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Introduction

Curing presentaticn by TMIA of its affirmative case on its
Contention 5, the Licensing Board requested that evidence be
presented on Licensee's system for identifving maintenance
items which were important from a nuclear safety standpoint ané
on LiLensee's system for dc:umenting that these items were
performed. Specifically, the Board stated:

«+.+[Wle believe that Mr. Shovlin's testimony and the
summary, [TMIA proposed] Exhibit No. 1, are sufficient to
motivate the Board to inquire further into whether prior
tc November 1979 the Licensee had in place 2 reliable
method of identifying nuclear safety work reguests which
requireé maintenance, and whether the Licensee had in
place 2 reliable system of records which would identify
and assure that the work was either done or made
unnecessary for scme other reason. Tr. 3352.

And we wish to have evidence produced in this record
which would address the issue of whether or not there was
in place a reliatle methed for identifying safety related
work reqguirements, and was there in place a reliable
method of maintaining records which demonstrated that the
wcrk was icdentified ané performed? Thet is what we want.
Tr. 3355-56.

[W]e are not talking about individual work requests.
[t may very well be that individual work requests we will
test. We are talking basically about CA/QC, operational
CA/CC, was there a method in place to identify nuclear
safety related work which needed to te done, and was there
a methed of recordkeeping in place which assured that that
work would be duly reported and completed? Tr. 3258,

It was agreed by the parties and the Board that the system
in place during 1978 would be an appropriate sample period.
Tr. 3835-36.

Backgrcund

Understanding the maintenance management systems and
Fractices in 1978 requires some backgrouné on the Company
efforts in these areas over a several year period.

The ocbjectives of maintenance of TMI-1l are numerous and
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extensively interrelated. They include, alonrg with nuclear
safety, employee safety, reliakility of operatiocn and
protection of the company's investment. All cf these are very
cempelling considerations ané the menagement of the company
prior to and in the 1978 time frame reflected the importance of
these considerations in the interest and attention directed by
management toward the material condition ¢f the gplant,
Illustrious of tnis attitude are the following:

(1) Unit 1 management focused specifically on
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pecrform routine maintenance on systems and
equipment grior tc the time the sytems or
eguirment were turned over tc the plant
staff upon completion of construction and
initial testing.

(2) Shertiy after TM1-1 was placeé in
commercial service, & board consisting of
senior techniczl management personnel from
the GPU system was convened by the
President of GPU to review the readiness of
the plant staff and the status of the plant
to ensure steps were being taken to
complete any outstanding items necessary to
achieve a high degree of confidence in the
safety and reliability of the facility

during its operational phase. There was
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extensive discussion during that review of
the inaintenance staffing, orcanization,
status of procedures and backlog of
maintenance work.

In 1975 the plant staff develogped a
computer sorting program for tabulating the
backlog of work requests. This program
enabled the work requests to be listed in a
variety of ways including numerically, by
priority, by cognizant department and Ly
plant conditions (ocutage or operating)
needed to conduct the work. This printout
was useful to senior plant management and
corporate management for maintaining an
awareness of the btacklog of maintenance
work and the number and nature of high
priority jebs. This was an entirely manual
system. The maintenance clerks keypunched
data cards using information from the
Maintenance Log. The cards were fed into
the printer/sorter when management desired
a printout. The printout was not used by
Maintenance, since more detailed informa-
tion was available from the Maintenance
Log. The system was discontinued in 1977
when it was decided by the management

rersonnel who were using the gprintouts that



(4)

(S)

the statistics of backlog information were
sufficient without tne necessity for the
details of each work request and because of
the manpower necessary to duplicate the
Maincenance Log onto a printout.

In 1975, the Company initiated a systemwide
effort to develor common formalized
Freventive maintenance, corrective
maintenance and maintsnance scheduling
systems based upon work with a management
consulting firm during 1973 and 1974. The
Generation Maintenance System (GMS) which
resulted from that effort was fully
‘mplemented at TMI as an automated system
in December 1978. This system is more
fully described in Licensee's Testimony on
Maintenance at TMI-1,

In 1975, GPU initiated a Nuclear Management
Review Committee composed of the presidents
of GPUSC, Met Ed and JCP&L and the
generation vice presidents of all four GPU
subsidiaries. This Committee met once per
year at each operating unit and reviewed
plant status and staff concerns using a
standard agenda. The status of maintenance

was one of the zgenda items.



The systeme in place in 1978 for control of maintenance
and 1dentification of the status of maintenance work need to be
understcod not only in the context of the efforts to improve
those systems as previcusly described, but zlsoc in the context
of the plant's Technical Specifications. The Technical
Specifications set forth the minimum operability requirements
for systems and ecuipment for operation of the unit. As such,
they provide a reference for the ecquipment status which
rerresents the minimum acceptable level of the state of
maintenance of plant equirment from a safety viewpoint. To
ensure the status of the plant was known relative to those
minimum reqQuirements, the Cperations Department maintained
documented status of grlant equirment that was necessary for
safe operations which was out of service or otherwise not
operable as defined by the Technical Specificaticns. This
provided an important and rigorous review of plant status which
contributed greatly to the assurance that important maintenance
work was being identified and completed in a timely manner.

In additicn, the plant staff regularly pre-planned work to
te ccnsidered for accomplishment during an unscheduled
shutdown., This work plan was referred to as the "No Name
Cutage" schedule which weould subsequently become known by the
particular problem which caused an unscheduled shutdown. Upon
recovery of the plant from a particular cutage, planning would
immediately cZ~ogin for the next "No Name Outage." A major
advantage of this management tocl was that it provided for

routine review by rlant management cf work that was being



pestponed until the plant was shut down ané the appropriateness
of such deferral was thus alsc subject to routine review.

Other circumstances that alsc relate to the Bcard's
guesticns in this area are the extent to which cther autcomated
systems that are important to an effective maintenance program
were under development. In 1974 the Nuclear Plant Reliakility
Cata System (NPRLC) was established under the sponsorship of the
American National Standards Institute (ANSI), tec provide long
range reliability data on safety related egquipment. This was
established as regquested by tne NRC. GCPU became a rparticipant
in the NFRD system in 1975. The Generation Divisions of the
GFU companies develcped in 1972 anéd 1974 an automated spare
parts inventory centrol system for the power plants. In other
testimeny, the GPU-wide effort to design and implement an
autcmated Construction, Cperaticns and Maintenance Expenditure
Control (CCMEC) System was descrited. All of these systems
contained numercus interfaces with the GMS and consequently
their designs had tc be compatible. All of the activities also
reflect the extensive efforts being undertaken to provide the
generation personnel with modern infcrmation processing and
management ccontrol systems for use in the control of all
generation activities, including maintenance, ané¢ especially as
the systems are applicable to activities at TMI.

Maintenance System 1978

In the year 1978, the TMI Maintenance Cepartment was
governed by procedures not altogether different than the ones

currently in effect. The key procedures were:



AP 1021, Rev., 1 Plant Modifications

GP 1003, Rev. 4

Control cf Design Change/Mcédifications

AF 1027, Rev. 4 Preventative Maintenance

AF 1026, Rev. 5 Ccrrective Maintenance & Machinery
History

~

Cperational CQuality Assurance Plan

CCA Plan, Rev. 7
GP 1008, Rev. 1 - Quality Assurance Systems List f

At the end of 1978, the work reguest portion of AP 1026
was replaced by MP 14C7-1. This was necessitated by the 4
changeover to the Generation Maintenance System (GMS) and the
cemputer ferm joo tickets.

