements.

* 80-36 Level III Security Vital barrier (floor gratings) into 4160 Volt room not secured.

Level IV Security Non picture badges being used for unescorted access.

Level IV Security Annual audit of protected area keys and annual security safe
combination charige not perfonned.

.

Levei IV Security Performance test not conducted on explosives detector.
e

1 -
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.

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.t

level IV Security Temporary badge log not maintained for 1 year.

* 81-01 Level V Operations Failure to follow annunciator pmcedure.

* R: port Not Issued -

.

G
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*
.

Oyster Creek
_

.

ENFORCEMENT SUPMARY From August 1,1980 To January 31. 1981

.

50-219 I
Docket No. ' Unit No.

,

Functiona.1 Area SEVERITY LEVEL
of Noncomnliance VIO/INF/DEF III IV V VI_

1. Plant Doerations I '

.

2. Refueling Operations -

3. Maintenance
4. Surveillance
5 L1::ensed Operator Training
6. vA/0C
7. Reporting
8. Committee Activities
9. Procurement
10. Fire Protection
11. ISI/IST
12. Desian Changes and Modification 1

13. Radiation Protection
.

2
14. Environmental Protection 4'

15. Emergency Preparedness
16. Radioactive Waste Management
17. Transportation
18. Sectrity and Safeguards 1 5
19. Management Controls

.

Totals 7 1 1 5 1 '

,

,

I

|
-

.

|
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_. .



_. . . _ _ . - _ _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

LICENSEE EVENT REP iYNOPSIS - *

AUGUST 1.1980 TO J, AY 31,1981

LER NUMBER TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIPTION

80-33 30 Day E Torus oxygen ccncentration exceeded 5 percent 24 hours after placing
mode switch in "Run".

80-34 30 Day C Overload trip on SGTS exhaust fan 1-8 during routine surveillance
test.

80-35 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A and IP-15D tripped at a
value greater than specified.

80-36 30 Day E Stack release rates not continuously monitored due to failure of
stack gas sample system.

80-37 30 Day A Standby Gas Treatment System operated in degraded mode.,

; 80-38 30 Day B Triplb Low water level sensor RE-18B exceeded its required set-
point.

80-39 30 Day B Low Pressure Main Steam Line sensor RE-238 and RE-230 tripped at
a value less than specified.

| 80-40 30 Day E Hydraulic snubber number 51/6 failed to lock up in compression
and tension during functional testing.

.

80-41 30 Day E Core Spray System II removed from service to repair a leaking
sent line.

80-42 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158, and IP-15C
tripped at values greater than specified.

80-43 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor RE-180 exceeded its required
setpoint.

80-44 30 Day A Core Spray System I removed from service.when booster pump motors
became wet following inadvertent actuation of the fire suppression
system.

80-45 30 Day E Core Spray System I removed from service to repair a leaking vent
line.

_

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ ._. _ .
_
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. .

LER NUh. TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIF._J.

80-46 30 Day A Pressure drop across the upstream HEPA of SGTS II exceeded specified
limits.,

80-47 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches RV-46A, RV-468 RY-46C, and RV-46D
; setpoints exceeded specified values.

80-48 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-14-1 and V-14-19 failed to close
when actuated from the control Room.

4

80-50 30 Day B High drywell pressure switches k-inn, 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 perfonned.

80-52 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensors RE-18A and RE-180 tripped
at values higher than specified.

80-53 30 Day (10*)" Control rod drive hydraulic pumps removed from service one at aE
~

time to repair leaks on pump seal / bearing water piping.

80-58 30 Day (11*) E Core Spray System I removed from service to inspect pump motors
wetted by CRD hydraulic leaks.

.

80-55 30 Day B High drywell pressure switUes RV-46B, RV-46C, and RV-460 tripped
. at values greater than specified.
|

80-56 30 Day B Main steam line high ficw switches RE-22C and RE-22G tripped at|

: values greater than desired.

4 80-57 30 D=v B High drywell pressure switches IP-15A, IP-158. IP-15C, and IP-15D'

tripped at values greater than specified.

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

.
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. LERIU TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRI.
. . .

.4

80-59 30 Day A Monthly survaillcnce for the main station battary and diesel
generator starting batteries was not perfonned.

80-60 30 Day B Isolation Condenser pipe break sensors IBilAl, IBilA2, 1B1181,
and 181182 tripped at values greater than specified.,

80-61 30 Day E Hydraulic snubbers 19/11,19/12, and 19/13 failed to lock up
during functional . testing.

\ 80-62 30 Day E Control rod drive hydraulic pump NC-08A failed in service.

80-63 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor RE-18A tripped at a value'

.

greater than specified.

) 81-01 30 Day B High drywell pressure switch IP-15C tripped at a value greater
| than specified.

.

| 81-02 30 Day E Stack gas activity was not continuously monitored due to trip of
| sample pump.
i

81-03 30 Day E Fire hydrant number 2 inoperable due to a frozen barrel.

81-04 24 Hour B Load on emergency generators during design basis accident could !

exceed full lcad rating.
i 81-05 30 Day X Emergency service water pump 528 failed to demonstrate opera-
; bility.

j 81-06 30 Day B Reactor triple low water level sensor tripped at a value greater
,

! than specified.
[
t 80-05E 30 Day E Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.

80-06E 30 Day C Condenser discharge tenperature exceeded 106 F.0

80-07E 30 Day E Dilution pump tripped and was not restarted within 15 minutes.
1

) 40-08E 30 Day E Dilution pump was not placed in service when bridge terrperature
: exceeded 870F.

80-09E 30 Day C Unusually high blue crab mortality.
)
:

_ . ..- - - - . - . - .. .- - .- -. _
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LER MlNSER TYPE CAUSE CODE DESCRIPDON

80-10E 30 Day E Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

80-llE 30 Day C Fish kill in lagoons along Oyster Creek.

80-12E 30 Day C Fish kill in Oyster Creek during a controlled plant shutdown.

80-13E 30 Day A Less than two dilution pumps operating when intake temperature
was below 600F.

.

NOTES: CAUSE CODES: A- Personnel Error
B- Design / Manufacturing, Construction / Installation
C- Extern >:: Cause
D- Defect.i te Pmcedures
E- Component Failure
X- Other

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

.

e
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September 22, 1980
,

.

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION .
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9 JUL 1981
-

.

REGION I SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
,, l

1. BACKGROUND

As part of the effort to develop NRC Manual Chapter 0516 "Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance" (SALP), NRC:HQ finalized and provided
to the regional offices new "Evaluation Guidance" for classification of
licensee perfonnance 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 Period. It was detennined that the previous
"Unsatisfactory" category was directly translatable into the new "Beicw
Average" category. Further, it was detennined that a previous rating of
"Satisfactory" was convertible to a new rating of "Avera The Region I"

SALPBoardmembersadoptedthenew"EvaluationGuidance.ge.

3. ACTION
,

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 ar.d the
Resident Inspector.

nf aJ.- x

Thomas T. Martin E' n7. Brunner
Acting Director D I ing Director, DPSI

unu n
George /t. Smith' Walter G. Martin
Dirbet6r, DEPOS Asst. to Director

I
I

nqGYl'l . l . h'XR2 ne
anhs M. Allan

' Boycepi. Grier '
DepJty Director Director -

!

.

,
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OYSTER CREEX NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION AND ACTION PLAN

September 22, 1980*

Region I
,

Licensee Perfomance Evaluation (Operationsl

Facility: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station

Licensee: Jersey Central Power and Light Company
,

Unit Identification:

Docket No. License No./Date of Issuance Unit No.

50-219 DPR-16 April 9,1969 I

i

Reactor Infomation:

NSSS General Electric
|

MWt 1930

Appraisal Period: August 1, 1979 to July 31, 1980

Appraisal Completion Date: September 22, 1980

Review Board Members:

B. H. Grier, Director, Region !
J. M. Allan, Deputy Director, Region I
E. J. Brunner, Chief, Reactor Operations and Nuclear

Support Branch, Region I
G. H. Smith, Chief, Fuel Facilities and Materials Safety

Branch, Region I
R. T. Carlson, Chief, Reactor Construction and Engineering

Support Branch
J. W. Devlin, Acting Chief, Safeguards Branch

Other Attendees:
'

R. R. Keimig, Chief, , Reactor Projects Section No.1, Region !
W. Paulson, Oyster Creek Licensing Project Manager, NRR
L. E. Briggs, Oyster Creek, Senior Resident Inspector
J. A. Thomas, Oyster Creek, Resident Inspector
R. Nimitz, Radiation Specialist, FF&MS, Region I ,

D, Neely, Radiation Specialist, FF&MS, Region I i

.

|

i
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A. Number and Nature of Noncompliance Items

Noncompliance Category:

Violations 1

Infractions 32

Deficiencies 7

Areas of Noncompliance: *

VIO/INF/DEF

Plant Operations 0/2/0
Refueling Operations 0/2/0
Radiation Protection 1/12/1
Radwasta 0)erations 0/2/1
Radwasta S11pment 0/1/0 -

Security and Safeguards 0/0/1
Surveillance and Post Refuel Testing 0/2/1

-

Design Changes and Modifications 0/3/0
Training 0/1/0 |
Management Controls 0/2/1
Fire Protection 0/2/0
QA/QC 0/1/1
Review and Audit 0/2/0

; Reporting 0/0/1
'

|

| B. Number and Nature of Licensee Event Reports
.'Cause of Event:

|

| Component Failure 26
i Design / Fabrication / Analysis Error 8
i Defective Procedures 3
; Personnel Error 14
i External 0

Other 11
Total Tl

|

| Causally-Linked Events: 9 Events in 4 Groups
,

'

Licensee Event Reports Reviewed (Report Nos.)
!

79-26 to 79-44, 80-01 to 34, ETS 79-04 to 79-08, and ETS 80-01 to 80-04 !

|
;
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C. Escalated Enforcement Actions
' Civil Penalties

A civil penalty ($21,000) was issued on July 8,1980 based on the results
of health physics inspection 80-11 and the total number (22) of health

'

physics items of noncompliance issued since the January 1979 civil penalty.

Orders -

Confimatory Order of April 4,1980, to confim licensee cemitments
relative to IEB 79-27, "Loss of Nonclass 1-E Instrumentation and Control
Power Bus During Operation." ,

Confimatory Order of January 2,1980 to confim licensee comitments to
implement all "Category A" lessons learned requirements (excluding 2.1.7.a)
by January 1,1980. |

Order of July 8,1980, which modified license DPR-16 to require health -

physics techniciar, qualifications to meet or exceed the requirements of f

ANSI N18.1-1971.

Imediate Action Letters

IAL 79-21 of December 26, 1979, to confim licensee comitments relative
to gaseous effluent releases from the New Radwaste Facility. ;

IAL 80-13 of May 16, 1980, to confirm licensee comitments relative to the i

emergency readiness posture of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station.

Other Correspondence

Licensee letter of April 2,1980 stating the licensee's intent to take j
'imediate corrective action in the Radiation Protection Department as a

result of the Health Physics Appraisal Inspection. I

D. Management Conferences Held During Past Twelve Months ,

Management meeting, at the licensee's request, at the Region I office on
August 30, 1979, to discuss health physics program status and comitments

.

resulting from the January 1979 civil penalty.

Management meetin at the Region I office on April 29, 1980, to discuss
NRC concerns and icensee corrt:tive actions relative to the NRC's
Perfomance Appraisal Branch inspection findings and radiation protection
concerns resulting from recent Region I inspection.

Management meeting, at the licensee's request, at the Region I office on
June 13,1980, to discuss program improvements and additional staffing of
the Health Physics Department as a result of the Health Physics Appraisal
inspection findings.

|
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.

Plant Operations
X

Reiueling Operations
X

~~Radi6 tion Protection
X

* -
,

_ --

Radwaste liar.agcment
X

.

Transportation
X

._

Ma int ena nce
Xj ,

-
' - - ~ - - - ~ ~ - - ~ ' - ~ ~ - - .

Security and Safeguards
X

Surveillance and Post Refuel Testin9 151 & IST T'ROGF #.
X .

Design Changes and Iiodifications
X |

.i

Einergency Planning
X .

.,

nv i ror.menta l
'

X..
-

- .

gp1 raining x

Management Control s -

X*

Ifire Protection X
. .

QA/QC . , ,

Committee Activities / Audits HP Audits
Y ..'

Re por ting
X

. .

Procurement
X.-
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3. Radiation _ Protection _ i;
!

Increased inspection effort is warranted in this area due to the high number
of items of noncompliance. Although improvements have reportedly occurred
during and.since the end of the evaluation period (July 31, 1980), in depth
inspection is necessary to detemine the effectiveness of the licensee's
corrective actions.

.-
,

..

p Radwaste Management
'

Increased inspection effort is warranted in this area due to the number of
,

items of noncompliance and the licensee's history of problems in this area.
Reported improvements have taken place during and after this evaluation period.
In depth inspection is necessary to detemine the effectiveness of the licensee's
corrective actions.

'

.

[ Transportation
Increased inspection effort is recomended in this area due to licensee history I

of problems relating to management and shipment of radioactive waste. Improve-
ments have reportedly taken place during and subsequent to this evaluation ,

period; however, detailed inspection of the licensee's program is necessary
to detemine the effectiveness of program impmvements.

:
I

& Surveillance and Post Refuel Testing

Increased inspection effort is recomended in the areas of Inservice Inspection >

(ISI) and Inservice Testing (IST) of Pumps and Valves due to the licensee's
failure to implement'the IST program as required and the detailed inspection
necessary to verify satisfactory completion of the licensee's first ten (10)
year ISI program. '

/2, Training

Increased inspection is warranted in the area of health physics technician
training due to the item of noncompliance identified by the PAB inspection
and recurrent problems relating to use of inadequately trained health physics
technicians.

,

'

!

'

/3. Management controis
|

Increased inspection frequency of the licensee's management contmis in the i

Health Physics and Radwaste areas is warranted. This is due to the large |
;

| number of open inspection items and recurrent slippage of comitment dates j
in these areas. In addition, the effectiveness of the new management / staff'

| organization must be closely monitored. !

? -

,
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C

/
i, Comnittee Activities and Audits

1

Increased inspection effort is warranted in the area of health physics
audits due to a recurrent inspection finding involving failure to complete
an annual audit of the entire facility staff training and qualifications,
specifically, the health physics program was not addressed during this
audit. '

.

e
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1. PLANT OPERATIONS
'

Analysis

| This area is under continuous review by the RRI's. During the evaluation
period there have been two items of noncompliance in the operations area
involving procedural inadequacies and inadequate mechanism for the
issuance of management instructions. There have been nine LER's in the
operations area, four involving component failure, and five involving
personnel error. There are presently eight unresolved items in the
operations area. The licensee has responded in a positive manner to
expeditiously correct operational inadequacies identified by the inspectors.

!

Conclusion -

Average
Satisfactory Performance '

|Board Coments -

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.

,

'

;

,

;
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i
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2. RERJELING OPERATIONS

Analy g

The plant underwent a refueling outage during the evaluation period.
Based on the 1sults of five inspections there were two items of non-
compliance inv<1ving procedural inadequacies or lack of adherence to
procedures, an, 'hree unresolved items. There were two refueling
activity-related o ''e during the evaluation period. Both involved
personnel error. ;

i

Of particular note in this area was an incident involving failure to
remove control rod interlock bypass jumpers prior to completion of
control call fuel reload. The incident resulted from a breakdown of
administrative controls and procedural inadequacies. The incident
received attention from the licensee's General Office Review Board,
the P! ant Operations Review Comittee, and the Operations Experience
Assessment Comittee. The licensee's proposed corrective actions on
this matter were satisfactory.

4

Conclusion
Average

Saei+fessory Performance

Board Coments
,

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.

.

f
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3. RADIATION PROTECTION-

Analysis

There have been six inspections, including PAB and the Health Physics
Appraisal, during this evaluation period which resulted in fourteen
items of noncompliante and a civil penalty. Major areas of concern
were the use of personnel not meeting ANSI N18.1 - 1971 requirements and
the use of procedures inconsistent with Technical Specification require-
ments. In addition to the civil penalty issued as a result of inspection
80-11, an order modifying the licensee's license was issued that requires
all health physics (HP) technicians to meet or exceed the requirements
of ANSI N18.1 - 1971. Increased inspection effort, due to the licensee's
continuing HP program problems, was initiated by Region I for an eight
week period (May 28 to August 1,1980) by assigning a resident Radiation
Specialist at the site. The licensee has taken action to improve the
radiation protection program including retraining of HP technicians and
foremen, supplementing the site HP staff, and actively seeking additiunal
pe rsonnel .

Conclusion
Below Average

Perfomance Uset.isfactor.y.

BOARDCOMMENH

Board recomends increased inspection effort by Region I to confirm that
corrective actions already initiated are effective.

.

I
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4. RA0 WASTE OPERATIONS

Analysis

There have been two inspections during the evaluation period, one by the
FF&MS Branch and one by the PAB. Three items of noncompliance were
identified by the FF&MS Branch: 1) Failure to survey to determine the
amount of free standing liquid in a shipment of dewatered resin, 2) Failure
to submit a Technical Specification change request for new radwaste effluent
releases, and 3) Failure to maintain radwaste shipping records required by
10 CFR 71.62. The Health physics Appraisal Team also noted that radiation
protection personnel had little knowledge of the new radwaste facility which
was placed into operation in late 1978. In addition, the Performance
Appraisal Branch identified one item of noncompliance in this area which
involved failure to properly survey effluents released by new radwaste
ventilation.

The last confirmatory measurements inspection was conducted in May 1980.
No items of noncompliance were identified..

.

Conclusion

Below Average
Performance -Unsatisfastery. based on present information. However
in the second half of the evaluation period the licensee commenced a
training program in this area. In addition, the licensee has begun the
implementation of organizational change which is intended to improve the
management controls in this area.

BOARD COMMENTS

Board recommends . increased inspection effort in this area to confinn corrective
actions already initiated are effective.

.

I
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5. RADWASTE SHIPMENT
'

Analysis

In two inspections in the area of radwaste shipments, one item of
noncompliance was identified. It involved delivery of licensed
materials in excess of Type A quantity to a carrier for transport
without a general or specific license. In particular, the licensee
did not have copies of the vendors' cask drawing referred to in the
certificate of compliance. This incident occurred in December 1979.
Since that time, the licensee has appointed a radwaste shipping super-
visor and conducted additional training in this area. The licensee
has committed to prepare procedures for each type of shipping cask
handled to preclude recurrences. A recent licensee shipment inspected
by Region II (80-15) at the Barnwell, South Carolina disposal facility
identified no items of noncor.pliance.

_ Conclusion

Sbb-y. performance based on present information.

BOARD COMMENTS

Board recommends inspection of licensee's radwaste shipment operations
within the next six month evaluation period.

|

|

.
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6. MAINTENANCE-

Analysis

Two inspections have been conducted in the maintenance area during
the evaluation period. No items of noncompliance were identified.
There were four maintenance related LER's, two involving personnel error,
and one involving improper setting of safety relief valves on the core
spray system. The licensee has developed a viable maintenance force and
has committed to strengthen it even further by developing a maintenance
crew devoted solely to the performance of preventive maintenance.

Conclusion .

64kdkhakhk>ey Performance
,

Board Comments
.

Poard is in agreement.with the analysis and conclusion.
.

;

|

;

i
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7. SECURITY AND SAFEGUARDS
.

Analysis

There have been two inspections conducted by the Safeguards Branch

Security (PAB) during the evaluation period.Section and one inspection by the Performance AppraisalBranch No items of noncompliance
were identified. During inspection 80-08, the inspector reviewed
allegations by a former guard at the plant that ware published in the Asbury
Park Press. The allegations could not be substantiated.

The licensee has a strong security management program with apparent
corporate management backing providing for responsiveness to security
occurrences.

Conclusion
Avera e
bati Perfonnance

BOARD COMMENTS

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion. :
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8. SURVEILLANCE AND POST REFUEL TESTING

Analysis

Three items of noncompliance have beer. identified by six inspections
in the area of surveillance testing. Two involved inadequate actions
following unsatisfactory surveillance test results. There were 31
LER's concerning surveillance testing, three of which involved failure
to >erfonn required surveillances. One of these, failure to perform
met 1y1 iodide removal efficiency on charcoal adsorbers, resulted in
the third item of noncompliance in the surveillance area. This was
caused by failure to incomorate the requirements of a Technical
Specification amndment into the raaster surveillance schedule. The
licensee has comitted to conduct a review of all past Technical Speci-
fication amendments to verify that revised surveillance requirements
are incorporated into the master surveillance schedule. This review
has not yet been completed.

Additionally, one item of noncompliance (management controls) was
identified for failure to implement the IST program for pu s and valvesas required by ASME, Section XI. The PAB inspection (79-18 identified
no items of noncompliance in the In-Service Inspection (ISI area but
indicated a weakness in the coordination of the licensee's program. '

Licensee action was indata to establish the rprogress at that time to accumulate all availableemaining ISI to be completed to fulfill the
requirements of their first ten (10) year ISI pt ogram. A p aliminary
Region I Data review subsequent to the PAB inspection, indicated that
requirements were being met.

.

One additional item presently being evaluated by NRC:HQ is the licensee's
failum to perfonn SBGTS HEPA filter flow distribution. This surveillance
was not conducted due to HEPA filter design which has no provision for
flow distribution measurements. A Technical Specification change request
must be submitted by the Itcensee to correct this item.

Conclusion -

Average
Satisfactory Perfonnance.

BOARD COMiENTS

Board recomends inspection of licensee's ISI and IST Programs within
the next six month evaluation period.

,
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9. DESIGN CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
,

Analysis

This area has been inspected by the RO&NS Branch Nuclear Support
Section, the RC&ES Branch Engineering Support Section and the PAB
during this evaluation period. Three items of noncompliance were
identified by PAB concerning fire protection system installation.

Conclusion
Average

. Satisfactory. Perfonnance

BOARD. COMMENTS

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.

.

4

4

- _ - _ _ _ . _ .- -



, .

. .

.

. .

10. EMERGENCY PLANNING

Analysis

Two inspections were conducted during this evaluation period, one
by the PAB and one during the Health Physics Appraisal. No items
of noncompliance were identified; however, as a result of the
Health Physics Appraisal an Imediate Action Letter was issued to
require the licensee to upgrade the licensee's emergency plan to
comply with NUREG 0654 requirements. This item was subsequently
reviewed and closed by Region I.

Conclusion
Average

46t4dwtory Performance
,

BOARD COMMENTS

'

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.

.

d

|

1

9

| '

: ,

L - - _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ - _ -,- _ _ - - - - - - ~ --- - - - - - -



.

.

11. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION.

Analysis

One inspection has been conducted during this evaluation period by PAB.'

No items of noncompliance were identified.

Conclusion
Average

Set-isfeokey Perfonnance with available information.

BOARD COMMENTS

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.
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12. TRAINING

'

Analysis _

Two training inspections have been conducted (PAB and Health Physics
Appraisal) during this evaluation period. One item of noncompliance
was identified concarning the establishment and implementation of a
non licensed personc.el training program. The licensee committed to
major training program revisions, including the appointment of a Manager
of Training (T.S. change request submitted on May 2, 1980). Training
for health physics technicians was conducted during 1979 (140' hours) as a

result of the Januarh$0.. Training of mechanical maintenance personnel was1979 civil ' penalty'. ' A revised training program was
begun during Julylhe refueling outage but temporarily suspended due to the

l
started prior to

|refueling work load.
'

, onclusionC

SdffffS$tery Performance with the exception of Health Physics Technician :
training !

BOARD COMMENTS

Board recommends increased inspection effort in the area of Health
Physics Technician Training.
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13. MANAGEMENT CONTROLS

Analysis

Based on the results of three inspections during the evaluation
period there have been three items of noncompliance in the area of
management controls. In addition, numerous other items of noncompliance
during this period are indicative of apparent weaknesses in the area of
management controls. These items have involved inadequacies in
operational procedurts and lack of adherence to established procedures.
The licensee has established a system for administrative and
management controls. However, lack of adherence to these procedures
at the lower management and supervisory levels has led to several in-
cidents of noncompliance. In addition, lack of attention to detail
and failure to recognize potential problem areas during periodic review
and update of procedures has led to items of noncornpliance related to
procedural inadequacies. An additional area of management weakness is
the licensee's failure to meet NRC comitment dates without notifying
Region I of dato slippage. (i.e. IST progrvn implementation and HP
comitment failures) This matter was specifically addressed at the
April 29,1980, enforcement conference and recent perfonnance has
shown improvement in this area. The station management is aware of ,

the deficiencies in these areas and is taking steps to strengthen '

the overall system of management controls. Inc!uded in the corrective
action is an increase in the number of personnel assigned to the plant
staff and a reorganization that will place more direct management
attention to the problem areas.

Conclusion
Average

Set 4sfectory Performance except in the Health Physics and Radwaste area.

BOARD C0f+iENTS

Board recomends increased inspection effort by Region I personnel
and RRI in this area.

.
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14. FIRE PROTECTION

Analysis '

There have been three fire protection inspections by the RC&ES
Branch Engineering Support Section and one by the PAB during i

this evaluation period. In addition the RRI routinely performs
fire protection inspections during plant tours. Two items of non-
compliance have been identified, both relating to combustible

,

materials storage on the 119 foot elevation of the reactor building.
The licensee has attempted to obtain letters of agreement from
fuel suppliers to provide only fire retardant fuel containers. The
fuel suppliers have not complied with that request. The licensee is-

investigating the feasibility of performing a fire loading analysis ,

to establish acceptable quantities of non-fire retardant materials
that can be safely stored in vital areas.

.

Conclusion

SatisfacW per#ormance.
. lAverage .

'

BOARD COMMENTS

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion. j
,
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15. QA/QC

Analysis
'

1

One QA inspection was conducted by the RO&NS Branch Nuclear Sup
Section and one inspection by PAB during the evaluation period. portTwo
items of noncompliance were identified concerning weld rod restorage !and failure to maintain a duplicate file system when two modification
paci: ages could not be located on site.

Two unresolved items in the modifications area were identified and 9of 11 pmviously identified items were closed. Additionally one item
of noncompliance (weld rod storage) and one unresolved item identified
by PAB were closed.

;

Conclusion

Sahfsfaktory Perfonnance

i
_ BOARD COMMENTS i,

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.
{
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15. REVIEW AND AVOITS

Analysis4
.

Inspections conducted by the RRIs have addressed the activities of the
Site Safety Committees. There are no outstanding issues in this area.
One inspection has been conducted of activities of the Off-Site Committee
by PAB during this evaluation period. There were no items of noncompliance

. identified. A QA inspection (80-13) conducted by the Reactor Operations
and Nuclear Support Branch, Nuclear Support Section during the evaluation
period addressed Licensee QA Audits. No items of noncompliance were
identified and a PAB identified item of noncompliance concerning audits
and an unresolved item were closed.

A recent Health Physics Appraital inspection (80-17. not yet issued)
identified a recurrent audit finding that was previously identified-
bythePABinspection(79-18). This item involved failutt to complete
an annual audit of the entire facility staff training and qualifications.

Conclusion

t' 4[8f tocy Perfonnance with the exception of health physics audits.

BOARD COMMENTS

Board reconnends increased inspection effort in the area of health
physics audits.
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17. REPORTING '-

Analysis
t

This area is under continuous review by the RRI's, in addition,
one inspection was conducted by PAB during this evaluation period.
One item of noncompitance was identified concerning the licensee's
failure to report a minor change in the security organization. Two
environmental reports were not submitted within the required time
frame. These were identified by the licensee and one report was
subsequently submitted. The second rtport was prepared; however,

,

it was misplaced while in the licensee's administrative review process.
This was identified by the licensee and submittal made approximately
six (6) months after the event. Innediate telephone notification was
made in each of the above incidents when discovered by the licensee. !

Conclusion
Average

!-Satisfactory-pe rfornance. '

BOARD COMMENTS '

.

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.
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18. PROCUREMENT

Analysis

This area was inspected by PAB during this evaluation period. No items
of noncompliance were identified. The last RO&NS Branch Nuclear
Support Section inspection in this area was in February - March,1979.

Conclusion

ItNNetory Performance with present infonnation.

BOARD COMMENTS

Board is in agreement with the analysis and conclusion.

.
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAk aRATING STATION

ENFORCDIENT HISTORY FROM AUGUST 1.1979 TO JULY 31, 1980

Inspection
Nueer Severity Functional Area Subject

79-16 Def?ctency Surveillance Testing Failure to doctment retest results following unsatisfactory surveillance
test.

Infraction surveillance Testing Failure to consider 58GTS fnoperable following failed survelliance test.

79-18 Infraction Operations Procedure No.106 did not provide for independent verification of Ilfted
leads and jupers.

Infraction Fire Protection Fire doors open md condNstible material on 119 foot level of the reactor
butiding.

Infraction Design Changes Drawing lackfng detsf1 of pfpe suppets.
Infraction Desfgn Changes Inadequate instruction for sor bolt installation er:d grouting.
Infraction Design Changes Precedures and drawings not rew; sed after completion of modtfication

No. 213.
Infraction W QC Duplicate file systeen not complete.
Infraction Training Training plan not 1splemented. HP tralning program not established.
Infraction Management Control Response to and closcout of nonconforiaance/ corrective action required

reports not timely.
Infraction Audits Annual audit of staff training and qualification not conducted.
Deffctency W QC Returned ueld rod not refdentiffed and tagged for storage per

procedure 300E.

Infraction Radiation Prutection Written procev'.Jres not established for calibration of vertous radf ation.
effluent, and gaseous monitors.

Infraction Radiation Protection Effluents released by new reeestte not properly surveyed.

.

!
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OYSTER CREEK NUCLD .[ FATING STATION

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY TROM AUGUST 1.1979 TO JULY 31. 1980

'| Inspection
Es6er severftr Functions! Area subject

; 19-18 Infraction Surnfilence Analysis of samples from 5BGTS charcoal adsorbers not performed.
Deffctency Reporting pegional office not nottfled of minor change to security plan.

J
1

79-23 Infraction ReArsste Operations Failure to subett Technical Speciffcation change request for new reesaste
effluent releases.

I Deficiency Radweste Operations Failure to maintain recorifs pursuant to 10 CFR 71.62
Infraction Reeveste ShIpuent Faf Ture 1o aret 10 CFR 71.3 prior to sh!pp1ng radwaste.
InfracU on Radweste Operstfons Failure to survey to meet 10 CFR 20.301'

r'.
79-24 Infraction Fire Protection Non fIrv retardant wood crates on 119 foot elevation of the riactorbutiding. pi

80-03 Infraction Radiation Protection Failure to evaluate Deta monf terbg as required by 10 CFR 20.2018.
Inf'3r.t f en Radiation Protection Failure to use respfratory protection evilpment in accordance with h10 CFR 20.103C. yi

n E* fract1on Radtation ProtectIen Iallure to follow procedures requfred by Technical SpectfIcat1on 6.11.
| Deffctency Radiation Protection Failure to label containers of redfoactive material. -

i
80-10 Deffctency Management Control LLRT procedure changed without proper documentatfor. or approval.

.

Infraction Management Control Failure to fsplement IST program for pgs and valves in accordance with r.
ASE . Sectfon II.

I 80-11 Infraction Radiation Protection Failure to meet 10 CFR 20.103 (A)(3)(Af r sampling)
; ladraction Radfation Protectfon Fallure to use process, engineering controls or other precastfonary -procedures. ,

! -

1
,

!
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0757ER CREEK NUCL IIRATIE STATION

ENFORCD(NT MISTORY FROM AUGUST 1.1979 TO JULT 31, 1980
.

Inspectio6
Nw6er Severity Functional Area subject

80-11 Infraction Radiation Protection Fallure to provide personnel monitoring as required by procedure.
Infraction kadf ation Protection Fellure to instreet worters pursuant to 10 CFR 19.12.
Violation Radiation Protection Failure to prepare procedures consistent with Technical Specf fication 6.8.1

j

80-12 Deffctency Safeguards Physical Inventory failed to Ifst 2 PuSe sources and listed a spent
fuel pin by the wrong serfal No.

80-17* Infraction Radiation Protection No procedure prepared or tabulated Ifst maintained to account
for MPC. hours.

] Infraction Radiation Protection Monthly ALARA meetings not conducted from November 11, 1979 to
May 19,1980.

Infraction Radfation Protection Fallure to perform vnitage pisteau on counter No.172 between
November 17, 1979 and May 19, 1980.

Infraction Review and Audit Fallure to conduct annual audit of factitty staff training and
qualf fications between October 1978 and May 21, 1980.

80-19 Infraction Refue18ng Operations Failure to follow procedure No. 501 resulting in spent fuel pool overflow.

| Infraction Refueling Operatfor.s Failure to remove control rod interlock bypass jupers.
|

80-23 Infraction Operations No adequate mechanism provided for issuance of management Instrwctions
of short tern app 1fcab111ty.

!

; *

,

* Irspection Neport not issued.,

4
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Of5TER CREEK MUCLEAR GEM 3 STATION
LICENSEE EVE 3 pEPUh. .e40P5 51

August 1.1979 to July 31,1960

LER Number M Cause Code Description *

| 79-25 30 Day D Primary Contalnment degraded when torus sample valve was 1-f t coen.

79-26 30 Day A Laundry drafn tank discharge pfpe failure resulting In release of radioactive
materfa?.

79-27(*10) 24 Hour 8 Discovery of six selsmic restraints for the six inch core spray test Ifne which
were either in positions other than required by original design criteria or had,

! failed.
{ '

79-28 30 Day E Core Spray isolatton valve Y-20-15 fnoperable in the open position due to inadvertant
,

i fnitiation of close signal while the valve was struktng open.
79-29 30 Day C Source range monttor rod block setpoint lower (94 CPS) than Technical Spectfication

ilmit of 100 CPS.

79-30 30 Day D 'A' CRD hydraulic pump out of service for ten hours due to vent pfptng leak.
| 79-31 30 Day D '8' CRD hydraulic pump out of service due to outboard seal water pfpe nipple leak.
, 79-32 (*20) 30 Day A Th ee small tests on service water side of 1-3 contatnnent spray heat eschenger
i caused by galvanic action between 90/10 CW and carbon steel.

79-33 30 Day A One of five electromatic reiter valve setpoints found above Technical Specification
.' value due to a failed switch.

79-34 24 Hour D Secondary contatnment ufoistfon - both reactor butiding doors open.

79-35 30 Day [ One main steam Ifne high radiation monitor setpoint found two percent above
Technical SpectfIcatIon Ilmit.,

<

79-36 (*30) 30 Day D Containment spray compartment door found open. Door was closed and dogged.
Containment spray system I was considered inoperable while doors wem open.

79-37
i

-
30 Day A Fallure of core sprey booster spungs to start during routine survelliance due to

defective control rower fuse holder.,

1

|

|
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Of5TER CREEK NUCLEAR GE NG STATION
LICENSEE EY'_NT REPA. fMOPSIS
August 3.1979 ta July 31. 1980

LER Nucer Type Cause Code Description

79-38 30 Day A Failure of C.G. No.1 to start due to position swttch adjustmer.t.
79-39 30 Day A APRM Chamel No. I rod block setpoint found one percent above Technical

Specification ilmit.

