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¥>». Eldon J. Brunner, Chief

Peac*cr Cperations Branch

O0ffice of Inspectio: end Enforcemeat Region I
U. S. Muclear Regulatory Commission

631 Park Avenue

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 15406

LCear Mr. Brunner:
Docket No. 50-289

Operating license No. DPR-50
Inspectioz Peport 75-0L

e Ia response to concerns your office has regarding our Operational Quality
Assurance progran, the purpose of this letter and the attached enclosure
is to:

a. address the epparent violaticn which resulted from your
Mr. Spessard's February 24-27, 1975, inspection of our
Three Mile Island lNuclear S+tation, Unit 1, and

. 1in addressing a. above, provide sufficient supplemental
information to also address your office's remaining,
verbally expressed concerns regarding our response to
your office's Inspection Report T75-01.

We trust that with this submittal we heave adeguately eddressed all the
remaining concerns that you may have za2d regarding our Quality Assurance
prograz. Should you, however, have ery additional questions or concerns,
plezese do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

-

'2d-R. C. AROLD
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R. C. Arnold
Vice President
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Metropolitan Edisoz Company (lMet-Zd)
Three Mile Island lluclear 3Statica Uniz 1 (T 41-1)

. Pocket Ho. 50-289 - AR
Operating License 'lo. DPR-50
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Resvonse %o liotice of Aopareat Violetion

Aodarant Viglation

"Contrary to Criterion III, Appendix 3, 10 CFR 50 and the FSAR Section 1A,
Operating Quality Assurance Plan, _ection III, plant dssign change C/} 0080,
Vodification of Diesel Generator Air Stert System, was completed during 1974
without receiving prior Gezeratioz I=gizsering Departzent review and approval
2s required by Cezeration Ingizserizg Cepartxmesat Prccsdure GP 1003, Control
of Design Change:z.

This infraction was identified by the inspection end hed the potential for
ceusing or comtridbuting to aa occicre=c2 with Safety Significance."”

1. Beckground Information

The epparent violation in question 2130 cons<itutes a residual concern re-
pairning from Ienspection Report 75-01 (I.R. 75-01) in that:

a. of the 9 change rodificaticns wzose design review had been
@ questioned in I.R. 75-01

1. 1 of the 9 has been resolved (note: tke feact that this item is
resolved is acknovledged in I.R. 75-OL, page 13, persgraph 1),
therefore, this itex is no lczger of concemn,

2. T otkers of the 9 rnad sufficient review/approval documentation as
per the requirecents of the Szart-up end Test Program, therefore,
these items are 2lso rot of concern, dut

3. the 1 remaining of the 9, whic2 is the seze C/M in question in
this report, did izvolve cha=zes to 2 TSAR described systen;
contrary to what had beer rezorted in our response to I.R. 75-01,
it had rot been shkown that sufficient review/z2przroval docuzentation
existed; and as a result, this change nodification is again a
subject in question ir Inspection Peport T5-0k.

2. Corrective fctions

Izmediate: As irmediate corrective z:ction, “he let-Z2 Ceneration Engineering
Depart=ent has completed 2 review of C/ 0089, end based on this review a
determination bas been =—2ée that C/ te and that it does not

= c/: ©08) is edegua
involve any unreviewed safe:y guss

uhject area it has been
waich additional longz
which were initiated by
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t Tngineer orgasizatiorsdurirz the time period from issua.nce of
nI-1 Oo-ra:in; License %42 Commercizl Overation (i.e. April 19, 1975,

apte=der 1, 167%). Ressoz f:i kaving nade this determinatic:

2. for the tire pericd crior to the date of obtainirnz our Operatics
Lizezse (April 19, 19755: tna technical adequacy and safety
i:;lica ions of initis) desig-s, and design changes initiated
prior to April 19, 1375, ware properly reviewaed =nd epproved in
the p*ocess of preparirg end e——ezdirg the Sefety Analysis PReport;

tkherefore, there ere -o recainiaz concerns regarding Change
Yodifications init {ated withk!n ¢bis tice period.

.
(8]

for the tize Jerisd Sxc= 4na A3+s ~f esmmercial overation
QSegtezber 2, 12152, 40 the pressnt: the Met-Ed CQA plen, and
irplementing procedures have teea in effect to control all design
changes; eny design chenges iritisted during this period have

beeax subjected to the controls of that plan end its implementing
procedures (inecluding those ini<ieted by contractors and sub-
contrectors); therefore, it is the Licensee's vosition thet there
sheuld be no remaining concerms ragarding the Change Modifications
initieted within ti's tite veric:.

¢. for the ti.e period yet to be ziiressel (i.e. frcm the date of
issuance o2 the O*e*-*.:g;gige:se (ﬁ:r‘l 19, 1075) to the da‘e of
Cc::ercia. Opera+ica (Sectembar 2, 1375):

.+ the Design Control procedures waich were ir effect under part
a. ebove were continued for 2ll design chenges initiated by the
NSSS verdor and Architect ITnginaser, and further reviewed by
Vet-Zi managemen* through uss of its contrected Start-up and

Test Group; there®ore, 4hers are =0 remaininz concerns regarding
thess tyves of crhemze =gciificaticorns initiated within this tice

period, but

2. for those design chernges initiated in this time veriod by grouvs
other than the SSS vendcr e=d Architect Frzineer, there still

exists some daz-es of comcer= in that we ere still in the process

of Zurther reviewirz <he s<ztus of en all inclusive tabular listirg

of these types of change =cdifications, to easure that none of then
héve been coxpleted wiunc- roper design control and safely reviews.
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Saving identified, therefore, whnet w2 considar to be ‘he types of Cheange
vaizficetions which require long “er= corrective scticns, additional efforts
will te takexn in tnis regerd es follicws: ~

-
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2. Dby april 30, 1975, ‘490

=

1. & review of the tabulaer liz-ing referenced in 2.c. (2) avove will
be so=:zleted erd will serve <o idextify erny design review end/or
safety eveluation prcdlex=s <hat ca2y exist for the change
rodifications iz q;et’iéu, end
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problens in the Change Mzdifiszsicas initiatad after the date of
Commercial Operatioa. the sudbject above referenced review will de
extended to encompass all Chamze Modifications initiated from the
date of Commercial Operation (September 2, 1974) to the present, and

». any design review or safety evaluation problems identified by the
subject review will be correctzi Tty June 9, 1975.

3. Comdliance

ozpliiance will be achieved by Juze 9, 1375. [@@@R @@ﬂ@UNA[L

L. Additional Item of Information

In response to a verbally expressed Co==ission concern regarding the GCeneral
0ffice Review Board (GOR3) review of audits, please be advised that in addition
to =z2 post quarterly audit pregran rezsrt actions described in our response

to I.R. 75-01, additional actions will te taken as follows:

1. the Manager OQA will send the G023 Audit Subcommittee Chairman a projected
6 month schedule of audits,

2. +the GORB Audit Subcommittee will Zstermine which audits they will want to
Q review, and will so inform the Mzzager OQA,

3. following actual completion of the audits that the GORB Audit Subcommittice
desires to review, the Manager 03A will send the subcommittee chairman the
audit findings when available,

. the GORB Audit Subcommittee will rzview the subject audits, document their
review, and report to the GOR3 con both the projected 6 month schedules and
results of their audit finding reviews. The GORB will then make whatever
additional recommendetions they ==y deem appropriate to the President of
Metropolitan Edison Company.
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