The Maintenance Department organizaticen in place duriné
1976 was as shown by Attachment 1. There was a Supervisor cf
Maintenance for each unit but a ccmmon work force tc support
both units. Cedicated planners were not assigned at that time.
Planning was principally accomplisheé by the Maintenance
Supervisor. In additicn, theres was a Maintenance Engineer, the
forerunner of the current Supervisor of Management Controls.
His duties were primarily outage gplanning and processing of
wWOrKk regquests.

The Quality Control organization in 1978 was as shown by
Attachment 2. The Supervisor of Quality Control regorted to
the Manager of Cperations Quality Assurance who was located‘at

Met EE Generation Offices in Reading.

Work Reguest System

A rerresentative work request form then in effect (per AP

1026) was TMI-93 2-78 (Attachment 3). Work reguests could be
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written by any plant persconnel. The person reguesting the work
filled out Items 1 though 4 and his judgment of the priority.
He then forwarded the work reguest to his supervisor for
concurrence and approval. After the supervisor signed the work
regquest it was sent to the Supervisor of Maintenance. The
Supervisor of Maintenance or the Mair*enance Engineer then
answered/filled in items 6 through 13 on the work regquest.
These items were:

6. Cces the work represent a change or medification to
an existing system or component? If yes, an approved
change modification is required per AF 1021. (Yes)
(No)

- If Yes a Change/Modification Reguest was filled out
and submitted bty the Supervisor of Maintenance to
Generaticn Engineering Reading through the plant
engineering staff.

7a. PLoes the work reguire an RWP? (Yes) (No)

- This was determined based on the locaticn of the
component. All work in the Auxiliary, Fuel Handling
and Containment Buildings were in RWP areas.
(Additicnal areas were as defined by Rad Con).

7¢. 1Is an approved procedure required to minimize
personnel exposure? (Yes) (No)

- This was determined based cn the work tc be
performed on the system/compcnent, e.g., does the

system need to be opened, etc.
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Is the weik oin a CC component as defined in CP 10087
(Yes) (No)

- This was determined by checking GP 1008 to see if
the component listed on the job ticket was listed as
a QC component.

If 8a is yes does the work have an effect on Nuclear
Safety? 1If 8b is yes, PCRC reviewed Surerintendent
arproved procedure must be used. (Yes) (No)

- This gquestion wes answered only if 8a was Yes.
Coes the WORK have an effect on Nuclear Safety? is
the guestion. This was a judgment decisicn based on
the malfunction described ané the work to be
performed. It was made by the Supervisor of
Maintenance or the Maintenance Engineer. 1If there
were any conflicts or cguesticns, the Superintendent
of Maintenance resolved them. If the answer was Yes,
then a PCRC approved Superintendent procedure was
required to be used. If the answer was NC then step
9 was followed.

Agreement that & PCRC reviewed, Superintendent usp-
proved procedure is not required fecr this work ke~
cause it has no effect on nuclear safety. (Applies
oenly if 8a was Yes and 8b was No).

- If Ba was Yes (CC Compcnent) and 8b was No (cdces
not affect nuclear safety), the Unit Superintendent

was required tc agree by affixing his signature.
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11.

Is the 3vs*tem on the Environmentzl Impact list in AP
1076 (Yes) [No)

- This was determircd by lcoking at AP 1026 which
listed those systems which could have environmental
impa.c.

If 102 is Yes, is an zpproved procecdure required to
limit env.ronmental iffpact. (Yes) (No)

- This question was answered in coenjunction with
queztri-rn l0c by the Superviscr of Cperations.
Agreement that 1Ub is No. (Required cnly if 1Ca is
Yes).

- The Supervisor of ‘Cperations answered both 1Cb and
1Cc tascd on his knowledge of the plant and the
Jetails of any attached procedure. If he answered
10b - Yes, an approvecd procedure was reqguired. 1If he
answered 10b - No, then his signature was required.
Plant status or prerequisite conditions required for
work.,

- The status was based upor the priority code letter
ass.ineé where "A" any plant conditicn, "B" meant
redygced power, “C" meant shutdown, and "D" meant cold
shutdown, and tre determin2tion by the Maintenance
Engineer or the Superviser of Maintenance as to
reguizite plaiit conditicns, e.g., coculd the system e

isolatad while the plant wag operating.

Under tne work requeest priority system shown telow, the
definitions and hence th? appiri-ation of the priorities were

much more geperal than upder the curr:snt system.
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Priority 1 - Urgent; it may be necessary to call in
personnel or work overtime.

Priority 2 =~ Routine; accomplish during normal
working day.
Priority 3 - Low Priority; accomplish as time and

rersonnel are available.

As c2n be seen from the definiticns, no working time
interval was established. Also, the priority was not
reflective of whether = job might te of any safety concern
(nuclear or industrial). Per AF 1026 "the persen initiating
“he werk reguast shall assijn his estimate of the priocrity,
which may be changed at the discretion of the Superviscr of
Maintenance." £o the janitcr could write a pricrity 1 work
request o fix a leaky faucet because toc him it was urgent.
The procedure d4id not recuire the pricrity to bte physically
changed on the work reguest (some were, some were not) if the
Supervisor of Maintenance decided the priority was different
than recommended.

After the Maintenance Engineer and/or the Supervisor of
Maintenance completed the review cf the work request, it was
nanded to the clerical staff. The clerical staff numbered the
work request and logged it in the Maintenance Log. The
Maintenance Log contzined the follcocwing information: date job
ticket processed, number assigned, description, account number,
derartment assigned to, priority, change moditfication (Yes)
(No!, RWP Procedure (Y=2s) (No), QC (Yes) (Nc), approved
procedure reguired (Yes, (No), status, closeé da%e, NPRD (Yes)

(No), C/M number. In September 1978 an additicnal column for



the Envircnmental Impact guestion was added. This log was a
document that was maintained sclely as an aid feor the
Supervisor of Maintenance by the Maintenance Clerk. After
legging, the work request was then forwarded to the responsible
discipline within the Maintenance lepartment for action.

The responsible discipline group would do all the staff
work on the work request, i.e., obtain the required procedure,
get the parts, obtain QC approval. The lead foreman weculd
approve the work request for work. The discipline per se did
not keep a summary of the status of maintenance work.

Important maintenance was discussed at the Plan of the Day
(P.C.D.) meetings. All daily and forthcoming plant evelutions
and major ané impertant maintenance items were discussed.

Since the Cperations Pepartment submitted prcbably ninety
percent of all work regquests and alsc was responsible for being
aware of the operability of systems and equipment, the
prccedure of utilizing the P.O.C. to distinguish priority work
was effective in identifying items important tc plant
ogerations.

In addition to the maintenance items that were identified
at the P.C.D., each lead foreman would g¢ through his file of
active (not completed) work requests andéd select additicnal work
requests to be completed by his discipline. His selection was
temperec by plant condition, knowledge of any system, systems
or parts of systems that were shut down or could be shut down

and those items that were a continuing source c¢f groblems.