79-40 30 Day C Failure to perform Methyl Iodfde removal efficiency of 58G15 charcoal filters.
Tested satisfactorfly.

79-41 30 Day 9 Radioactive releases (Iow level) from new radweste butiding not accurately
monitored.

79-42 30 Cay A Insdv=rtent Ilfting of one electromatic reifef valve de to setpoint drift of
new pressure switch.

79-43 30 Day A Failure of one reactor inst 1 ding to tortrs vacuum breaker to open during
survelliance testing. -

i79-44 30 Dey D Reactor building to tcivs vacuum breaker blocked from opening more than 50 percent
due to contractor scaffolding. ,

r,

ETS 79-04 (*40) 10 Day A Second dilution pop not run for 40 minutes due to equipment problems. '

ETS 79-05 (*41) 10 Day E Fish kill of 50 to 100 fish.
g

ETS 79-06 10 Day 8 Only one dilutton pop in service for a period of 26 minutes when two were requf red.
ETS 79-07 10 Day D Loss of one dtiutfrm pump for 92 minutes when two pwys were required.
ETS 79-08 10 Day 8 One dlietton pop off (tripped) for 20 minutes when two pays were reqvf red. I
80-01 24 Hour A

,

Failure of one of five ADS valves to operate during fuctional testing.
80-02 30 Day D *ine fuel bundle found misorfented 180 degrees. Subsequent evaluation indicated no*

damage to the bundle.

80-03 24 Hour f. Df scovery of two crack fndications in core spray sparger (System II). -

.

?
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OTSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GE. .fG STATION
LICENSEE EVEN' REl%. afMOPSIS
August 1. 1979 to July 31, 1980

LER Mweber g Cause Code Descrfption

80-04 30 Day A Several leaks found in underground aluminum condensate Ifnes. Leakage was due to
galvanic corroslon. ,

80-05 30 Day D Reactor building ventflatton monitor trfp setpoints found above Technical Spectff-
cation ilmfts.

80-06 30 Day E Rectreulation flow sensors (zero percent) foud out of tolerer.ce on sfx of eight
channels. Reactor scram setpoints on three of eight channels above Ilmit due to
zero setpoint drfft.

80-07 30 Day A low flow on 58GTS No, 1 due to s1fpping belts on fan.

80-06 (*11) 24 Hour 8 Mine gfpe c1 sups whfch connect snubbers to isolation condenser pfptng were found not
installed per design. (IE8 79-14)'

80-09 (*21) 30 Day 8 Tube leakage on all containment spray heat exchangers. Tubes being replaced 6.rfng
refueling outage.

80-10(*12) 24 Hour B Three pfpe hangers in the Ifqufd polson system not Installed per design. One
restrafnt in RWQI system not installed per design.

80-11 30 Day A 58GTS trfpped when flow Indication indfcated zero due to a leaking instrunent
senstng 11ne.

80-12 30 Day 0 Weekly survelliante of diesel and station battery not conducted.
80-13 24 Hour A Ff re System taken out of service to repalr a leaking valve in the supply header.
80-14 24 Hour A Diesel generator No. I failed to synchronize and trfpped during strvefilante

testing. Plant was in cold shutdown.

80-15 30 Day A Reactor building automatic Isolation valve Inoperattve tone of two in series)
due to broken piston red eye stud.

80-16 24 Hour A Defect *ve main gecerator load reject sensor pressure swf tch.

. .
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August 1.1979 to July... a ut.~f Rif%. 5TNOP515 , .

. ,.,.naaun

31. 1980
LtR Musber

Type.
Cause Codn Description80-17

24 Hour O

Rod block bypasss jumpers60-18
30 Day prevented movement of more(than Itwo) were left in place.E

Specification limit. Reactor high pressure scracontrol red during refueling. Administrative control check80-19
s

Plant was in cold shutdownm sensor (RE030) less conservativ
30 Day

I
t

Ltit pressure of core spray syst e than Technical80-20 .
set,

2414our

Identification of degraded fire bem relief valves (V-20-25 and V 20 24)
A

80-21 - -

ig roperlywatrA.
MA

30 Day LER No. erroneously assignedarriers and failure to estabitsh r80-22 NA

E equired fire
- 1ssued as 80-24Trip points of three of four is l80-23

less conservative than Technical S30 Day
o ation condenser initiation pressuE

pecification Ifmits.Electromatic re11ef valve high pr80-24

Plant was in cold shutJuwnre switches wereexceeded Technical Specification il it30 Day

essure sensors (IA838 and 1A83E) tri
D80-25 .

One rod free travel survelliance
m

s by 1.5 and 2.8 PSIG respectively.24 Hour p pointsA

80-26 Fire suppression not conducted as reqvfred.
30 Day system removed from service for rand V-19-8

A

Failure of one hydrav11c snubb eplacement Gf PIV valves V-19-1280-27
shutdom.24 Hour er to lock-up in compression0

Reactor building to supp Plant was in cold80-28
.

blocked by plastic cover.ression chameer vacuum bre t30 Day
E

Two of four reactor hf h pressu a er system inlet pipe found

above Technical Spectfication ilmitre scram sensor (RE03C and RE030)
9

s.
setpoints found
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Of5TER CREEK NUCLEAR 4 TING STATIOR * '

LICENSEE EVENT . SYNDPSIS
August 1.1979 ti, -61y 31.1980

.

LER Num6er h Cause Code Description

80-29 30 Day A
*

Failure of drywell high pressure switch and subsequent initiation of core spray
(noinjection). Resulted in sianval defeat of both core spray systeurs and plant
shutdown.

80-30 30 Day A Fallure of one electromatic re11ef valve to operate during operabflity testing.
80-31 30 Day A Failure of one hydraulle snubber to lock up in tensfon.

80-32 (*31) 24 Hour D Soth watertight doors to containment spray pts, rooms found open.
80-33 30 Day E Torus oxygen concentration above five percent. Reactor shutdown was commenced

then terattnated when the concentration was reduced to less than five percent.
80-34 30 Day A 58GTS No. I tripped due to overloed during routine survetilance.
ETS 80-01 10 Day E Fish kill during plant shutdown for refueling on January 5.1980.
ETS 80-02 10 Day C Less than two dilution pumps in operation when water temperature was less than

60 F.

ETS 80-03 10 Day A Failure to run second dilution pump when Route 9 bridge teoperature was
above 87 F.

ETS 80-04 10 Cay 8 Loss of dilutfora pays, seven times over a three day periM. due to high lube
oli temperature trips.

,

i

Notes: Cause Cedes: A - Component Fallure,

8 - Design /FebrIcatIon/Analys1s Error
C - Defective Proceduresi

; D - Personnel Error
E - Other

; * Causally ifnaed event element:
I no Inf tf al gr:=ep element

my subsequentgroupelement(s),

i

|
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MD'OPMDUM TOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nacicar Reactor Regulation

,

TROM: William E. Kreger, Assistant Director for Radiation
Protection, DSI

SUBJECT: FRE55 RELEASE ON OCCUPATIONAL RADI ATION EXPOSL'RES IN 1930
TOR LWRs

The Envirerental Policy ' ,c sl (EPC) (Robert Alvarez) issued a press release
on 9/2/81 on the issue cT m vational radiation exposures in 1530 at LURs. It
quoted the data presentec in the May 28, 1931 nemorandum from Chrles Hinson to
ne, t.hich was attached to the Comission Inforcation paper "Unusually High
Occup",+.icnal Radiation Doses Reported for Power Reactors Operating in 193n"
(SEC Y-81-517, August 28, 1981). As a result of the release, Public Affairs
h:d r,e talk to Ed Roby of UP, and Joanne O nang of the Washington Post and
Linda Cc: ds of RKO news service called me directl. 'm not sure all of8

4

, these car,e through Public Affairs).

I r.ade the following points:

1. The collective exposure increase is caused primarily by the need to
tackfit safety itens, partly industr'y identified, or to repair steam

'

generators.

2 The activities are pursued under the AldRA concept whereby individual
exposures were toth within regulatory (safe) limits and r,inimized by
ALARA procedures and practices.

,.

3 The individual exposure average did not go up significantly so that
individual risk did not rise. Radiation worker risk is relatively low
arong industrial occupations.

.

4 The 310 cancers (54,000 person rem in 1980) used in the EPC release is
ressonably accurate, but should be characterized as potential cancers,
and, in accordance with NAS-NRC BEIR report, should not ev.lude zero
cancers as a possible outcome of the exposures.

5 We would expect new plants coming on line to bring the average exposures '
down because they were designed with r:cre "ALARA" features.

6. The exposures in older plants in 1932, after tic years of backfit 'activ-
itles, should go back down to "nomal" levels experienced in years prior
to 1930 Industry is beginning to understand the buildup of activated

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

d' cvh V
!!illiam E. Kreger, Ass stant Director

for Radiation Protection
Division of Systems Integration
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FCcngel
DCollins
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ANALYSIS OF NRC DATA

ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT WOFXEh EXPOSURES TO RADIATION

by Fred Millar and Sob Alvarez

Sept e=ber 1,1981
,

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

The most recent data co: piled by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc;:ission
(NRC) reveals an alar =ing increase of 33% in the average radia: ion exposures
to the total workforce in U.S. nuclear power plants between 1979 and 1980.
While the total number 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 operating nuclear plants increased from 39,759 person-re s in

'

+1979 to 53,797 person-rees in 1980, an increase of 35%. "The average yearlys
,

exposure for all concercial nuclear reactors," according to the latest NRC
report, dated May 28, 1981, "is at an all-time high of 791 person-rems per
reactor."

The big 1980 increase was no flash in the pan. Nuclear plant worker

radiation doses have been rising steeply for th,e last three years. The 1979
average dose of 593 person-rems per reactor was itself a 20% rise from the
year before. In addition, the 1979-1980 rise of 35% in total collective dose

follovad a similar rise of 25% between 1978-1979. The data thus provide
persua.ive refutation to co=ments 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 steep 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 large populations, like reactor workers,
the unit person-rem is used. This measure is also used in esti=ating the risk
of dying from radiation-induced cancer. Person-recs are derived by multiplying
the total number 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-re=s

;

is a dose received by 5,000 people exposed to 2 re=s each; or by 10,000 people
exposed to one rem.

---N- h-k,,l %
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U.S. nuclear reactor radiation exposures to their workferce has been a
,

rise of 4007, over ten years, f rom an average of less, then 200 person-t ems
,

per reactor in 1969 to nearly 800 person-re=s per reactor in 1980.
This high level of total worker exposures was not anticipated by those

who have had to calculate the possible costs and benefite of. nuclear
pcwer generation.

As we shall see below, the censequences of the large increases in terms
of future cancers, deaths, and genetic damage are ex*.remely serious. The

continued exposures at unanticipated high levels confront the NRC with a

clear problem in ter=s of its regulatory responsibility for heal.th and
safety.

1

The Results of k'orker Radiation Exposures: Cancers,

. Deaths, Genetic Da: age *

o

The long-ter= i plications of the steep rise in workers' total radiation
exposure are sebering, given the recent scientific esti=ates on the risks of
low-level radiation exposure. Even the =ost conservative esticates give
reason for grave concern.

In the case of reactor workers a total of 53,797 person-re=s were accu =u-
lated in 1980, representing a 33 percent increase ever the 39,759 person-rees

'

accumulated in 1979. The new NRC documents abalyzed here do not have a
.

breakdown of how many workers were exposed or their individual exposures.

Cancers which have been shown to be initiated by radiation includ,e leukemia,
'

bone narrow, pancreas, lung, large intestine, thyroid, liver and breast. Scien-
tists' estimates of the risk of dying from radiation-induced cancer vary
widely, as the table cn the next page suggests.

.

,

In terms of the risk of genetic da= age, the risks to workers' children and

future generations are significant. According to the National Academy of
Sciences BEIR I and III reports, if.50,000 person' rems accumulate each year-

amongreactorworkersfor20 years,[therewillbeasmanyas3,000 excess
human heredity disorders for every 100,000 progeny. Taking these estimates

.

further and assuming that in ten generations no inter =arriage with like-
damaged' individuals takes place, the 50,000 person-rems of radiation would
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ESTIMATES OF PADIATION-INDUCED CANCER OEATHS
FOR 1980 REACIOR WORKERS * -*

.

.

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

BEIR III (1979) 3-15 cancer deaths 70-353 per' mil. person-rems *)f-

BEIR III (1980) 3-10 cancer deaths 77-226 per mil. person-rems (*}

UNSCEAR ' (1977) 5 cancer deaths 100 per mil. person-rcas(b)

Radic.rd (1981) 10-30 cancer deaths 200-600 per mil. person-rems (*

Cofman (1977) 200 cancer deaths 3771 per oil, person-rems )

Morgan (1979) 350 cancer deaths 7000 per mil. person-rems (*}

J
..

* The 53,797 person-rems reported by the NRC has been rounded off
to 50,000

a) National Academy of Sciences Advisory Committee on the Biological
Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR Committee), reports for 1972,
1979 and 1980. -

.

b) United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic
Radiation (UNSCEAR) 1977.

,,-
.

c) 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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ultimstely produce as many as 1.5 million living children with heredity,

disorders and 4,600 recognized niscarriages in excess ofsthh normal number. ~
'. f

"Used-up k'orkers" Outpace Electricity Production

Are the huge increases in nuclear plant worker exposures matched by in-
creases in electricity produced? Not by a long shot. Data frob an NRC study

,

released in March 19S1 (NUREC-0713) show that during the period 1969-1979,
the number of U.S. operating reactors increased 950%, from 7 to 67 reactors.

Total deses to workers, however, rose four times as f ast, nearly 3200%, from
1247 persen-rems in 1969 to 39,759 person-rems in 1979. Total electricity

generated during the period did not keep pace with worker exposures; the former
rose 23210, from 1289 negawatt-years in 1969 to 29,920 meshwat,t-years in 1979.

,

Nuclear plants each have "used up" more and more radiation workers; the
average number of radiation workers exposed in a single nuclear plant in 1969,

was 145, whereas in 1979 the average was 1010 Lorkers exposed, a rise of 696%.

, The rcperted average dose for indiyidual workers which is regulated by
the NRC, has been kept well within regulatory limits, in fact has ranged frem
a high of 1.03 rems in 1969 to .73 rems in 1979. This level has been accca-

plished, however, by the using up of a total of 64,073,* radiation workers in
U.S. nuclear plants in 1979 compared with 744,in 1969, a rise of 8600 %. The

~

total amount of radiation to the workforce is not regulated by the NRC or ,
any other agency, u'nlike the amount of a nuclear plant's radiation releases

'

to the environment, which is regulated by limits set by U.S. EPA. .

Even so, official estimates of average radiation doses to individual workers
have over time been proven seriously below the actual experience of nuclear

,

workers. In 1972 the EPA predicted that the greatest increase in occupational
_ , ,

radiation exposure's would not be from the rapidly expanding medical applica-,

tions, but from industrial uses, particularly nuclear power plants. EPA
'

,
sugge'sted that the average annual dose to individual reactor workers by the

! year 2000 would not exceed .225 rem. By 1979 the NRC reported the average
1

annaul individual exposure to be .680 rems, more than three times the EPA--

prediction for the end of the century.
1

l
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Whar Exclains the Recent Large Work'_c Radiation E::posure Increases?
.

-s

There is no one answer, but some educated guessis can be :ade. In the

first place, NRC data reveals that one major type of nuclear reactor is cuch
hotter overall for its workers than.the other cajor type.

Soiling-water reactors (SWRs) exposed their workforce in 1980 to nearly
double the average yearly exposures compared with pressurized-water reat-
tors (??Rs) . The 1979-1980 increase in average exposures per boiling-water
reactor was 55%, from 733 to 1136, while the pressurized water reactor increase
was 13%, from 510 to 578 person-re=s. Understanding the exposure differences
requires a closer look at what is going on at the 68 operating U.S. ce=sercial
reactors: cany SWRs have needed several specific =ajor repair jobs requiring
workforce exposures to cany person-rems of radiation.

Sene Plants Are "Hotter" Than Others: Frequent Repairs Needed
o -

,

"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 individual plants have been much "hotter" in radiation exposures (in
person-re=s) 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), Connecticut Yankee (1150/1350), Had-
dam Neck an'd 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 P,WRs with the exception of Connecticut Yankee, ab-
norcally high 1979 and 1980 radiation exposures can almo'st certainly be at-
tributed to the expensive, lengthy, and extraordinary inspe ion and repair

*

, ,

operations required by the premature corrosion and leakage ,o. the radioactive

steam generators, a generic problem khich also afflicts nearly all PWRs in the
U.S. and Europe. The replacement of only one plant's failed steam generators,

.

at the two Surry reactors in Virginia, cost hundreds of workers in 1978-79
a total of over 2000 person-rems.

.

.
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The other "hottest" P' irs have undergone similar costly large scale re-.

pairs or the leaks in their extremely radioactive sepac len'erator tubes have
been frequently "plugged" at great cost in worker exposures. Recently de-
veloped remote "robot" equipment may soon be able to reduce worker exposures ''

screwhat in the major repair jobs wh'ich cany nuclear plants will eventually
have to underso, but repair techniques developed in the lab for steam
generator prcble=s have not always worked in actual on-site re' pair opcrations

,

(e.g., tube welding in the 1980-81 San Onof re "sleeving") .
Major repairs on such failed co penents and safety-related modifications

required by SRC have clearly assumed a greater and greater 1 portance for
experurcs to nuclear workers. One category of NRC worker exposure data, "Spe-
cial !bintenance", accounted for only 19% of the annual colle.ctive radiation
dose in 1975, but has doubled to around 40% in recent years. NRC does not,

however, require nuclear utilities to submit detailed regular reports'on
which specific repair or maintenance jobs led to large worker exposures.,

NRC officials 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 can-rems to cegawatt-year ratio as well,
it indicates that extensive maintenance or modifications
were undertaken during the year. Also, nu=crous plants re-
ported increases in their collective doses as a result of the
actions that the NRC required operating reactors to take b'-e

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 activities at B'JRs that accounted
for a portion of the 1979 collective dose were inspectionend
caintenance of shock suppressors, and mai.ntenance and repair

i of various valves,

t

Several NRC officials, however, report that safety-related codifications
required from the "lessons learned" at Three Mile Island have not yet begun

'

at most nuclear plants, so that these NRC requirecents are not yet a signi-
ficant explanation for increased worker doses. (In general, older nucicar.

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

other equip =ent has been irradiated during dperation. But the recent

1
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|NRC data does not allow an analysis of exactly how much hotter the older !.

plants are.) -s
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The "ALARA" Philosophy
1

k'ithout an absolute regulatory limit on total exposu.es to,their nu lcar
workers, the nuc1 car industry is constrained only by what is terced the "ALARA"
philesophy. "As low as reasonably achievable" radiation exposure to workers
is the goal towards which NRC pushes the nuclear utilitiec. Despite ten

years of nucicar reactor experience, h'cwever, the nuclear industry has not
i= proved its ability to reduce the total worker radiation exposures taasured
against the amounts of' electricity produced. The average ratio over the

eleven-year period 1969-1979 has hovered around a level of 1.3 person-rees
per megawatt-year. The 1979 figure was 1.3, up from a ten-year low in 1978

e ,

of 1.0 person-recs per reactor year. Some NRC officials say that the "more
progressive" nuclear plants are cocpiling books on history of various re-
pair jobs in different plants, in order to learn how worker exposures can be
reduced.

The key question is obvious: what does "reasonably achievable" mean?

Shielding workers from radiation can be a very expensive problem for nuclear

canage=ent. The NRC has not required nuclear utilities to report how cuch

| coney they are spending to reduce worker exposures to "ALARA", nor has NRC

=ade a rule as to how much a utility is required to spend in order to reduce
,

a given a=ount 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 monitor the accuracy,

: -/
| of utility-reported radiation exposures, although a more vigorous NRC effort
| ' '

' in this area is being contemplated.

| A significant number of nuclear plant workers ate transient workers, about

i 3200 each year who worked at from two to nine dif ferent nuclear facilities
1

during 1977, 1978 and 1979. Only a small number of nu'elear workers (27 in!

1
~

'
~

1977, 9 in 1978, 21 in 1979) received reported exp,osures above the allowed
_

| quarterly limits. NRC has only "limited" data on the "career doses" of nuclear
| workers, since it collects data only for employees "terminating" with a nucleart

|

|

|
i

|
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plant, not for c,ngoing workers.e

Those NRC officials charged with caintaining worker radiation exposures
s

"ALAP.A" seem to feel beleaguered by the recent onrush '6f high rt.diation-

i= pact de= ands in nuclear plant operation. And the future looks grimi a

NIOSH report prepared by health phys.icist David Scott, dated March 30, 1980,
sug;;ests that the trend of increasing person-rem exposure will be dramatic.
Scott projects current trends and calculates that within the n, ext 7 years
105,000 reactor worke.rs may annually be receiving measurable radiation deses.

.

How Much Radiation, And For Whom?

Early estimates of how =uch total radiation nuclear plant workers would
get were very low. NRC officials now report that their most recent Environ-

~

rental Impact Statements for newly-licensed nuclear plants contain cuch higher ;

, esticates of future worker exposures, reflecting the regrettable experiencee

'

of ree.ent years.
How ruch total radiation exposure to a workforce should be tolerated in

the centralized production of electricity? This seems to be a question no

one has asked in any effective vay. Nuclear plant canagers report that their

rain question is whether they can keep the plant operating. Recent repair
-

operations such as the Surry steam generator replacement operation, requiring
,

hundrads of workers and record levels of total exposure (2020, person-rees
for this one repair operation, despite elaborate dose-reduction techniques), .

seem to indicate that total worker exposures are not considered to have any
foreseea'ble limit from the utilities' current cost-benefit perspective. A

possible limit on the numbers of some skilled craftspeople might be the most
compelling f actor in this area.

As long as cajor repair 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 levels, according
'

to N ' officials.

?, just one of the dile=nas in nuclear power safety is hat when'
,

es imple=ent ceasures to control radiation' released to the publicnut -

'

and t .svironzent surrounding the plant, more radioactive m'terial is kepta

.h . v .

:. . .
. .t.n .,a.'" :.
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inside the plant, thus to scce extent shifting the raciation burden to
.

nuclear plant workers. This is not, however, a =ajor egntributor to the
workers' overall exposures, the =ajority of which fi from increased radio-
activity in per:anent nuclear plant components.

.

.

Resources
.

Our brief analysis of occupational radiation exposures is not a comprehen-
sive survey of the proble=. The following resources contain valuable data

and analysis that ce=ple=ent this EPI study.
,

NUREG - 0713. "Occupational Radiation Exposure at Cc :ercial'. Nuclear Power
Reactors, 1979: Annual Report." B.G. Brooks, Office of Management and

,

Prcgram Analysis, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission. Latest in a series of

annual reports including plant-by-plant data (1978 version was NUREG-0594).,

Available for about $5.00 from National Technical Infernation Service,
Springfield, VA 22161.

"Preli=inary LWR Exposure Data for 1980", Me=o f rom Charles Hinson, Radio-
logical Assessment Branch to William E. Kreger, Assistant Director for Radia-

'

tion Protection, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, dated Fay 28, 1981.
,

.1;D pp. with charts showing historical trends. Xero.x available from Environ-,

mental Pelicy Center, 317 Pennsylvania Avenue, S. E. , Washington, D.C. 20003.
. .

"A Review of Radiation Protection Principles and Pr'ctices and the Potentiala

for Worker Exposure to Radiation: A Research Report for the National In-
stitute 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 Guide to the Most Unsafe Atomic Power Plants in 1977".
Public Citizen Health Research Group, Dr. Sidney WcIfe, Dept. 411, 2000 P
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, (202)872-0320. $2.00 each. So=ewhat

*
.
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dated, but a valuable discussion of the overall situation which goes
.

beyond this brief analysis. 23 pp. '
,,e

"Plutonium and the Workplace: An Assessment of Health and Safety Procc-
dures For itorkers at the Kerr/McGee Plutonium Fuel Fabrication Facility,"
by Kitty Tucker and Elli Walters, March 1979, p. 103. A detailed analysis
of utilizing official documents and'vorker interviews of worker, health and
safety at a commercial plutenium fuel fabrication facility. A ticely re-

.

port in the face of rene cd support by the Reagan Administration for the
cc =ercial develop =ent of plutonium fuels. Available from the Environ =en-
tal Policy Institute.

.
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! MBiORANDUM FOR: R. Wayne Houston, Assistant Director BBrooks
p. - for Radiation Protection, DSI CHinson

-

,

i- RPedersen
! FROM: Frank J. Congel, Chief EGreenman
p. t Radiological Assessment Branch, DSI KBarr

! RGreger

|- SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA FOR 1981 BMurray
FWenslawskijd .

h. Mtached is a preliminary compilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses
W reported from 70 light water cooled nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the year 1981. The
W information in this menorandum was derived from reports sutnitted to the Commission

.kh' in accordance with 10 CFR 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 sumary for the first time. '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 period of time. These units have been-

p#:f retained in this sumary since they are still licensed and dose is still ascumulate#

k(V
to maintain them,

E:.: The total collective dose reported for 1981 was 54,555 person-rms, an increase of
TL. 1.3 percent over the 1980 figure of S3,797 person-rems. This total gives an averag
A of 779 person-rces ~per unit, which is slightly lower than the 791 person-rems per
W unit reported for 1980. This leveling off of the average person-res per unit

follows two years' of increases during which the average dose per unit rose from
497 person-rems in 1978 to 791 person-res in 1980,

,

in 1981 the average dose for PWR units was 656 person-rems, a 13% increase over
the 1980 average of 578 person-res. The 1981 average BWR dose of 988 person-rems
per unit.is a.13% decrease from the 1980 average of 1136 person-res. Seventeen
plants reported collective dose reductions 30% or more. Six of these seventeen pla
reported 1981 doses per unit that were less than half of their 1980 doses. None of,

these six plants had a major refueling outage in 1981. For the eighth consecutive
. year, the average annual dose per unit for BWR's reained higher than the PWR avera
Figure 1 shows the trends in average yearly LWR doses from 1969 to 1981. Figure 2J

_.

breaks these doses.down to BWR and PWR units for the same time period. Table 1
presents the computed person-res accumulated at each LWR plant in 1981. Figures 3
4a and 4b give the total doses reported for each plant from 1979 thru 1981.

~ In an effort to obtain background information on the collective dose reported by.
the plants, the staff had informal telephone conversations with the radiation prote
staff at several plants. Attention was given to plants whose reported collective- - ' -

doses had shown significant changes, either increasing or decreasing, between 1980
and 1981. We asked the licensees' staff to identify the major dose intensive jobs
perfonned at their plants in 1981. The licensees' staff were also asked to identif- -

KLollL6365 W .
.
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R. W. Houston -

' a'cause for the significant change in dose accumulated at their plants.

On the basis of these calls, no item could be singled out as a cause for the
significantly increased doses. Each plant contacted implenents its own method for

.
categorizing plant activities. Although correlating these activities to trends in
dor.e is difficult, some similarities in the responses can be seen. For BWR's the
licensees' staff stated that torus modifications contributed significantly to their: 1981 doses. Other plants, both BWRs and PWRs, singled out in-service inspections at'

plant modification (such as pipe hangars, snubbers, fire protection, and post-accidt+-

sampling) as significant contributors. The staff at most PWRs also stated that an

plugging)g amount of steam generater work (including eddy current testing and tubeincr easin~'

contributed to their dose increases,
..

c.
The most frequent reason given for the observed decreases in dose from 1980 to 19810-
was that the plant did not have a major refueling or maintenance outage in 1981.

f. One individual contacted did state that this particular plant had finished NRC-man-*
dated plant modifications in 1980, resulting in lower 1981 doses. Several of the

.

"

licensees' staff menbers, whose plants had no refueling outage in 1981, said .ney..

?
7l - anticipated increases in 1982 doses since they still have several major modificatio

,

{:.. .
and inspections (such as the torus mods and pipe hangar inspections) to complete.

h This infonnation was completed by R. Pedersen and C. Hinson, RPS, RAB.
'

~ *
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Frank J. Corigel, Chief
-

Radiological f.ssessment Branch
Division of Systens Integration'

Attachment: ..
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DI STRI EUi10fie

CEH1RA U LIEAugust 25, 1981
RAB R/F

.: HRDenton
'

HE1'3P#iDU.5: FDR: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations- ,

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
~

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regu'1ation

IflFORi% TION PAPER ON OCCUPATIONAL. P.ADIATION bSES FOR 1980SUCJECT:*

The attached Comission Inforration Paper describes a recent finding that
1980 occupational radiation exposures at some BWR plants showed significant
increases over previous years. The ccrraission has previously been interested
in the gradual increase in such exposures. Recently, an ACRS subconmittee,

* in a rneeting on July 24, 1981 on femi 2, developed an interest in possible
occupational health impacts of rnandated safety improvements. As is nentioned
in the paper, the NRR staff is taking steps to include this tonsideration in
evaluation of safety feature backfits.

Ori;;M @d 4#

. H. R. Cer.tm

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation*

Attachment:
Proposed Infomation Paper -

cc: EGCase
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8 'o UNITED STATES
|

[ p ,q ( ,), NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION I,

.t eg ; wassincros. o. c. 2osss

V.6 /.s

JUN i g 19

MEMORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
~ Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

THRU: Roger J. Mattson, Director /
Division of Systems Integrat%n, NRR.

FROM: William E. Kreger, Assistant Director
* for Radiation Protection, DSI

SUBJECT: UNUSUALLY HIGH OCCUPATIONAL DOSES REPORTED FOR
POWER REACTORS OPERATING IN 1980

.

The purpose of this memorandum is to inform you further regarding some signi-
ficant increases in total person-rem doses to reactor plant workers during
calendar year 1980, relative to prior years.

# RAB staff has completed a preliminary sumary of the 1980 occupational radiation
exposure data, submitted by licensees in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407 and
R.G. 1.16. Enclosure "A", a C. Hinson to W. Kreger memo of MAy 28, 1981 ,
sumarizes the extent of the observed increases. You have received a copy of
Enclosure "A".

Subsequent to our receipt of the data, the staff has had informal telephone
conversations with plant radiation protection managers (RPM) at eight of.the
plants which experienced the largest observed increases (principally BWRs). In
these conversations the RPM's have indicated that they feel that about 35% of
total plant exposures during 1980 may have resulted from NRC-mandated activities,
and that similar increases may be expected at a number of plants at which such
NRC-mandated activities have not yet been completed. The activities they identified
were seismic hanger inspections and changes, snubber corrections and masonry n11
modifications that were directed by bulletins 79-02, 79-14 and 80-11. They also
called out feedwater piping clad removal, and other torus and drywell char, .s.

In contrast to what we were told in the above conversations about how the work
came about, James M. Smith, Jr. of General Electric Company, in a phcae conversation
with me characterized the major additional exposures at BWRs as being due to modifi-

| cation of the Mark I toruses, and replacing certain stainless steel components that
showed intergranular stress corrosion cracking with 316 stainless steel. Aithough
I&E bulletins have been issued regarding some of these matters, which would make
them appear to be NRC mandated, Mr. Smith felt they were actually G.E. identified
deficiencies and fixes. He believes that these special work efforts will result
in significant future reduction of collective radiation exposure in those affected
plants. He further indicated that the BWR 6's with Mark II containments will not

I have the problems indicated above, and should be able to operate at about 300
|

person-rems per year.
;

l

k~ l

._ _ -
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H. Denton -2-- -

As part of the conversation, the qJestion of Crud Was discussed. Smith indicated
that recirculating pipe dcse rates seem to level off at 400 mrem /hr at 6 years or
so, rather than continuing to rise indefinitely. He believes there is now enough
information on how to control feedwater quality to control 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 4?,000 man bours at about 9 mr/hr).

Smith projects that there will be about 2 years of these significant occupational
radiation exposure increases at older BWRs but then doses will return to normal
(i.e. , at about 700 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 tetivities that
have contributed somewhat to the increased 1980 occupational doses. The process
of backfitting safety require. ents on nperating plants has not necessarily con-
sidered competing risks such as occupational radiation exposure, alongside the
benefits associated with NRC-mandated actions. Even in establishing safety require-
mlnts 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. U

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.

3

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,

I 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 060 and 0737 y

Q.

William E. Kreger, Assista Director
for Radiation Protection

Division of Systems Integration

Enclosures:
As Stated

cc: See next page
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~ M. Ernst
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6 . Cunningham
R. Cunningham
P. Hartfield
B. Brooks. .
A. Roecklein
J. Joyner, Reg. I -

A. Gibson, Reg. II -
'

R. Gregor, Reg. III
G. Brown, Reg. IV
H. Book, Reg. V
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RPS Staff
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M9'.0RANDUM FO?: Willie E. Kreger, Assistant Director
for Radiation Protection, DSI

THRU: Douglas M. Collins, Leader
itediation Proteetion Section, DSI-

FROM: Charles S. Hinson
Radiclogical Assessment Branch, DSI

SUBJECT: PP.ELIMIRARY LWR EXPOSURE DATA FOR 1980
,

Attached is a preliminary compilation and analysis of occupational radiation
exposures at operatir; light water cooled nuclear power reactors (LWR's) for the
year 1930. This infoma tion was derived from reports sutnitted to the United
States Nuclear Regulatory Comission in accordance with Part 20.407 of Title 10,
Ch pter 1, Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 20.407) and Regulatory Guide6

1.16.

One additional LWR completed a full year of commercial operation for the first
time in 1930 (only LWR's that had been in comercial 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), increr. sed the number of plants included in
this year'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 average exposu e per reactor for BWP's in 1930 v.as 1136 person-rems. This
represents a 55 percent increase over the 1979 average of 733 person-rms/ reactor.

The yearly average exposure per reactor for the 42 operating PWR's in 1980 was 578
pe rson-rems . This represents a 13 percent increase over the 1979 avtrage of 510
person-rems / reactor.

The overall average exposure per reactor for all LWR's increased 33 percent fro.T
593 person-rems in 1979 to 791 person-rems in 1930. The attached exposure
compilation table include a breakdown of the person-rems received at each of the
LWR's included in the at>ove compilation for 1980. This table lists the exposure
figures which were sutmitted by the licensees in response to the requirements of
10 CFP 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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l',EMORANDP FOR: Daniel R. Muller, Assistant Director
for D.adiation Protection, DSI

FR O':: Frank J. Concel, Chief
Radiological Assessment Branch, OSI

S' EJECT: thR DCCUPATIONAL NOSE DATA FOR 1982
>

Attached is a ennpilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses re-
ported fron 74 light water cooled nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the year 1902.
The infor.mation in this memorandun was derived fron reports subnitted to the
Comnission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407. Four pressu'rized water re-
actor units, Farley 2, "cGuire 1, Salen 2 and Sequoyah 1, co,pleted their
first full year of connercial operatica. in 19V and are included in this year's
sunnary for the first time (indicated in Table 1 by an (N)). In addition, this
sunnary includes four units (Oresden 1, Humboldt Bay, Indian Point 1, and#

Three tile Island 2) that are currently shutdown for an indefinite period oftine. These units have been retained in this sunnary since they are still
licensed and dose is still accunulated to naintain then.