Cn the average, somewhere between 30 and 80 work reguests
were generated in a week. Because no autcomated system was
available pricr to 1978, a centralized werk status summary on
all work reguests was not maintained. This means that 2 work
status report that covered all work regquests was not available
and, from a practical stanépoint, could not readily be
develored. However, in general, the status (e.g., whether the
physical work was ccmpleted out the paper work nct yet closed
ocut, whether engineering was still reguired, whether work was

&waiting parts) of any particular werk reguest coul
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determined frem the individual maintenance discipline recorés.

P.O.D. Meetings

Work requests were scheduled and completed in a timely
manner consistent with safety, plant conditions and other
considerations by the Supervisor of Operations and the Superin-
tendent of Maintenance as discussed at the P.0O.C. meetings.

The P.C.C. meetings were held on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday
of each week at 9:00 a.m. The attendees generally consisted of
the Unit Superintendent, Supervisor of Cperations, Shift
Supervisor, Superintendent of Technical Support, Superviscr of
Maintenance or Superintendent of Maintenance, a2nd a representa-
tive from CC.

The agenda for the P.C.C. meetings was the P.C.D. form.
The P.C.C. form was a computerized form which was updated gricr
tec each meeting. 1t contained: ¢rlant conditions; opera-

tions/tests planned (which includes items c¢f major concern for



Cperaticns, Maintenance, Engineering, QC, Stcres); and primary
and secondary chemistry results and technical specifications
items (surveillances for past, current, and future weeks). The
F.C.C. meeting generally lasted approximately 45 minutes,
during which the P.C.C. form was run through item for item.

The cognizant degpartment repcrted on progress, difficulties,
etc., and entertained gquestions from other groups. At the
conclusion of the meeting, the Supervisor cf Cperaticns listed
additiconal maintenance items that were of immediate concern to
him. These were job tickets that may have been priorities 1, 2
or 3.

Cutage items, both planned (i.e., scheduled) and unplanned
(1.e., forced), were handled within each discipline. The work
recuests were icdentified with a "D" after the priority to
indicate it was an cutage item. These work reguests were
segregated from the other work requests. They were again
separated into planned and unplanned cutage categories. Within
each discipline an outage cocrdinator was assigneé. He did the
ordering of parts and planning of the outage jobs. The
Maintenance Engineer was the overall ocutage scheduler for Unit
1.

Preventive Maintenance was performed in accordance with AP
1027. There was not a separate PM group as there is now so
PM's were handled within each discipline.

Examples of work requests written during 1978 that were
handled in a timely and proper manner per maintenance proce-

dures are:
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(1) work Regqu:st 23610 (EG-Y-1B), Attachment 4, is an
example of a priority 1, nuclear safety related work request.
This work regquest was written by an electrical foreman on April
27, 1978, who also signed in lieu of his Supervisor. The job
was classed as "Urgent." The second emergency diesel was fully
operable so a redundant ccmponent was available. The reactor
was shut down for refueling; and one of the Limits and
Precautions wes that the reactor should not be brought critical
until both diesels were operable. The werk reguest was
received, approved, commenced, and completed on April 28, 1978.
QC subseqguently reviewed the work request with final closeocut
by the Supervisor of Maintenance on May 3, 1978.

(2) work Reguest 23647 (WCL-F-2A), Attachment 5, is an
example of & priority 1, non-nuclear safety rslated, possible
environmental impact work request. This work regquest was
written by a shift foreman on March 30, 1978 who also sicned in
lieu of his Supervisor. The work requested was reviewed and
approveéd by Maintenance on April 30, 1978. Work was commenced
on May 1, 1976 and completed and tested on May 2, 1978. (C
reviewed the completed work regquest on May 5, 1978 with final
closecut by the Supervisor of Maintenance on May §, 1978,

(3) Work Request 25771, Attachment 6, (Cistillate Lines)
is an example cf a priority 2, nuclear safety related, possible
environmental impact work request. The work request was
written by a shift supervisor and approved by him on Cctober

25, 1978, The work request was reviewed and approved for work
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on Cctcber 27, 1978. Appreval to commence work was granted on
Cctober 28, 1978. The work was completed and tested on
November 2, 1978. This was a routine (non-urgent) work request
that was of interest to the Supervisor of Cperations.

(4) Wwork Request 24958, Attachment 7, (FS-PI~153) is an
example of a pgriority 3, non-nuclear safety relatecd work
request. The work request was written and approved by a shift
supervisor on August 17, 1978. The work request was reviewed
and approved for work on August 21, 19786. The instrument shop
began working the job on ARugust 27, 1978. The work was
compieteé and tested on September 4, 1978, reviewed by gC on
Septemter 20, 1978 and clored out on September 22, 1978,

(5) Work Request 24576, Attachment 8, (RR-V-12A) is an
example of a pricrity 2, nuclear safety related work request.
This was a routine work request written andé approved by
mechanical engineering on July 14, 1978. The work request was
sent to the mechanical discipline for work and was approved by
the shift foreman to commence work on Septerber 5, 1978. Work
was completed ané aligned for testing on September 5, 1978. (C
had noted priocr to testing that the proper CC review prior to
work and the Supervisor of Maintenance approval to commence
work was not filled in. This was a violaticn of procedure. (QC
wrote NCR #78-173 on Septembter 8, 1978. The NCR prevented
further testing until resolved. Maintenance acknowledged the
NCR on September 12, 1978, and generated a satisfactcry reply

to NCR #78-173. 1The NCR was clcsed out on September 21, 1978.



Subseguently the component was satisfactorily tested and
returned to use on September 25, 1978. It was reviewed by CC
on Septemker 27, 1978, and closed cut on Cctcber 10, 1978.

The above 1978 work requests are a representative sample
of properly handled work reguests. They also reveal how CC
checks and talances worked to insure that maintenance work was
preperly perfecrmed and documented.

Statistics that suppcrt the fact that the maintenance
system in place in fact worked are as follows: In 1978, 3,939
work requests were written, of which 3,805 have been completed
tc date. Cf the 3,929 written, 515 were nuclear safety
related. Cf the 515, 417 were completed in 1978, 51 were
completed in 1979, 29 were completed in 1980, and 1 has been
cempleted so far this year. Seventeen nuclear safety related
werk requests have not been completed. The reason for non-
completion of the nuclear safety related work reguests are:

€ - Enginreering Change Modification Hold

4 - FPlanning®*

3 - On Held for Parts

Scheduled to ke Performed

~
I

* The jobs in planning are cne priority 2 work
request, ané three priority 3 work reguests.
The Maintenance Cepartment monitored the status of important
nuclear safety related work requests prior to their cempletion
(and continues to do so for those that remain outstanding) in

order to assure itself that they were completed in a timely
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fashion. Finally, the total number of work reguests
cutstanding as of Cecember 31, 1978 was 1,313.
GA's Recle

To insure that Maintenance preoperly performed its work,
followed approved procedures ané deccumented results, the
Quality Assurance group, headguartered in Reading but with =z
full-time staff on site, rerformed inspecticns, audits,
survelillances and reviews of Maintenance department rrocedures,
work requests and field work. The on-site porticn of that
group was Quality Contrel. The governring document was the
Crerational Quality Assurance (C/CA) plan, revisicon 7. The two
groups most relevant to the. issues being discussed functioned
as follows:

Quality Assurance Auditing Grougp - this corporate level
group performed & program review of corrective and preventive
maintenance 2at least once rer year to insure that maintenance
was conforming to the guidelines in the C/QA plan and
Maintenance Department procedures. Audit reports were
submitted to the Unit Superintendent, the Station Manager and
the Manager Generation Cperations. Copies were alsc dis-
tributed to corporate managers including the Vice President
Generation. Items indicated as deficient were to be corrected
within a specified time frame. The audit group also audited
the Quality Control group to insure that they were -erforming
their intended functions.

Quality Control Group - This group was respensible fcr the

continuing and ongoing review of all documents governing (C
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component corrective and preventive mainterance. This groug
reviewed each work request that invclved a QC ccmpenent both
pricr to and at the completion of work. In additicn, this
group was required to surveil (or monitor) in the field the
cerformance of each generic maintenance procedure within a two
year time frame. The work requests and procedures to be
surveilled were identified by a stamp stating, "QC Witness
Points Indicated, Notify CC at least fcour hours prior to
commencing work". If for scme reason CC was unable t¢ witness
the job, the witness points could be waived Lty CC.
Additionally, QC might stamp a job ticket and & procedure with
"CC Held Points Indicated." This stamp was used to identify
jobs that QC felt they must monitor to insure conformance.
These witness/holdé points could be waived; however, the reason
for the waiver cf the holé/witness pcints was required to ke
documented and approved by the CC Supervisor.

After the corrective maintenance had been ccmpleted in the
fielé, the maintenance foreman signed and “ated the work
reguest. The COperations Cepartment then aligned the component
for testing ancé signed the work regquest. The testing was then
performed and the component was realigned and released for
normal use and arproved by the shift foreman cn the work
request form. (In instances when testing could not be
performed due to plant conditions, after the maintenance
foreman completed his work, the job ticket was heléd by the
Cperaticns Department for test scheduling.) After the shift

foreman returned the ccmponent to normal, the jecb ticket was
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returned tc the maintenance office, reviewed by the Superviscr
of Maintenance or Maintenance engineer and sent to QC for
review. There were no procedures or guidelines governing the
time frame in which the QC rev;ew shouléd take place after this
work was performed. The guidelines stated that an adequate
review shall be performed. CC‘reviewed the paperwork to
insure, for example, that documents were properly filled ocut,
acceptance criteria were met, CC tags attached (if required),
and test data attached (if required). Some job tickets were
not reviewed by CC for months after a job was completed in the
field simply because the tes:iang had not been completed on the
job, or the job had teen held cpen for observation.

During 1978, an audit was conducted of Maintenance by the
CA Auditing Group. The result; of that audit were documented
in GCM letter 3546 of August 14, 1978. (A%tachment 9). The
auditors concluded that with the exception of the ten discrep-
ancies noted, station maintenance and modifications were being
performed in accordance with the reguirements of the applicable
prccedures. These discrepancies subsequently were satis-
factorily closed cut by Maintenance and CA.

The Quality Control group conducted 101 surveillances of
werk requests/procedures in 1978. These surveillances were
direct coktservations of the actual work at the jebk site. Cnly 7
Non-Conformance Reports (NCR's) resulted from these surveillan-
ces. Additionally, by their administrative review of work
requests and procedures and the receipt inspecticn of QC

material, 66 cther NCRs were written against Maintenance. All
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of the NCR's applicaktle te TMI Unit 1 Maintenance have been
resolved.

Conclusicns

In conclusicen, in 1978, Licensee had in place 2 reliabtle
methed of identifying and maintaining ecuipment important to
plant operations. Audit, surveillance and NCR results
indicated few problems with the conduct of maintenance. The
ené cf the year brought the transition to the new CGMS system, a

better method of tracking work requests and their status.
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Attachment
WORX REQUEST APPROVAL
TMI1 Nulcear Station
Unit Na. Viork Request Mo.
.0 JAccon NPRD Form Reg'd Prigrity
132015 1 thesush 5 compleiad by orininaior
1.  Sysim:
2 Comnore=at (hams & numbesr)
3. Deseriss malfunction and causa of malfunction (if known) or madification desired,
4.  QOriqinator: Dat2/Time:
§.  Originatar’s Suparvisor’s Signature
6. Doeswork reprecent 3 thange or modification to an existing sysiem ef companent?
If yes, an 2pproved chanys modification is required per AP 1021.

C/M™ No. Yes No
7a. Doazs werk requira an RWP Yes No
75, liznzzzrsvad procadure requirzd to minimize perscnnel exposure. Yes o
83 Iswzork =7 2 CF component as defined in GP 1003, Yes No
$u. 1 3213 y25 dcaswork have an effect on Nuclaar Safety? 1f 8h is yes,

POAC ravizwed Superintendent approved procadure must Le used. Yes Mo
§.  Agreement that a PORC reviewed, Superintandent approved procedure

is nat raquired for this work becaus2 it has no effect on nuc l2ar safety.

(Applies only ¥ 8a is Yes and 8b is Nao).

Unit Superintendent Date
10a. Is the system on the Environmental Impact list in AP 1028 Yes No
105. 1f 10a is Yes, is an approved procedure required to limit envircnmenta

impact. Yes No
10c.  Agreement that 10b is No. (Required only if 10ais Yes).
Unit Superintandent/Supervisor of Cperations Deate
11.  Plant status or prerequisite conditions required for waerk.

TMI 33 278



" sS4
1 Lumi® snd Precauhans
g} FRIsUnne
o et
¢} Enninoman
Gl Teacicar
13 Post Mamzanance Testing required and Asczptanca Critaris
14 Corinajed manhours o pesform job: E Ic A U
15,  Maarzeange Foreman Asignad.
is. o0 8o wooag, P ragarad o iem Mo £
QC Sugarisar Car
17 Sup2rwsae af Maintznance approval 10 caommene? woi k. Bat2
13 Shitt Fureman’s approval to commance werk Date
‘,.....__._1
LR
Initial if Skaty
Foreman Tagang Applcatien o Ragiaton Viore Perrnit o k
sighatyia s Azl reguired
12 Commans 5 work perfermed:
Retest met zcceptance criteria Yes l No
SR
YVark Parformad by date/time Work Revizwed - Maintenance Foreman's Sionatyre
' Oate
20,  Work complet2: and component alignad for testing.

2!

~S
~J

i

Initial of S.F. signature is not required.

Testing compieted and component ref2azad for narmal use

]

'

Imnal o SF signature 1s not regured

Qualtity Coune ! Departiment review of work and testing compiatad

s
§ (QC

Shitt Fareman’s Synaiu: = Cate
Cate

it Foreman's Signature

i

-

Wwifs g0

Ceat s ttane s bl ot o

QUC Cepartment

Duate

Supervicar ol Mantenance Work rouest and procedure are complete and signed off 25 required. Chanja/maditicaticn
form has beer naned aff as required  Machinery history eatry has been made, it required.

Acty " nkimges iy pert e (Gl

Npervisar of Mantenance Signature

Care



ATTACHMENT NO. 1

Unit No

W
w.0./Accou

WORK REQUEST APPRQOVA
Nuclear Station

Taa
el

NPRO Form Reg's

|
TEpAx /: LS Me

nt No.