The total collective dose reported for 1932 was 52,190 person-rens, a de-
p crease of 3.6 percent f rom the 1981 figure of 54,142 person-rems. This

total gives an average of 705 person-rems per-unit, which 1s nearly eight,

percent lower than the 773 person-rens per unit reported for 1491. This is'
also the second year in a ros in which the average person-rens per reactor
has shown a decrease fron the 1940 high of 791 person-rens per unit.

In 1932 the average dose for PWR units was 578 person-rens, an 11.3 percent
decrease fron the 1091 average of FA2 person-rens. The number of Pl'3s in this!! year's empilation increased fron 44 to 43. The 1982 average heiling v.aterI

reactor (M) dose of 940 person-rems per unit is a 4 percent decrease f ro,
the 1931 average of 980 person-rems. The number of Bl!Rs renained the samee

,e in 1902 at 26. The attached exposure compilation table (Table 1) pre-*

sents a breakdo./n of the person-rems received at each of the Ll'Rs which had
completed at least one full year of connercial operation by the end of 1982.
The exposure figures listed in Table 1 were derived fron data subnitted by
the licensees in response to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20.407 and plant
technical specifications (the plant technical specifications require that
only personnel receiving greater than 300 nrem be listed--these data are shwn.,

in parentheses in Table 1). The figures quoted above and used in the attach-,,'

ed figures are from the 10 CFR Part 20.407 data.
.

Figure 1 shws the total average yearly person-rem figures for BWRs, PW9s,;

and LWRs for the years 1969-1982. For the ninth consecutive year, the
everage exposure for BWRs has remained higher than the average yearly PilR

g efo+7B r %
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Figiire 2 snous the total' number of operating reactors and the totalexposure.
collective U'R dose per year plotted for the years 19Eo-loc 2. Figures 3, 4a,
and ob prwide a graphic conparision of the annual occupational exposures
per unit, for each plant, for the three year period fro- 1000 through 19P.2. ,

This infornation was compiled by C. Hinson, RDS/RA!1.

;,LJ . 8 J
Frant; J. Congol, C
Dadiological Assessnert Branch
nivision of Systeis Integration
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FIGURE 1

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER COOLED REACTORS'
1969-1982 l

1

OCCUPATIONAL RADIATION DOSES AT NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
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MEMORANDUk FOR . Daniel R. Muller, Assistant Director !
for Radiation Protection, DSI-

. -

FROM: Frank J. Congel, Chief
Radiological Assessment Branch, DSI |.

SUBJECT: LWR OCCUPATIONAL DOSE DATA FOR 1983

Attached is a compilation and analysis of occupational radiation doses
reported from 75 light water moderated nuclear reactors (LWRs) for the
year 1983. The infonnation in this memorandum was derived from reoorts
submitted to the Comission in accordance with 10 CFR Part 20.407. Only
one pressurized water reactor (PWR), Sequoyah 2, completed its first full
year of comercial 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#

period of time. These units have been retained in this sumary since
they are still licensed and dose is still accumulated 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 person-
rems,andisthehighestannualLWRtotaldosetodate(theprevious
high total was 54.142 person-rems in 1981). The average dose per unit for
LWRs in 1983 was 753 person-rems per unit, well above the 1982 average
of 705 person-rems per unit, but still below the highest recorded average
of 791 person-rems per unit in 1980. The increasb in the average dose
per unit in 198'i ends a two year decline of this value for LWRs.

In 1983 the average dose for PWR units was 592 person-rems, a two percent
increase from the 1982 average of 578 person-rems. The number of PWRs in
this 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 average of 940 person-rems. The number of BWRs
reesined the same in 1983 at 26 units. The attached axposure compilation
table (Table 1)presentsabreakdownoftheperson-remsreceivedateach
of the LWRs which had completed at least one full year of comercial
operation by the end of 1983. The exposure figures listed in Table 1 were
derived from data submitted by the licensees in response to the require-

|
ments of 10 CFR Part 20.407 and plant technical specificatins (the plant
technical specifications require that only personnel receiving greater than
100 are be listed--these data are shown in parentheses in Table 1). The
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figures quoted above and used in the attached figures are from the 10 CFR |
Part 20.407 data.-

Figure 1 shows the total average yearly person-rem figures for BWRs, PWRs, '

and LWRs for the years 1969-1983. For the tenth consecutive year, tha
average exposure for BWRs has remained higher than the average yearly PWR
exposure. Figure 2 shows the total number of operating reactors and the
total collective LWR dose per year plotted for the years 1969-1983.
Figure 3 provides a graphic comparison of the annual occupational exposure
per unit, for each BWR, for the three year period from 1981 to 1983. Four
BWR units--Brunswick I and II, Oyster Creek, and Vermont Yankee--had doses
which exceeded 1500 person-rems in 1983. Although these four units repre-
sented only 15 percent of the BWRs operating in 1983, they contributed
over one fourth (7259 person-rems) of the total BWR exposure in 1983.
Major maintenance jobs which were large contributors to BWR doses in 1983
included inspection and repair of primary piping and pipe welds,and Mark
I torus modifications.

Figures 4a and 4b provide a comparison of occupational exposures per unit#

for PWRs for the three year period from 1981-1983. In 1983, seven PWR
units--Haddam Neck, Millstone Pt. II, Surry I and II, St. Lucie I, and
Turkey Pt. III and IV--all had doses which exceeded 1200 person-rems.
These seven units, while comprising only 14 percent of the PWRs operating
in 1983, contributed over 35 percent (10370 person-rems; of the total
PWR exposure in 1983. Steam generator maintenance and repair continued
to be a major source of personnel exposure at PWRs in 1983. Another major
source of exposures at PWRs was maintenance on reactor vessel internals,
such as core barrel and tore thermal shield repair, and feedwater nozzle
replacement.

This information was compiled by C. Hinson, RPS/RAB.

i _11
_ _ . - _

.

,

Frank J. Co 1, Chie
Radiological Assessment Branch
Division of Systems Integration

.

Enclosure
As Stated

; ,cc: See next page. ,
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J # .A s so UNITED STATES
/ o NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMisslON.

o REGION I
% a tai PARK AvtNyt

t
KING OF PMUSal A, PE NNSYLV ANI A 19406

s....+/
Docket No. 50-219 Jul 2 0 GB3

GPU Nuclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P. B. Fiedler

Vice President and Director
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station,

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

.

Gentlemen:
i

Subject: Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfomance (SALP) Report and.your
letter dated June 17, 1983

This refers to the SALP for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station conducted
by this office on April 19, 1983 and discussad with your staff at a meeting on May
12, 1983. A list of attendees at the meeting is presented in Enclosure 1. The <

NRC Region I SALP Report is attached as Enclosure 2. This report evaluates the
period February 1, 1982 through January 31, 1983 and any significant findings from
the three month gap from the previous assessment period. Our letter dated April
29, 1983 which forwarded the SALP Report, and your letter dated June 17, 1983,
which provides your actions and coments regarding the SALP Report, are attached Ias Enclosures 3 and 4.

Overall, your perfonnance in the operation of the facility was found acceptable.
During the meeting of May 12, 1983, we discussed our assessment of your regulatory
perfomance in each of nine functional areas. Some of your coments at the meet-
ing and in your June 17, 1983 letter address improvements in the backlog of items
needing Plant Operations Review Committee attention, fomalization of administra-
tive procedures governing interfaces between divisions, improvements in the radio-
chemistry program, steps to improve quality of work and knowledge of maintenance
department personnel, and improvement in procedures and administrative control of
the integrated leak rate test. We believe your actions to be responsive and will
improve future perfomance.

With regard to the statement in your June 17, 1983 letter which points out a de-
sign error as opposed to procedural inadequacies during the integrated leak rate
test caused radioactive contamination of a portion of the reactor building service,

air system, we agree and have modified our report to correct the error.'

In addition, as noted at the meeting, we concur that deficiencies in your radio-
chemistry program were identified in two functional areas of the report. To cor-
rect this we have amended Pages 7, 8, and 10 of our report. The amended pages
are inserted preceding the original pages of the report.

Inaccordancewith10CFR2.790(a),acopyofthisletteranditsenclosureswill
be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

1 *

BOh${3Q D '

|
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GPU Nuclear Corporation JUL 2 01933,

2,

No reply to this letter is required.
Your actions in response to the NRC System-

atic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance will be reviewed during future NRC inspec-tions.

We believe that our May 12, 1983
standing of your activities and our regulatory program. meeting was beneficial and improved mutual under-is appreciated. Your cooperation with us

Sincerely,

f/ .

<

Thomas E. Murley
Regional Administrator

Enclosures:
1. SALP Management Meeting Attendees
2.

NRC Region I SALP, GPU Nuclear Corporation, Oyster Creek
-

Nuclear Generating Station
3.

NRC Letter, R. W. Starostecki to P. B. Fiedler dated April4. 29, 1983
GPU Nuclear Corporation Response Letter, P. B. Fiedler to R. W.

Starostecki dated June 17, 1983

cc w/encis:
M. Laggart, Licensing Supervisor
J. Knubel, BWR Licensing Manager
Public Document Room (PDR)
local Public Document Room (LPDR)
NuclearSafetyInformationCenter(NSIC)
NRC Resident Inspector
State of New Jersey

bec w/encls: i

Region 1 Docket koom (with concurrences) #

Senior Operations Officer (w/o encis)
DPRP Section Chief i

IK. Abraham (2 copies)
-

I
i
D

f s !.

I
i ,

- - . - - . . - - -- - -. . . , - - - - - - - - - - . - - - . . - , - .
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ENCLOSURE 1.
,

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION SALP
MANAGEMENT MEETING ATTENDEES

Licensee: GPU Nuclear Corporation
Facility: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Meeting At: Forked River, New Jersey
Meeting Conducted: May 12, 1983

Licensee Attendees

M. Budaj, Manager, Plans and Programs
J. T. Carroll. Director, Startup and Test
P. R. Clark, Executive Vice President, GPU Nuclear Corp.
R. D. Fenton, Oyster Creek Emergency Preparedness Manager '

P. Fiedler, Vice President and Director, Oyster Creek
E. J. Growney, Safety Review Manager
R. W. Heward, Vice President - Radiolo ical and Environmental Control
D. Klucsik, Manager, Comunication Service, Oyster Creek'
J. Knubel, Manager, BWR Licensing
M. Laggart, Oyster Creek Licensing Manager
R. L. Long, Vice President, Nuclear Assurance '

J. P. Maloney, Manager, Plant Material
F. F. Manganaro, Vice President and Director, Maintenance and Construction
R. S. Markowski, QA Oyster Creek Audit Manager
F. J. Maughan, Plant Security Supervisor, Oyster Creek
W. J. Smith, Plant Engineering Director
J. L. Sullivan, Plant Operations Director
J. R. Thorpe, Director, licensing and Regulatory Affairs
C. R. Tracy, Manager, Oyster Creek QA MOD /0PS
D. W. Turner, Manager, Radiological Controls

NRC Attendees

R. R. Bellamy, Chief Radiological Protection Branch, Division of Engineering and
Technical Programs

E. L. Conner, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 38. DPRP
C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector Oyster Creek
D. Crutchfield, Chief, Operating Reactors Branch #5, Division of Licensing, NRR
R. R. Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch #3, Division of Project and Resident Programs
J. J. Lombardo. Licensing Project Manager, Operating Reactors Branch #5, Division

of Licensing, NRR
R. W. Starostecki, Director,' Division of Project and Resident Programs (DPRF)
L. E. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 3A, DPRP

,

.
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l'.S. NUCLEAR REGUl.ATORY COMMISS?.ON

REGION I

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

APRIL 19, 1983
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I. INTRODUCTION

a. Purpose and Overview

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an
integrated NRC staff affort to collect the available observations on
an annual basis and evaluate licensee performance based on those
observations with the objectives of impFoving the NRC Regulatory
Program and licensee performance.

The assessment period is February 1,1982 through January 31, 1983.
This assessment, however, contains pertinent observations and NRC
and licensee activities through February 1983.

The prior SALP assessment period was November 1,1980 - October 31,
1981. Significant findings of this assessment and the period between
the previous assessment and this assessment are provided in the
applicable Performance Analysis Functional Areas (Section IV).

Evaluation criteria used during this assessment are discussed in
Section III. Each criterion was applied using the "Attributes for
Assessment of Licensee Performance" contained in NRC Manual Chapter
0516.

'b . SALP Board Members: R. W. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project
and Resident Programs'

R. R. Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch No. 2,
Division of Project and Resident Programs

R. R. Bellamy, Chief, Radiological Protection
Branch, Division of Engineering and Technical
Programs

L. E. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A,
Division of Project and Resident Programs

J. J. Lombardo. Licensing Project Manager,
Operating Reactors Branch No. 5, Division of.

Licensing, Office of NRR
C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Oyster

Creek Nuclear Generating Station

Other Attendees: J. A. Thomas, Resident Reactor Inspector, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station

c. Background

(1) Licensee Activities

At the beginning of the assessment period, the facility had been in
cold shutdown since December 9,1981 to investigate the failure of
an isolation condenser valve. The valve failure was caused by stem

,

; nut cracking and stem damage resulting from the practice of
,

, .

, . . , . ~ . , . . - - , . . - . - - . . , - _ . - , . . - . - - - - - - . - , - - . . . - . . . - , . - - - - . - . ~ . . . - , _ , - - , - - . - - . , - , - . - - ,
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electrically backseating the valve to prevent packing leakage.
Other valves with Limitorque Operators that had been frequently
backseated were found to have similar damage and were repaired.
Valve repairs were completed by the end of January 1982, but the
plant remained shutdown to replace leaking coolers on the diesel

!generators and to complete surveillar,ces which Technical
Specifications required to be done eeth refueling outage (but at
intervals of no more than 20 months). ,

'

!

The itcensee satisfactorily completed an annual emergency plan
exercise on March 16, 1982. The exercise was observed by teams from
NRC and FEMA.

The plant began operating on April 12, 1982 but scrammed on April 13
when operator error caused inadvertent closure of the Main Steam:

! I olation Valves. The plant was restarted that day, however, a;
controlled shutdown was performed the following day to repair steam
leaks on a main steam reh62ter pressure regulating valve. Operation
resumed on April 15, but the reactor scrammed on April 17, 1982 when

,

a flooded offgas delay pipe caused a loss of condenser vacuum. The
,

plant was restartec on April 18 and operated at 60 to 70 percent
power, limited by one of three condensate pumps being out of
service.

) The plant continued to operate at reduced power until shutdown on
May 13, 1982 to repair a steam leak on a steam reheater manway cover

| gasket. Operation limited to 60 - 70 percent power was resumed on
May 27.

The plant scrammed after a high reactor water level turbine trip on
l June 4,1982, while attempting to fill the reactor water cleanup1

system. The plant was restarted on June 5, with all three'

condensate pumps available for operation. However, the plant
remained at a reduced power of about 80 percent because of fuel
depletion. The plant continued to operate in "coastdown."

|

The plant was shutdown on August 13 1982 to investigate the cause,

of high differential pressure across, the salt water side of the
containment spray heat exchangers. Extreme fouling by marine life
debris was found on the tube sheets of all four heat exchangers.,

} The heat exchangers were cleaned and the plant w< ant back on line at
! reduced power on August 29.

,

The licensee underwent an audit by the Institute of Nuclear
power Operations (INPO) between October 25 and November 4,
1982. NRC (Region I) representatives did not attend the INPO

|debriefing and a report of their findings was not yet issued at,

| the time of this assessment.
'

. ,

!

I
'
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On November 24, 1982, high seal cavity temperatare caused
by pump seal degradation forced the removal of the 'A' reactor |recirculation pump from service. Continued leakage of the seal
forced a reactor shutdown on December 10 to replace the seal.
Restart was begun on December 13 with all five recirculation
pumps operating normally. During startup, a high flux scram'

occurred while in the intermediate range. During restart from
the trip, the reactor was manually scrammed when water
hammer occurred in the feed water piping. On December 18, 1982,
the reactor again scrammed due to low reactor water level caused
by valve oscillations when placing the reactor water cleanup
system in service. Power operation was resumed on December 21,
1982.

On December 21, 1982, operator error caused initiation of the
containment spray system. One pump ran for about 30 seconds
injecting cooling water into the drywell air space. Electrical
checks of components in the drywell showed no abnormalities and
power operation continued.

At the end of the assessment period, the facility was operating at
about 50 percent power in coastdown with an 11 month refueling
outage scheduled to begin in mid-February 1983.

(2) Inspection Activities

One NRC resident inspector was assigned to the site for the entire
assessment period. A senior resident inspector was assigned
periodically from April through July 1982, and permanently from
August through the end of the assessment period.

Total NRC Inspection Hours: 2435 (Resident and region based).
Distribution of inspection hours is shown in Table 3.

A tabulation of inspection activities is shown in Table 4, and a
tabulation of enforcement data is shown in Attachment 1.

An emergency response appraisal team inspection was conducted in
January 1982 prior to the beginning of the assessment period,
and a team evaluation of the licensee's annual emergency drill
was performed in March 1982.

.

i
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II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
OYSTER CREEX NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

FUNCTIONAL AREAS CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY
1 2 3

'

1. Plant Operations
X

2. Radiological Controls
* Radiological Protection
* Radioactive Waste Management
* Transportation
* Effluent Control and Monitoring X

3. Maintenance X

4. Surveillance (Including
Inservice and Preoperational
Testing)

X

__

Fire Protection and Housekeeping X
.

6. Emergency Preparedness X

7. Security and Safeguards X

__

8. Refueling / Outage Activities X

9. Licensing Activities X

,

I 9

| .

|

|
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II8. CRITERIA

The following performance aspects were reviewed in each area:

1. Management involvement in assuring quality.
2. Resolving technical issues from a safety viewpoint.
3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.
4. Enforcement history.
5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events.
6. Staffing (including management).
7. Training effectiveness and qualification.

To provide a consistent evaluation, attributes relating each aspect to the
characteristics of Category 1, 2, and 3 performance were applied as discussed
in NRC Manual Chapter 0516, Part II and Table 1.

The SALP Board conclusions were categorized as follows:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
Canagement attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented towarci
auclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such that a

- high level of performance with respect to operational safety is being
- hio ed.

Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.
Licensee management attention and involvement in nuclear safety are evident;
licensee resources are adequate and reasonably effective such that
satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety is oeing.m

achieved.

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers
nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear strained
or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety is being achieved.

I
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1. plantOperatiogfffQ, < J !,

n |
< ,

fj Analysis of thig < pea. incWdes dirwet observation of plant operational
+1 activities and op m tional support acti ities. The operations area was It

~ *j / under continual review b>;ta resid% Jnspectors supplemented by
,

j/ region-based inspectors, lhspectiep
and procedural requirements, desigtig|uxamined compliance with licenseanges ard modifications, training,
housekeeping, quality assurance; ad]ts, corr 4ctive action systems,

;; .

j#~ safety review committees, and rrhorting systms. '
, e u - <

,

During the assessment period, improvems.tt was noted in the area of
operstar awareness of plant condf tions, kr.swledge of technical
specifications, and operators' attention 'to detail. In general, operato.-
response to transient and ibnormal conditions was good. However,when.\
other than formal system al!gnments did not reqg% immediate operator j

j action, operaturs were rometimes not fully aware of al,1 t3e potential
! safety concerng and did not always aggressively pursue' correction of the

problems th n jaused the ur m d alignment. There were deficiencies noted
in the adequacy and fgraality af control room shift turnevers, but

'

,f observations iter in W assessm.ent period indirst4 significant ,

f[ heprovement. A mair!,stie'an isolation vt.lve closure scram cnd an inadvertent
'('' containment spray actuation Vert icaufadT by operatos error resulting from

inattention tu actf vities in progress. !BcW eventi were caused by the ,

sm.gperator and are not indicative d,a generd carelessness by Jicensed
.

t

rg rators. The licensee's cortn:tive a ctions in thtst events appors ,to-
have been adequate, tFive licensee ewnt reports involved personnel errors
by licensed operators, however, tN ' nature of the events were ruch that

L none dre significant nor indicatin of adversa trerids in this area. In
i factpiaprovements in ope ator tech.11ctl, kqw' edge and more mar bgement p

attention to prevention of operator error neva been noted. ,Fraquent-'
i

management presence in the control room has D en noted. Operations| , '3 , }/ managcaent frequently observes and harticiVates in routine shift
turnoverf, providing for prompt managemeye review of operating logs,,

\ instrument recorder tre.cres and discussion cf plant status with operators,
'

l ,

i
| I / Fewer incidents involving procedure viola.idna have occurred as compared

'

.

L to tid last assessment perick This is :he result of enforcement of the
, maragenent policy of verbatim compliance with written procedures, and ai

vigorous program of review ara rep'ision of procedures.

Two improper releases of radioact liquids to the environment during
this assessment period are attributable to personnel error. One involved
an unplanned unmonitored release when contaminated water was drained from
a service air systeg The drain path was thought to go to a wasto
wilection system w M n in fw t it went to a storm drain system. An
improperly monitoriu' release occurred when, during a planned release of '

treated liquid to the envircwt,ent, the record set of laboratory samples ,
P / was drawn from the wrong tank. ,
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7 AMENDED.

o

The Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) has been generally effective in
reviewing safety issues. However, the large backlog of items needing PORC
review has caused significant delays in issuance of many revised procedures.
The licensee is attempting to correct this by using alternate PORC members,
while maintaining proper comittee quorum, to conduct daily PORC rc,eetings.
The large backlog is partially the result of the extensive program of proce-

i dure review and upgrade and the large number of modifications and design
change packages requiring review prior to the scheduled refueling outage..

| The large number of procedure revisions has been necessitated in part by the
i licensee's increased emphasis on verbatim compliance and efforts to clarify
j the often cumbersome and difficult to follow operating procedures. i

L An inspection conducted early in the assessment period identified deficien-
! cies in the area of control of design changes and modifications. Many nec-
| essary administrative procedures for control of the development of design
j change packages, control of documents, turnover of systems, and update of

drawings and system procedures had not been issued. The licensee is under-:

i going major reorganization in the Maintenance and Construction and Techni-
cal Functions Divisions, and as a result, the necessary interfaces between
the various corporate divisions and plant staff had not been formalized ini

; administrative procedures. A followup inspection later in the assessment
period noted significant improvement in that the Maintenance and Construc-
tion Work Management System Manual was issued to provide the necessary ad-
ministrative controls in the areas of maintenance, design changes, and mod-
ifications. Senior management attention to the problem areas was evident
and progress toward establishing an acceptable program by the 1983 outage
appears adequate.

Early in the assessment periud, some deficiencies were noted involving fail-
ure to follow equipment contr-1 procedures and inadequacies in the equip-
ment control procedures. With assistance from a management consultant, the,

I licensee revised the procedures to provide better control of equipment tag-
( ging, jumpering, and lifting of electrical leads. The program changes were

major and required fonnal training of operations personnel. The new program
,

; .

was implemented late in the assessment period and appears to have corrected!

| the previous deficiencies. '.

;

| Responsibility for licensee's radiochemistry program was placed under the cog-
| nizance of the operations department during the assessment period. There were
| significant deficiencies identified that are discussed in section two, page

10. Licensee made several personnel changes within the department and improve-
ment was noted at the end of the period.

'
.

'
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The Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) has been generally effective
in reviewing safety issues. However, the large backlog of items needing
PORC review has caused significant delays in issuance of many revised
procedures. The licensee is attempting to correct this by using
alternate PORC members, while maintaining proper committee quorum, to
conduct daily PORC meetings. The large backlog is partially the result
of the extensive program of procedure review and upgrade and the large
number of modifications and design change packages requiring review prior
to the scheduled refueling outage. The large number of procedure
revisions has been necessitated in part by the licensee's increased
efrphasis on verbatim compliance and efforts to clarify the often
cumbersome and difficult to follow operattag procedures.

An inspection conducted early in the assessment period identified
deficiencies in the area of control of design changes and modifications.
Many necessary administrativt procedures for control of the development
of design change packages, control of documents, turnover of systems, and
update of drawings and system procedures had not been issued. The
licensee was undergoing major reorganization in the Maintenance and
Construction and Technical Functions Divisions, and as a result, the
necessary interfaces between the various corporate divisions and plant
staff had not been formalized in administrative procedures. A followup
inspection later in the assessment period noted significant improvement
in that the Maintenance and Construction Work Management System Manual
was issued to provide the necessary administrative controls in the areas
of maintenance, design changes, and modifications. Senior management
attention to the problem areas was evident and progress toward
establishing an acceptable program by the 1983 outage appears adequate.

Early in the assessment period, some deficiencies were noted involving;

failure to follow equipment control procedures and inadequacies in the
l equipment control procedures. With assistance from a management
! consultant, the licensee revised the procedures to provide better control
!

of equipment tagging, jumpering, and lifting of electrical leads. The
'

program changes were major and required formal training of operations
; personnel. The new program was implemented late in the assessment period
| and appears to have corrected the previous deficiencies.

Significant deficiencies were found in the licensee's radiochemistry
program which is under the cognizance of the operations department. They
involved inadequate procedures, improper control and calibration of

! counting equipment, and improper review of procedures. Most of the
| deficiencies had been previously identified by the licensee's internal

audits and were the result of inadequate management review of andt

! involvement in the radiochemistry program. The licensee has begun a
| program to upgrade the training and qualification of the chemistry
| technicians and supervisors, to increase the size of the staff, and to
!

.

f

I
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The plant engineering staff appears to be capable of providing adequate oper-
ational support to the facility. Improvement has been noted in the plant /
corporate engineering interface which provides better onsite outage planning
and coordination. In the past, followup analysis of plant events was fre-
quently delayed. However, recent plant events and transients have received
a prompt, coordinated effort between plant engineering, technical functions,
and plant operations to perfonn in-depth analysis of the events ind accurate,
timely assessments of the consequences. Of particular note were the plant
responses to a reactor feed system water hamer event, a high worth control
rod withdrawal event, and the assessment of the radiological consequences of
a leakage from the radwaste system waste surge tank. ,The technical content
of Licensee Event Reports is generally excellent, although reports are not
always timely. The cause of many events is frequently coded as "other," how-
ever, the narrative description of the cause is generally accurate and in-
dicative of a thorough review. The analysis of the event and corrective
actions are generally indicative of a sound, technical approach to safety
issues.

During this assessment period, general improvement was noted in management.

control and review of most operations functions and in licensed operator per-
fonnance. However, the occurrences of unmonitored releases, the significant
breakdown of management controls in the radiochemistry program, the large
backlog of PORC review items, and deficiencies in the design change and
modification programs indicate needed management attention to effect improve-
ments.

| Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recome_ndations - Maintain inspection coverage consistent with program
requirements for a plant in a refueling outage.

i

:

|

'
I
i

|
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provide more in-depth management review of the daily radiochemistry
activities. Improvement has been noted in this area.

The plant engineering staff appears to be capable of providing adequate
operational support to the facility. Improvement has been noted in the
plant / corporate engineering interface which provides better onsite outageplanning and coordination. In the past, followup analysis of plant
events was frequently dosayed. However, recent plant events and
transients have received a prompt, coordinated effort between plant
engineering, technical functions, and plant operations to perform
in-depth analysis of the events and accurate, timely assessments of theconsequences. Of particular note were the plant responses to a reactor
feed system water hammer event, a high worth control rod withdrawal
event, and the assessment of the radiological consequences of a leakage
from the radwaste system waste surge tank. The technical content of
Licensee Event Reports is generally excellent, although reports are notalways timely. The cause of many events is frequently coded as "other,"
however, the narrative description of the cause is generally accurate and
indicative of a thorough review. The analysis of the event and
corrective actions are generally indicative of a sound, technical approachto safety issues.

During this assessment period, general improvement was noted in management
control and review of most operations functions and in licensed operatorperformance. However, the occurrences of unmonitored releases, the
significant breakdown of management controls in the radiochemistry
program, the large backlog of 00RC review items, and deficiencies in
the design change and modification programs indicate needed management
attention to effect improvements.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Maintain inspection coverage consistent with
program requirements for a plant in a refueling outage.

.

.
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2. Radiological Controls (140<

Evaluation in this area included monthly review of selected program
areas by the resident inspectors and six inspections by region based
inspectors of the radiation protection program, radioactive waste
management, shipping, radioactive effluent monitoring, and
radiochemistry program.

The licensee has developed a strong management organization in the
radiological controls department with multiple levels of supervision
and a viable reporting structure. The licensee's radiation '

protection staff is supplemented by contractor personnel with the
two groups well integrated at both the technician and supervisorylevels. Health Physics (HP) technicians are required to complete
formal qualification programs which include both classroom and
on-the-job training with written and oral board exams prior to
performing responsible plant related duties. Improved General
Employee Training programs have increased the plant and contractor
employees' general knowledge and awareness of radiological
conditions in the plant and the requirements of the radiation
protection program. Procedural requirements are generally well
defined and understood, and the radiological precautions written
into other Plant operating, maintenance, and special installation
procedures are indicative of thorough review by the radiological
engineering group.

Response to noted deficiencies was generally prompt and
appropri ate . A violation for inadequate drywell access controls

i
,

resulting in workers being locked in the drywell was corrected by
issuance of a new temporary procedure shortly after identification
of the violation. ,

,

Recent reorganizations in the areas of radioactive waste management !
and waste shipping have resulted in a strong management
organization. The licensee has pursued a vigorous waste reduction
program and has greatly reduced the volume of treated water released
to the environment. Reviews of the waste shipping program indicate
strict management control of shipping activities.

Weaknesses were noted in the areas of radiological effluent
monitoring and in the radiochemistry program. Four licensee event
reports were submitted on unmonitored liquid releases. Two releases
were the result of equipment failure. One release was the result
of contaminated water being drained into a storm sewer system by
mistake and one improperly monitored release resulted when monitoring
samples were taken from the wrong location. One violation was the
failure to collect proper environmental air samples and one violation
was the failure to perform adequate gamma spectroscopy measurements '

of effluent sampi,es when the laboratory equipment was not properly

. _ _ __ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ __
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|

calibrated. In general, the licensee's actions after an unmonitored release
were good. They included collection and analysis of appropriate environmen-
tal samples to adequately assess the envimnmental and safety impact. None
of the releases resulted in allowable limits being exceeded.

Major programatic weaknesses in the radiochemistry program were indicative
of a general breakdown in the managemant controls. No central responsibil-
ity was assigned for management of the site chemistry program. As a result,
procedures were poorly implemented and many were inadequate, procedures were
improperly reviewed, analytical results were not reviewed and analyzed for
trends, and radiochemstry laboratory equipment was poorly maintained and
controlled. Most deficiencies in this area were also noted by the licensee's
internal audits and a vigorous corrective action program is in progress.
The deficiencies in calibration and control of radiochemistry laboratory
equipment resulted in erroneous calculations in the environmental effluent
monitoring program for about one year.

Licensee has begun a program to upgrade the training and qualification of the
chemistry technicians and to incmase the size of the staff and to provide
more in-depth management review of the daily radiochemistry activities. Im-
provement has been noted in this area.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Reconsnendations - Resident Inspectors should review the licensee's cor-
rective actions in the radiochemistry program with a followup independent
measurements inspection by region based inspectors prior to the end of the
1983 refueling outage.

.

-s ---, --w .e , , ,, -~--------_,,,---,_,-,,,,,,,_,,,,__n__,mm _n,.w,..-e, ,n,,,,---,,,,,mm,,,,-,,-,--,,, ,---,-w -r,---



_ . _ _ - .

.

.

10.

calibrated. In general, the licensee's actions ' fter an unmonitoreda
release were good. They included collection and analysis of
appropriate environmental samples to adequately assess the environmen.al
and safety impact. None of the releases resulted in allowable limitsbeing exceeded. '

Major programmatic weaknesses in the radiochemistry program were
indicative of a general breakdown in the management controls. No
central responsibility was assigned for management of the site
chemistry program. As a result, procedures were poorly implemented
and many were inadequate, procedures were improperly reviewed, .

analytical results were not reviewed and analyzed for trends, and
radiochemistry laboratory equipme'nt was poorly maintained and
controlled. Most deficiencies in this area were also noted by the
licensee's internal audits and a vigorous corrective action program
is in pro.gress. The deficiencies in calibration and control of
radiochemistry laboratory equipment resulted in erroneous
calculations in the environmental effluent monitoring program for
about one year.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Resident Inspectors should review the
licensee's corrective actions in the radiochemistry program with a

j followup independent measurements inspection by region based
inspectors prior to the end of the 1983 refueling outage.

!

I
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3. Maintenance (9%)

This area was under review by the resident inspectors throughout the
assessment period. In addition, two inspections by region-based
inspectors examined the maintenance organization and staffing.

A major reorganization of the maintenance department occurred in
early October, 1982. All corrective maintenance is now performed
by the Maintenance and Construction (MC) Division under the Vice
President, Maintenance and Construction, and all corrective
maintenance personnel including supervision report to that
division. The plant maintenance manager provides plant review and
approval of all work assigned to MC. Interfaces between the plant
staff and MC are provided in the plant conduct of maintenance; procedure. Additional changes to the organization will occur when
an amendment is issued to formalize the reorganization in the
Technical Specifications. Procedures to fully implement the new
program are under development. The revised organization has
provided for highe' level management review of maintenance
activities, with o1fficulties in divisional interfaces being
resolved at the Vice President level, when necessary. However,
review of the organization and discussions with plant personnel have
indicated that there is still some confusion with respect to
organizational interfaces. Early in the reorganization phase, many
individuals indicated that they were unaware of what their duties;

and responsibilities would be in the new organization. Observation
<

'

of daily maintenance planning meetings also indicate the need for
further definition of responsibilities and divisional interfaces.

Consolidation of the plant maintenance and MC supervisory staffs -

has provided increased manpower in the maintenance area with a
current supervisor to worker ratio of about I to 10. The licensee

i intends to increase the staff further to attain an average
| supervisor to worker ratio of about 1 to 8. However, there are
i still indications of weaknesses in the first line supervision of

maintenance crews. A violation occurred during this assessment
period when the emergency diesel oil heaters were secured improperly
during maintenance. The particular procedural violation had become
routine maintenance practice approved and encouraged by the first
line supervisor. In addition, there are indications of a lack of
adequate direct field observation and verification of work
activities by first line supervision.

Improvement has been made in this area since the last SALP assessment
period. The maintenance staff includes full time schedulers who are
experienced in most aspects of corrective maintenance. The schedulers
review priorities, availability of material, and manpower needs, and
coordinate with maintenance and plant supervision to schedule individual ,

tasks.
.
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! Schedulers frequently review outstanding work orders in an effort to
j reduce the maintenance back log. Plant administrative procedures

give clearly stated guidelines for assignmint of work order
priorities, and new work orders as well as tasks in progress are
reviewed daily by senior plant management.

Revised procedures now give specific requirements for cancellation
of work orders, which occurs only rarely, and only after obtaining
concurrence of the initiating department supervisor. Availability of ,

current equipment data and' technical manuals has improved. Some
trending of corrective maintenance is now performed and improvements '

have been made in machinery history records. Future reorganizations
are planned to further improve maintenance history records with the
formation of a plant materiel group.

Although significant improvement has been made in the general
management control and review of maintenance functions, frequent
rework of some jobs indicates there may be a need to improve the
general quality of work and knowledge of maintenance mechanics.
Near the end of the assessment period, the licensee began a program
of formal classroom instructions for maintenance personnel.
Improvements in this area are expected as the outage progresses.

There is evidence of management involvement and control in assuringquality in preventive maintenance. There is a full time dedicatedmanager with a staff to supervise and schedule. About thirty persons
are assigned to perform preventive maintenance and surveillance on
electrical, mechanical, instrument control and fire protection '

systems. Presently, all scheduling of preventive maintenance is
done manually, but the licensee intends to computerize schedulingand recording in the future. A program of trend analysis of
preventive maintenance and surveillance results has been started and
will be expanded in the future. :

{
conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - None. ;

.

9
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4. Surveillance (10%)

This area was under review by the resident inspectors throughout the
assessment period. One inspection of the containment leak rate test
program was conducted by region-based inspectors.

Adequate management control and review of routine technical
specification related surveillance programs exist. A master >

surveillance listing has been prepared which incorporates all
surveillances required by technical specifications. An annual master ischedule is prepared and is updated when technical specification
amendments change surveillance requirements. Previous problems
existed which involved failure to modify surveillance schedules and
procedures as technical specification changes were issued. Increased!

management review of surveillance programs and regulatory changes
have resulted in improved performance in this area. No similar
problems have occurred during this assessment period.

Routine surveillance testing has generally been performed properly
'

and on time with no violations and only two licensee event reports
resulting from missed surveillances.

The review of surveillance test results has improved. First line
supervisors are now responsible for the first level of review and
greater management level attention is given to review and evaluation|

i of test results. The licensee's "deviation report" system provides
i for prompt identification and followup evaluation of deficiencies

identified during surveillance testing.
.

Licensee's followup review process for surveillance tests has
improved in that anomalous test results have been identified and
reported which were not identified in the initial review. Although
some improvement in the initial review has been noted, additional
effort to strengthen that process is required.

Seven of the fourteen licensee event reports relating to '

surveillance involved setpoint drift of safety related sensors.|

| This has been a recurring problem and has received considerable
management attention. Modifications are scheduled for the next
refueling outage to correct this problem.

Although the conduct of the routine surveillance program is adequate,
significant deficiencies existed in the performance of containment
leak rate testing program. Violations for inadequate implementation
of leak rate test procedures and observed inadequacies in the general
control and coordination of the leak test program indicated a major
breakdown of the management control and review of this program.

;

There was little evidence of prior planning for the leak test program
conducted in March and April of 1982. NRC review of the test program

- . - . - _ - . _ - _ -
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found frequently arocedural violations, improper evaluation of test results,
and indications t1at the personnel perfonning the tests lacked familiarity
with the regulatory requirements relating to primary containment leak test-
ing. Procedural inadequacies resulting from design and evaluation deficien-

|cies resulted in radioactive contamination of the reactor building service
air system. Also, testing found an improperly assembled valve that had re-
mained in an ino>erable condition since the 1980 refueling outage. The im-
proper assembly ,1ad gone undetected until early 1982 because of procedural
inadequacies in the leak test program. The licensee has committed to re-
vise the affected procedures prior to using them again.

Inadecuate prior planning for the leak rate test program was due, in part,
to sucden unforeseen schedule changes. Operational problems forced a plant
shutdown in December 1981 which lasted for three months. As a result, the
licensee rescheduled the planned refueling outage for early 1983. The
schedule change.resulted in the required containment leak rate testing being,

due prior to the refueling, so the licensee elected to perform the testing
prior to plant startup. This allowed very little time for procedure re-
views, training of technicians and other prior planning. In addition, the
testing was >erfonned by a group of inexperienced personnel who were unfam-
iliar with t1e procedural and administrative recutrements of the program.
Observation of local leak rate testing perfonnec since the end of this
assessment period has noted significant improvements in this area.

In the previous assessment period, a weakness was identified in management
of the controls in the IST program in that connitments made in April 1981
were not met and no followup or notification was provided to the NRC. Dur-
ing this assessment period, the licensee revised his cannitment dates for
some of the items identified in the 1981 letter. As of the end of this
assessment pariod, the administrative procedure for control of the IST pro-
gram has not been implemented, indicating that management controls require
further strengthening. One possible cause for continued problems in this
area is that there have been three IST coordinators in the past 3 years.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recormiendations - Inspect the primary containment leak rate test
program during leak rate testing at the end of the 1983 refueling outage.

.

!
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found frequent procedural violations, improper evaluation of test
results, and indications that the personnel perfonning the tests
lacked familiarity with the regulatory requirements relating to
primary containment leak testing. Procedural inadequacies during the
Integrated Leak Rate Test resulted in a valving error that caused
radioactive contamination of a portion of the reactor buildingservice air system. Also, testing found an improperly assembled
valve that had remained in an inoperable condition since the 1980
refueling outage. The improper assembly had gone undetected until
early 1982 because of procedural inadequacies in the leak test
program. The licensee has committed to revise the affected
procedures prior to using them again.

Inadequate prior planning for the leak rate test program was due, in
part, to sudden unforeseen schedule changes. Operational problems
forced a plant shutdown in December 1981 which lasted for three
months. As a result, the licensee rescheduled the planned refuelingoutage for early 1983. The schedule change resulted in the required
containment leak rate testing being due prior to the refueling, so
the licensee elected to perform the testing prior to plant
sta rtup. This allowed very little time for procedure reviews,
training of technicians and other prior planning. In addition, the
testing was performed by a group of inexperienced personnel who were
unfamiliar with the procedural and administrative requirements of
the program. Observation of local leak rate testing performed since
the end of this assessment period has noted significant improvements
in this area.

In the previous assessment period, a weakness was identified in
management of the controls in the IST program in that commitments
made in April 1981 were not met and no followup or notification was
provided to the NRC. During this assessment period, the licensee ;

revised his commitment dates for meeting some of the items I

identified in the 1981 letter. As of the end of this assessment
period, the administrative procedure for control of the IST program
has not been implemented, indicating that management controls
require further strengthening. One
problems in this area is that there (po_ssible cause for cont'nuedas been three IST coordinators,

in the past 3 years. ^ ~-

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Inspect the primary containment leak rate
test program during leak rate testing at the end of the 1983
refueling outage,

d
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; 5. Fire protection and Housekeeping (4%)

One fire protection program inspection was conducted by a region based
inspector during this assessment period. Fire protection and
housekeeping were under continual review by the resident inspectors.

A full time Fire Protection Manag' er is assigned to the facility with
sufficient staff resources to carry out all Fire Protection Programfunctions. Portions of the fire protection staff have been recently
reassigned to the preventive maintenance department to provide for a
centralized control of preventive maintenance including maintenance and
inspection of fire protection equipment. This also frees the Fire
Protection Manager from supervisory ac.1vities and allows more direct
management level programmatic review and analysis. A coherent and
effective training program has been established and assures that all
operating shifts have a fully trained fire brigade.

-

The licensee's submittal made in accordance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix R
indicated an adequate understanding of the technica? and safety issues
and a sound approach to resolution of the issues. The licensee has
requested exemptions to some requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix R. Theseexemptions are currently under NRC review. One Licensee Event Report in
the Fire Protection area involved an activation of the fire suppression
system and the resulting wetdown of safety related electric equipment.
Similar events had occurred during the previous assessment period which
demonstrated inadequacies in the original fire protection safety
evaluation. The licensee performed an extensive survey of plant systems !
and conducted a program of waterproofing electrical components and
installation of drip shields over safety related motors and motor control

i

,

centers. At the time of the event during this assessment period, the
drip. shield installation was complete, but the installation of terminal ,

ibox gaskets and conduit sealing devices was not complete. The licensee i
performed a revaluation of the water tight integrity of safety related
equipment and accelerated the waterproofing program in the plant.

The licensee has made significant improvements in the area of
housekeeping, as a result of increased management attention which
included periodic housekeeping inspections by plant management staff.,

General cleanliness of the plant has improved as clean up crews
continually remove trash and debris before it builds up to significant
levels. However, further improvements can be made by improving the
attitude of general plant workers toward housekeeping. Radiological
housekeeping conditions are generally acceptable. The licensee has made
some reduction in the nun,ber of contaminated and high radiation areas but
further reduction is still needed.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendat. ions - None.

_ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ ,_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _
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6. Emergency Preparedness (10%)

Analysis in this area is based on observation by an NRC Team of the
annual emergency preparedness exercise which is designed to
demonstrate all facets of the emergency plan, and on periodic
observation by the resident inspectors of plant training exercises.

During the annual exercise on March 16, 1982, the licensee
demonstrated an adequate capability to deal with a plant emergency.
A number of deficiencies, most of which were also identified by the
licensee, were noted in the areas of information flow, dose
assessment, offsite radiological surveys, data display, personnel
training, and communications. Resident inspector observations
indicated that significant improvement has been made in overall site
readiness prior to the exercise. Continued senior level management
attention to emergency planning is evident with a full time manager
assigned at the site with a significant support staff of emergency
planning specialists. The licensee has also maintained a viable
active duty roster of qualified emergency response personnel. The
licensee has also maintained adequate shift coverage to ensure that
all emergency plan requirements for non-licensed onshift personnel
were met. Emergency plan training is an integral part of operator
qualification and requalification training, and quarterly full scale
emergency plan training drills are conducted on site.

The emergency plan and procedures continue to be adequate and shift
personnel have maintained familiarity with them. The inspectors
noted, however, that some procedures are cumbersome and difficult to
follow. The licensee has indicated that they are planning to revise
the emergency procedures to streamline them.

,

~

lThe licensee was issued a Notice of Violation for failure to completei -

; the public notification system by February 1,1982. Installation was !
! completed on March 5, 1982. The licensee had instituted compensatory '

measures in the interim and 45 of 46 planned sirens were installed
before March 1.

1

prior to the assessment period, an Emergency preparedness Implementation
appraisal was conducted which identified a number of findings including
the need for improvements in support facilities, personnel training,
offsite dose assessment, procedural development, and post accident
reactor coolant sampling capabilities. NRC staff has met with the
licensee and is in the process of resolving the post accident sampling
issue.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - None. '

l_._ _ _ . - - - _ _ _ _ _ . . - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' ~~ ~ ~- ~__
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7. Security and Safeguards (8%)

During the assessment period, there were three unannounced physical
security inspections and one material control and accounting
inspection conducted by region-based inspectors, and continuous
inspections by the Resident Inspectors. Three minor procedural
violations were identified and the licensee's corrective actionswere timely and appropriate. The licensee was effective in
maintaining overall security program performance and management
support of site security activities was evidenced by the purchase of
new explosives detectors, the assignment of professional training
instructors to the security program, and the purchase of an improved
computerized access control software program scheduled for
installation in March 1983.

In preparation for the forthcoming refueling outage, licensee
management has augmented security staff with contractor personnel.
These personnel are currently undergoing training to qualify to
supplement the existing guard force. The Site Security Supervisorresigned in January 1983. A qualified replacement was selected from
within the company with no lapse in the supervision of the SecurityDepartment.

NRC inspection findings were corrected quickly, and actions to
prevent recurrence proved adequate. There have been no repeatyiolations.

During this assessment period, the licensee submitted 11 Sec'irity 1

Event Reports. The majority of these reports resulted from !

computerized access control system failures. The impact of these
events was minimized because of timely and effective compensa tory I

The licensee intends to modify existing software tomeasures.
reduce or eliminate this problem, as noted above.

All security personnel appeared to be knowledgeable of their
assigned duties. The Guard Training and Qualification program is
progressing on schedule, and the program is well defined and
implemented by experienced personnel.

Conclusion - Category 1

Board Recommendations - Maintain normal inspection coverage.

.

.

O
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8. Refueling and Major Outage Activities (5%)

There were no refueling outages during this assessment period,
however, there were several short maintenance outages and
considerable planning efforts in preparation for the 1983 refueling
outage.

Considerable improvement was noted in scheduling and coordination of
outage activities. The Programs and Controls department whose
manager reports directly to the Vice President and Directcr, Oyster
Creek, has been expanded and now includes a full time staff of
schedulers and planners. This department oversees all outage
planning at the site and coe-dinates site planning activities with
the Technical Functions and Maintenacce and Construction Divisionsplanning and scheduling activities. The department has effectively
plinned short outages with scheduling activities generally
addressing key outage and outage recovery items. During forced
shutdowns that occurred during the assessment period, the Programs

-

and Controls Department was able to quickly develop schedules that
not only allow prompt completion of the critical repairs but also
allowed the plant to capitalize on the. down time to complete other.

maintenance activities.

More direct management attention to review of contractor work
activities has resulted in some improvement in the control of these
activities. Operations supervision is now reqaired to survey work
areas accompanied by contractor supervision, prior to the start of
work, to assure that contractor activities will not impair plant
operation. Observation of contractor activities has indicated that
contractor personnel are now more aware of radiological working
conditions and requirements, as well as the general plant '

administrative procedures for conduct of work activities.

Significant deficiencies were noted early in the essessment period
with the coordination and control of design change and modification
activities. As discussed in section IV.1 of this report, the
licensee has made progress toward correction of these deficiencies.,

Although recent organizational changes have been made to provide an
;

integrated and improved system of controls for work being done in '

the plant, the organization is still evolving with some problems
with organizational interface remaining. The 1983 refueling outage
schedule has been changed several times. The refueling was
originally scheduled for late 1981. After several reschedulings,
the outage ar.tually began February 11, 1983. Most of the delays
were the result of operational problems throughout the fuel cycle
which prevented the licensee from achieving the intended fuel
burnup. However, other delays were the result of the licensee's ,

realization that the staff was not prepared to effectively manage an
outage of the intended scope.

-_ _ _ _ . _ . . . _ _ _ _____ __ _ _ _ _ _ _. -
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The licensee has well staffed corporate and plant engineering
groups. However, the coordination between the groups with respect
to outage planning is an area needing improvement. At the end of
the assessment period the full scope of the 1983 outage had not been
finalized, and many scheduled outage jobs had not been reviewed for
availability or procurement of needed material.

Previous deficiences were noted with coordination of system turnover
after modification, training of operators on modifications, and

| updates of system drawings and procedures. Recent changes in the
organization and administrative programs should provide for more
formal and effective control in this area. The effectiveness of
these programs will be assessed as the outage progresses.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - Because of the extensive outage activities
scheduled, a region based Readiness Assessment Team inspection
should be performed prior to completion of pre-operational testing.

|

|

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - -
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9. Licensing
'

Evaluation in this area is based on review of the licensee's
activities in the Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP), Fire
Protection review, Core Spray Effectiveness review, Three Mile
Island Task Action Plan (NUREG 0737) responses, development of
Radiological Effluent Technical Specifications (RETS), and Operator
Licensing.

The licensee generally places adequate management attention and
involvement in licensing activities with decision making at a level
that ensure adequate management review. The licensee demonstrates a
clear understanding of the issues and conservatism when safety
concerns are involved but, at times, attempts to meet only the minimum
requirements.

While the licensee provides generally sound and acceptable
resolutions to the issues, frequent time extensions are required.
Considerable NRC effort and repeated submittals are needed to.

adequately cover the material to be reviewed. This was particularly
evident with the Fire Protection and RETS submittals. The timeliness
of responses was poor in the previous assessment period and
continues at about the same pace with a two to three month time
delay being the norm. Marginal staffing, particularly in the light
of the SEP requirements levied on the licensee, may have contributed
to these delays. When the SEP is completed, adequate manpower
should be available to perform in a timely manner.

,

Three sets of operator license examinations were conducted during
the appraisal period. Overall, five out of six reactor operators
and four out of eight senior reactor operators passed the
examination. There has been some indication of a lack of adequate
screening of applicants prior to recommending them for an
examination. Four SRO candidates failed the licensing examination
with low overall scores. One candidate has since passed the
examination. Licensee management has taken steps to identify and
correct these deficiencies, however, there has not been an adequate
number of examinations to evaluate the effectiveness of this action.

Conclusion - Category 2

Board Recommendations - None.

!

'

|

i

_ _ - . . . - _ - . - - - - - . - - . --
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Vc SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES,

1. Licensee Event Reports

Tabular Listing-

Unit 1
Type of Events:
A. Personnel Error 11
B. Design / Mfg /Constr/ Install. 2
C. External cause ,

0 -

D. Defective Procedures 6
E. Component Failures

19
X. Other 25

TOTAL 63

Licensee Event Reports Reviewed
.Unit 1: Reports 82-01 through 82-61, 82-63, 82-64

Causal Analysis

8 LER's resulted from instrument drift causing safety systema.
actuation sensors to have setpoints outside of the specified
range. This is a recurrent problem which the licensee plans to
correct during the 1983 refueling outage by modification of the ,

affected instruments. The LER's in this group are: 82-01,
82-03, 82-07, 82-15, 82-17, 82-24, 82-29, and 82-56.

:

b. 4 LER's reported loss of stack gas monitoring resulting from !electrical trips of the sample pumps. The licensee plans to I
upgrade the stack gas monitoring system during the 1983
refueling outage. LER's in this group are: 82-30, 82-41,
82-44, and 82-55.

c. 3 LER's involved missed surveillances. They were: 82-08,
82-38, and 82-63.

d. 3 LER's involved degraded offgas isolation capability due to
control problems with valve V-7-31. LER's in this group are:
82-15, 82-35, and 82-61.

3 LER's reported failure of valves to pass the containmente.
local leak rate test. They were: 82-14, 82-19, and 82-20.

i

t

.

D

-c--
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2. Investigation Activities: None

3. Escalated Enforcement Actions

a. Civil Penalties

$40,000 proposed December 1982 for violations involving failure
to declare one Isolation Condenser inoperable and improper
maintenance and testing on a Torus Vacuum Breaker,

b. Orders

April 30, 1982, order to all Licensees modifying 10 CFR 50.48
rule effective date.

c. Confirmatory Action Letters

Confirmatory action letter dated February 18, 1982 regarding
deficiencies in emergency preparedness identified in the
January 1982 appraisal.--

- 4. Management Conferences
.

April 16, 1982 Onsite to discuss Cycle II SALP

May 4, 1982 Region I to discuss violations involving failure
--

to declare Isolation Condenser inoperable and improper
-

maintenance and testing on torus vacuum breaker.

;

I

a

j

. - _ . _ _ . . - , . - - - . . . - - . . - . . - . _ . . . . _ . . - . . . . - . - - - - . - - _ - _ - . . - _ - . .. _ ._
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TABLE 1

TABULAR LISTING OF LERs BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

.

Area Number /Cause Code Total
1. Plant Operations 6/A 1/0 1/E 2/X 10

2. Radioloofcal Controls 1/E 1

3. Maintenance 4/A 2/B 1/0 15/E 15/X 37

4. Surveillance 1/A 4/0 2/E 7/X 14

5. F.re Protection 1/X 1

6. Emergency Preparedness
__

'. Security and Safeguards
_ _ -

8._ _ Refueling

9. Licensing Activities '

10. Other

TOTAL 63

Cause Codes: A - Personnel Error
B - Design, Manufacturing, Construction, or Installation

Error
C - External Cause
0 - Defective Procedures
E - Component Failure
X - Other

.

4

h
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1

TABLE 2 l*

VIOLATIONS (2/1/82 - 1/31/83)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
.

A. Number and Severity Level of Violations

Severity Level I O
i

Severity Level II O
Severity Level III 2
Severity Level IV 13
Severity Level V 7
Severity Level VI 3

Total 25

B. Violations Vs. Functional Area--

--

Severity Levels
FUNCTIONAL AREAS I II III IV V VI

_

1. Plant Operations _,___ 7 2 2

2. Radiological Controls
1 1_

3. Maintenance
1 1 !

4. Surveillance 4 1 f
5. Fire Protection

6. Emergency Preparedness !
1

7. Security & Safeguards
1 2

8. Refueling

9. Licensing Activities
1

Totals 0 0 2 13 7 3

Total Violations = 25 .

.

0

, . _ _ _ - . . - . , , . - - , . - - . , . , - . . - , , , , - - - , - _ . , - - - , - _ - , _ - - , . , _ - - - , . .., . - - - - -.,
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TABLE 3

INSPECTION HOURS SUMMARY (2/1/82 - 1/31/33)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

Hours % OF TIME

1. Plant Operations 971 40

2. Radiological Controls 331 14

3. Maintenance 213 9

4. Surveillance 259 10

5. Fire Protection / Housekeeping 97 4

f: Emergency Preparedness 247 10
~

'_ Security and Safeguards 197 8
.

__

8. Refueling 120 5__

9. Licensing No Data Available ,

Total 2435
:

I
:

1

a

4
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TA8LE 4,

INSPECTION rep 0RT ACTIVITIES

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

February 1,1982 - January 31, 1983

leport No, and Inspection
Inspection Dates Hours Inspector Areas Inspected

82-02 36* Resident
1/4/82-3/1/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-03 32 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection1/2/82-4/5/82

82-04 246 NRC Team Emergency Preparedness and Observation
1/15/82-3/17/82 a'nd Resident of Annual Emergency Exercise

82-05 50 Specialist Design Changes and Modifications
:/8/82-2/19/82

82-06 118 Specialist Containment Penetration Leakage Test/17/82-4/6/82 Program and Observation of Primary
Containment Integrated Leak Test

32-07 38 Specialist Fire Protection / Prevention Program/cs/82-4/2/82

82-08 22 Resident Review of Improper Assembly of a/2/82-3/17/82 Reactor Building To Suppression
Chamber Vacuum Breaker

82-09 80 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection!/6/82-5/3/82
i

82-10 27 Specialist Physical Security,

|/12/82-4/15/82 '

,

i !
j 82-11 9 Specialist Review of Radioactive Contamination4/8/82 of Service Air Piping
,

1

82-12 10 Management Meeting to Discuss SALP---

4/16/82 Conclusions

82-13 30 Enforcement Conference to Discuss---

5/4/82 Findings of Inspections 81-21 and
82-08

.

* Includes only those inspection hours after February 1,1982 '

-. . - . . - . . _ . . . __- - - - - _ . _ . .- ..
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i TABLE 4 (Continued) I
; F t No, and Inspection
Is..,vetion Dates Hours Inspector Areas Inspected

:

82-14 63 Specialist Physical Security I

5/17/82-5/21/82:

82-15 36 Specialist Training
5/24/82-5/28/82

9

82-16 66 Resident
5/4/82-6/1/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-17 115 Resident
5/2/82-7/5/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-18 83 Resident
'/6/82-8/2/82 Routine Resident Safety Inspection

82-19 60 Specialist Radiation Protection1/2/82-8/6/82

82-20 131 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection1/3/82-9/7/82

32-21 158 Specialist Quality Assurance Program, Design:, 82-9/3/82 Change and Modification Program,
Offsite Support Staff

82-22 212 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection/8/82-10/6/82

82-23 56 Specialist Environmental Monitoring Program/14/82-9/17/82

82-24 80 Specialist Independent Hessurements and Radio
/27/82-10/8/82 Chemistry Program

82-25 169 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection
' 0/7/82-11/11/82

82-26 52 Specialist physical Security
0/12/82-10/15/82

82-27 22 Specialist Special Nuclear Material Control and
0/20/82-10/22/82 Accounting

82-28 37 Specialist Radiation Protection
.1/9/82-11/16/82 -

32-29 234 Resident Routine Resident Safety Inspection
1/12/82-12/31/82
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TABl.E 4 (Continued)
, ;

' "

n '
,

P % No, and Inspection
'. c /'*

: tion Dates Hours Inspector Areas Inspect d '/
. '

18 Resident Routine Resident Jafety Inspection./1/8 1 1/83 e,

83-02 35 Spec /alist Radiation Protection, Followup of '

./16/83-1/20/83 Allegation of Lost Neutron Source

<-
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ATTACHMENT 1 \

ENFORCEMENT DATA
?

- i.
;

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

February 1,1982 - January 31, 1983

|NSPECTION

[ UMBER SUBJECT REO. SEV. AREA

82-02 Sdrveillance controls did not appropriately 10 CFR 50 IV 4
protect. safety features from adverse environ-- Appendix B
mental conditions I

F 82-02 Failure to follow procedures for vital area T.S. V 7access control j(
in

82-02 Failure to control vital, area keys in accord- T.S. IV 7
( ance with procedures3

82-05, Administrative procedures were not implemented 10 CFR 50 VI 1,C tfor performanes of design changes and modifi- Appendix B
*

} cations ,

82-05 Report of facility changes. was not submitted 10 CFR 50.59 VI 9.

for galendar your 1980 J
i >- 1 1 ;

82-05 Follokup actic.n to audit's we.s not taken 10 CFR 50 VI 1
,

/ '

82-0@ No LER was sliaitted to report identified T.S. IV 4 |primary containment degradation

42o06 Precedures were not properly implemented during T.S. IV 4
performi.nce of containment leak rate ter, ting ,

32-08 Failure to maintain containment integrity ard T.S. III 3
vacuum breaker operability when valve Liis-
assembly went undetecte.d, , .

82-17 Radioactive liquid was released and.was not T.S. IV 1continuously monitored ,

.

82-18 , AFailure to follow procedures to protect safety T.S. IV 4
/aatures from adverse environment

82-18 Procedures as implemented did not adequately T.S. IV 1
,-

, confirm system realignment'

; < .
,

I <

. . ,i
'

.y ( g
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|:I '
SUBJECT REQ. (_SEV. jREA i

_

,

: )
-

82-20 Failure to follow equipment control procedures T.!i V 3

,

'

when diesel oil heaters were secured '
<

', <.82-20 Procedures were inadequate to assure proper T.S. IV i
2control of a locked high radiation area '

'

in .,
82-2.2 Isolattoa Condenser isolation systems were not T.S. IV t

,

fully operable when opra f uf,stion valves were4 3

^eYectrically defeated I '/,

,,.; . .,q ( 1 { s, ..;-,

82-23 ' ' r Inv!roraental,' air particulate si.mples were not
,

T.S. V 2co'llipthjattheproperfrequercy
,i' > 'i...,

||82-23 Enyt onmental thermal monitcring system T.S. V 4
calibrat1'ons did not incDxe sensor calibration '

''
, r

i

i82-24 Fatiu)e.to make adequate gamma spect'oscopy 10 CFR 20 IV 13 measurements of effluerit samples ,, .

.;
82-24 Failure, to implement chemical ano' radio- - T.S. '' t V 1chemical ' control procedures '

<

, ,

>/'4 Radiochemistry pr6cedures used by contractot ', T 3.' V
'

1
>

and vendor lahicate' ries were not reviend and /

Approved as' r'equired. h
'

'

82-24 Piv,6dures for calibertion and operation of't: T.S. V 1, g a a spectrometer were not reviewed and
/ tipf"9Ved '

; j /|g'

!82-25 411ute to follow v,isitor escort procedures T.S. V 7
>'

82-29 Failtro to conduct a proper shift turnover T.S. IV 1

|82-29 Rod Wo'Ah Minimizer procedures were inadequate T.S. IV 1

'

l to irqure verificattor.'of rod withdrawal,

' sequences '
, ,

x82-36.*3 Failuretodem%stratnthl'administrativ( 10 CFR 50 III 6| \ .and ghyth:.21 mears vre estatlished to alet 1Appendi:v E
th'a public vithin the plume exposure path @ ys

l J | .\
i 4 *

\

' *
This enforcement action issued by letter dated February 12, 1982
fror, Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement to GPU Nuclear
Corporation ' ' ,

\ ', ,

.

(

l |

| . _ _ __ __._ .. ! _ _ .._.-_.,_____.__.-_[.j;______..__.
_ . _ . _ . , _ _ . _ . . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ ___ _
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UNITED STATES Fhclosure 3g#g NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMisslON,

*Y g REQlON 1
.

$ g
M1 PARK AVENUE#

KING OP PRUuGlA. PENNSYLVANI A 19400,**"*/
APR 2 91963 -

Docket No. 50-219

GPU Nuclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P. B. Fiedler

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

Gentleman:
t

Subject: SystematicAssessmentofLicenseePerformance(SALP)

The NRC Region I SALP Board conducted a review on April 19, 1983 to assess
the performance of activities associated with the Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station. The results of this assessment are documented in the
enclosed SALP Board Report. A meeting has been scheduled for 1:00 p.m.,
May 12, 1983, at the station to provide a forum for candid discussions re-
lating to the perfonnance assessment.

You also should be prepared to discuss any plans to improve perfomance.
Any comments you have regarding the board report may be discussed at thist

! meeting. Additionally, you are requested to provide written coments
| within 20 days of the meeting.

Following the meeting and receipt of your written coments, the enclosed I

report, your response, and a sumary of our findings and planned actions
will. be placed in the NRC Public Doctment Room.

Your cooperation is appreciated.
|

Sincerely,

Richa .StTroste SALP,

Board Chaiman,

t Director Division of Project and
Resident Programs

! Enclosure: As Stated

MOYMON 2
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GPU Nuclear Corporation -2-,

APR 2 91983 Enclosure 3

cc w/ enclosure:
P. Clark. Executive Vice President GPU Nuclear Corporation
NRC Resident Inspector

i

t

I

l
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i
!
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Enclosure 4 '

.
1

GPU Nuclear 'N WQIg g P.O. Box 38F
Forked River. New Jersey 08731

,

609-693 6000
Writer's Direct Dial Number.

June 17, 1983

Mr. Richard W. Starostecki,
SAIP Board Chairman

Director, Division of Project and
Resident Programs

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I

631 Park Avenue -

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Dear Mr. Star 7stecki:

Subj ect: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Docket No. 50-219
Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP)

Your letter of April 29, 1983, provided the results of the SALP Board's
essessment. In asponse to your letter and the follow-up ueeting of May 12, 1983,
where discussions took place regarding the assessment , we suhait the following
comments in the areas of Plant Operations, Maintenance, and Surveillances.

PLAFT OPERATIONS

Three areas identified in the assessment of Plant Operations warrant comments in 1

crder to provide additional information regarding our progress to date. !

As identified in he assessment, there did exist a backlog of items needing Plant
Operations Review Committee (PORC) attention. The backlog was in fact due to the ;

large number of modifications scheduled for the refueling outage and our procedure i
upgrade program. Ihat backlog has now been eliminated. I

'With regard to control of design changes and modifications, the assessment pointed
cut that we were undergoing a major reorganization in the Maintenance and
Construction and Technical Functions Divisions; and as a result, the necessary |

interfaces between various corporate divisions and the p2 mnt staf f had not been
formalized in administrative procedures. Management attention in this area
snabled us to formalize the controls necessary prior to the start of our refueling
outag e. The procedural systems are now in place and functioning. '

.

W2 recognized in early 1982 that our radiochemistry program needed upgrading. At
that time we established both short and long term goals, to upgrade our program and
the goals we established for 1982, were realized. Significant technical expertise a

has been added to our staf f and operational chemistry functions have been
j transf erred to our Plant Operations Department. In addition, technical expertise
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cnd assistance from corporate headquarters is now being integrated into our
prog ram. A Chemistry technician training program is now in ef fect which includes
o minimum of 240 hours / year of formal training. New laboratory equipment has been
purchased and a new laboratory will be constructed during this current outage.
Nagotiations are currently underway with the Union (IBEW) to upgrade entry level
requirements for Chemistry Technicians as well as annual requalification for
Chemistry. Te chnicians. Continued improvements during 1983 will be realized.

MAINTENANCE

We believe ve have obtained our maintenance goals a,nd objectives set forth in our !SALP response of last year. The major reorganization of our Maintenance and
Construction Division has been ef fected which resulted in firmly establishing our #

Work Management System for corrective maintenace and all modification work.

There is a need to improve the quality of work and knowledge of our maintenance
pctsonnel, and our ef forts will be directed in this area. We intend to upgrade
our training programs with more emphasis on work related activities. A training
conter for maintenance personnel is nearing completion which will allow a greater
portion of time to be devoted to hands on training rather than just lectures. In
cddition, our second line supervisors will take an active part in the training
pro ce s s. Training conducted by our most experienced personnal on plant specific i
cquipment will lessen the amount of rework now required. '

SURVEILLANCES

The assessment states, "Procedural inadequacies during the Integrated Leak Rate
Test resulted in a valving error that caused radioactive contamination of a !

portion of the reactor building servi ce air system." The statement is incorrect i

in that it was not a valving error, but a design e'rror which caused contamination
of the service air system. (

Wi th re gard to the int er gra t ed leak ra t e t e st , the procedural deficiencies noted
in the assessment have been corrected by thorough procedure review and revisions.
In addition, our Startup and Test Department will assist in the next integrated
lack rate test which is scheduled prior to startup f rom our current outage. ,

'

The administrative control procedure for the IST program was approved in January
|of 1983 and becaue ef fective in February. '

:
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Dialogue provided by the SALP process enables both the NRC and the Licensee
to better focus on those areas in need of management attention. If there are any
questions regarding our comments please contact me or Mr. Michael Laggart of my
st af f a t (609) 971-4643.

Very truly yours,

I *

V LJ >J

Peter B. Fiedler
Vice President and Director
Oys t er Cre ek

PBF:jal

ec: NRC Resident Inspector
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
Forked River, NJ 08731
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No. 50-219

GPU leuclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P. B. Fielder

Vice President and Director
Oyster Creek muclear Generating Station'

P. O. Sox 388
Forked River, New Jersey 08731

,

Gentlemen:

Subject: Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP); Repurt No. 50-
219/84-19

The 15tC Region ! SALP Board has reviewed and evaluated the performance activities
of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station for the period February 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 hold in Forked River, New Jersey near the plant.

The SALP Board concluded that satisfactory or higher levels of performance occurred
in all functional 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,
improvement was noted in the second half af ter staf fing 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
problems were noted in the earlier assessment for Three Island Unit No. 1. If

uncorrected, these problems could potentially lead to a further degradation in
your overall performance. You should be prepared to discuss your offorts to in-
prove the corporate engineering support functions at the meeting.

We had noted taproved performance in yeur 1983 emergency drill over the previous
year's drill. However..we do not believe this improving trend was continued into t

the May 10, 1984 drill. Although this latest drill is outside the assessment !

perted, we would like 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. Written responses addressing the above areas

;

are requested within 30 days of the meeting.'

'54072000 W 040710 o,, "

POR ADoCK 05000219 -Fr
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Yoke cooperation is appreciated.

Sincerely.

Or-d;wi G4 :. d 3 :7

Richard V. Starostecki, SALP
Board Chairtnan

Division of Project and
Resident Programs

Enclosure: As Stated

cc w/encis:
BWR Licensing Manager
Licensing Manacer, Oyster Creek
Public Document Room (POR)
Local Public Document Room (LPOR)
Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)
NRC Resident inspector
State of New Jersey

bec w/ encl:
'Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)

Senior Operations Officer (w,o encis)
DPRP Section Chief
SALP Board Members
hRC Resident Inspector, TMI *

i

l

i
'

RI:0PRP PRP RI:

StarsthkiCowgill/meo nner
6 15/84 g })

'
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Report No. 50-219/84-19

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COPNISSION

REGION I
.

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

'v5TER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

JUNE 21, 1984

.

%%

h
Q pm

'

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



.

.

.