Items 1 through 5 compietes by oricinator

1028
Revision

Attachm

072211 /‘L," ..’L

Prigrity

L

7

-

Ve

Wark Reguest No. Q.;T.__..;

He
~—

-

-~ .
1, System: M eloén » » 7—p e,
2. Component (name & number) C'Q’\f - B
3 Oescribe malfunction and cause of malfunction (if known) or modification desired.
L » |\ N { |
| I P, — { \
G:QU. Om ?E %‘ﬂu Wy lV\NET f‘r:g_"_j\v{ -“\~§C "SDQL'&CA{

STty | Lvatamre

Frosim LSS AT Emt s wnfew
' ; . ' [ (3 T -1 ”fxeu.ru S
= @t = T Srano 2y s ;
/
4 Qriainator &JJQ G~ Qate/Time ‘-'/;7 / 78 05:”
5 Originator's S.:ew sar’'s Signature RS- ;ﬁ R N ‘1‘\!-
6.  Does wark regresent a change or moditication 19 3n exist ng system or component?
It yes, an approved change modification is required per AP 1021 \/
~ . A
CM No Yes No
7a. Does work require an RWP Yes No__*
7b. Isan approved procedure required to minimize personnel expasure. Yes No /
8. Iswork ona QC component as defired in GP 1008. Yes v No =
a2
8b. 1f Ba is yes does work have an affect on Nuclear Safety? If 8b is yes, \/ A
PORC reviewed Superintendent approved must he used Yes No -
e WL
8. Agreement that a PORC reviewed, Superintencent anproves aracedure is At required for this work Lecause it -~
has no effect an nuclear safety. (Appiies aniy if 8a 1sYee anc 85 is Noa) i
T
"
Unit Superintendent Jate > e
10a. s the system on the Enviranmental Imgact List in AP 1028 Yes No 7 i
L
‘1 =
10b. 1f 10a is Yes, i an approved pracedure required 10 limit environmental imoac: Yes No
10c.  Agreement that 10b is No. (Required only if 10a s Yes)
Jperations Jate

i

unit Syperintendent; Superyvisor af

Plant status or prerequisite co nCnlrons required for work
31.0
-

lﬂ v . i '

TMI-58 Rev B

7?



Attachment ! T TE
- Rewvision 0
12, Limits and Precautions: ~ . T~ ' 01722m7
a) Personnel Jg!."‘"P'“/ - ‘LH 'al 60§ i
h) Equipment mq £l g A;‘&V ﬂ’\ A asasnd R S :_ . ‘.:‘,"‘.".'ﬂr'

¢} Environment

. . : o ¢ ~
p—r k- o . - . . . e & . \ &4
KA Rer S0 waT ol TR ClLeAX Wi leeX T
{

d) \‘ }
Q) Nuciear
Al Sl .5-?,5\;-' .’L«l's'i% LW T QM ALl .

17 teisncn Tattina s ~ \3 oe ~
13, Pest Maintenance Testing requireg and Acceptance Criteria. Geu C?m-m PoReed Alaes 1§ e

whte Bl i et e §

14, Estimated manhours to perform job: € (o IC M U fxee.
-
15, Maintenance Foreman Assigned IR \%h—""“"“*
16. QC Dept. rav ew, f reguired in item No. F:
QC Supervisor Topeya sl el Date ‘
17, Supervisor of Maintenance approval to commence work: )22‘,:/._(“;4—17\*-5«__ Date 7, /2 > /2~
8. Shift Foreman's aporoval to cammence work 4227 /)M/ Qate - 22/28 .

»

— ——
i

initial of Shift /j;}-raf' ]J/A’

= = -
Foreman a3ging Apdication No - :/r-on Work Permir Mo

signature is not required

13.  Comments on work pertarmed

N . o :
Qps. epT whie  Lusning 18 Diad Goo dowsd
Cam (oo, PASS  Tre woe RPm ~mT. @@ Whed This
| Tie hmiT S Ho THe 900 APm oy IS _Peld ug

TS Lotk MEE TGy ACE  Setkime A% A00ERM , St af i
W . ) ce -. o -'~ ' IR " a" ’.:
MAL~Y (T = ! SRmME .3\'... THI aigaet ;.’q_ Gas RPm ‘_.,\&s
Retest met acceprance criteria Yas W No [ | Wwent Ry "\"—&" Blecked Han
A ‘ ~e L, N\aw :c.
MNork Pertarmed by dare/time Work Reviewed - Maintenance Foraman’s Signature

% Sl ot CfBmid
A OU":/A sl /i
20. Work completed and component aligned for tetting. 4
! |
- TP | ~
initial if S.F. signature 1s not required. _//{ /%Q L//Z 7//r

T Shitt By [
Sttt Foreman wate

21, Testing completad 2nd component released for narmal use. !
<704

———
{
‘

e,

inal f S.F. signature is not raquired

. 3 R ~ Sttt Foreman s Pignature Cate
22, Quahity Control Department review of work and testing completed (QC work ont:
o Surweilance Report No 3C Departman: Date
<3 Sugervisor of Maintenance Wark request and procedure are comolete and signed o*f as required. Change/'modification
form has ceen signed off as required. Machinery history enyfaas geen mads,_If required 7
/ -y 3 " n’,
! ,C."C/"- .;.-.‘ t {,:I'g:;_ - ‘j = ‘;—7*
Actyd Manngurs o perform o0 / Supervisar ol \Maintenance Sanaryre Date

22N



Unit No.

o 3
et mm—m - ammEm -
WORK REQUEST PRCCECURE
—afr A i Q. -
il wyciear statgn
NMainterarce Pracen jre :Ar-v. $ 2 S -
vigiftignarce - ee- - L ® | al anc ~ogrova
3 - - -
joe N ¢ 5"‘.)
Pae o ~ .
1 .
S b LY 0 S0 %

This form outlines the format ang acts as 3 o

af the form, acdition

over sheet for a maintenance procedure. Due to the limited si ze

al pages may De attaches as required. Work Sequest procecure AP 1016 Section 6 should

De used as a guice in preparing tne maintanance procadure.

oS &

1.  Procecure Title & \s.
TRowBlE reeT 113 Vet Geo. C asm=r
z. Purpase 3
e q\‘@‘. ?&‘Psﬁ\— :Q‘th:.~ '~ ‘\'Q_\,\_.‘,u &f-'ro"‘:l\gc_ i R %:"""
G Caswn'T
3. Descripticn of sysiem ar compgnent 13 ce worked an.
€6 Y- 1B
4, References:
S0 A Pes
- . ~
w2 Coer wra=ast 0 0 lanay
5.  Special Tools, Materials ang Qualifications required.
S| %:N?‘.\'
8. Oetaiied Procedure (3ttach accitional pages as reguirad)
SRS me—ached
& ) 2
! /’ ). J €L "SR
or of Maiptenance Recommends Approval . Ny A Cate :
“2y/2r ~ P - &
*Unit 1 PORC Recommends Aporaval /-_'{:;: b Von 1o ‘/.é’ 2F2Unit 2 PORC Recommends Approval
e Chairman Date Chairman Datz
*Unit 1 Supt. Approval - / ’ *Unit 2 Supt. Approval 3
Uare Jate
Supervisor Quality Contral Date
*NOTE: These approvals require only an Nuciear Safety Related/Radiation Work Permit Jobs.
TMI 37 . Agv 3/77