.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE

1.0 I n t rod uc t i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !!1~

2.0 S umma ry o f R e s u l t s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

3.0 Criteria.......................................................... 5
.

4.0 P e r f o rma n c e Ara 1 y s i s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

4.1 Plant Operations.. .. ...................................... 6
4.2 Radiol ogica l Con t rol s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
4.3 Ma i n t e n a ec e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
4.4 S u rv e i l l a n c e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
4.5 F i re p r e te c t i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................... 15
4.6 Emergenc, Preparednes s. . . . . . . . . .............. ......... 16
4.7 S ecu r i ty a nd S a f e g u a rd s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17
4.8 O u ta g e T ec h n i c a l S u pp o r t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 s
4.9 L i ce n s i ng A c t i v i t i e s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 0

5.0 S u p po r t i n g Da ta a nd S umma r i e s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

5.1 Licensee, Event Report Tabulation and Causal Analysis. . . . . . . . 21
5.2 I n ve s t i ga t i c n Ac t i v i t i e s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
5.3 E scal a t ec En f orcement Acti v i ti e s. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
5.4 Manageme-t Conferences During the Assessment Period. . . . . . . . . 22

TABLES

Table 1 Tabula- Li sting of LERs by Functional Area. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23-

Table 2 LER S umma r y . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 4-

Table 3 Violations...............................................26
-

Table 4 In s pe cti o n Ho u r s S umma ry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 7-

Table 5 Inspecti on Report Ac ti v i ti e s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28-

Table 6 En f o rceme n t Da ta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31-

,

k

e

t

1



,

.

*

1.0 INTRODUCTIDN

1.1 Purpose and Overview

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an inte-
grated NR staff effort to collect the available observations on an
annual basis and evaluate licensee performance based on those observa-
tions with the objectives of improving the NRC Regulatory Program and
Licensee performance.

The assessment period is February 1,1953 to April 30, 1984.

1.2 SALP Board Members: R. Starosteckt Director Division of Project and
Resident Programs

R. Vollmer, Directer, Division of Engineering, NRR
R. Bellamy, Chief, Radiological Protection Erarch,

Division of Engireering and Technical
Programs.

S. Ebneter, Chief, Engineering Programs Branch,
Division of Engireering and Technical
Programs.

J. Joyner, Chief, haclear Materials and
Safeguards Brance, DETP

F. Miraglia, Assistant Director for Safety'

Assessment, Division of Licensing, NRR
J. Lombarco, Licersing Project Manager, Operating

Reactor Branch No. 5, Division
of Licensing, Office of NRR

E. Conner, tection Chief, Section 3B, Division of
Project and Resicent Programs,

| C. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station.

Other Attene m : J. Wechselberger, Resident Inspector, Oyster
j Creek Nuclear Generating Station.
,

1.3 Background

| (1) Licensee Activities

At the beginning of the assessment period, the facility was oper-
ating at 239 MWe with load limited by core reactivity. The reat-

| tor was shutdown February 12, 1983 for the plannec 1983 refueling
and maintenance outage and has remained shutdown for this outagel

during the entire assessment period.

During the outage, 75 major modifications were scheduled for ac-
complishment. As of the erd of the evaluation ceriod, over 5000
individual maintenance activities have been completed. Some of the
significant modifications and repair activities completed werc:

1
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Repair of cracks in recirculation valve discs;*

Recirculation pu-o seal replacement;*

Feedwater systee valve repairs;*

Reactor Protection System HFA relay replacement;*

Scram discharge volume modifications;*

Installation of plant computer and emergency response facility*

data system;
Construction of s'te buildino for Technical Support Center;*

Torus modificati:ns and pair. ting;*

Installation of :est accident sampling system and chemistry*

laboratory expansien;
Intermediate ranje monitor range expansion (10 ranges);*

Addition of new cable spreading room; and*

Turbine inspection.=

The licensee inspect or. of the : ore spray sparger and vessel annu-i

lus was completed in warch 1933. The reactor re:teculation picing
was completed during tne month of July 1983. No cracking identified
in either system.

The licensee satisfactorily completed an annual emergency plan
exercise on May 24, 1933. The exercise was observed by a Region
I inspection team.

On June 6,1983, an u usual event was declared when a chlorine leaka

occurred in tne plant's chlorination system. The leak was isolated
in eleven minutes. Tne unusual event was terminated following tne
satisfactory accountacility of station personnel.

A fire occurred in the step dowv. transformer for substation bus "A"
on November 14, 1983. This resulted in a complete loss of offsite
powe r. The fire brigade and local fire companies responded. The
potential transformer was replaced and the electric plant was placed
in a normal shutdown lineup.

y

An Intermediate Range Monitor (IRM) dry tube was discovered to be
cracked in February. Aoditional inspection found a total of 8 dry
tubes (7 IRM and 1 SRM) to be cracked. The facility has formulated
replacement plans to be conducted prior to restart.

Twenty-seven crack incications have been found in the condensate
and steam lines outsice the dyrwell for the two isolation conden-

sers. An inspection of the piping was conducted Dy the licensee
as a result of discovering a leak in a condensate line during a
syster hydrostatic test. The licensee repair plans include pipe
replacement and weld overlaying. These repairs will be completed
prior to plant restart.

.
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(2) Inspection Activities

A Senior Resident Inspector was assigned to the site for the entire
assessment period. A second Resident Inspector was on site from
February 1 to September 1,1983 and since January 1,1984.

Two team inspections were performed during the evaluation period.
One team reviewed licensee actions in response to two consultant
reports (BETA and RHR) and the 1992 INPO evaluation. A second team
evaluated readiness for operations following the long refueling and
maintenance outage. This team reviewed the modification process
used to control outage work.

The total hRC Regior ! inspection hours (resident and region-based)
for this assessment tried is 3,643 hours.

1
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2.0 $UMARY OF RESULTS

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATIC STATION

FUNCTIONAL AREAS CATEC.]RY CATE*4RY CATEGORY
i

1 2 3

1. Plant Operations and Outage Certrol I l

2. Radiological Controls n

Radt. tion Protection*

Radiotetive haste Anagacent*

Transportation*

Effluent ;ontrol and Moritoring*

3. Nintenance X

4. Surveillance (inclucing Irsersice
and Preeperationa' Testing) a

5. Fire Erotection anc houseseecing X

6. Emergency Prepareoness X

7. Security and Safeguards X

8. Outage Technical Support X

3. Licensing Activities X

Overall Assessmen_t .

This assessment is based on licensee pe foreance during an extended refueling and
modification outage. Major efforts were expanded by 19e licensee to upgrade plant
equipment as well as perform modificatica.s te plant systems. During the outage,
about 75 modifications and over 5000 coerective maintenance itees were performed

; in addition to required testing and inspection. Nny nonroutine evolutions were
] performed and evaluation of these evolutions showed tevolvement by all site or-
| ganizations including QA and QC, Overall activities were conducted in a techni-
! cally competent manner.

| In the area of Design Control a number of interface problems between the licensee,

' and contract architect engineers were identified tnat had the potential for final
designs to be inadequate. Additionally, constructability reviews during design
needs improvement.

|
| Overall, the licensee is devoting constocrable resources to improve performance

in all areas evaluated. Continuea sanagement attention to icentifying and cor-'

Jj!
recting weaknesses is apparent. Neageeent commitment to safety is evicent from
comettaent to training and nigh regare fer st ingent p-ccedural adnerence.

'

:
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3.0 CRITERIA.

The following performance aspects were reviewed in each area:

Management involvement in assuring quality.*

Resolving technical issues from a safety viewpoint*

Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.*

Enforcement history.*

Reporting and analysis of reportable eserts.*

Staffing (including management).*

Training effectiveness and qualificatica.*

To provide a consistent evaluation cf lice see performance, attributes relat-
ing each aspect to the characteristics of Category 1, 2 and 3 performance
were applied as discussed in NRC Man.41 Cr.a:ter 0516, Part !! and Tabir 1.

The SALP Roard conclusions were categorize: as follows:

Category 1: 9 educed NRC attention may be at:ropriate. Licensee management
attention and involvement are aggressive at: oriented to*ard nuclear safety;
licensee resources Are ample and effective 1) used such that a high level of
performance witn respect to oteratioral sadet) is being acnieved.

Category 2: NRC attention sho ald be maintaired at normai levels. Licensee
man'agement attentien and invohement in na:! ear safety are tvident; licensee
resources are adequate and reasonably ef fe:tive sucn that satisf actory per-
formance with respect to coerational safets is being achieved.

Catiscr> 3: Both NRC and licensee attentica. should be increased. Licensee
managesent attention or invo'.vement is acce: table and consicers nuclear
safety, but weaknesses are evident; licenset resources appear strained or
not effectively used such that minisa?ly satisfactory perforrance with re-
spect to operational safety is being achie ec.

'

,
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4.0 PERFoltMANCE ANALYSI_5
-

4.1 Plant Operatits,_andOutaaeControl(21*.J

This assessmer.t is basec on inspection of piant operation a: tivi ies byt

the resident (*.spe: tors anc region based inspectors. The inspectors re-
viewed complian:e with techrical specification requirements, training
requirements, csality assurance audits, corre:tive action s> stems,
safety review co : ittee actions, and reportirg system cortrols.

Nnagement cor. trol of the outage t,hrou;30ut this assessment has been very
good. There was coatinued evidence of manageeent involvemeet in cally
plant activities N1ucing daily control rocs tours by operatiers anc
support group manacees, daily rneetings involiing operations, raintenance,
and engineerirg department represertatives, and publicatio cf clanned
a:tivities (t- ee cay ceriods). Obse .atier f shift tu-nc.ers inoicate:
tnat even duri g re-f ods cf relatively low c:erational acti.*ty shif t
turno.ers were tnc-:,agn, cceprehensive an: cr fessional. A::itionally,
site cuality asst,-ar:e reviewed all on;oing a:tivities in ta.e cperations-

areas.

The licensee Ns well established policies g:verning plant operations.
These policies were wicely cistributed and generally well uacerstood by
plant operators ar: supervisors. Manageeents approach to activities wa s
generally conservative and strongly safety criented. '

Control of outage activities was enhan:ed by the issuance of a daily
plan of activities and close cuoroination of the various departments
a:tivttles by a daily o tage meeting. Senior management involvement was
evident in this precess through the ap:roval of all daily a:tivity plans.
Altnough overall coctrol of activities was a:ceptable there were sigri-
ficant interfa:e probless early in the outage including, ir some cases,
inadecuate jo planning. Coordiration impro ed as the outage progressed
but interf acieg between departments continued to be one of the most
significant outage problees. However, no resultant safety problems were
identified.

Nny operatior.al a:tivities conducted during the assessment period were
in support of major outage activities. In s'.st cases, these activities

were nonroutine anc were governed by special procedures written speci-
fically for t*.at a:tivity. Exa ;,1es ir:lude reactor vessel craining and
refilling, an: refue'ing the reactor vessel with the supnressier pool

The procecu es were conservative, ha: received thor:wg- manage-e:noty. e

ment review aed re:. ire the performan:e cf cerio:ic manage ert checks
at critical stages. Th+ licensee performee a formal refuelirg certifi-
cation prior te start of rea: tor vesse' refueling. The inseector's re-
view cf this certif t:at'on showee it t? be comprenensive ar: crope-ly
reviewec by tN licensee. g

.
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Control of refueling activities has been good. Core off load was ob-
served by the NRC and procedures were judged tc be comprehensive and
conservative. The inspector observed good supervisory control. Obser-
vations of new fuel inspections showed that persons performing the in-
spections were thorough, knowledgeable and conservative. One probler
associated with fuel movement occur ed when a fuel bundle was dropped
a few feet to the bottom of the fuel storage pool rack. Licensee cor-
rective actions included placing a camera on the fueling grapple to ir-
sure proper latching of the bandles. The inspection of fuel loading
activities shomed that personnel wert well tratnec and properly super-
vised.

Tne licensee's response to abnormal conditions has been excellent. Early
in the assessment period a chiorine leak resulte: ir oeclaration of ar

unusual event. Operator and station management response was prompt and
thorough. In hovencer. tring a less of offsite po er the licensee's
response demorstrated tir sa'ety orientation and senior management
involvement ir. site problems.

The Plant Operations Review Comittee has been ef fective in reviewing
safety issues. During the previous assessm(nt period, a large backlog
of items needing review was identified. The 11cersee augmented the re-
view committee and conducted cally reviews until the backlog was recuted.
Recent changes to the technical specificat ons have changed the revie.i

process and should help reduce future problems in this area. An addi-
tional technical specification cha9ge, involving the requirement to re-
view temporary procedure changes within II. days will reasire continued
licensee attention since tig9f ficartly frore time than this has been re-
quired in some cases.

Licensee procedural control is acceptable, inspector reviews showec that
procedures are generally technically adequate and are capable of being
performed as written. Some iriceouacies have been identified by both
licensee and hRC inspections involving missing valves in system valve
checkoff lists. The missing valves were principally vent and drain
valves. The licensee had, prior to NRC identification af the above
problem, initiated a complete review of plant systems to verify accu-
racy of system components and drawings. This program includes verifying
as built conditions for both rechanical and electrical systems and the'-

correcting system checkoff lists. The program is scheduled to be com-
pleted by February 1955. One problem remains with regard to .entral
control and accountability of temporary changes to procedures. Currert
procedures recuire that a log of te:nporary C?a9 pes that are also to be
made a permanent change be maintaines in the control room. The ins;ec-
tor found no wethod of assuring that such temporary changes are cair-
tained in a central location. Management attention to solve snis prob-
lem was recuested at tne exit weeting.

Site Enfineering suoport was well organi:ed anc aceosately staf feo.
Engineering recuests, f rom etner groups were p-ioriti:ed anc tracked.

- - - - . - - . - _ _ _ . - - - ._
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The inspector found that engineering evautions were thorough and in
most cases timely. Corporate plant engireering interf aces appear ade-
quate but still require more coordinatior. The technical content of
licensee Event Reports (LER) continues tc be excellent with good narra-
tive descriptions, 6:cumentation of cause oescriptions, and root cause
determinations. Corrective actions are c:asidered appropriate and well
described. T w.eliness of LER's continues to be a probles. A number of
LERS have been submitted late and in som :ases, entende: periods of time
pass before the decisio- is made that ar .ent is reportaole. Manage-
ment attention to improve timeliness is rt:essary.

Site training programs for general employee access, operator training
ano engineering personnel wore well esta:11shed programs. The licensee
entended consioerable effort to upgrade a'l of the above crograms. In
particular site engieeering personnel re:eived sigrificant system train-
leg. Also, operator recualificatior tra *ng has been utgraded as a
result of the poor resu'ts achieved on t - r9st recent 1 :ensee annual
requalification exaeination.

Operator training for initial NRC license examinations has improved
with 13 of 15 candidates for RO or SRC l :enses passing oaring the re-
porting period. NR emaniners have bee . especially impressed with some
SRO candidate performances on oral esami*ations. Teese examples demon-
strate streng management support and atte tion to trainirg and qualifi-

' Cation.

Suur.ary

During this assesswnt period, continued improvement has been observed
in management control ano review of operations function and site train-
ing activities. Substantial improvement .*as been r:ted in the chemistry

Control of temperary changes and timeliness of event reportingarea.
continues to be a problem.

Conclusion

Category 1

Board Recommendations

Due to the length of the carrer.t outage, t$e Board recorends augment
inspection coverage during plant startup. Maintair 16 b:ar coverage foe
about 4 weeks after startup. Reture. to r:real coverage af ter that time.

, s.

|

I
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4.2 Radiological Controls (99
,

There were seven routine inspect'ons by radiation protection specialists
I during the assessment period. The Resident Inspectors on a continuing
i basis reviewed selected program areas. Two severity V violations were
; identifiec; one in effi ent monitoring and one involving transportation..

J A contin.irg trend of imarcverent in the overall radiation safety pro-
gram was noted this period. Significart improvements have been noted

e in plant enemistry.

{ 4.2.1 Radiation Prctectica

t ine licensees perfcesan:e during the refueling outage has been
commencable. For irstan:es, the use of a specially cesigned
containments to enclose contaminated ccmpoaents on the refuel-,

4 'rg ficor great 1> irproved ccat nination control alle.ing ac-
cess into this area in street :iotees. A training pregram hase

'
Deen cevelope: for workers wn:, install these containeents as

: well as for persenrel wne work inside t'he enclosures. Similar
uses of containtrents during roatine operation has allowed a

i cracaal reductier cf the savare foctage of contaminated area
in the plant.

i
C1 ranagers witnin the Raciological Controls (RC) Department

; are permanent GP.A employees. Contractor eersonnel are used
for a limited nurDee of technician an technician supervisor

' positions. Joe descriptions aad delineation of responsibili-
I ties is clear. The organization has been stable with minimal
d tunover and no recrgani:ation. Within the RC Department the
j r=5 Dan 11veness to hRC iritiatives has been prompt and thorough.

The Coerational Wealth Physics technicians play a key rcle in
the control of werk during the outage. Their excellent per-

a fomance is the resAt of extensive training and qualification
1 provideo on tne site. Each technician must complete a pro-

g rara that is similar to a licensed position, i.e., classroom
instruction, practical f actors, written exams, oral exams and

j esperience pre ecuisites.

! Radiological engineering reviews all "unusual inciaents" (In-
'

ternal report of events involving radiological controlt). Each
incident repert resslution receives senior level sanagerent
centurrence. Enfcrcement of radiological controls is strict

; and violativ s usua'ly result in strong disciplinary action,
,

Tne inspecten feurc tnat the training of Support Technicians,
teose whc perforfr w* ole 00dy counts, issue dosinetry, and test

; res:;f rater users, was net forralized. Tne licensee has subse-

cJePily Gt=6''Tec a Drogram a*d stancaroi:ed it thro.,ghout the
) 60U\ system.

!

l
,

|

_
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Several minor problers were ncted with radiation protection
procedures. Tnese findings were considered to be isolated and i

i 3ot indicative of a prog ammatic problems.
|

4.2.2 Radioactive Waste Nnageeem t
<

; Examination of the licensee's plans for implementation of land !
disposal of radioactive waste regulations indicated that the,

'
licensee has a clear understa ding of the recuirements of the
new regulatory requirements (:0 CFR 61). Tne licensees im-
plementation was timely and technically sound.,

1

' 4.2.3 Transportation

; The licensee Pas implemented a strong radioactive transport'

management organization, Procedures clearly define rescensi-
bilities anc a.tnorities of tee Nnager-Rad.aste Operations
and the Raci.aste Shipping Suoervisor. In aaditicn, tne re-'

sponsibilities of other support groups are specified.

One transportation violation .as identified involving failure
to verify that the drain line and access plugs of a shipping
cask were appropriately plugged and sealed prior to transport.
The licensee inee. ately obta ned confirmation that the pack-
age drain line and access plugs had been in compliance and
implemented co-rective actions to assure that future snipments
would be in compliance. This violation was not constoered*
indicative of programmatic defects.

A defined program of comprehersive training to key personnel
involved in the transfer, packaging and transport of radioac-

I tive material is implemented as required. The review of the
program indicates that the licensee is implementing a gener-
ally adequate and effective Radioactive Transportation Program.

4.2.4 Ef fluent Monitoring and contrels

Compared to the last assessmert, the radio chemistry program
has significantly improved. A new chemistry manager has been
onsite for the entire evaluation period. Several additional
persons have been added to the chemistry staf f that have sig-
nificant experience in radio cneelstry. Daring this period,
the licensee has revised all reocedures and adoed internal
laboratory QC controls. Significant leprovements have been
made in chemistry training an: qualification. The licensee
is constructing a new chemistry laboratory that should be in
operation by 0:taber 1, 1984 On a quarterly tasis, chemis-
try management now internally audits its own program in addi-
tion to the nermal Quality Assurance division audits.
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On two occasions, required sampling was not performed due to
the controlling procedure failing to identify all Technical

l
Specification required analyses. This was judged to be an 1

i isotated instance in an otherwise excellent program. There were I
five Licensee Event Reports (LER) concerning failure of the.

Starcby Gas Treatment System (5GTS). Two failures were the
res61t of design deficiency, ore involved broken equipment,
one involved improper post-maintenance testing and one failure-

inv:lved a trip of one train of the SGTS sample pump while the
otbe- train was inoperable, increased attention should be

t given to the overall integrity of the SGTS.

: An LER was issued to report a January 1983 malfunction of a
Chemical Waste Storage Tark level instrumentation which c6 sed

i an nmonitored release of radioac.tve water outside the New
| Rac.aste Builcing. Tre corrective actions, including periodic
'

test *ng, seer adequate to prevent recurrence..

| An uerall irarovement in the management of the radwaste area
j inckding che :istry was observed. New personnel have been

birto to fill vacancies. There is adequate staff with clearly
del eated responsibilities, hecessary data was available for

| eva ation of the crogram. Corrective actions, where necessary,*

j were timely and acceptable. This was also observed in the
t tra'sportatic. area during the November inspection. The lic-

enset is atteepting to incrove the program and correct oefi-
cier:les.

Con:Tusion, .

!
Category 1

Boa-d Recomneedationso

,

j. Following restart from the current refueling outage, return
| 1 to routine inspection.

I

|<
t

:

l
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4,3 Nintenance (9%)

Inspection of maintenance activities caring the outage consists of re-
views by the residents primarily of inspection, overhaul and general

! improvement of the plant. Two specialist inspections reviewed mainten-
| ance activities when the refueling outage was just beginning. In addi-
4 tion, this area was reviewed during a team inspection late in the evalu-
| 4 tion period.

Nintenance at Oyster Creek is performed by the Maintenance and Con-.

} struction (MC) Division which reports to a vice president at the cor-
i po ate office. All maintenan:e person el report to that division. Main-
| tenance is requested by tne Plant Division and reviewed for necessity

and consistency by the Piant 4 teriel cepartment. Inis provices plant
I operations oriented revie., a: proval, anc control of maintenance acti-

vities and schedules. The organi:atio al structure with its many inter-
3 faces requires close cocedination betweer plant c;erations, plant engi-

neering and maintenance and constructio*.. h'ntle some improvements have
been made to improve com unications at the organizational interfaces,
continual improvement in this area is necessary.

Administrative controls over maintenan:e were well established and con-
tain provisions for prio-itiration deoer.:ing on the activities complex-
ity and urgency. Priorities were init illy assigned by the initiator but

{ were reviewed by both Piart Operation, and Plant N teriel management.
This assures proper prioriti:ation and planning, in addition, the lic-
ensee establishv a pro:edure for perforw.ance and control of urgent wort
toentified during off-normal nours. Daily maetings we*e conducted during
the current refueling outage with both maintenance and representatives

' from all site organizations to coordinate activities. These meetings
appear to be beneficial in keeping management appraised of on going
work. Procurement of safety related equipment was well controlled and,

i documented. One minor violation regarting chemistry resins was identi-
fled but is not considered indicative of a program breakdown. Although
procurement is acceptable, no current component level quality classifi-
cation list exists. A licensee group has been formed to resolve this
probles. Continued management attention in this area was evident by the
numerous levels of review by both plant engineering and quality assur-
ance.

j Preventive maintenance (PM) is controlled by a separate group within
! Plan'. Nteriel Departmer.t. Am inistrative controls are well defined

and provide acceptable controls for the conduct of the program. The' '

program is scheduled on both a yearly at: weekly basis. NRC review
identified that the schedules are comprehensive, reviewed frequently,
and accurately reflect the status of tne PM program. Checklists were
technically accurate and periodically updated to reflect new informa-,

| tion. PM tasks were performe: by a de:1cated group of technicians ro-
tated periodically detailed from the E Department. One area associ-
ated with preventive maintenance requires some increased attention

!

|

i
|
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When performing presentive mair,tenance work when engineering evaluation I
was required, plant engineering work requests were initiated to obtain
that information. MC obsersations indicate trat once the information
was requested, there was little followup by plant materiel to ensure
timely response. This needs continued managewt attention.

There was evidence of routine involvement by OA in maintenance activities
through post mainterarce quality reviews, quality control hole and wit-
ness points of wor 6 ir progress, Quality assura ce deg.artment observa-
tions of various mairtenance activities.

The Piant Materiel Ecpa-trent reviews all completed maintenance work
packages and has begun a treed analysis program. An initial review was
performec by ele:tr: cal maintenance. Their redew was thoroug* and had
substantive recome-cations fcr irarovements. MC review inci:ates that
recom endations bac been app cpriately acted u::n. This was resitive
evicen:e of literstes aggressive accroach to 5: 'ving problems. Further
leprovemerts will t, mace whea the review process is expanced to mechan-
ical systems. Increasing serior tranagement in.alvement in the recom-
sendec corrective a:tions is expected.

Five LER's, associated . th electrical breaker raintenance prc51 ems,'

appear to be a relative. hist numoer for this ' unction. This cata in-
cicates the need fc ad* tioral licensee attention in this area. An-
other LER involved f denti 4 cation of problems w'th torque switch sett'
ings on limitcrque salves. Tris problem, identified by licensee per-
sonrel, was based e inferration received at a raintenance conference.

Identification of tris p osi m demonstrates sov d technical analysis
and aggressive corrective a Additionally, the 31censee has in-, ..

formed other utt e ittes of tm: Istentially generic nature of tne problem,

' prior to issuance cf NRC docte...* s..

*

Conclushn
I Category 2

Board Recommendatic-s

hone.

I

!
;
:

| ,,

I

:
I
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4.4 Surveillance (15.j)

This assessment is based on inspections of the surveillance crogram by
the resident inspectors and by region based inspectors (four inspections
of 151 activities).

The licensee c6 strc'.s the routine surveillance test program through is-
suance of annual master surveillance test schedJles. They have admint-
strative controls in place to modify sur eillaa.ce tests as required byv

plant conditions and changes to Technical Specifications. Management
involvement in review of both test schedules and test results is evident.
During this evaluation period one problem was identified rega-ding ac-
ceptance criteria for a fire pure. Licensee management used this opper-
tunity to review all surveillance tests to ensure technical aceauacy and
compliance with Technical Specifications. The inspector found surveil-
lance procedures t:chnically ade:uate, tests co* ducted on time and re-
sults receive proser reviews. Tne plant engineering staff, responsib'e
for maintaining status of com:lete surveillances, fel' Dehind in record
kee;ing. This was corrected by reassigning reviews and 1, creasing
senior management review. Additionally, the licensee foresees signifi-
cant improvemer.ts when the plan to computerize the surveillance test
program is completed.

Successful accomplishment of the leak rate testing program had been a
problem in the p*evious assessment. Tnspector review during this period
indicates significant improvecent. Observations indicate that test
procedures have been reviewed anc upgraded and the personnel performing
tests were knowledgeable of test requirements. Review of the completed
test results was per formed timely and thoroughly.

Management oversight of the Inservice Inspection and Inservice Test pro-
grams appears strong. Administrative controls were found to be well
developed including scheduling of activities and assigning proper au-
thority and responsibility for program accomplishments. Appropriatt
feedback mechanisms were in in place to monitor program performance.
Appropriate QA interfaces were evident and technician training was good.

During this outage, significant inservice testing and inspection has
been conducted as discussed further in Section 4.8.

Cerclusion

Category 1

Board Recommencation

None.

si

I
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4.5 Fire Protection and Housekeeping (2.5*.)

The assessment of performance in the fire protection and housekeeping
areas are based oc inspections by the resident inspectors.

I'' .

Site fire protection activities are supervised by a full-time assigned
i indiviosal with responsibility fer overall program accorrplishment. A

dedicated staff is assigned to cenduct preventive maintenance and sur-
veillance testing of fire fightirg equiptrent to ensure centralized con-
trol of these activities.

The licensee has established a cceprehensive fire protection training,

p rog r at. A review of this program identified implementation problems re-
garding lecture attendance and twely makeup of missed lectures by the
fire brigade memcers. Licensee corrective action for this problem in-

cluced requiring all brigade perannel to attene scheduled or makeup
lect. es and to take esaminations to ensure that training was aceQuate.

| There has been co sioerable effort by both NRC and the licensee to at-

]
teept to resolve issues involvec with fire protection regulations (10
CFR 50. Appendix 4). Currectly, the licensee has requested 19 technical
esempt Jns and 13 schecular exem;tions to these requirements. These
requests are presently under review by NRR.

The lice %see has continued to exe-t signit icant management attention to
| housekeeping during this assessment period with the plant in a major
: refueling and modification outage. Routine tours are made by senior

station management to identify ard correct housekeeping problems. When
conditions became degraced, canagement has taker aggressive action to
improve housekeeping including one occasion when all outage related work
was stopped for three days to perform plant cleanup. ,Although continued

i emphasis is placed on housekeepir.g, general worker. attitude .n this area
j reedins somewhat low. *.

Radiological hossekeeping was viewed to be adequate considering the ac-
tivity in the plaet. Continued attention to contamination control is
evidenced by the efferts to decortaminate areas as soon as practicable
af ter completion cf activities caasing the area contamination. There
remains certain contaminatec and nigh radiation areas that require con-
tinued attention.

( Concl.usion
v

Category 2
,

Board Recowendat+ons

hone.,,

5
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[ 4.6 Emergeny Preparedness (18*.)
'

'

)

Analysis in this area is based on observa' tion of the Annual /h(.b'cise by
'

I the NRC team, three followup inspections by region based ins:ectors, and
observations of plant trainir.g exercises by tre resider.t instectors,

'

During the annual exercise on May 10, 4W 3,)/.he licensee cem: stratect-

adequate capability to perfone a corplfcated timulated plant emergency,
'

y
Although NRC observation of this esercise idertified that a 5 Dstantial

j improvement was made over the 1982 exercise, a number of def *ciencies
.

(most of wnicn were also ioentif tad by t'.e licensce) were ncted in oper-
etional assessment, training, scenario preparation, inf orinat on flow,
dose assesseeat, and radiation protectice evaluation. ContlNed senior
level managevent attention to emergency p}nnning is evicent :r that a
full time manager is ass /pred at the Lite witt suf ficteat staf f supp, ort.I
Licensee maintains a tnree se: tion ereroency response 'ctati: arc CSn-' ~-

du:ts periodic shi't and tite cril's to mainta'n persernel r :ficiency
between annual exercises. During this evaluat'on period. spe:ific

,

-

training was concu:ted for senior level unage s in accident assessment,
i l

The energency plan and procedures continue to De adequate. .icensee
,

'

has put forth a large ef fort to resised energes:y procesurt4 to stream-
{ line them. Oae e< ample is a ' roposed shif t of classificatio' cf ener-

,

< '

/
.

gency to,5yr.; tom based approa:h to Conform wit *. emergercy 0;teating'

procedurn used by Operations Department perse** el . ,

A nunDer of items remain open (prircipally asso:iated wit.b C:st Accident
$ampling Systees) f rom the energency appraisal conducted in .*anuary,' 1982. Licensee pro;resktowards correction of the remaining items is
satisfactory. During this assessment, the licensee coorntte: to cam-
plete the post-accident sampling system prior to Octoter of 1984 Ad-
ditionally, a new Technical Support Center is :>eing constructed and will
be available about September 1,1954

The improved performance noted in 1983 over tN 1982 drill was not con-
tinued in the licensee's performan:e of the F.Ay 10, 1964 eme ci'e. Al- I'
though outside this assetsment period, deficiencies in co rnu ication.
EOF environmental data coordinatior and presertation, and li:ensee/ex-
ternal agency interfaces were noted.

I Conclusion

Category 2

Board _,Eecommendation ;

None.t

1

I

!
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4.7 Securit3 and Safegua es (1 5*.)

One regional physfcal g-otection nsee: tion s >d c: tine resicert inspec-
tions du-ing the first ralf of tt= assessmer'. per cd identificc a total !

of sia p ysical secueits violaticns (i :1uding oat Severity Level !!!
violatio- for which a s.'sil penahy was assessed). The violat* es and
cther de.iations re'lecth a lac 6 cf a:eauate ma agement atter:1om toI

impleme tati0n of se:gr'ty peogra* re:. ire =ents a d first line suoervi-
sory r e **ortrance. Tre reed for "creasec manage + t attentier t: cre-
parattor for the ma40r i:dificatdi r. 4: eefuelin; cutage work CJs: led
with a saeginal audit /5 -veillann r 0;-am in th+ physical secw .ty area.

may have contributec te the ceog ar 's c+;racatica. An enforceN t con-
ferenca was held tr> A r'1 1933 tc cisc ss the prcelem. The lice see's
correctice actior, s *.tcr inclodec a e: ganizatic of onsite a*d co -
DCrate se:Welty managerer.t t0 ef f*0t *:-e diret'. Manage"lent ine:'vetent

(l( i' the r-eg at and a* i roved Q.4141) assuram:e 4., iting prog a- ir thet

'! se:urit) a ca, was r-ct:t an: apNa > t; base bee effective. Su secuent,

rswtine resicer,t insce:tions anc a re; enal physt:si security nspection
; icentifie: no viola:1ers durieg t*e se:s .d half c' t.he assessne- period.

> ' however, a deviatio t r:- the lice see's cormitme-t to correct eae of
L the cre 'eut. violath by July 1*d.' .as cited ir August 1983. Tne cor-

rt:tive action was comp'eted late- that month,

t' The t-ai ing and qualification pr.grar resulted ir a satisfacte y level
| of job ka?. ledge and ac ere9:e tc cro:edures in m:st cases. It is well

de ficec . n: carried out by cedicate: ce r sonnel . The security fo :e
sta.ffing iesel was acec. ate tSrou;now the perio: especially consicer-
sng the 1*. crease in the rormal wc-tt f o ce as a result of the c.tage.
The posit'on of Site Se:writy Suurv s: which *.a: been fille: te aboutd

! '.'anuary.1953, was lef t sacant in July 1933 by the ceath of the in:um-
tert. Tee pesition was again fi1*ed tr Septende- 1933 by a ve y qual-
i'ied ar.: emperienced irdividaal. This is indicative of the li:ensee's

i resolve to irprove tnede pe rf ort.4 c e i r this area.
1

Analyses and reportir.g cf ever.ts are c:aplete an: prompt as art correc-
t eve act'ons. Seve*, event reports were submitte: during the assessment

{ p'r i od .

Corclu m n

Categor) 2

Es_a ed__ Pb.. : om. . er c.a t i e's-

)
.

\ ko .e , ,
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4.8 Datage Technical Supporty4j,)
F

Assessment in this area is based on renion based and res.3e-t inscector
review of outage work and a tear. inspection of the licensee'v sodifica-
tion process, performed at the end of the assessment period. (

Ouring this outage, significa t inservice testing and irsce: tion bas been,

conducted. Licentee managete t attention in this progra was eviceet
as demonstrated by corporate rec.alification of all cortrac* gersenel+

' used to perform testing and use of liceesee personnel tc su:4rvise ed
perfors final reviews, of test cata. The overall perforraa:e of irservice.

testing was satisfactory,

a
f ) The licensee perfomed NDE testing on recirculation syste c':ing for,

intergranular stress corrosto cracking. During Regior I re.N. of this'

' testieg, a number of problers with licensee's fictting a*d e.nluatior
,of test data was 'cund. Additio' ally, the testing was re t au:vate to

ceterryne whetner any crackir; was preser.t. Af ter conversati:ns and
eettf ags between NR; and Seni:- Nnageren., the licensee c.erferines ad-
ditional data evaluation and testing. ho cract indications were iden-
tified durir.g these activities. Late in the period, sirilae OE testing

i, g on isolatior, condenser pipin; was performed. EC revie. cf int results''
' identified substartial improve ent in data reduction anc ev.wstion.