&

QO Y2oceturl
G TTas ™ Wit anr ¥ Wk € A RewardAnce
. A o - ™\
N:%-?'l: AP ILOL ! et £d Jardy O N . ) s"-: NS .
(,,2 TQ:&"\LQ ShweT =y, G Ren™ T Ly e O T o L ime (O
< A / 7 ‘
onm  maAcDE oidH Sland 3y / Cxeersite sw'rA N
y
Q= ROL ?..;a'm.
- /
> epainn on Leplie  STanc By [ Crerese Swihh  ja
”~~ o — /
CON TRSL o™, % oz
-~ _— - ~
Y L . - \ 1 /
(L L A~ e S e - o Senmed ‘-4'“’\-‘-"‘"6» .
) (6.7 ) o . . o Wl [ , 0
4 .:m Swirthh (S Lepad el eft Lé*p-wﬁ.t.fl/ Bun
Goo we § Jeww g DL NG ~G STawel i’ £ S
= @ " 5\{ oy iAvelidy | (yeeciSe Swir
: [ A L /
N S—endley § Thes Sieacte . /
‘ - , _ '\/"/ - 3
anew A T 5 -~ ,af\'—nm C Xgrcise ?c’sf".‘,a'v.
. '
= \ » / f:, ! 1) - ’” -
}‘r_) B.r‘;u e~ T ;g.<‘d — e L s(ﬂ%'d \tt T
/ ~ -~ -
S0V Cpeates
Lo
S
e R
N
N/ Cvs a0 "i‘(%
| ~ ]
] \ A ' F ¥
Sivcled Aaatm 15 \igee d
WREN e LC)&.&Q.SQ < F'& b

_ -

X ’
Te? miRmes!
i P
Y - i
—Crwea \D \'T
I

~




Attachment

WCRK REQUEST APPROVAL
TMI Nuclear Station

/
Unit No / _ Worx Reques: .:J’o. 23.45_7._

W.0./Account \0,7'29,3 [ £32.% NPRD Form Reg'd o Pricrity 2
Cd /, / m/

Itens 1 throuah § comapieted by ariginatar

* - / \-.—- . " ' P /
1. System Ly - (AL B Sfsr e dod’ s AN B
e
2.  Component (name & number) /D~ - j/c
& Oescrine maitunction anc cause of maitunction (it known) or modification desired .
' ’ P / Z *
R / - )R ¥ N
ﬁe;‘/,_, ) ,—o..(:{'—’ /.//L/._/ s, L\.f At e C M\.I/-{
"
7
' ra o
4 Criginator 4///// ot e Qate/Time: 2= 72 2XF 12572
s F A e o —
5 Qriqinator’s Supervisar's Signature it .{:\ //‘1 ot ,:5’
-

8§ Does work represent 3 change or modification to an existing tystem or companent?

It yes, an approvec change modification is required per AP 1021.

C/M No. Yes No—

7a. Does work require an RWP Yes -~ No
7b.  lIsan approved procedure required 10 minimize personne! expasure. Yes L~ No
8. Iswork an a QC component as defined in GP 1008. Yas / No
8b. If Ba is yes does work have an effect on Nuclear Safery? If 8b is ves, /

PORC reviewed Superintendent approved must he used Yes No

9 Agreement that 3 PORC reviewed, Superintendent aporoved procedure s not required for this work because it
has ng effect on nuclear safety. (Appites oniy «f 83 15Yec and 8b is No)

Untt Superintengent Oate
17a. Is the system on the Environmental impact histin AP 1025 Yoae '/ No
10b. 1t 13315 Yes, is an approved procadure required to limit envirgnmental impact Yas o
10c. Agreement that 10b s No. (Required aniy «f 103 ¢ Yee)

Unit Supenintendent Supervisor 0 L shons Oate

1 Plant status or prerequisite conditions required for wni v
B Y il ,,,A‘A,J,L DI s Rl . et o Rloe.fow-ie soos  pressiorpieeeslbe, | mSiRe _ mieSaes



12, Limits and Precautions. .
a) Personnel roVPTT TITE raT P20 TISIONS

n-‘

-~ » v 1ﬁ
b) Equipment SET rofig 18 AF:0C0Z, .'u03
' i -« = I
%D £27 5b SAFEIY MANUAL
¢} Environment
gr1mpe = L ".
d) Nuciear : TR R I

13. Post Maintenance Testing required and Accegtance Criteria. 4,72 € n a8 4 / Dres nmat Leg#

14, Estimated mannours 10 perform job: E IC M /23U

15.  Maintenance Foreman Asigned:

16. QC Degt. review, if reguired in item No. 8

—~ P %! / ! A P ‘ -~
Qc SUDE.'-tS.:f/ / ‘/3;“.6;’ / z&"*{ ‘, ad Date &- ": '/}/

17.  Superwisor of Maintenance approval {0 commence werk :2::*,‘. . ‘_/1 i n il ' gﬁe U=-p- 22

' s -
18. Shift Foreman’s approval to commence work  « 4 7 < Dm s/r/28
Rt
/ S8 : 'ﬁ ’AC d
lortial of Shift - _)/ ! {
Foreman Ta3a:ng Appiication No Raciation Work Permit No

signature 1S Nat requireg

19. Comments on work gertormed: 27774 « "~ C T ¢ 4"a A L oyrdie AL Careed A - S
ﬁ?(,”;.(f.' Crag? el & LACF e . i ve @
Retest met acceptance criteria Yes | «| No
Work Performed by date/time Work Reviewed Maintenance Fareman's Signature
Q. ¥\ e f -~ -)e
C T —— ¥ 1) Y

LT DS, e, = e stf 527K

20. Work completed and component aligned for testing.

{ / E -
initiai of S.F signature 1s not required - ////% R L il Z'fg

SWitt Poreman s Signature Cate

21, Testing completed and component released for normal yse

R 1 24 / £52-72
imual f S.F signature 15 not required /

Smit Foreman 5 Signature Qare
22 Quaiity Contral Degartment review of work and resting completed (QC work oniy) |
1/5 R (< e

Sur wenilanees Report N GC Deapar rrpp: Date

23 Supervisor of Mantenance Nork rec .ue' and procedure are compiete and signed of f as required. Change/mocification
torm has been signec off as recuured Machinery “-s::r;().,;lu nas been made.t required. o
Lé T, L M B~ ; 5 NS

Actua Mannoyrs 1o per'orm 00 Superwisor ol Maintenance Signature Qate



it

1410-F1
Revision Q
12712777
REQUEST PRC -
TMI Nuclear Station

(L, TRourR -
Maintenance Procedure I'ormas and Approval

‘:vC""( REQU

» format and acts as

CONTROLLED COPY

a =9ver smear for a maintanance procedure. Due to the limited size
. & by
£ag2s may be attacned as requiren Work Peguest procecure AP 1016 Section 6 should
r203r N3 the Maintenance srocedury
3.
TS REPLACEMENT 1410-F1
¢ +hig procedure is to chanze filter elements on nuclear safety
sents and Q.C. components.
*2 Gf CCMpanent to be worked gn
ing reslaceable filters.
1dor manyal
“ials and Qualificatidns required
Tter element
required v /_
/ g § 5 / a - »  ya {
’ , S o Ader R . C*) ST
(attarh additicnai pages as requirad)
o 'Il - L P e
igervisar of Maintenance recommends approval /L A e Jate [1-5-777
e 4 s /
4 re wf P
JRC Recommends approval = Chairman ™, . C ) 4,/ Datz
b
-

cloisV JEIPY
/
/« //‘4 /Z/f'/.,u/ Dater o/ =+ o0 /=
S ]
s appravals required only on Nuclesr S;[ggy Related /Radistion work permit obs
.-/;/ 73 i /
AMNDING PROCECURE W L D

Ay
Date /A/ Y77
- -~ - —————
SUPERVISOR - Q.C.

ation Superintandent HQQ"J:’L‘

4

1.0 :



.0

6.1
6.2
6.3

Oy
.
F e

6.5
6.6
€.7
.0
7.1
7.2

1410-F1
Revision 0
12/12/77

LIMITS AND PRECAUTION

L

1. Insure filter is oroperly ‘irained and vented befor2 casing is

opened.

r ¢4 Insure filter drainage is collected if working on

W

radioa tive
systanm,

3. Comply with the requirerents of AP 1002 Rules for the Protection

of Emoloyaes Working on Electrical -and Mechanical Apparatus.

s, comply with AP 1003 Radiazion Protection Manual if &pp

§. This procedure is not to be used for Unit I Seal Injection
Filters (use 1310-F3) or Unit [ Makeup filters (use 1410-F3,
1492-1.1).