,) s
i

/ Njor modifications were made during the outage te ungrac. si.it design
anc meet new regulatory requrements. Several modificatier. 3 ;ch As'

'

' ., / coeplete replacerent of all cc.etrol roo- alarm panels were estalled to
# aic operator performance. NR* review of licensee control c' the khdi-

|
f' fication precess has shown a conservative approach to the .etslution of

i \J te:hnical issues. Administr.ttive controls associated w'tr. cacification,'

consteaction, testing, and piant staff acceptance are goc <.
'

j

! The licensee's system for implementation of plarned modifications is,,

,, adeauate. Modifications installation is performed under the control of
*

| Nintenance and Construction Division (Md,C). Significant pertions of,

the work is then performed by contract organizations. Apprcoriste QC
hold and witryss. points are irserted in installation proced.*es and
quality assuance observatf or. cf, activities in progress are routinely
observed, Inspector observations did, however, identify probiens asso-
cli.ted with construction in the areas of procecare change co-trol, welo-
ing, and hanger instailation asso:tated with Appendia J and Scras Dis-
char ge Volume Modificationf. Ucensee resolution of these cos: erns is

I not complete at the efid of tr's assessment period.
h, )

A Altnoagh general control of tae modification process has beca acceptable,
,

I a nuncer of problees associated with design cortrol of modifi:ations has
Ii bec. osserved. The licensee's Technical runctions Division as rot al-

J wa>s advised contractor a chitect engireers of chaeges to p-o:cse modi-
' / fications being designed by t e contractor. THs led te som inadecuate

j. ro tew of oe sign changes. In seme cases enanges were race t: contractor-

|^ >

(\,

| 1 '
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{ ;)
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design packages without review Ly the original designer. The licensee
initiated a review by corporate QA, at NRC request, to oetermine if out-
age modifications meet design criteria. The results of this review will
be evaluated by N;; Region I in the near future. Additionally, during
installation, several modifications required a significant number of
design changes. Exa ples included Appendix J modifications and the scram
discharge volun.e modifications. In one cases, a task force was formed
to review and sr.lve associated problems with installatio .. TF 1se prob-
lems, in many cases were the result of poor constructability reviews by
Technical Functio-s. Additionally, the licensee did not have a limit
on the number of cesign changes that could be made prior to revising the
original design coturent. Although no installation errces have been
ider.tified as a resul t, the potential for installation errors exists.

Cor:1usion .

Category 2

Board Recommendations
_

The licensee shou d be reauested to address the interta:e problems thatl

exist between the licensee and contract engineers pe, forr.ing design work.
Inspection of foliovap corrective actions should be plarned. g

,

,,

|

|
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4.9 Licensing
|

l

Evaluation in this area is based oe. review of the licensee's activities I

in the area of methodology ar.d Cycle 10 reload, Radiological Ef fluent )Technical Specifications (RE'S), Core Spray Ef fectiveness, NUREG-0737 :
responses, Systematic Evaluation Prograr (SEF), fire protection review,
valve operability, and equipment o.alificatien.

The licensee's performance and mar-agenert carabilities were generally
,ladequate. The licensee and his co-tractors have dem:9strated good work-

ing knowledge of regulatory reoaireeents anc excellert levels of tech-
nical competen:e. Management atte-tion anc irvolvemert with specific
matte,rs of safety is evider.t. liceesee resources are adequate although
staf fing in various areas should be imp oved, and satisfactory perfor-
mance with respect to operational safety is being achieved.

While the licensee provides generally scand aad accertable resclttion
to the licensing issues, f recuent eatensions of time are requirec. Con-
siderable NRC effort and repeated suomittals are neeced to adecuately
cover the mata-tal to be reviewed. The timeliness of responses was poor
with two or tr. ee month time delay in resDorses being the norm. These
probless were especially noted in submittals for SEP, RETS, NUREG-0737,
TS, and fire protection topics.

Conclusion

Category 2

Board Recommerdations

The licensee should be requested te address tre adequacy of the corporate
engineering suoport providec to the plant ir. regards to the conte 9t and
timeliness of licensing submittals. An adverse trend hat been ncted,
particularly in the areas of SEP and fire prttection topics.

|
;

i

1
,

|
|

l
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5.0 SUPPORTING DATA AND SUW. ARIES

5.1 Licensee Evert Reports

Tabular Listing Licensee Event Reports

Type of Events:

A. Personnel Errer 5
B. Des ign /Ma n ./ Con s t ./In s t .11. 7
C. Enternal Cause 0,
D. Defective Frocedure 2
E. Componer.t Failure 6
X. Other _7

TOTAL 27

Licensee Event keports Revie.ea: 83-01 through 63-26 and 84-01, 02 and
05 excluding Security Event Reoorts.

Causal Amalysis:

Four sets cf com on mode event s were identified:

a. LER's 83-7. 83-15, 83-25 and 83-26 toentified events in which
incorre:t or inadecuate ;rccecures cortributed to the event.

b. LER's 83-10, 83-12, and 53-14 involvec cesign deficiencies. Two
LER's icentified deficiencies with the standby gas treatment sys-

j tee.

c. LER's 83-4, 83-8, 83-15, 83-20 and 84-2 involved electrical breaker
maintenance problems.

d. LER's 63-6, 83-7, 83-:3, c3-11, and 83-14 pertained to the standby
| gas treatment system. These can be further classified as follows;

2 LER's involved design deficiencies ard 2 LER's involved sensing
i line failures. The relatively large runber of problems identified
I in standoy gas treatseet may indicate the need for a complete sys-
I tee review.

5.2 _Investigatier Activities:

| N3ee.
,

5.3 Escalated En'erce eat Actie s:
1

I a. Civil Penalties - (83-07) 543,000: for s'olations of the physical
se:urity plar.

[ b. Orders: None.

_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - _ .
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c. Confirmatory Action Letters: None

5.4 Management Conferences:

Enforcement meeting - 4/18/83: regarding physical security plan l
violations. I

SALP meetir.g (5/12/83): meeting to discuss Cycle 2 SALP performance.
:

|

.

.

1

|

|
'
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TABLE 1

TABULAR LISTING OF LERs BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

OYSTER CREEK NLCLEAR GENERATING STATION

AREA NUMBER /CAUSE CODE TOTAL
Fiant Operation and Outage Control 2A IB 2E 5

Radiological Controls 10 1

Maintenance 2A IB IE 3X 7

S.rveillance 3B 10 2E 4X 10 i

!
Fire Protection;

Emergency Preparedness

Security and S.feguards

Oatage Technica Suonert 1A 1B 2

L' censing Activities

Other IB IE _2

Total 27

Cause Codes: A - Personnel Error
B - Design, Manufacturing, Construction or Installation Error
C - External Cause
0 - Defective Proceo.; et

E - Component Failure
X - Other

.
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TABLE 2 |

LERSUMMAM |

OYSTER CDEEK

FEBRgARY 1. 1953 to APRIL 30,1953

LER NUw3ER SUMVRYDESCRIDJ,US

83-03/03L During the performance of maintenarce on two "A" control rod
drive pump, a ver.t line was broken. This resulted in the wet-
down cf a core spray Dump and the inadvertent tripping of the
"B" centrol rod drive pump. The "E" pump was immediately
restarted.

83-04/03L Cont-ol rod drive pump circuit breaker failure to operate.

83-05/03L Three high drywell pressure switenes tripped at a value
greater than specified.

83-06/03L Low flow switch for standby gas treatment system fan failed
preventing system valves from closing.

83-07/03L Standby gas system declared inoperable due to plugging of
HEPA filter. Identified during surveillance testing.

E3-07/03X-1 Subsequent evaluatian of LER 83-07/03L revealed an improperly
installed pitot tube on flow sensing line.

83-08/03L Core spray booster pump was found to be inoperable due to
installation of an incorrect undervoltage trip coil.

83-09/01T Main steam isolation valves A and B failed to meet local
icak rate test acceptance criteria.

83-10/01T Discovery of a design deficiency in the standby gas treatment
system which prevented inlet and outlet valves from closing

,

when the fan breaker is racked out.

83-11/03L Standby gas treatment system flow switch failed due to a
damaged sensing line.

83-12/01T Violation of secondary containment due to trunnion roos door
being open identified during refueling surveillance check-off.

83-13/01T Violation of secondary containment due to both doors of a
reactor building personnel access airlock being open ft rssp-
prozirately 30 seconds.

,

.. ~ , . - - , , . . ,,, ..-,-,.,-n,-------., , , - - , , - _ . - - , - - _ - - - - - , _ , - , _ , , , _ - . - , . , , - . . _ . . , , - - - - , . . , _ . , , . _ , . - _ - ,
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LER NtMBER SUMMARY DESCRIPTION

83-14/0lT Discovery of a design deficiency in the standby gas treatrent
system. Heating coils for both trains supplied power from
same emergency bus.

83-15/03L Failure of a reactor building cicsed coeling water circuit
breaner due tc improper performance of maintenance which in- '

capacitated ar undervoltage trip Cevice.

83-16 Not issued.

83-17/0lP Design deficiency in both diesel generator timing relays.

83-18/03L Reactor baildf rg isolation valve failed to close due to air
operator dirt blockage.

83-19/03L Reactor builoing isolation valve failed to close due to air
operator pistor. break.

83-20/03L Failure of service water pump circuit breaker due to a burr
on the trip latch.

83-21/03L Failure of power feed from emergency diesel geperator due to
ground fault or power feed.

83-22/03L Two mechanical snubbers found to be inoperable curing testing.

83-23 Not issuod.

83-24/Oli Limitorque motor operator torque switch settings below orig-
inal settings.

83-25/03L Six saintenance and two surveillance procedures did not
specify ve"ifying excess flow cFeck valves open.

83-26/0lT Fuel pool cooling heat exchanaers no longer seet seismic re-
quirements due to addition of lead for shielding.

84-001 Diesel fuel oil level less than technical specification re-

cuired level.

84-002 Failure of circuit breaker undervoltage trip devices.

84-005 A through wall cract was discovered on the isolation conden-
ser piping during a system hydrostatic test.

o

$



:
;

.

26

.

TAB.E 3
)

V:0LATIONS (2 I/83-I'30/84)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

A. Number and Severity level of Violations

1. _ Severity Level

Severity Level I C
Severity Level II O
Severity Level III 1

Severity Level IV li
Severity Level V _5

TOTAL 19

B. Violations vs. Functieral Area

Severity Levels
FUNCTIONAL AREAS I Il ll! IV V

Plant Operations
s

Radiological Controls 2

Maintenance 1

Surveillance 1 1

Fire Protection 1

Emergency Preparedness

Security and Safeguards 1 6 1

Refueling Outage 4 1

Licensing Activities
. __ _

TO'ALS 1 13 5

TOTAL VIOLATIONS: 19

o

0
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TABLE 4

INSPECTION HOURS StP*uRY (2/1/83-4/30/84)

_ OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENEaATING__ STATION

HOURS % 0c TIME
_

Plant Operations 757 21

Radiological Controls 325 9

Maintenance 307 9
i

Surveillance 535 5

Fire Protection /dousekeeping 90 2.5

Emrgency Preparedness 640 :s

Security and Safeguards 59 1.5.

Refueling 933 24

Licensing No data available

TCTAL 3646

i

|

1

|
|

|

|
!

|

|
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TABLE _5

!_%SPECTION REPORT ACTIVITIES

OYS*ER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATJON

REPORT m. AND
INSPECTION DATES INSFEC'OR AREA l',5PECTED

83-03
2/7/83-2/18/83 Specia:ist Emerger:y Preparedness Items

83-04<

2/1/83-3/7/83 Residerts Routine Resioent Inspe: tion

83-05
2/14-18,3'l-4,

,

3/24,3/28,1983 Specialist ISI Activities

83-06
2/22/83-2/25/83 Specalist Maintenance, surveillance calibration activi-

ties.

83-07
3/14/83-3/17/83 Specialist Security Plan and Implementing ProcedJres

83-08
3/8/83-4/4/83 Residerts Routine Resident Inspe: tion

;

43-09
3/16/83-3/18/83 Specialist Public Prompt Notification System

83-10
4/6/83-4/8/83 Specialist Implementation of radiation protection programt

|

83-11
4/5/83-5/2/83 Resident Routine Resident Inspection

83-12
4/18/83 Specialist Enforce *ent Conference Physical Security Pro-

gram

83-13
5/11/83-5/12/83 Specialist Design review of plant shielding

83-14
5/3/83-6/8/83 Residents Routine Resioent Inspection

|

|

.. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _
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REPORT MO. AND
INSPECTION DATES INSPECTOR AREAS _ !.NSPECTED

83-15
,

5/23/83-5/25/83 NRC Team and Emergency Preparedness Inspection |
Residents

83-16
8/23/83-8/26/03 Specialist Secu ity System Power Suoply/ Training' Security

83-17
6/9/83-7/13/83 Resioents Routine Resident Inspection

83-18
7/11/83-7/15/83 Specialist Effluent control and Radioactive Waste program

83-19
7/12/83-7/15/83 Specialist Stress corrosion cracking and welding activi-

ties

83-20
7/14/83-8/17/83 Residents Routine Resident Inspection

83-21
7/19,25,26/83 Specialist Ultrasonic data during weld examinations

83-22
8/18/83-9/21/83 Residents Routine Resident Inspection

83-23
9/22/83-11/7/83 Resident Routine Resident Inspection

8

| 83-24
10/12,17-21,27/83 Specialist Review of QA Program, QC Surv, drawings, pro-.

cedures, instructions and work obsery.
,

!
bi-25
10/17/83-10/21/83 Specialist Licensee's radiation protection and effluent.

control program

83-26
11/7/83-12/31/81 Resident Routire Resident Inspection

83-27
11/29/83-12/2/83 Speciali st Trans, activities - radioactive waste mgmt

programs

83-28
12/12-15/83 Specialist Racioactive waste prograe

.

+ ._.. ___ _ . , , - - - . . - - . _ , , _ . _ - - - . . . . . - . - , - . - . . . . - ., .--
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REPORT NO. AND
j INSPECTION DATES INSPECTOR AREAS INSDECTED

84-01
1/1-1/13/84 Resident Routine,

1

84-02
1/16-20/84 Specialist Licensee's radiation protectier program.

: 84-03
2/1-3/15/84 Resident Routine

I 84-04
2/7-10/84 Specialist Licensee's irservice inspectic e program..

84-05
2/2:-24/83 Specialist Emergency precareaness items

,

84-06
3/12-16/84 Resident / Licensee's crganization and program implemen-

Specialist tation in maintenance, training and procedu- -

(RHR/ BETA ral controls.
Team Inspec).

84-07
3/9-10/84 Specialist / Inspection of activities associated with torus

Resident shell thickress

84-08
3/7/84 Specialist Radiological control incident review.

84-09
3/26-30/S4; 4/2-3/84 Residents / Readiness Assessment Team Inspection of sodi-

Specialist fications, evaluating the design, construc-
tion / installation, inspection, testing and
acceptance for operation modifications.,

84-10
3/16-4/30/84 Resider.t/ Routine resicent inspection and specialist

Specialist review of isolation condenser cracks.
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TABLE 6

. ENFORCEMENT DATA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

INSPECTION
NUMBER SUBJECT REQ. SEV. AREA

83-04 Failure tc X-ray or physically search Provisional IV 7

hand carrier package brought through operating
a protected .rea portal. license DPR-16

83-04 Failure to ersure continuous surveil- Tech Spec IV 7
of an escorted person, 6.8.1

83-04 Failure to ensure material incertant 10CFR50 IV 3
to safety and traceable quality assur-
ance docurer.tation.

83-07 Failure to notify the commission of a Accepted III 7

change to the security pl&*: failure Security
to maintain an effective protected area Plan
barrier; f ailure to record intrusion

alarms.

83-07 Failure to observe an isolationzone Accepted IV 7

with CCTV Security
Plan

83-07 Failure to guard and control access to Accepted IV 7

vital areas. Security
Plan

83-07 Failure to maintain a protected area Accepted V 7

barrier height. Security
Plan.

83-08 Violation of physical Security plan. Provisional IV 7

operating
license
DPR-16.

83-20 Failure of an individual to properly Tech. Spec V 2

use protective clothing. 6.8.1

o

.

.
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INSPECTION !

NUMBER SuiUECT REQ. SEV. AREA

83-20 Violation of physical security plar Provi sional IV 7
operating
license
DPR-16

83-23 Failure to provide hourly fire watch Te:h Spec IV 5

tahile the fire door between tne diesel
generator bays were fouled.

83-24 Failure to translate design basis items 100FR50 V 8
into specifications, crawings, proce-
dures and instructions.

83-25 Failure to analy:e a monthly liauld Tech Spec V 4
effluent discharge Datch for tritium. 4.6.B.2.C

83-26 Failure of a surveillance procedure to Tech Spec IV 4
to ider.tify the development of an in- 6.8.1
adequate pe p head pressure.

83-27 Failure to verify drain line and access 10 FR71.12 V 2splugs were properly sealed prior to
transport.

84-09 Failure to review design chai.ge coessen- 10CFR50 IV 8
surate with original design; failure to APP B
incorporate design changes and regula-
tery requirements into specification,
drawings, procedures nd instructions.

84-09 Failurt to prescribe and accomplish 10CFR50 IV 8
qw lity installations. APP B

84-09 Failure to adequately control design 10CFR50 IV 8
information. APP B

84-09 Failure of OC inspections to verify 10CFR50 IV 8
conformance of construction activities. APD B

DEVI AT1_0N

83-16 Failure to meet a commitment to the
commission concerning physical security,

o

_ __ . _ _ _ . _ . _ . . . _ . . _ . _ _ _ . .. , _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . -_ _.___ _
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JUN 161982Docket No. 50-219 :

i
GPU Nuclear Corporation
ATTN: Mr. P. R. Clark

Vice President - Nuclear ,

100 Interpace Parkway |
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054 i

Gentlemen:

Subject: Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance (SALP) and '

Management Meeting 50-219/82-12

This refers to the SALP for the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station,conducted by this office on March 29, 1982 and discussed with you and your
staff at the subject meeting on April 16, 1982. The report of our meeting is
attached as Enclosure 1. The NRC Region I SALP Report is attached as Enclosure
2 and covers the period November 1,1980 - October 31,1981. Your letter dated
May 6,1982;which we requested provided coments and comitznents for perfonnance
improvements and is attached as Enclosure 3.

Overall, we find that your perfonnance of licensed activities generally is
acceptable and directed toward safe facility operation. Your perfonnance in
the areas of maintenance and surveillance was found to be in need of increasedNRC and GPU Nuclear Corporation management attention.

!

In our meeting of April 16, we discussed our assessment of your regulatory
performance in these areas, yourconnents on the SALP Program and assessment,
and the actions that you are taking to improve your perfonnance. We have also
reviewed your letter of May 6, and detennined that your actions to improve per-
formance in these areas needing attention are responsive. We consider that our
meeting was beneficial and improved mutual understanding of your activities and
our regulatory program. Based on your consnents during our meeting and your
May 6 .Stter, we have found that no changes to our assessment are necessary
and therefore we have not supplemented our report. We have, however, made
minor editorial and typographical corrections that did not affect our assess-
ment or conclusions. In addition, we made the corrections in evaluation
sections 1 (Plant Operations) and 6 (Emergency Preparedness) concerning the
title of the Nuclear Assurance Department Operations Support Program and the
installation dates for the Public Notification System sirens, which you brought
to our attention in your May 6,1982 letter.

1

( /
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l

As Region I does not presently control the issuance of Technical Specificationchanges, your re
by the licensee, quest that these changes become effective 30 days after receipt

rather than upon date of issuance, has been brought to the
attention of Oyster Creek Licensing Project Manager in the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Division of Licensing.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and its enclosures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room. No reply to this letter is
required. Your actions in response to the NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Perfonnance will be reviewed during future inspections of your licensed activities.
Your cooperation is appreciated.

Sincerely,

S-k( , Ams i

Ronald C. Haynes
Regional Administrator

Enclosures:
1. NRC Region I Meeting Report 50-219/82-12
2. NRC Region I Systematic Assessment of Licensee

Perfonnance, Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station, March 29,19823. GPU Nuclear Corporation Letter, P. R. Clark (GPU) to R. C. Haynes
(NRCRegion1),ResponsetoSystematicAssessmentofLicensee
Perfonnance, May 6,1982

cc w/ encl:
M. Laggart, Licensing Supervisor
J. Knubel, BWR Licensin Manager

PublicDocumentRoom(PR)(LPDR)Local Public Document Room
Nuclear Safety Infonnation Center (NSIC)
NRC Resident Inspector
State of New Jersey

,

'_. . . . ..____..__. . ...

bec w/ encl:
Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)
Chief, Operational Support Section (w/o encis)L. Tripp
R. Kaimig
R. C. Lewis, Director DPRP egion II
P L. S essard D Re ton IIIJ. E. G gliardo, Direc or
J. L. Crews, Dir,ector,g directo,r, Region,Actin VTP egion IV .r Eol

DRRRP&EP,
J J Lombardo, O
EWdent Sites /l.yster Creek LPM, NRR/ ^ ' '

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ _ _ , _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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ENCLOSURE 1
. , ,

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
*

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
j

Region I
l

Report No. 50-219/82-12

Docket No. 50-219

License No. DPR-16 Priority Category--
--

Licensee: GPU Nuclear Corporation
P.O. Box 388
Forked River, New Jersey

i

Facility Name: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station

Meeting at: Forked River, New Jersey
,

|-Meeting conducted: April 16, 1982 L

NRC Personnel: W f fu
U. A(Jhomy Resident /fispector date signed

Approved by: #<,4Ae # f/g f 2 -
L. Mrip6) Chief, ReactdW Projects date signed

Section 2A
i

Meeting Sumary:
Meeting on April 16,1982 (Meeting Report No. 50-219/82-12)
Scope: Special management meeting to discuss the results of the NRC Region I
assessment of the licensee's perfonnance from November 1,1980 to October 31,
1981, as part of the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance (SALP)program. Areas addressed included: Plant Operations, Radiological Controls, j

Maintenance, Surveillance, Fire Protection, Emergency Preparedness, Security i

and Safeguards, Refueling, and Licensing activities. 3

|Results: A sumary of the NRC licensee perfonnance assessment was presented. No
new enforcement actions were identified. ,

|

4 On ,
~'

_

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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DETAILS.

1. Licensee Attendees
tM. Budaj, Manager, Special Projects !

J. Carroll, Jr. , Director, Station Operations
P. Clark, Executive Vice President :

R. Fenton, Supervisor, Emergency Preparedness
K. Fickeissen, Plant Engineering Director '

P. Fiedler, Vice President ind Director, Oyster Creek
J. Frew, Plant Mahtenance
D. Gaines, Manager, Plant Administration
W. Garvey, Manager, Plant Administration i

D. Grace, Manager, Oyster Creek Engineering Projects
D. Klucsik, Comunications ]
J. Knubel, BWR Licensing Manager
M. Laggart, Licensing Supervisor

!J. Maloney, Manager, Plant Maintenance
I

R. Markowski, Site Audit Manager
J. Riggar, Security Supervisor
J. Sullivan, Jr., Plant Operations Director
C. Tracy, Manager, Quality Assurance, Mod / Ops
D. Turner, Manager, Radiological Controls

2. MRC Attendees

J. Allan, Deputy Regional Adninistrator, Region I
C. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Peach Bottom
R. Keimig, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch 2, Division of Project and Resident

Programs, Region I
J. Lombardo, Licensing Project Manager NRR
R. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project and Resident Programs, (DPRP), Region I
J. Thomas, Resident Inspector, Oyster Creek
L. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A, DPRP ,

3. Discussion

A brief sumary of the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)
program was presented to explain the basis and purpose of the program. ;

,

The NRC Region I assessment was discussed, including the assessment period,
evaluation topics and methods, and assessment results. The Itcensee dis-
cussed actions taken and planned to continue perfonnance improvements and
address weaknesses.

The SALP assessment report and your May 6,1982 letter which we requested in
our April 7,1982 letter in response to that report is also enclosed with ,

|this transmittal.
,

l

|
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ENCLOSURE 2,

:

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION i

REGION 1

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION

OYSTER CREEK HUCLEAR GENERATING STATION
'

March 29, 1982

|

1
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I. INTRODUCTION
-

a. Purpose and Overview
,

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an
integrated NRC staff effort to collect the available observations on
an annual basis and evaluate licensee performance based on those
observations with the objectives of improving the NRC Regulatory
Program and Licensee performance.

The assessment period is November 1, 1980 through October 31, 1981.
This assessment, however, contains pertinent observations and NRC ,

and licensee activities through March, 1982. Future assessment
periods will be adjusted to provide more timely NRC assessment andreporting. ;.

The prior SALP assessment period was August 1,1979 - July 31,1980. |Significant findings of that assessment and the period between that
assessment and this assessment, are provided in the applicable
Performance Analysis Functional Areas (Section IV). i

I

Evaluation criteria used during this assessment are discussed in I

Section III below. Each criterion was applied using the "Attributes ;

for Assessment of Licensee Performance" contained in NRC Manual
;
'

Chapter 0516.
i

b. SALP Attendees: R. W. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project
, and Resident Programs

J. H. Joyner, Chief, Technical Programs Branch,
Division of Engineering and Technical Programs

W. G. Martin, Chief, Operations Support Section,
Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Operational Support

R. R. Keimig, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch
No.2, Division of Project and Resident
Programs ,

L. E. Tripp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section No.
,
'

2A, Division of Project and Resident Programs 1

J. J. Lombardo, Licensing Project Manager,
Operating Reactors Branch No. 5, NRR

,

J. A. Thomas, Resident Inspector, Oyster Creek j
i

Nuclear Generating Station

; Other NRC Attendees: E. J. Brunner, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch
No. 1, Division of Project and Resident

Programs
C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Inspector, Peachi, Bottom Atomic Power Station

i

<
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c. Background

; (1) Licensee Activities
t

At the beginning of the assessment period, the facility was
operating at about 95 percent power having started up from aj

i seven-month-long major refueling outage on July 19, 1980,
Plant output was limited by maximum differential pressure| across the condensate demineralizers. The licensee was unablei
to perform the needed demineralizer regenerations because of ;

the inability to process the resulting radioactive liquid
qwaste.

|
The plant was shut down on November 21, 1980 to repair a leaking
feedwater heater and a feedwater system check valve. Powera

operation was resumed on December 12, la80, but at a reduced
capacity due to condensate demineralizer differential pressureconsiderations. Power was further reduced later in the month
to remove some demineralizers from service to perform regenerations.
Full power was achieved on January 26, 1981.

Power was reduced periodically during February,1981 to repair
circulating water intake screens and salt water leaks in the
main condensers. Power was limited to about 90 percent in
March due to demineralizer capacity. A five day shutdown began

,

on March 12, 1981 to repair steam leaks in the condenser bay and
condenser salt water leaks. A seven day shutdown began on
March 28, 1981 when primary system leak rate increased due to i.
leaking recirculation pump seal and a leaking drywell air
cooler.

!

Power operation resumed on April 2,1981, but power was reduced
to about 70 percent when a feedwater heater string was removed {

from service due to heater leaks. j
>

A scheduled maintenance shutdown began on April 17, 1981 and
lasted until May 28, 1981. The maintenance included general

.

plant maintenance, feedwater heater repairs, installation of !
ienvironmentally qualified 'limitorque valve operators in the

drywell, and modifications to containment isolation valve
control circuitt -

During restart on May 29, the reactor tripped on low water
level caused by a bypass valve transient. Restart was acco.tplished
the following day but full power was not achieved until June
11, 1981 because of condenser salt water leaks.

Power was reduced on June 18 due to inability to maintain
condenser vacuum. It was further reduced on June 23 when a
feedwater heater string was removed from service for leak (
repairs. The plant tripped on June 26, 1981 due to low condenser . i
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vacuum and was restarted on June 30 after repairs to the steam
jet air ejector system.

Throughout the month of July the plant operated at reduced
power due to degraded condenser vacuum. A shutdown began on
August 11, 1981 to correct an increasing primary leak rate and
to investigate the degraded vacuum condition. Startup was
delayed by sudden tube failures in two of three shutdown cooling
heat exchangers on August 26 and 27, 1981. The plant remained
in cold shutdown using alternate means of decay heat removal
until restart on October 15, 1981.

The plant tripped on October 19, 1981 when a main steam isolation
valve was inadvertently closed during surveillance testing.
Restart was accomplished on October 19, but a shutdown was
initiated on October 21, 1981 when a conduit, attached to the
outside wall of the reactor building, collapsed breaking several ;

instrument control cables and causing closure of the off gas
isolation valve. Restart was conducted on October 22 but
another shutdown began on October 30 to repair a leaking manway I
cover on a main steam system reheater.

.

Restart was commenced on November 2, but full power was not t
'

achieved until November 11, 1981 due to malfunctions of the
!Traversing Incore Probe system.
I

On December 9,1981, the facility was shut down to repair
limitorque valve operators damaged by a practice of "backseating" '

the valves to stop packing leaks. Startup has been delayed by
bearing failures in the reactor water cleanup system auxiliary
pump, control rod drive hydraulic pump failures, diesel generator
air cooler tube leaks, and main steam isolation valve leaks.
The plant remains in cold shutdown pending satisfactory completion
of primary containment integrated leak tests.

(2) Inspection Activities !
j

One NRC resident inspector was onsite for the entire appraisal !
period.

Total NRC Inspection Hours: 2062 (Resident and region based).
Distribution of inspection hours is shown on Table 3.

A tabulation of inspection activities is shown in Table 4, and
a tabulation of violations is shown in Table 5.

One inspection was conducted by the State of Nevada resident
inspector at the Beatty waste burial site.

- - . - - - _ - - - _ . _ . -_ _ . _ , _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ .
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II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

FUNCTIONAL AREAS CATEGORY CATEGORY CATEGORY
l 2 3

1. Plant Operations
X

2. Radiological Controls
o Radiation Protection ,

'

o Radioactive Waste Management
o Transportation
o Effluent Control and Monitoring X

-

3. Maintenance
X

4. Surveillance (Including
Inservice and Preoperational
Testing)

X

!5. Fire Protection and Housekeeping X

6. Emergency Preparedness X

7. Security & Safeguards X

|8. Refueling X

9. Licensing Activities X

i

|

.

l

( :

i
.. , - - . . . . -
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III. CRITERIA

The following evaluation criteria were applied to each functienal area:
1. Management involvement in assuring quality.
2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from a safety standpoint.3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.
4. Enforcement history.
5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events.
6. Staffing (including management).
7. Training effectiveness and qualification.

To provide consistent evaluation of licensee performance, attributes
associated with each criterion and describing the characteristics applicable
to Category 1, 2, and 3 performance were applied as discussed in NRC
Manual Chapter 0516, Part II and Table 1.

The SALP Board conclusions were categorized as follows:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee management |attentios and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear
safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such that a
high level of performance with respect to operational safety or construction ,

'is being achieved.
'

Category 2:
NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels. Licensee imanagement attention and involvement are evident and are concerned with

nuclear . safety; licensee resources are adequate and are reasonably effective '

such that satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety or
construction is being achieved. i

'
t

Category 3:
Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. Licensee

management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers nuclear
safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appeared strained ;

or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety and construction is being achieved.

,

I

'
,
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IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS '/
/ ,

,
1

1. plant Operations b

'f, s
During the previous assessment period, (August 1, 1979 - July 31,
1980)','several violations were identified involving pNcedur.a1 i

iriadequacies, irudequate mechanisms for issuance of (anagerrent'

instructions, and failure to' follow procedures. Of particular
importance was an incident involving failure to remove control rod
inttriock bypast jumpers prior to completion of control cell fuel <'

reload.' frogrammatic weaknesses were identified in the br,9a of i

adherence to management controls procedures at the lywer management
and supervisory levels, and in the area of meetinytommitments to

jthe NRC. Art improving trend was noted as licensa management responded e

in a positive mannr to address the identified 4eaknesses.
}.

This area was under continuing review'by the resident inspector for
thecurrent(November 1,<1980 ,9ctober 31,1981) assessment period.

',Twelve operations related violations were identified. Failure to
folloy procedures resulted in four ' Severity Level V violations.
Inaddjuacies in the area of admir.istrative controls resulted in one
Severity Level V violation when PORC meeting reports were not properly

' distributed, and two Severity Level VI violations involving failurc- ,

to properly review or revise operating and surveillance procedures.
Two. Severity Level IV violations were identified involving failure.. ;

to recognize a containment integrity violation when an,ischtion Ivalve failed during testing, and recurrent violations bf technical
specificationswhencontainmentspraycompartmentwatertightdoors/ (,

were left open. Failure to report an unplanned, radioactive' release
|and inadequate corrective action hn recurrent spills of radioactive

liquid resulted in two Severiv/ lsvel)IV violatiqns, gneSeverity,
(),ual II violation involving vacuum breaker blocka n was indicat ve
of inadequate controls over activitiek affecting phnt o'perat. ion (s,

,

I

and swetimes inadequate tours of the plant by operations p onnel,
Thirty-twolicenseeeventreportswererelatedtotheopera@tions j

Reports were generally tirnly and accurately iddatified thearea.
causes and corrective actions needed< , 3

'

ak
,

.

ImprovementshavebeennotedinmanagNentinvolyementinthisarea.
The 11cer,see has implemented an Operations Suppc t Program. The
program involves tae assignment of an Assistant'tc the Plant Operations I

Director,boaretiskedwithreviewtpgplantcperationsandmling
Shift As sistants, and members of the Nt. char Assurtnce

Divit. ion w
recomincndations for improvement in tAe areas of procedural adequacy, !

.

procedural adherence, and control of activities that have an impact
on operations. Also, corporate management has issued policy statement <. |

'

stressing verbatimmmpliant e 6'th operating procedures and has '

begua vigorously enforcing the policy.
s , I

,

This, prngram has resulted in many improved procedprdi, improved k ( .
proce6ral adherence, improved operator awareness ad understanding '

|
'

,

__ -
.i .
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of plant activities, improved followup of operations identified
maintenance concerns, and improved operator morale. The program has
relieved some managernent and supervisory personnel of administrative
burdens, allowing more timely and thoro.x1h reviews of activities.

The development;of a "programs and controls" group has improved the
scheduling and 'prioritization of work activities and the coordination,

between maintenance and operations, /
, .f

pf Some problem still exist with o;.crator knowledge of regulatoryrequirements.
i}

These problems are evidenced by, the following:
,'

(1) Failure to recognize malfunction of a TIP in-shield limit
switch as a degradation of containment integrity.

.

(2) Failure to recognize failure of a reactor building ventilation#.p isolation valve as a degradation of containuunt integrity. ,

G , >:Pi (3) Interpretation of exceeding a peaking factor limit during a
power transient ,as'a "Safety Limit Violation."

|.,
-

Licensee corrective and preventive actions have been generally i,

!,! acceptable and inycative of a responsiveness to NRC concerns. ,
i

Ceeclusion Category 2-

,p

Board Recommendation _s None /-

\
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2. Ra$nlogicalControir
~F ~$,,

JF Theprevidsassesses$periodidentifiedseveralareasofmahr"y t

perjonnel not meeting ANSI N18.1-1971Programm41a problems included inadequate staffing, use uf ,
concern.