Isolate filter %0 be changed.

Vant and drain filter.

Remave housing cover, If thread:c cap, inspect threads

-t
(]
3
wy
(o4

ed

-,
-,
3
Wl

and repair as n2ecead.
Remuv2 usad element(s).
Clean housing as required.

Insert new filter elemants per vendor's r

D
0
)

——

(&9
[
'3
O
5
w
.

Replace hcusing cover.

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

Filter differentia]l pressure is satisfactcry.

ak,

Filter casing does not 1

i

2.0



Attachment

e

WORK REQUEST APPROVAL
TM! Nulcear Station

Umit No / Nork Request No
W.0/Account T 5 .- NPRD Farm Rey'd ‘ Priarity LA

Items | through S como!

o

ted Dy Qrig:nator

1, System: Y W y o i L
2. Component(name& numter) D ST p-L L oT & L) ara

i 1 Descrice maifunction ang cause of malfunction (if known) or mod fication gesired.

Flvid O/sTaitiaT- Liwes From rha i LaT
Teoe TA DPimivws bac)e To TA LOiSTatieTa ,0 “ oS -

4 Jriginatar L /Vg(,( Date/Time / o - 2 r- 77/" .
Orniginatar's Supervisor's Signature L /’/A///ﬁ

8. Does work represent a change or moditication o ar‘ 2x1sting system gr compaonent?

wn

It yes, an approved change modification is reguired per AP 1021.
C/M Nao, Yes No ~
7a.  Does work require an RWP Yes No
7b. Isan agproved procedure reguired 1o Minimize personnel exposure Yes No
8a. Iswork ona QC component as defined in GP 1008 Yes No

8b. If 8a s yes does work have an effect on Nuclear Safety? 1f8b is yes,
PURC reviewea Superintendent approved procedure must be used. Yes No

8. Agreement that a PORC reviewed, Superintendent approved procedure
is not required for this work because it has no effect on nuclear safety
(Agplies only if 83 1s Yes and 8L is Noj.

-
”
-
Unit Superintendgent Date
10a. Is the system on the Enviragnmental |mpact list in AP 1025 Yes No
10b. 1f 10a s Yes, is an approved procedure required 12 limit environmentai
impact. Yes No
10c. greement that 10b is No. (Reguired only if 10a is Yes).
Unit Superintenaent; Supervisor of Operations Oat

11 Plant status or prereguisite canditions required for work.

& D2, oAb Lu 2 B 4 o >F

T™I 83 278



/'

a; N33 v “I"“l T:-:z :PJ';:‘;JA;

ho - -

. FORTH IN AF1002, 1008 E
ifm MET ED SAFETY MANUAL

Limits sna Precautians

al Persunne
5) Equipment

¢} Environment

a) Nuclear
| Post Maintenance Testing requires and Acceptance Cnteria.  / * - = 4 syce T id =R pormiay
14, Estimated ma: Sours to perfarm job: E IC M /L U
15, Maintenance Foreman Amignec® Sh. 4T
16. QC Dept. review, if requires in item No. 8
7
1C Supervisar : L, P A
17 Supervisor of Maintenance approvai to commence work Oarg 77 . > e
18 Shift Foreman’s approval tc commence work L ¢ 3 D Dae o0 .- 23 2V
| R—. -
Initial if Shuft / :)(.(‘v"/C
Foreman Tigaing Agpicaticn N Ractiaton Work Permat No
signatyre is not required
13, Comments on work pertarmed , A
’&,LM "/"'k' C/‘ M-/&(‘& /Lva y A
- A / P
M‘,’); . "*ﬁ ~ e g } \
J oy — Ve (MY Lo
\
—— ———
Retest met acceptance criteria Yes | No |
Wark Pertormed by date nme Work Reviewed Maintenance Fareman's Signature
'l Yz Date \ '
¢ -~ l \/W\A—\,‘
20 Work compieted and compcnent aligned for testing.
| ' eI j e
Initial f S.F signature is not required t Bewl L i,
Shuty -’-e:eﬂjmsSqm'wc’ Cate
21, Testing complered and component reieased far normal use gl 4
- - -" * ~ s . 5 o
imnal f SF signature § not requs » il : 4
St Foraman § Signature sate
22 Quaity Canrent Jegartiment review 2t work and tesh ng o Ferec {QC work oniy) /
/',z," ,ngi/f-)-o n'(fCoi'??
Sut v AnEs Sep it N G Dch"'«er' Dae
21 Supervisor of Maintenance Work reguest and grocedure are complete and signed off as required. Change/madificaticn

form has Seen sinned 3H as required Machinery history 2niiy-has teen mace it required.

- — A A v 5]

Actud MInANyIY 'O e iarm oF Suoervisor 3 Maintenance Signature Jare
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6.3

o
-

6.5

on
h

6.7

6.8

6.9

7.0
b

revisicn
Aprwr s 10/25/77

i

3 - - . " - " B .
a. Insure goggles and orotoctive cloth A7 are worn i f dealing

——

with caustic chemnicals.

b. Do not excesd system aiign pressure.

r S & o LD pogne A S ale S . - . .
C. iRetave wnd Oricr 30 stay “ilig Wore on systiams Cﬂf.v.i'ir.’-.".g -
43 A - ma*srial Al s s roaptwmalaaq -
racigactive material o iy @ CONnCroi|2d grea.,

d. Shift Foreman shall raview the proposeq flushing path.
Tag Out System

Open plug or fitting to esiadlivh . flou path. Valves «.3/or
cpenings may be temporarily blanked or valve interrals may be
removed.

Attach a fitting to the Rlesogen bottle.  Set reguletor to insure
that system dasign prassura 11

¢ : " < TR E o = i ot $ TR P unealus {
in line batuesn reguiator and the system to te unpluggad,

P Yip b PR S AE Py = 3 ' "

ftwlwl sy . e ) .Y"_.'?ﬂ - - . - . tha G e
Ay S - i

r i ~ oSS E Eret S5 ey s - -

el L.y M fNCS 97.~:u -;J,:l AR -4 ] V’:S‘hla.

or

oY
3

1]

Y fi2Ceisary o use eitnar a plumbars powar or hand
isl

snake to disledoe any obstructian, A watsr or nitrogen fluzh muy

At times it may be desirable to use€ sieam *o unclog a line. 1i.o.:

Boriz Acid lines, etc.
Replace any plugs, fittings, etc., remeved in step 6.1. Ramove al)
blanks instalied. PReassemble any valves unich wera disassembled.

Remcve all tools and materials upen the comaletion of work.