/
'

<

with Technical Specifications, and poor control in the area :fstandards, procedures inconsistent|transportation of radioactive waste.
Nineteen violations were

>

identified and one civil penalty was assessed for inadequate radiatiou'

work permit procedures. (
part of the assessmaht period when action was taken to upgrade the-An improvfng trend was noted in the latter Vi

radiation protectico training program, increase the size and qualityi
of the radiation protectid staff, and implement orrunizational
changes to put direct management attention in the z ntf radwaste foperatiens and shipping.,;

During the currant assessment period, four inspections we're performed
by region based inspectors in the area of radiological controls,h '

One included ghtview of the radwaste tranagement program and two
,

s ,

included rev u w of effluent monitoring and control. In addition, /
one regional off!cc evaluation of a State of Nevada burial site
inspection, and one investigation of NAC-1E shipping cask event /-
were conducted.

Salected activities in this area were under continuousreview by'the resident inspector. Six violations, two Severity
Se$ vel III's associated with radioactive waste transportation, two {L

verity Level IV's associated with control of high radiation area ,

access, ud two Severity Level V's associated with dosimetry issue
procedures and control of egd'edure changes were identified.c

These
items were not repetitive'or indicative of programmatic breakdowns.

>

Corrective actions were timaly. ,

v

Twolicenseeeventreports,i@7onsrelatedeventreportsid
.

ntified unmonitored uncontrolled! liquid releases. Four ory.\t ,

| failures to monitor gaseou entified
Theeventswereproperlyc)lassifiedandreported. effluents due to sample system breakdowns.:

t'
Management involvement in this area is evidenced by the major [s' ''

reorganization of
defined proceduresthe radwaste spanagement program and generally well

However, lack of fo'rmal approval of Radiation3 4 .

i

){ Control Technician training program remains a long-standing issue.
The General Employee Training Program contributes to fair adherence ,'

to procedures and minor numbers of personnel errors.,1

The plant
staffing appears to be adequate and the radiological engineering

,

;

reviews show evidence of adequate planning and technically soundapproaches to problems.
!

| Conclusion Category,K-

i ,

Board Recommendations None-

N,
, ,y, c

4 d
y '

"'
o
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3. Maintenance

Three inspections during the previous assessment period identifiedno violations. Three of four maintenance related event reportsinvolved personnel error.
The assessment concluded that the licensee

had a viable maintenance program with no major programmatic weaknesses.

During the current assessment period, one region based inspection
and routine inspection by the resident inspector identified noviolations. In an effort to improve the maintenance program, the
licensee has assigned a full time preventive maintenance manager and
a full time corrective maintenance manager reporting to the plantmaintenance manager. This has placed increased management attention
on the control of maintenance activities; however, there is a lack
of corporate and plant management involvement in the review and
prioritization of outstanding maintenance items and an apparent
understaffing in maintenance departments. There is c large backlog
of outstanding work orders and frequent instances where job orders

'

are closed out when only temporary repairs are completed, or where
job orders considered to be of minor importance are cancelled.

|

In addition to a backlog of maintenance orders, there is a large
number of long standing lifted leads and jumpers. These have not
been closed because of incomplete maintenance modifications which ,

did not include permanent removal of abandoned components, or the !(need for further engineering review.
|

The, oreventive maintenance program is being expanded and crews I

dedicated specifically to preventive maintenar.ce are being formed,
This program presently involves primarily instrumentation and lubrication. i

Maintenance records are reviewed by a preventive maintenance engineer
'

who is developing machinery history records, but this program has
not yet been developed to the point that maintenance trend analysiscar, be performed. i

'

In adetion to marginal maintenance history records, the availability
of current equipment data is a weakness. Controlled files of equipment
data with component model and serial numbers, parts lists, and ,

engineering drawings are not always up to date. For example, the
:

controlled valve list does not reflect the fact that the reactor
building to suppression chamber air operated vacuum bru kers were ,

eplaced with valves made by a different manufacturer in 1979. i

The licensee's response to NRC initiatives is sometimes delayed.
For example, corrective actions on a 1977 IE Circular relating to
fuse coordination in Standby Liquid Control system Squib firing
circuits, a 1979 IE Circular relating to defective diesel fire pump |

starting contactors, and a 1979 IE Circular on Limitorque valve |

, operator-locking devices were not completed until the NRC expressed
concern for lack ~of responsiveness.

i

|
.
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An event during the assessment period involving blockage of torus
vacuum breaker valves by contractor erected scaffolding resulted in
a Severity Level II violation and assessment of a civil penalty.
Another event involved an unmonitored airborne release of radioactive

6

material from the radwaste building ventilation system. These
events are indicative of inadequate control of contractor work.'

After the assessment period, an event involving improper assembly
and testing of a torus vacuum breaker valve was discovered. The

,

action resulted in one torus vacuum breaker being inoperable for
Jabout 18 months during reactor operation. This event, which is

still under review by the NRC, indicates that a strengthening of
management control and procedural control over maintenance activities

;
'

is necessary.
'

The licensee has impleme,ited a program of increased management
involvement in maintenance activities. In addition, recent staffingi

changes which have placed individuals with extensive maintenance
i

background in upper-level management positions have resulted in an
; improving trend in this area.

Conclusion Category 3-

! Board Recommendations Increased inspection effort by the-

resident inspector
(

L

l

!

-

\

s

i

e
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4. Surveillance

Ouring the previous assessment period, six routine unannounced
inspections by region based inspectors, one Performance Appraisal
Branch Inspection and routine inspection by the resident inspector
identified three violations. The licensee had failed to perform
surveillances on three occasions.

During the current assessment period, two region based inspections,
one regional based team inspection, and routine resident reviewsidentified eight violations. The violations involved failure to
conduct Technical Specification and ASME Section XI testing, inaccurate
calibration, calibration and testing without procedure, and inadequate
calibration data and procedural changes.

Corrective action was agreed to in an Immediate Action Letter datedApril 8, 1981. The licensee agreed to upgrade his inservice test i

program to meet the requirements of ASME code Section XI by January1, 1982. After the assessment period, region based inspectors found
that the licensee had not completed all corrective action, in that a

Iprogram for valve testing was not fully implemented. The licensee
has since submitted a revised completion schedule to NRC:RI. ,

The
licensee stated that operational commitments and manpower shortages

;
Iwere the reasons for not meeting the commitments. The high number I

of violations and the failure to meet commitment dates without
notification, indicate weakness in licensee management control in
this area.

The'large number of event reports resulting from instrument drift
and the long standing nature of this issue indicates a need for high
level management involvement in this area to achieve technicallyacceptable resolution. Violations resulting from missed surveillances,
in particular a Severity Level IV violation involving failure to
survey Emergency Service Water pumps following unacceptable surveillance
on redundant pumps, indicate a need for more management attention in
review of surveillance programs and assuring unambiguous acceptance
criteria.

This need is further amplified by a violation that occurred after |
the assessment period. Three successive failures of an isolation

,

condenser valve during operability testing followed by two successful ~!

operations of the valve, with no followup investigation to determine
the cause of the failures, was interpreted by a member cf the management
staff as acceptable component performance.

Conclusion Category 3-

Board Recommendations None-

.

pm--p- r -v---- = w-- w w- ,-ens-y,m-,- -we - w w - - -
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5. Fire Protection and Housekeepina i
4

1

Three inspections by region based inspectors and one Performance
Appraisal Branch inspection during the previous assessment period
identified no major programmatic weaknesses. Two violations were
identified involving storage of combustible material in safetyrelated areas. '

During this assessment period, general fire protection activities '

and housekeeping were under continuous review by the resident inspector.
No programmatic inspections were performed.
area have been identified. No violations in this !
one, the result of mechanical failure of a fire hydrant, the otherTwo Licensee Event Reports were submitted;
involving personnel error when a cable penetration barrier was found |-in a degraded condition,

l-
Management involvement in this area is evident by the assignment of
a full time fire protection engineer, recent procedural revisions to
provide better control of combustible material, and improved surveillanceof fire barriers.

There were considerable problems causing delays in the installation
and testing of a storage tank and pumping system to provide an
alternate source of water to the fire protection system, l-

<

Several recent events involving wetting and ultimate impairment of
safety related electrical equipment have demonstrated inadequacies
in the original fire protection safety evaluction. High level
management attention to this problem since the end of the assessment ,

period has resulted in an extensive survey of plant systems and a
'

program to waterprcof and protect electrical components.

Housekeeping has improved during this assessment period as a resultof more management attention. Radiological housekeeping conditions
are generally acceptable with no significant NRC inspection findingsin this area. Poor general plant cleanliness and appearance, however, ,

continues to reflect poor plant staff attitudes and lack of pro- ,

fessionalism/ pride. An improving trend has been noted as a result |,
of increased management attention.

Conclusion Category 2*-

Board Recommendations None-

.

*This rating is assigned without regard to the licensee's position [on 10 CFR 50, Appendix R provisions. ( o



...

.

13

6. Emergency preparedness,

-

No programmatic inspections were conducted in this area curing the
previous assessment period.

During the current assessment period, an emergency preparedness
drill was observed by the resident inspector. The drill indicated
weaknesses in the licensee's ability to implement the provisions of
a revised emergency plan issued about one week prior to the drill.
The licensee recognized the deficiencies which were also identified

e

by several internal audits. An intensive upgrade program, which
included significant increases in emergency planning staff, further g

emergency plan and procedure reviews, and intensive training, wasbegun.
|

An NRC team appraisal of emergency preparednese was conducted in January
t

1982 after the end of the assessment period. The appraisal identified
significant weaknesses requiring corrective actions. These weaknessesincluded: required upgrading of emergency response facilities; improved '

capability for post accident sampling of stack effluent, reactor
coolant, and containment atmosphere; emergency procedure improvement
and better definitions of the training program for emergency response; |
personnel. The licensee's proposed corrective actions were discussed
in a Confirmatory Action Letter dated February 18, 1982.

An NRC team observation of a major emergency preparedness exercise was
conducted in March 1982. This observation determined that the
licensee had demonbtrated the capability to implement the provision:
of the emergency plan to adequately protect the public health and
safefy during an accident, however, areas for improveu nt were noted ;

Iand discussed with the licensee. '

The licensee failed to meet the February 1, 1982 deadline for installation
jof a Public Notification S.rstem and was issued a Severity Level

III Notice of Violation. Forty five warning sirens were instalied
and tested by February 26, 1982. The final siren was installed and ,

tested on March 5, 1982.
i

Conclusion Category 2*-

Board Recommendations None-

"This categorization has been assigned on the bases of additional
information developed after the assessment period and without regard
to resolution of the outstanding issue of the Confirmatory Actioni

Letter of February 18, 1982.

_ _ _ _ _ _ - - _. ___ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . . _ _ ._
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7. Security and Safeguards

During the previous assessment period, two routine inspections by b

region based inspectors, routine review of selected areas by the ,

resident inspector, and one inspection by the Performance Appraisal ,

!Branch identified no violations or evidence of programmatic weaknesses. !
During one inspection, allegations by a former security watchman,

.

which had been published in a local newspaper, were reviewed but
could not be substantiated.

Du-ing the sssessment period, two routine inspections by region
based inspectors identified 7 violations. Six Severity Level IV
violations were identified involving failure to secure a vital area
barrier, use of improper identification badges, failure to conduct
key audits, failure to perform explosives detector performance
tests, inadequate lighting in two areas, and failure to retain
certain records. Licensee's corrective action on these items,
which were identified in one inspection, were discussed in a management
meeting during this assessment period. One Severity Level V violation
involving failure to properly control a vehicle within the protected
area was identified in a subsequent inspection. The large number of
violations are not indicative of major programmatic breakdowns. An
inspection conducted since the end of the assessment period (December7-11,1981) identified no similar problems. Management attention is

,-

demonstrated by the prompt action to correct and prevent recurrenceof the identified problems. Site management is generally responsiveto security program requirements. Required reviews, audits and
records are generally complete and show involvement by Corporate '

mar,agement. The security organization is well staffed with well I

defined responsibilities and adequately trained personnel. Proceduraladherence is good with infrequent personnel errors.
:

Conclusion
.

Category 2-

'

Board Recommendations None-

| |

| | |

.

N. b

- - - . - ___. _ _ - -- - - . - -
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8. Refueling and Major Outage Activities

During the previous assessment period, one region based inspection
and frequent resident inspector reviews of refueling and outage
activities identified two violations involving procedural inadequacies
and procedural adherence. One of the violations involved a major
breakdown of administration controls causing failure to remove
control rod interlock bypass jumpers prior to control cell fuel
reload. This violation received high level management attention by
the corporate General Office Review Board and the Independent Safety
Review Group.

During the current assessment period, one region based inspection of
post refueling testing and reload analysis was conducted. No violationswere identified.

One scheduled and frequent unscheduled maintenance outages occurred
during the assessment period. Considerable improvements in scheduling
and coordination of outage activities were noted. This is due
primarily to the assignment of a full-time Programs and Controls ,

'

Manager who oversees outage planning. Scheduling activities generally
addressed key outage and outage recovery items.

,

Some problems in the area of control of contractor work were noted i

as evidenced by one violation involving blocking of torus vacuum
breakers by contractor erected scaffolding and an event involving an
airborne release of radioactive material from the radwaste building iventilation system. '

One region based inspection conducted after the assessment period,
identified some weaknesses in the area of control of design changes
and modifications. These findings, which are under review by NRC
management, indicated that the management of the design changes and

|modification program is very fragmented with poor central control
and review. Many procedures for the program are in draft form and ,

many are still being prepared.

Training on modifications completed during outages is sometimes '

delayed until just prior to startup, and drawing revisions are,

i sometimes delayed. This, together with insufficient management
! involvement in design change program, results in an occasional lack

i

of coordination between engineering, construction, and operations,

! staff during turnover of systems to operations control and in occasionally
i late implementation of revised procedures.

| The licensee has a well staffed corporate technical engineering
; group. This group is still gaining site specific familiarity resulting |
'

in considerable reliance on contractors for engineering support.

1
I
|

. . . - - - _ _ , . - -_.-- - , _ - - _ . - . _ _ _ . _ _ _ - -,_-- .



- , ,
.

,

, .

&

16

.1

Conclusion Category 2-

Board Recommendations In light of the planned extended '-
"

outaga involving numerous and diverse
mod'fteations, increased inspection

.

activity should be devoted to outage '

activities particularly during the
early portion of the outage,

i
I
;

.,

.
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|9. Licensing Activities

No specific assessment of licensing activities was performed during |
the orior assessmens period; pertinent issues were included in other
functional areas.

Licensing activities during the cur:ent assessment period included
miscellaneous Technical Specification changes, a review of TMI Task
Action Plan items, a major license amendment changing the license to
GPU Nuclear Corporation, and replacement core spray sparger design.

'
The licensee's performance and management capabilities were generally
adequate; however, the timeliness of responses has been poor with a
two to three month time delay being the norm. Details of submittals j
are usually coordinated with the staff beforehand to establish .

requirements and clarity, and are generally good quality. However,
some submittals relative to the Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP) |
and the TMI Task Action Plan (NUREG-0737) were not always complete
and resulted in frequent requests by NRC for additional information.
The licensee and his contractors have demonstrated adequate working |
krowledge of regulatory requirements and excellent levels of technical
competence. The licensee's staffing is generally adequate, but in
view of planned modifications and possible SEP upgrade requirements,
may require increases.

Conclusion Category 2-

Board Recommendations None I
-

|

i

|
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V. SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES,

1. Licensee Event Reports I'

Tabular Listing

!

Type of Evencs:
A. Personnel Error 8
B. Design / Man./Constr./ Install. 6

'

C. External Cause 0
D. Defective Procedure 6 i
E. Component Failure 34
X. Other 16

Total 76

Licensee Event Reports Reviewed:
f

Report No. 80-49/01P through 81-55/03L :

Causal Analysis

Seven sets of common mode events were identified:

i.ERs 80-50/3L, 80-52/3L, 80-55/3L, 80-56/3L, 80-57/3L, 80-60/3L, 'a.
80-63/3L, 81-01/3L, 81-06/3L, 81-10/3L, 81-11/3L, 81-12/3L,
81-13/3L, 81-15/3L, 81-21/3L, 81-26/3L, 81-40/3L, 81-49/3L,
81-51/3L, and 81-54/3L identified events in which surveillance
testing found safety related instrument setpoints out of spec-
ification due to setpoint drift.

}

,

b. LERs 80-51/3L, 80-59/3L, 81-19/3L, 81-24/3L, and 81-32/3L !
involved missed surveillance tests caused by inadequate procedures I

(3 LERs) or personnel error (2 LERs).
{

c. LERs 80-53/3L, 80-54/3L, 80-62/3L, and 81-29/3L are events in '

which Control Rod Drive Hydraulic Pump failures caused (3 LERs) -

or contributed (1 LER) to the event,

d. LERs 80-58/3L, 80-61/3L, 81-09/3L, and 81-46/3L identified
events in which hydraulic snubbers were found to be inoperable
during surveillance testing.

e. LERs 81-02/3L, 81-41/IP, 81-42/1P, and 81-43/IP involved failure ,
to continuously monitor the plant stack effluent activity due [to failures of the sample system pumps.

f. LERs 81-07/3L and 81-37/3L reported incidents where the containment
spray compartment water tight doors were left open.

g. LERs 81-22/1P, 81-25/IP, 81-27/3L, 81-30/IP, 81-33/IP, 81-48/3L, f
and 81-52/3L reported events where containment integrity was i

_
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|

violated or degraded due to personnel error (3 LERs) or valve |failure (4 LERs).
2. Investigation Activities

I
An investigation was conducted between October 6, 1980, and January
14, 1981 of the circumstances surrounding the transportation and use
of shipping cask Model NFS-4, Serial NAC-1E, from the time it was
shipped from Haddam, Connecticut, May 1, 1980, until it arrived at
Camp Pendleton, California August 20, 1980. The cask arrived at
Oyster Creek July 23, 1980 and was shipped from the site on August15, 1980. No items of noncompliance were identified against thislicense.

3. Escalated Enforcement Actions

a. Civil penalties
*

A civil penalty of $80,000 was assessed on August 21, 1981 for
violation of Technical Specification Limiting Condition for
Operation when one reactor building to suppression chamber '

vacuum breaker in each line was prevented from opening by
contractor ere'cted scaffolding.

b. Orders

Order Modifying License dated January 11, 1981 requiring an
, automatic system to initiate control rcd insertion on low

pressure in the scram air header pursuant to IEB 80-17. (Issuedto all BWR Licensees). j'

Order Modifying License dated January 13, 1981 requiring assessment
of suppression pool hydrodynamic loads and modifications to
assure conformance with the criteria in NUREG-0661 Appendix A.

-

(Issued to all licensees with Mark I Containments).
,

Order Modifying License dated March 24, 1981 extending the
deadline date of the January 13, 1981 order.

:

Order Modifying License dated April 20, 1981 Implementing
Technical Specifications on leak testing of certain motor
operated valves. (Issued to all lice.asees with Event V isolation
valve configurations within the boundary of high pressure to

| low pressure piping).
i
!

! Order Modifying License dated July 7,1981 confirming licensee

( commitments for TMI related requirements contained in NUREG-0737.
(Issued to all licensees).

1
.. . - - ..
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.

c. Immediate Action Letters

IAL 80-20 dated April 8, 1981 confirming actions to be taken to 1:
implement a pump and valve test program conforming to Section
XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code.

'4. Management Conferences Held During the Assessment Period

Hanagement Meeting at the Region I office on January 14, 1981 to
discua the Physical Security Program and the violations identified
during Physical Security Inspection 50-219/80-36. (Meeting No.

|50-219/81-02).

:

1-

i

i

!

e

l

i

|

.

l

I

|

|
_
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TABLE I

TABULAR LISTING OF LERs BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

Area Number /Cause Cgde Total
1. Plant Operations 5/A, 4/B, 3/0, 17/E, 3/X 32

2. Radiological Controls 1/0, 1/E
2

3. Maintenance 3/E
3

4. Surveillance 2/A, 2/B, 1/0, 13/E, 13/X 31

5. Fire Protection 1/A, 1/E
2

6. Emergency Preparedness None -

!'
7. Security and Safeguards None

.
.

8. Refueling None '

9. Licensing Activities None
i

.

TOTAL 70

Cause Codes: A - Personnel Error
8 - Design, Manufacturing, Construction, or Installation

Error
C - External Cause
D - Defective Procedures

; E - Component Failure
| X - Other

!

!

|
,

e

:
,
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t



.

. . .

.

22

.

TABLE 2

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION k
i

LER SYN 0PSIS (

i

NOVEMBER 1, 1980 - OCTOBER 31, 1981

LER Number Tyge Summary Description '

80-49/01P 24 Hour Degradation of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary when the Isolation Condenser vent
isolation valves failed to close.

80-50/03L 30 Day Containment Spray System high drywell pressure
switches IP-15A, IP-158, IP-15C and IP-150
tripped at a value greater than that specified.

80-51/03L 30 Day The required daily surveillance for ApLHGR,
LHGR, and MCPR was not performed. *

80-52/03L 30 Day Reactor triple low water level indicator
switches RE-18A and RE-180 both tripped at

(values higher than specified.

80-53/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when CRD pumps
were removed from service to repair leaks.

80-54/03L 30 Day Core Spray System I removed from service to
inspect motors wetted by CRD pump leaks.

80-55/03L 30 Day Core Spray High Drywell Pressure Switches
tripped at values higher than specified.

PO-56/03L 30 Day Main Steam Line High Flow Pressure Switches
tripped at values greater than specified.

80-57/03L 30 Day Containment Spray System High Drywell Pressure
Switches tripped at values greater than
specified.

| 80-58/03L 30 Day Two Hydraulic Snubbers failed to lock up
during functional testing.

80-59/03L 30 Day Diesel Generator Battery and Main Station
Battery Monthly Surveillance not performed
as required,

80-60/03L 30 Day Isolation Condenser pipe Break Sensors ( ,

tripped at values greater than specified. J

'

. . -- . -. . . . . . - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ -.
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23 Table 2 (Con'd)

LER Number Type Summary Description
,

80-61/03L 30 Day Three Hydraulic Snubbers failed to lock up (during functional testing.
!
|80-62/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when CRDH Pump '

'A' failed in service.
80-63/03L 30 Day Reactor Triple Low Water Level Switch tripped

at a value greater tha,n specified.
81-01/03L 30 Oay Containment Spray High Drywell pressure

Switch tripped at higher value than
required.

81-02/03L 30 Day Stack gas activity not continuously monitored
idue to sample pump failure. I

81-03/03L 30 Day Fire Hydrant number 2 declared inoperable due
- to a frozen barrel.

81-04/01P 24 Hour Load on Emergency Diesels could exceed
rated load on design basis accident.

81-05/03L 30 Day Emergency service water pump 52B failed to
demonstrate operability during testing.

81-06/03L 30 Day Reactor Triple Low Level Switch tripped at
,

,

value less conservative than required.
81-07/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Spec 3.4.E when the NE

Containment Spray Water Tight Door was
found open.

81-08/03L 30 Day Water seeped through the west wall of NRW
Building following flooding of chem waste
tank vaults.

81-09/03L 30 Day Hydraulic Snubber 23/3 found leaking oil
and failed subsequent test.

81-10/03L 30 Day MSL High Radiation Monitor RN06B tripped at
a value higher than specified.,

81-11/03L 30 Day Iso-Condenser Isolation Pipe Break Sensor
181182 tripped at value greater than
specified.

, __
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Table 2 (Con'd)

LER Number Type Summary Description

81-12/03L 30 Day
EMRV high pressure sensors IA83C and 1A83E
set points exceeded tech spec limit.

81-13/03L 30 Day Core Spray High Orywell Pressure Sensor
RV46B tripped at a value higher than
specified.

81-14/01P 24 Hour Primary containment atmosphere not reduced
to less than 5% oxygen within 24 hours of
startup.

81-15/03L 30 Day Main Steam Line High Flow Sensors RE22F and
RE22G tripped at values higher than
specified.

|81-16/03L 30 Day Failure of packing in valve V-2-88 resulted
in an unmonitored release of radinactivewater. *

81-17/03L 30 Oay Containment Spray System I inoperable due
to loss of suction on ESW pumps when water

-

'

level dropped at intake structure.
81-18/01P 24 Hour Reactor building to suppression chamber

vacuum breakers prevented from opening,
j81-19/03L 30 Day During normal shutdown IRM Calibration was

not performed as required. ;
-

81-20/03L 30 Oay
Water level in B Iso-Condenser less than

t
i

specified due to instrument error,
f

81-21/03L 30 Day Reactor high pressure sensors RE-038, C, 0 '

trip settings higher than specified.
-

81-22/01P 24 Hour !Violation of containment when both personnel
access airlock doors were open on the NE
airlock.

81-23/03L 30 Day Tech Spec LCO exceeded when drywell Torus
OP was not within specified limits.

81-24/03L 30 Day Emergency service water pumps found to be
inoperable and required operability check
of redundant pumps was not performed as
specified.

y

. . - . . - -
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Table 2 (Con'd)

!LER Number Type Summary De*fription

81-25/01P 24 Hour Violation of Secondary Containment Integrity
when both railroad airlock doors were opened.

81-26/03L 30 Day Iso-Condenser initiation pressure switch
REISA tripped at a value higher than

-

specified.

i81-27/03L 30 Oay Operation in a degraded mode when Number 2
TIP Ball Valve failed to close automatically.

81-28/03L 30 Day Unmonitored release through new radwastie
building ventilation ductwork.

81-29/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when CROH
Pump 'B' motor bearing failed in service.

81-30/01P 24 Hour Violation of Secondary Containment when
exhaust valve V28-22 failed to close.

81-31/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when the 'B'
EMRV failed to open during testing.

81-32/03L 30 Day Monthly channel checks of the accident
monitoring instrumentation were not'

performed.

. 81-33/01P
'

24 Hour
! Secondary Containment Integrity was violated

when both NW airlock doors were found open.
81-34/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Spec when the peaking factor

was 110% of the allowable limit.
81-35/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Spec when a degraded

fire barrier was discovered and no fire }
;

watch was established.
81-36/03L 30 Day

Reactor Water Level Instrumentation for one
channel in both RPS Systems were inoperable.

81-37/03L 30 Day Violation of Tech Specs when SE containment
spray compartment door was found open.

. - - .
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26 Table 2 (Con'd)

LER Number Ty;Le. -Summary Description

81-38/03L 30 Day Tube rupture in A and C Shutdown Cooling
Heat Exchanger while in cold shutdown, i

i

81-39/03L 30 Day
Unmonitored release of radioactive water due
to RBCCW heat exchanger tube failure.

81-40/03L 30 Day EMRV High Pressure Sensors IA838 and C
setpoints exceeded specified value.

81-41/01P 24 Hour Stack Gas Activity was not continuously !monitored due to trip of the 'A' Sample
Pump.

{
81-42/01P 24 Hour Stack Gas Activity was not continuously

t

|
monitored due to trip of the 'B' Sample ,

Pump.
I

81-43/01P 24 Hour Stack Gas Activity was not continuously.

monitored due to air in-leakage at Sample
Pump inlet.

.

81-44/03L 30 Day Standby Gas Treatment Fan 1-8 was removed
{

from service for corrective maintenance.
81-45/03L 30 Day Iso-Condenser valve V-14-32 failed during

performance of routine surveillance test. i

81-46/03L 30 Day Three hydraulic snubbers in the shutdown
cooling system failed during functional
testing. i

i

81-47/03L 30 Day Diesel Generator number 1 failed to achieve
peak load during surveillance testing.

81-48/03L 30 Day Degrada. tion of primary containment integrity '

when RWCU Isolation Valve V-16-2 failed to |close.
!

81-49/03L 30 Day Containment Spray High Drywell Pressure
$

Switches IP-15A and C tripped at values
greater than specified.

81-50/03L 30 Day Operation in a degraded mode when core spray
pump pressure switch RV-29C failed to
reset at the specified value,

.
,

. . . . . . _ _ _ _ __ .
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LER Number Type Summary Description

81-51/03L 30 Day Electromatic relief valve high pressure
IA83E setpoint exceeded the specifiedsensoe

vilae.
81-52/03L 30 Day Operatint in a degraded mode when the in-shield

limit switch for No. 2 TIP machine failed
preventing ball valve from automatically i

closing.

81-53/03L 30 Day Ability of offgas system to automatically
isolate wat lost for 13 hours due to brokenpower cable..

|
81-54/03L 30 Day

Main Steam Line Low Pressure Sensor RE 230
tripped at pressure lower than limit specified
in the Tech Specification.

81-55/03L 30 Day Acoustic Monitoring System (AMS) for safety
and relief valve position indication found to
have two channals that provided no or low
response.

.

i
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TABLE 3

INSPECTION HOURS SUMMARY (11/1/80 - 10/31/81)
t

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

HOURS % OF TIME
1. Plant Operations

1053 51
3

2. Radiological Controls
223 11

3. Maintenance 128 6 f.
4. Surveillance 201 10

5. Fire Protection '85 4.

6. Emergency Preparedness
20 1

7. Security and Safeguards 202 10 -

8. Refueling (
46 2

9. Licensing Activitives No Data Available
10. Other 104* 5

"Total 2062 100%

*

104 hours of region based investigation in response to a radioactively
contaminated spent fuel shipping cask. ,

i
"

Allocations of inspection hours vs. Functional Areas are approximations
based on inspection report data.

.

I

,
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TABLE 4

INSPECTION REPORT ACTIVITIES

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

REPORT INSPECTOR AREAS INSPECTED

80-33 Resident Routine
80-34 Specialist Post-Refueling Testing
80-35 Resident Routine

'

80-36 Specialist Physical Security
I,

80-37 Specialist Transportation
80-38 Investigator Shipping Cask Contamination
81-01 Resident Routine
81-02 ---

Management Meeting
81-03 Resident Routine

i

!
81-04 Specialist Radiation Protection, '

81-05 Specialist Surveillance, Calibration I
'

81-06 Resident Routine
81-07 Specialist In-Service Inspection
81-08 Specialist In-Service Testing, Quality

Assurance, Design Changes,
Maintenance

81-09 Specialist Radiation Protection
81-10 Resident Routine

i

!

81-11 Resident Routine,

81-12 Resident Routine
j 81-13 Specialist Physical Security
|
'

,

.-. - - . . - . .-. -_ - - -. . . - . . .-_ _ - . _ . - - - . - . _ _ _ - - -
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Table 4 (Con'td)
REPORT INSPECTOR AREAS INSPECTED

81-14 Resident Routine

81-15 Specialist Radiation Frotection
81-16 Resident Routine

81-17 Resident Shutdown Cooling Heat Exchanger
Failure

81-18 Resident Routine

81-19 Resident Routine

81-20 Specialist Independent Measurements

l

.

!

'
:

>

6
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'

|
'

i

i e

| (
,

t
t



' .
, - . .

.

31

TABLE 5

VIOLATIONS (11/1/80 - 10/31/81)

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

A. Number and Severity Level of Violations

1. Severity Level
'

Severity Level I O
ISeverity Level II 1

Severity Level III 2
Severity L.evel IV 16
Severity Level V 13
Severity Level VI 3 -

Total 33

B. Violations Vs. Functional Area

Severity Levels
FUNCTIONAL AREAS I II III IV V VI
1. Plant Operations

1 4 5 2
2. Radiological Controls

2 2 2

3. Maintenan'ce
2

4. Surveillance
4 3 1 j

5. Fire Protecticn

6. Emergency Preparedness

7. Security & Safeguards
6 1

8. Refueling

9. Licensing Activities

Totals
1 2 16 13 3

Total Violation = 35

.
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32 Table 5 (Con't)

TABLE 5

ENFORCEMENT DATA

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

November 1, 1980 - October 31, 1981
Inspection Inspection
Number Date Subject

Reo. Sev. Area
80-36 12/13-19/80 Failure to secure vital area barriers PSP IV 7
80-36 12/13-19/80 Use of improper I.O. badge PSP IV 7
80-36 12/13-19/80 Failure to conduct protected area key PSP IV 7audit and failure to change safe

combinations

80-36 12/13-19/80 Explosives detector performance tests PSP IV 7 '

were not conducted
80-36 12/13-19/80 Inadequate lighting at locations in PSP IV

7( -
the protected area

80-36 12/13-19/80 Failure to retain certain records as PSP IV 7 {required
.

80-37 12/3'0/80 LSA radioactive material w.cs delivered 49CFR III 2to a carrier for transport in a package 173
that was not a strong, tight package

80-37 12/30/80 LSA radioactive material was delivered 49CFR III 2to a carrier for transport without 173
properly describing the physical form
of the material in the shipping papers

81-01 1/5-31/81 Annunciator and Alarm procedures was TS V 1not followed
81-03 2/2-28/81 Failure to follow dosimetry issue TS V 2procedures,

|

,

%.
.

|
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Table 5 (Con't)

Inspection Inspection
Number Date Subject

Reo. Sev. Area
81-04 3/2-681 Administrative Control requirements for TS V 2procedure changes were not followed
81-05 3/9-13/81 Test gauges used for safety related AppB V 4calibrations are not of acceptable

accuracy or readability for the
calibrations being performed

81-05 3/9-13/81 (Calibrations are performed on safety TS V 4related instruments without using'

approved procedures, and diesel i

generator KW and KVAR meters and fire ,I

pump RPM meters are not being calibrated
81-05 3/9-13/81 Failure to test valves as required by AppB V 4the inservice test program ,

81-05 3/9-13/81 PORC meeting minutes are not being TS V 1
distributed to the ISRG and GORB
as required by T.S.6.5.4.1

01-05 3/9-13/81 Annual reviews of operating procedures TS VI 1were not performed

81-05 3/9-13/81 Calibration data was omitted from TS VI 4instrument history cards and had not
received supervisory review |

i

81-05 3/9-13/81 The cora spray pump test procedure was TS VI 1
.not revised to reflect that the fill ipumps no longer operate automatically
I

81-06 3/1-31/81 Safety related material was purchased AppB V 3on requisition 61619 without OQA
review g

81-08 3/30-4/3/81 Pump operability tests were not performed AppB IV 4
'

in accordance with Section XI of the
ASME B&PV Code

81-08 3/30-4/3/81 Handling, Storage, and preservation AppB V 3of materials and equipment to prevent
damage or deterioration, and the
cleanliness of the Level 8 storage
area were not in conformance with
ANSI N45.2.2

. - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .__ _._ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ---
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t, i

,

Inspection Inspection '

Number Date Subject >

Rea. Sev. Area
81-10 4/1-30/81 One reactor building to suppression TS 'II 1

chamber vacuum bresker in each line
was rendered inoperable by the v'q
placement of contractor erected scaffold ,

'
x

81-10 4/1-30/81 Corrective action has been ineffective AppB IV 1in correcting conditions adverse to
quality which present the potential
for the release of radioactive
material from the condensate transfer
pump building s,

''

81-11 5/1-30/81 Several electrical jumpers were found TS V 1improperly 1 stalled or disconnected
|

\(81-12 6/1-30/81 . The required d,aily survoillance was
TS IV 4

'

'

not performed on emergency service
water pumps when the redundant pumps
were inoperable

'

,

,t81-12 6/1-30/81 A,high radiation area was not locked TS IV
2(or guarded to prevent unauthorized

entry,
'

81-13 6/8.12/b1 A vehicle in the protected area was PSP V 7left unlocked, unattended with the,.

keys in the ignition'
.

81-14 7/1-30/81 Sedondary containment integrity was not
TS IV 1maintained as required when valve V-28-22

was inoperable and not secured in the
closed position

81-14 7/1-30/81 Instrument channel checks of the accident TS IV 4
monitoring instruments were not performeds ,

) monthly from May 8, 1981 to July 13, 1981
81-14 7/1-30/81 The southeast containment spray pump T5 IV 1compartment water tight door was left ,

;

open in violation of technical
specification

j
.

I

!m
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Table 5 (Con't)

.

In weetion Inspection
Ndnber Date Subject

Reo. Sev. Areay .

dil-16 3/4-9/14/81 Personnel entered a high radiation TS IV 2

I

i y area without proper radiation dose '

i rate monitoring equipment(p y, f,j ' ,%/A 0/14/F1,
Failure to follow procedures during TS V 1

>

.c
' 81-16s

j/ '

i performance of surveillance ten-

s
,

i( j i -

81-l'T i 8/27-10/13/81 Failure to report an unplanned, 10CFR IV 1
'f, , uncontrolled radioactive liquid release 50.72<

81-18 9/15-10/5/81 Failure to follow procolares for conduct TS V 1of shift turnover /

..{'')31 18 9/15-10/5/81 Failure to implement > test procet'ures with App 8 IV 4 '
adequate acceptance criteria for the
station batteries,

,

.'
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/t 38 GPU Nuclear
P e 100 Interpace Parkway,, 5 i '

g r' ( Parsippany. New Jersey 07054,
/.) 201 263 6500'

TELEX 13&482 l

1

Writer's Direct Dial Number:,

',\ , ' May 6, 1982
i

,

< n

Mr. Richard Starottecki, Director
Division of Projtiet and Resident Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission '

Region I
<

631 Park Avenue ;

Jiing of Prussia,,{A 19406
/

DearMr.Staro$;iabi:
'

1S"hject: Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station 1
'

Docket No'. 50-219I ,

' Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)
/

#T'
,

Your lett/r of April 7,1982 provide 1, for our review and response, a
6raf t Syster.:atic Assessment of Lice' 'ee Performance (SALP) report

-

concerningactivities conducted at the Oyster reek Nuclear Generating Station for the
period November 1,1980 through M' tober 31, 1981. Attachment I to this letter
provides our responses to the s intenance and surveillance areas which were

.

classified as areas of weakness.
,

i

In addition to oe.< specific responses concerning those
I two areas, we are

taking this opportunity to provide consnents on the other areas which wereevaluated. The additional comments, also contained in Attachtnent I, areprovided to help meet
the SALP objective of furthering NRC's daderstanding in| how the licensee management directs, guides, and provides resdurces for

| assuring plant safety. |'
i <

,

Very truly yours,

,

| /
Philip Rg/Cjdrk

c

;{l Execu';ive >Vice President ;

GPU Nuclear Corporation

I

Mr. Ronald C. Haynes, Administratorcc:,

b gion I
'

L. . Nuclear Regulatory Comuission -(631 Path Avenue k
'

K 3g of Prussia, PA 19406
'

i

| NRC ' Resident Inspector '

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Senion
Forked River, NJ 08731r

is
Is

!

|}J .
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\ ATTACHMENT I
f l

'

Subject:
Responses and Comments to the NRC Systematic
Aasessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) ,

i.

Evaluation Period: November 1,1980 Through October 31, 1981

.

Summary of NRC Evaluation:

i

FUNCTIONAL AREAS
.

.

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

CATEGORY CATEGORY CATECORY
1 2 3

1. Plant Operations
X

2. Radiological Controls
._

X

3. Maintenanc e
X, , _

4. Surveillance (Including Inservice
and Preoperational Testics)

X

5. Fire Protection and Housekeeping
X

6. Emergency Preparedness ~

'X

7 .' Security & Safeguards
X

8. Re fueling l
X

9. Licensing Activities '

X

Category Definitions:
.

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee management
attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear safety;
licensee resources are ample and effectively used such that a high level of
performance with respect to operational safety or construction is beingcchieved.

Category 2:
NRC ettention should be maintained at normal levels. Licensee

management attention and involvement are ev0 tent and are concerned with nuclear
safety; licensee resource.s are adequate and are reasonably ef fective such that
setisfactory performance with respect to operational safety or construction isboing achieved.

Category 3:
Both NRC and licentee attention chould be increased. Licensee

management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers nuclear safety,
but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appeared strained or not
offectively used such that minia. ally satisfactory performance with respect to
operational safety and construction is being achieved.
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Page 2

.1. Plant Operations - NRC Evaluation

During the previous assessment period, (August 1, 1979 - July 31, 1980),
several violations were identified involving procedural inadequacies, !inadequate mechanisms for issuance of management instructions, and failure I

to follow procedures. Of particular importance was an incident involving
failure to remove control rod interlock bypass jumpers prior to completionof control cell fuel reload. Programmatic weaknesse vere identified inthe area of adherence to management controls procedt ;s at the lower
management and supervisory levels, and in the area of meeting commitments ;to the NRC. ,An improving trend was noted as licensee management responded
in a-positive manner to address the identified weaknesses.

t

,

This area was under continuing review by the resident inspector for the
current (November 1,1980 - October 31, 1981) assessment period. Twelve
operations related violations were identified. Failure to followprocedures resulted in four Severity Level V violations. Inadequacies in
the area of administrative controls resulted in one Severity Level V
violation when PORC meeting reports were not properly distributed, and two
Severity Level VI violations involving failure to properly review or
revise operating and surveillance procedures. Two Severity Level IV
violations were identified involving failure to recognize a containment

-

, _ ,

integrity violation when an isolation valve failed during testing, and
(recurrent violations of technical specifications when containment spraycompartment water tight doors were lef t open. Failure to report an

unplanned radioactive release and inadequate corrective action on
spills of radioactive liquid resulted in two Severity Level IVrecurrent

violations. One Severity Level II violation involving vacuum breaker
blockage was indicative of inadequate controls over activities affecting
plant operations, and sometimes inadequate cours of the plant by
operations personnel. Thirty-two licensee event reports were related to
the operations area. Reports were generally timely and accurately

,

identified tne causes and corrective actions needed.

Improvements have been noted in management involvement in this area. The
licensee has implemented a duelear Assurance Department Operations SupportProgram. The program involves the assignment of 4'* Assistant to the Plant

.

Operations Director and Shift Assistants who are talked with reviewing
plant operations and~ making recommendations for improvement in the areas
of procedural adequacy, procedural adherence, and control of activities
that have an impact on operations. Also, corporate management has issued
policy statements stressing verbatim coupliance with operating procedures

;
'

and has begun vigorously enforcing the policy. .

This program has resulted in many improved procedures, improved procedural
a'dherence, improved operation awareness and understanding of plant
activities, improved followup of operatier.s identified maintenance
concerns, and improved operator morale. The program has relieved some
management and supervisory personnel of administrative burdens, allowing !more timely and thorough reviews of activities.

,

i

-- , , . ,, . , - - . . - . . . . . ~ . . . . - . - . - - - , - . - . , - - - . . . - - - - -
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The development of a "programs and controls" group has improved the
scheduling and prioritization of work activities and the coordination
between maintenance and operations.

{

Some problems still exist with operator k,nowledge of regulatoryrequirements. These problems are evidenced by the following:

(1) Failure to recognize malfunction of a TIP in-shield limit switch as adegradation of containment intgrity.

(2) Failure to recognize failure of a reactor building ventilation
isolatic, valve as a degradation of containment integrity.

(3) Interpretation of exceeding a peaking factor limit during a powertransient as a "Safety Limit Violation". .

*

,

Licensee corrective and preventive actions have been generally acceptable
and indicative of a responsiveness to NRC concerns.

Conclusion , Category 2-
-

. . Board Recommendations .None-
'. _ . _ . . . . .. . _.

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments: . , . '

The third paragraph in the above evaluation references a Nuclear Assurance
! Department Operations Support Program. This is a misnomer. The comment

is made in order to avoid confusion between activities conducted by our '

Nuclear Assurance division and this program.
|

.

The rrogram consisted of temporarily assigning experienced personnel, from
f

; j

| other divisions within GPUNC, including the Nuclear Assurance Division, to-

aid in the site specific activities of the Operations, Maintenance and
Plant Engineering departments of the Oyster Creek Division. These
specific assignments were made on a temporary basis to fill vacant
positions. At the present time, the temporarily assigned personnel have
returned to their respective divisions. Continuity of the program will be '

based on an overall evaluation of the program and permanent personnel have
|been placed in many positions.

. _

With regard to the statement in the last paragraph of the evaluation that~

some problems still exist with operator knowledge of regulatory
requirements, a comprehensive formal refresher training program has been
developed for Operations Shif t Supervisors in the area of Technical
Specification and regulatory requirements. The results achieved by a
program of this nature would not be observable in the short term, but are ;

e

i expected to result in improvements in this area.
i

|

|

I
*
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2. Radiological Controls - NRC Evaluation
.

The previous assessment period identified several areas of major concern.
Programmatic problems included inadequate staf fing, use of personnel notmeeting ANSI N18.1-1971 standards, procedures inconsistent with Technical
Specifications, and poor control in the area of transportation of
radioactive waste. Nineteen violations were identified and one civil
penalty was assessed for inadequate radiation work permit procedures. An
improving trend was noted in the latter part of the assessment period when
action was taken to upgrade the radiation protection training program,
increase the size and quality of the radiation protection staf f, and
implement organizational changes to put direct management attention in the
areas of radwaste operations and shipping.

During the current assessment period, four inspections were performed by
.

region based inspectors in the area of radiological controls. ,
One

included a review of the radwaste management program and two included
review o2 effluent monitoring and control. In addition, one regional
office evaluation. of a State of Nevada burial site inspection, and one
investigation of NAC-lE shipping cask event were conducted. Selected
activities in this area were under continuous review by the resident y

ins pec tor . Six violations, two Severity Level III's associated with
-

radioactive waste transportation, two Severity Level IV's associated with (
,

control of high radiation area access, and two Severity Level V's
associated with dosimetry issue procedures and control of procedure
changes were identified. These items were not repetitive or indicative ofprogrammatic breakdowns. Corrective actions were timely.

Two licensee event reports identified unmonitored uncontrolled liquid t

releases. Four operations related event reports identified failures to
monitor gaseous effluents due to sample system breakdowns. The events -

were properly classified and reported.

Management involvement in this area is evidenced by the major
reoganization of the radwaste management program and generally welldefined procedures. However, lack of formal approval of Radiation Control

*

tTechnician training program remains a long-standing issue. The General '

Employee Training Program contributes to fair adherence to procedures and
minor numbers of personnel errors. The plant staffing appears to be

'

adequate and the radiological engineering reviews show evidence of *

adequate planning and technically sound approaches to problems.
,

Conclusion Category 2-

,

Board Recommendations None-

( ,
.

. . ,
.

, - -, ~ , - , ,- ,-, --. ------.r- , , , - - --,
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GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments:

The radiological Field Operations Training Program, referred to in the |
fourth paragraph, has now been submitted for NRC review and approval. As j

you are aware, until NRC approves this program, each member of the !

radiation protection organization, for which there is a comparable ,

position described in ANSI N18.1-1971, meets or exceeds the minimum,

qualifications specified therein.
,

|
1

'

i

3. Maintenance - NRC Evaluation:

Three inspections during the previous assessment period identified no
violations. Three of four maintenance related event reports involved

~ ~~ personnel error. The assessment concluded that the licensee had a viable
maintenance program with no major programmatic weaknesses.

During the current assessment period, one region based inspection and
routine inspection by the resident inspector identified no violations. In
an effort.t.o improve the maintenance pro 6 ram, th - licensee has assigned a

'

full time preventive maintenance manager and a full time corrective~~

maintenance manager reporting to the plant maintenance manager. This has
placed increased management attention on the control of maintenance
activities; however, there is a lack of corporate and plant management
involvement in the review and prioritization of outstanding maintenance

; items and an' apparent understaffing in maintenance departments. There is
' a large backlog of outstanding work orders and frequent instances where

job orders are closed out when only temporary repairs are completed, or
where job orders considered to be of minor importance are cancelled.

In addition to a backlog of maintenance orders, there is a large number of*

.long-standing lifted leads and jumpers. These have not been closed !
because.of incomplete maintenance modifications which did not include I

permanent removal of abandoned components, or the need for further
engineering review.

The preventive maintenance program is being expanded and crews dedicated
I specifically to preventive maintenance are being formed. This program -

. presently involves primarily instrumentation and lubrication. Maintenance
recor.ds are reviewed by a preventive maintenance engineer who is
developing machinery history records, but this program has not yet been
developed to the point that maintenance trend analysis can be performed.

In addition to marginal maintenance history records, the availability of
current equipment data is a weakness. Controlled files of equipment data
with component model and serial numbers, parts lists, and engineering
drawings are not always up to date. For example, the controlled valve
list does not reflect the fact that the reactor building to suppression

chamber air operated vacuum breakers were replaced with valves made by a
,

| dif ferent manuf acturer in 1979.
'

<
. _..--- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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i

The licensee's response to NRC initiatives is sometimes delayed. For
example, corrective actions on a 1977 IE Circular relating to fuse
coordination in Standby Liquid Control system Squib firing circuits, a
1979 IE Circular relating to defective diesel fire pump starting
contractors, and a 1979 IE Circular on Limitorque valve operator locking
devices were not completed until the NRC' expressed concern for lack of
responsiveness.

An event during the assessment period involving blockage of torus vacuum
breaker valves by contractor erected scaffolding resulted in a Severity

' - Level II violation and assessment of a civil penalty. Another event !

involved an unmonitored airborne release of radioactive material from the
radwaste building ventilation system. These events are indicative of
inadequate control of contractor work. After the assessment period, an
event involving improper assesmbly and testing of a torus vacuum breaker
valve was discovered. The action resulted in one torus vacuum breaker !,

being inoperable for about 18 months during reactor operation. This
,

event, which is still under review by the NRC, indicates that a
strengthening of management control and procedural control over |
esintenance activities is necessary. .

_

[. The licensee has implemented a program of increased management involvement -

in maintenance activities. In addition, recent staffing changes which ( j

have placed individuals with extensive maintenance background in. . . . .

upper-level management positions have resulted in an improving trend in
this crea. y| ,

| r '

l Conclusion Category 3 e
-

i I.

Increased inspection effort by the residentBoard Recocnendations -

inspector. :

h

I
,

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments::

The eval'uation period (November 1,1980 through October 31, 1981)
coincides with the reorganization of our Maintenance Department in
September 1980 and as such, covers a transition period. Current

I activities now meet most of the goals of the reorganization and
! satisfactorily address many of the concerns of the above evaluation.
.

The following paragraphs provide examples of how the reorganization has
| ef fected pos'itive changes which, toward the end of the evaluation period

and subsequent thereto, have become clear:

1

.
,

i

|
'

1

I.
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The second paragraph of the evaluation contains the statement "... there
is a lack of corporate and plant manadement involvement in the review and |i
prioritization of outstanding maintenance items ...". Procedure No. 105 :

"Conduct of Maintenance" ensures that management reviews and prioritizes !

each job order. The prioritization of job orders has been in effect since
January of 1981 and consists of assigning one of four priorities. "U. gent

, _ , , .

1" is the most immediate priority and indicates that work should be.

started vitbin one day. This priority includes emergency maintenance -

initiated by the Group Shif t Supervisor and other work considered likely
to cause any of the following conditions within three days: ;

1. Personnel injury*

,

i
2. Significantly increased contamination or radiation hazard '

,
,

. 3.. .. Unplanned, uncontrolled release of radioactive material to che
environment in excess of normal release rates

4. Significant damage to safety-related equipment needed for safe plant
shutdown

. 5. _ Violation of Technical Specifications _ _ _ _ . .

6. Immediate plant shutdown or load reduction

The remaining three categories involve problems of a lesser severity and
guidance is given in the procedure for assigning priorities.

|The second paragraph also refers to "... an apparent understaffing in -

maintenance departments ...". We have increased our firs t line supervisor
.to worker ratio. Currently, our average ratio is one supervisor per ten ,

to twelve workers. The key maintenance positions are now filled and
| implementation of the desired program is being effected. We believe that
! our present emphasis on more effective use of supervision, emphasizing

supervisor presence on the job site and better planning, in addition to
'the improved supervisor to worker ratio, will help effect the desired
improvements.

The last sentence in the second paragraph states "There is a..large backloge ,

of outstanding work orders and frequent instances where job orders are -

closed out when only temporary repairs are completed, or where job orders |
'considered to be of minor importance are cancelled." There are a large

number of outstanding work orders, many as a result of our increased
efforts to identify what work needs to be accomplished. However, as

| identified above, all job orders are prioritized according to specified'

|
criteria and the majority of outstanding job orders are in the minor
category.

i

e

e

. . ~ , - - , - - - , , . , , , - - - - - , , - , , . - - - . - _ __________ _ _ _
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With regard to job orders being closed out inappropriately, Procedure 105
currently requires that a job order may only be cancelled by the
applicable Maintenance Supervisor af ter obtaining concurrence of the
initiating department supervisor. The procedure also identifies when
temporary repairs are ef fected or further modification to the existing
system is required, the temporary repair job, order may be closed out. A

.

new job order is initiated for execution when materials and/or the
modification package is available.

With regard to the large number of long-standing lif ted leads and jumpers
referred to in the third paragraph, we have recently completed a review of
and dispositioned all lifted leads ano jumpers where possible. The
unresolved remaining items have been identified and are being referred to
engineering for permanent resolution. .

,

'

...._ _ .The fourth paragraph in the evaluation discusses the preventative
maintenance program. We feel this area has been greatly improved, since-

reorganization in September 1980. The present program includes
electrical, mechanical, instrumentation and lubrication activities.
Maintenance history cards are now updated whenever corrective or
preventative maintenance is performed. Although past history of'

% maint.enance may, in some cases, be unretrievable, current practices will
ensure that future trend analysis will be achievable. j

~

i Our re'sponsiveness to NRC initiatives is now coordinated through the -

fLicensing Department. Each item is assigned to the cognizant department
| and tracked by a formal program until completion of the assignment is

effected. Outstanding items are brought to the attention of upper
management and a summary report is provided to the Of fice of the President
on a monthly basis. The current program should help ensure that events
such as the examples cited in the evaluation will not be of a recurrent-

nature.

l
With regard to control of contractor activities, our corrective actions,
as you are aware, ar6 described in our response to the Notice of Violation
dated September 21, 1981. The controls imposed havn. had a positive ef fect
in that potential problems are identif'ied and corrected prior ec,
conducting work activities. .

.

4. Surveillance - NRC Evaluation

During the previous assessment period, six routine unannounced inspections ,

'
by region based inspectors, one Performance Appraisal Branch Inspection

i and routine inspection by the resident inspec.cor identified three
! violations. The licensee had failed to perform surveillances on three

occasions.
-

,.

1

|

|
|
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. ,

During the current assessment period, two region based inspections, one
regional based team inspection, and routine resident reviews identified ;

eight violations. The violations involved f ailure to conduct Technical
Specification and ASME Section XI testing, inaccurate calibration,
calibration and testing without procedure, and inadequate calibration data
and procedural changes. *

-..... -. .

_ Corrective action was agreed to'in an Imediate Action Letter dated i

.

April 8, 1981. The licensee agreed to upgrade his inservice test program
to meet the requirements of ASME code Section XI by January 1,1982.

|After the assessment period, region based inspectors found th st the
licensee had not completed all corrective action, in that a program'for
valve testing was not fully implemented. The licensee has since submitted I

a revised completion schedule to NRC:RI. The licensee stated that !

operational comitments and manpower shortages were the reasons for not {
meeting the comitments. The high number of violations and the failure to I

seet comitment dates without notification, indicate weakness in licensee ,

management control in thia area. . . . . . . . . . .... _ _ , , , _

The large number of event reports resulting from instrument drift and the
long standing nature of this issue indicates a need for high level
management involvement in this area to achieve technically * acceptable

-- resolution. Violations resulting from missed surveillances,.itt particular ,

a Severity Level IV violation involving failure to survey Emergency
Service Water pumps following unacceptable surveillance on redundant
pumps, indicate a need for more management attention in review #of
surveillance programs and assuring unambiguous acceptance criteria.

This need is further amplified by a violation that occurred after the
assessment period. Three successive failures of an isolation condenser
valve during operability testing followed by two successful operations of,
the valve, with no followup investigation to determine the cause of the -

failures, was interpreted by a member of the management staf f as
acceptable component performance. *

Conclusion Category 3-
,

Board Recomendations None-

!. .

GPU Nuclear Corporation Coments: ,

..

Several violations that are referenced in the above evaluation inv.olved a
failure to comp!.y with the surveillance requirements of recently approved
Technical Specification changes. Our practice had been that follow-up to
Technical Specification changes, such as the draf ting of procedures, was ,

not initiated until after NRC had approved the change. At present, the
Surveillance Testing Program is administered by the plant Engineering
Department and compliance to Technical Specifications is accomplished
through the maintenance of the surveillance testing schedule and
implementing procedures.
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.

To improve the implementation of technical Specification changes, Plant
gngineering will review all pending Technical Specification Change
Requests and assure that all aspects relative to the specific changes are
prepared in anticipation of approval. Once approved, the draft procedures
will be reviewed again for changes, which may have occurred due to NRC
review, and cycled through our internal cycle for final approval and
implementation. Under this program, a change to Technical Specifications
should be implemented within 30 days after issuance.

As you are aware, the common NRC practice of making Technical
,

Specification changes "effective upon date of issuance" has been addressed
by us in previous correspondence as being impractical to implement. We
request that all changes to Technical Specifications become effective 30

,

days after receipt by the licensee unless requested otherwise.
!

In addition to the above planned actions, Plant Engineering has -

instituted training in the area of Technical Specifications. All
,

engineering personnel will be required to attend. The classroomi

instruction will be presented by the BWR Licensing Manager and is
.

scheduled to be conducted during May of 1982. |
|

l An integrated training program is being developed to educate each member
~

| of the Plant Engineering staff with regard to general BWR knowledge.
| Specific system responsibility will be assigned to individuals who will be

expected to acquire knowledge comparable to operations personnel for the
systems assigned to them. This is expected to raise the overall system
level knowledge wich regard to plant operations to a level considerably
higher than before. Training in the specific system areas is expected to

}
begin in July of 1982.

We feel the violations referenced in the evaluation regarding the
Emergency Service Water Pumps and the Isolation Condenser Valve do not '

indicate a programmatic weakness in the surveillance program. The !

decision to declare the Emergency Service Water Pumps operable was based '

on previous knowledge and experience of system performance. Management's
decision was based on knowledge that should have been incorporated into
the procedure; however, in absence of procedure criteria, the pump should
have been declared inoperable. With regard to the Isolation Condenser
valve operability, the cause can be attributed to poor judgement. This
event has been discussed with plant operations personnel and management
direction to make such judgement conservatively from a safety standpoint
has been reemphasized.

g

6
(

$

.

,_ _ , . , . _ , . _ _ _ _ , - , , . , , . _ - . , , . _ _ . _ _ . _ __ _,___-_ ,- ._ -_ . _ _ _ _ . .
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5. Fire Protection and Housekeeping - NRC Evaluation ,

f

.Three inspections by region based inspectors and one Performance Appraisal .

Branch inspection during the previous assessment period identified no
major programmatic weaknesses. Two violations were identified involving '

storage of combustible material in safety related areas.

During this assessment period, general fire protection activities and
housekeeping were under continuous review by the resident inspector. No
programmatic inspections were performed. No violations in this area have
been identified. Two Licensee Event Reports were submitted; one, the
result of mechanical failure of a fire hydrant, the other involving
personnel error when a cable penetration barrier was found in a degraded
condition. ,.

.

Management involvement in this area is evident by the assignment of a full
time fire protection engineer, recent procedural revisions to provide
better control of combustible material, and improved surveillance of fire |
barriers. '

,

There were considerable problems causing delays in the installation and
testing of a storage tank and pumping system to provide an alternate i

i

| source of water to the fire protection system.
i

Several recent events involving wetting and ultimate impairment of safety
related electrical equipment have demonstrated inadequacies in the
original fire protection safety evaluation. High level management
attention to this problem since the end of the assessment period has
resulted in an extensive survey of plant systems and a program to
waterproof and protect electrical components.i

1
|

|'

Housekeeping has improved during this assessment period as a result of
more management attention. Radiological housekeeping conditions are
generally acceptable with no significant NRC inspection findings in this
area. Poor general plant cleanliness and appearance; however, continues
to reflect poor plant staf f attitudes and lack of professionalism / pride.
An improving trend has been noted as a result of increased management
attention.

.

| Conclusion Category 2*-

1

Board Recommendations none-

*Ihis rating is assigned without regard to the licensee's position on
10 CFR 50, Appendix R provisions.

e

*
| .

|
.
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GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments:

As a result of increased management attention in the area of housekeeping,
we feel there has recently been considerable improvements in plant
cleanliness and appearance. We feel the continued emphasis will elevate
the pride of the entire plant staf f.

6. Emergency Preparedness - NRC Evaluation

No programmatic inspections were conducted in' this area during the
'

previous assessment period. f

During the current assessment period, an emergency preparedness drill was
observed by the resident inspector. The drill indicated weaknesses in the
licensee's ability to implement the provisions of a revised emergency plan
issued about one week prior to the drill. The licensee recognized the
deficiencies which were also identified by several internal audits. An ;

intensive upgrade program, which included significant increases in
'emergency planning staff, further emergency plan and procedure reviews, .

Iand intensive t:aining, was begun. .

i i
An NRC team appraisal of emergency preparedness was conducted in January i

1982 af ter the end of the assessment period. The appraisal identified i

significant weaknesses requiring corrective actions. These weaknesses '

included: required upgrading of emergency response facilities; improved j
| capability for post accident sampling of stack effluent, reactor coolant. -

| and containment atmosphere; emergency procedure improvement; and better
I definitions of the training program for emergency response personnel. The

licensee's proposed corrective actions were discussed in a Confirmatory
Action Letter dated February 18, 1982. .

|
| An NRC team observation of a major emergency preparedness exercise was
| conducted in March 1982. This observation determined that the licensee

'

I had demonstrated the capability to implement the provisions of the
' emergency plan to adequately protect the public health and safety during

an accident, however, areas for improvement were noted and discussed with
the licensee.

The licensee failed to meet the February 1, 1982 deadline for installation
of a Public Notification System and was issued a Severity Level III Notice

|
of Violation. Forty-five warning sirens were installed ano tested byi

March 5, 1982. The final siren was installed and tested dn March 11, 1981. !'

k
~ ;~

- - - - - . - . . - - , . _ - _ . _ _ - - _ - . - _ . - - .- -
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.. . _ _ . .

Category 2Conclusion -

Board Recommendations None-

.
. .. .. . . . ..

*This categorization has been assigned on the bases of additional i
Iinf.gtm.aqion developed.,after the assessment period and without regard

' ~~"

to resolution of the outstanding issue of the Confirmatory'AVIEon g

Letter of February 18, 1982.

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

CPU Nuclear Corporation Comments:
' ' "~

The last paragraph in the above evaluation contains two minor errors
concerning the installation dates of our warning sirens. As we indicated
in the response to the Notice of Violation, forty-five (45) warning sirens
were installed and tested by February 26, 1982. The finsi stren'was
installed and tested on March 5,1982. Since the SALP svaluation, we note

that NRC, by their letter of April 28, 1982, has evaluated our overall
response to this matter and advised us that' they plan no further action.~ ~ ~ ~

--- .. .... . . . . _ . . . . . . . . _ . .-- ..

-. - -- . . _ , . .

. .... .

/. Security and Safeguards - NRC Evaluation -

During the previous assessment period, two routine inspections by region
based inspectors, routine review of selected areas by the resident
inspector, and one inspection by the Performance Appraisal branch
ider.tified no violations er evidence of programmatic weaknesses. During
one inspection, allegations by a former security watchman, which had been
published in a local newspaper, were reviewed but could not be
substantiated.

During the assessment period, two routine inspections'by region based
inspectors identified 7 violations. Six Severity Level IV violations were
identified involving failure to secure a vital area barrier, use of
improper identification badges, failure to conduct key audits, failure to
perform explosives detector performance' tests, inadequate lighting in two
areas, and failure to retain certain records. ' Licensee's corrective

- action on these items, which were identified in one inspection, were
discussed in a management meeting during this assessment period.

.

.. .._ .. . _ . . _. _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . . _ . .

.

.

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

One Severity Level V violation involving failure to properly control a
vehicle within the protected area was identified in a subsequent
inspection. The large number of violations are not indicative of major
programmatic br.eakdowns. An inspection conducted since the end of the
assessment period (December. 7-11, 1981) identified no similar problems.
Management attention is demonstrated by the prompt action to correct and
prevent recurrence of the identified problems. Site management is
generally responsive to security program requirements. Required reviews,
audits and records are generally complete and show involvement by
Corporate management. The security organization is well staffed with well. _ _ , ,

defined responsibilities and adequately trained personnel. Procedural-
adherence is good with infrequent personnel errors.

, .
,

.

Category 2 ,oConclusion .-

,

l Board Recommendations None* -

i
'

!

.

'
CPU Nuclear Corporacion Comments:

-..
....

[ _None.
_

s
#

..t .

8. Refueling and Major Outage Activities - NRC Evaluation ,

During the previous assessment period, one region based inspection and ,

frequent resident inspector reviews of refueling and outage activities ,

identified two violations involving procedural inadequacies and procedural
adherence. One of the violations involved a major breakdown of
administration controls causing failure to remove control rod interlock
bypass jumpers prior to control cell fuel reload. This violation received
high level management attention by the, corporate General Of fice Review *

Board and the Independent Safety Review Group.

During the current assessment period, one region based inspection of post
refueling testing and reload analysis was conducted. No violations were

'

identified.

One scheduled and frequent unscheduled maintenance outages occurred during I

the assessment period. Considerable improvements in scheduling and
coordination of outage activities were noted. This is due primarily to

the assignment of a full-time Programs and Controls Manager who oversees
outage planning. Scheduling activities generally addressed key outage and ,

,

outage recovery items. (
~_

f
.

.

|
,
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A completed modification, under this program, will be accepted based on
the completion of preestablished conditions. The conditions specified for
each modification will be formulated at a planning meeting af ter
c tetruction activities have been authorized. Preestablished conditions
being addressed include:

1. Training completed for operations personnel concerning the installed
modification

2. All app?icable operating ptacedures revised

3. Required spare parts identified

| 4. Preventative Maintenance Procedures written and Preventative '

| Maintenance schedule updated '.
i

5. All applicable drawings revised

6. Surveillance procedures and the Master Surveillance schedule revised I

The interfacing departments or divisions assigned responsibility for r

completion of the preestablished conditions will meet formally to verify '~ '

and sign-of f that the modification can be put into service.
|

The following departments will be involved as appropriate:

1. Plant Operations Oyster Creek Division-

2. Plant Maintenance Oyster Creek Division-

3. Plant Engineering Oyster Creek Division-

4. Project Engineering Technical Functions-

5. Start-Up and Test Technical Functions-

i 6. Maintenance and Construction Maintenance and Construction-

| 7. Training and Quality Control Nuclear Assurance Division-

8. Configuration Control Technical Functions-

| Procedure No. 124 "System / Equipment Turnover After Modification" is
,

presently being reviewed and revised to address the above program.
Additional procedures, if deemed necessary, will be developed.

| In addition to this program, Plant Engineering will assign an engineer as
| the "plant contact" for each modification authorized through the Technical
| Functions division. The intention of the plant con:act is to provide |Plant Engineering awareness and follow-up of the modification such that .

; appropriate documents, i.e., operations, maintenance, and surveillance
,

i procedures, vendor's manuals spare parts list, etc., are in the
development stage as the modification is progressing.

(
-

.
6
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Some problems in the area of control of contractor work were noted as
evidenced by one violation involving blocking of torus vacuum breakers by
contractor erected scaffolding and an event involving an airborne release

- -- - of radioactive material from the radwaste building ventilation system.

.

--One region based inspec tion conducted af ter the asessment. period, - - ' - --

identified some weaknesses in the area of control of design changes and
modifications. These findings, which are under review by HRC management,
indicated that the management of th,e design changes and modification
program _.is_ very_ fragment.ed. with, poor. central, control and review. Many .,

.__

procedures for the program are in draf t form and many are still being
prepared.

Training on modifications completed during outages is sometimes delayed
until just prior to startup, and drawing revisions are sometimes delayed.
This, together with insufficient management involvement in design change
program, results in an occasional lack of coordins. tion between
engineering, construction, and operations staf f during turnover of systems
to operations control and in occasionally late implementation of revised
procedures. - --

.. ._

~~~''The ite'ehsee has a well siaffed corporate' technical engineering' group. '----

This group is still gaining site specific familiarity resulting in
considerable reliance on contractors for engineering support. ..

.

. . . . ..

Category 2 ;"Conclusion -
.

_

In light of the planned extended outageBo ard~Re commenda t ions -

involving numerous and diverse
modifications, increased inspection activity

* ' should be devoted to outage activities
particularly during the early portion of the
outage.

.. .

. ..

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments

We have had under development since early 1981, an integrated and improved
system of controls for work being done in the plant. Improvements have
been and are being implemented on an individual basis. The improved
system is scheduled to be in ef fect prior to the upcoming outage. The
system will require a formal turnover to plant operations of all newly
installed modifications..

.. ._ . . . - . .-. . . . -- . . - - . . . . . . . . :. .

e , , . .~5 e= . . *

.

_ __-_-______ _ __
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9. Licensing Activities - NRC Evaluation

No specific assessment of licensing activities was performed during the
prior assessment period; pertinent issues were included in other
functional areas.

Licensing activities during the current assessment period included i
miscellaneous Technical Specification changes, a review of TMI Task Action
Plan items, a major license amendment changing the license to GPU Nuclear
Corporation, and replacement core spray sparger design.

The licensee's performance and management capabilities were generally
adequate; however, the timeliness of responses has been poor with a two to
three month time delay being the norm. Details of submittals are usually
coordinated with the staff beforehand to establish requirements and
clarity, and are generally good quality. However, some submittals
relative to the Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP) and the TMI Task

( Action Plan (NUREG-0737) were not always complete and resulted in frequent
requests by NRC for additional information. The licensee and his

contractors have demonstrated adequate working knowledge of regulatory
requirements and excellent level of technical competence. The licensee's
staffing is generally adequate, but in view of planned modifications and
possible SEP upgrade requirements, may require increases. !

Conclusion Category 2-

None EBoard Recommendations -

GPU Nuclear Corporation Comments: '

l The third paragraph of the evaluation states, ".. . the timeliness of

| responses has been poor ...". While there have been cases where our
| response has been later than requested, we believe that a large factor in
| this has been the volume of requests and NRC's practice of setting

unrealistic response dates. Requests made for information frequently,

l require complex studies or analyses to be performed before an adequate
response can be prepared, reviewed, and approved by upper management. Wej

will continue to respond in a timely manner and to formally request
| extensions where appropriate.

|
|

e
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