PASERTA A ntrEmass
HVL_p.Lu;; Iva bl im

Line is unplugged, no lazks at any Joints and companent is Jperating

satisfactorily.
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f BEST CAPY AVY
-t
Vg
WORK REQUEST APPROVAL \:
TMI Nulcear Station
/- <
Unit No " Work Regquest No. N e
W.0./Account 2 $oa Y [0, (32 3 NPRD Form Reg'ds L/ ¢ Priority LLL A
/ / //_*
Items 1 through § completed by ariginator o, il
1. System: F"’g C 5 e
2. Component (name & number) [P =-/512
3. Describe malfunction anc cause of maltunction (if known) or madification desired.
Gk;‘. ;s s7Tvelr #7T 7/"/’," C.ony 2 3
"
B T —— —
4 __ Originator A/L/g;/": DateTime. L= 1 7~ F )/ 232 50
S _Onginator's Sugervisor's Signatyre /C/rt/‘///aé,_,._
) Does wark regresent a change or modification to an existing system or component?
It yes, an approved change modification 1s required per AP 102!
C/M™ No. Yes No “
7a. Does work reguire an RWP Yes No v
7b. s an approved procedure required t0 minimize persannel exposure. Yes No ~
Ba. Iswork ona QC component as definea in GP 1008, Yes «~ No
Bb. 1f Ba s ves does work have an effect on Nuclear Safety? |f 85 is yes, o
PORC reviewed Superintendent approved procedure must be used. Yes No
9. Agreement that a PORC reviewed, Superintendent approved procedure VR
1 NOt required for this work because it has no effect on nuciear safety Ao "
(Applies anly f 8a is Yes ang 8b is No) ;{:“, v
o =% \J o
) \
J A0
\. ‘\ 7
Uit Superintengent Date
10a. Isthe system on the Environmental Impact list in AP 1025 Yes No T
10b. 1t 103 s Yes, is an approved procedure required 1o limit environmental
impact. Yes No
10c. Agreement that 10b is No. (Required only if 10a s Yes),

1

Umit Superintenaent Supervisor of Operation,

Plant status or prerequisite canditions raguired for work

;,f.
/
5f\_- 1 '/mw

J e

¢ !,"L A ‘/,/M.g;.»

v &

Oate

T™MI93 278






Unit No .
WO Account No. 7 oem?

WORK REQUEST APPROVAL
TMI Nuclear Station

NPRD Form Req'd =, Priotity b £

Items 1 thraugh § completed by ariginatar

oy P
1 Sustem < k<’
‘\ M~ ‘ ’/ a4 ) \ N~ s A o
2. Component (name & nymber) '\« =V _ ~ fr e oo e ke = e e S N Shaa
2 ~ v & 0 S viteay & ‘- ’?;’é:"\
b Uescrite maltung” an ang cause of maitunction (if known) or modification sesired S
T
- L, . - \ t 7% . = \ \
"‘5).;)0.*"0-‘ b < ~a.. e VoM v " .i\ ':4 7 P, § € P aune -3 =
4 - 3 \aa
C*w5Se -’*Ahl\‘, /?\/1"—514 /.’V
&)
Al €
J g = /,‘7",’
el L
. 3
4 Origimater: /T e P} e\ Ao - Date Tme: [ P
el N l ¢ B |
) €eu Yy |
5 Crig-nator’s Supervisor’s Signature e ( A G0 oty 1Ay ) S A
r S
6 Oces work represent 3 change or modihication 10 an axisiing system o campanent?
It yes, an approved change moaification is required per AP 1021 /
C/M No Yes No -
P
7a.  Does work require an AWP Yas No 2
'
Vs
To. Isan acproved procedure required to mimimize Lersanne! exposure Yes No :
o
82 Iswork ona QC component as defined in GP 1008, Yes -~ No
8b  !f 8a is yes does work have an effect on Nuclear Safery? If 8b is ves, P
PORC reviewed Superintendent approves must he used Yes v _ No
3. Agreement that 3 PORC reviewed, Superintendent approved procedure is not required for this work because it
has no effect on nuclear satety. (Appiies anly «f Ba isYes and 8b s No)
Unit Superintendent Date
1Ma. Is the system on the Environmental Impact st 'n AP 1028 Yes No £/
106 It 103 s Yes, 1s an approved procedure required 1o Limit environmental impact Yes No
10c.  Agreement that 108 1s No. (Required oniy «f 10a s Yes)
Bt Sy inomiote a1 Saiwe wonor v e 1hi0ns
11

Plant status Jr/o;ygwsue conditions reguired for worr




12 Limig and Precautions:
‘) p!"onnel 2 V ’.‘ Ahq) pl" S"g"' ’
Compaty Wit r
b} Equipment M e in AP 10 202 ard
L safel ?,‘\a.ﬂ-uai
¢} Environment aet £4 €y
d) Nuclear S gl T TRNE ET A
13, Post Maintenince Testing requireg and Acceptance Criteria /« 2AL rb{‘fv-«.—t‘- z{ p/w ‘;d ( LL
4. Esumated manhours to pertorm jon. € IC M
13.  Maintenance Foreman Asigned
16. QC Dept. review, if requireg n item No. 8
See wCR7E-173
JC Supervisgr -~ 5 Qate
A p 0; ] ? _‘:f, ‘/’3
17.  Supervisar of Maintenance sgproval to commence work A S e e Oate “
’ { " 7 —— < - ‘—“7
18, Shift Fareman’s approval to commence work L8 L ATTT Dae S8
i
IS
Initial of Shitt /¢ /7 Al S
Foreman Tagging Appication No Raciation Nore Permit No
signature is not reguired '
19. Comments on work pertormed
A ¢ ) :\ b= it :— : ™ T s
v S Ve /¢ VIR R, § A i > ) L'ACV = I w3 f
EDrO . '
MK E DL CCRAre s AC Cllpelar w RAFS, /™ 368D
./ prey
Retest met acceptance criteria Yes 4 No
Work Pertgrmed by date/tume Work Reviewed - Maintenance Fareman's Signature
& Lh.ovl et - '\Tw.jl.‘d ’ — - .
i e 8 4 |
/ AL I o
Gare i " -1
20. Work compieted and component aligned for testing.
e ———— o /'7
/ /\_ /1 /{ CP. € _ﬂg
tnitial of S.F. signature is not required s et it
Sttt Fareman s SQneture cae
21.  Testing completed and component released tar narmal yse
! N I -y
Imnal of S.F signature is not reguired .
SRt s oreman 3 SIgnature Qate
22.  Quatity Contral Ceoanment review of work and testing comgpleted (QL work cnly) / /
ACR 7817 Lol ana a/s9/2F
Sutveriiance -eo«"! NO 10 Depar 'mant "Date
23.  Supervisor of Maintenance Work request and procedure re complate-and signea off as required. Change/moditication

form has been signed off as required. Machinery history gotr e«'%'c if requirad.
' Cm =10 =7

:: Actua Manrours 10 per'orm 00 Supe visar of Mantenance SOGNIU' Cate




4 -
% /a2 nee 72.173 - .
() GUET DISTRISUTION MADE __Qaml. 7/AA Tt e == 73 s, 1
('¢f CLOJED DISTRIZUTION MADT Vomzi . 734 oy MIt O,
J J
QC NONCONFORMANCE REFORT A
(g yiom- ( ) VEDOR FILE (x) FILE "ORICIUATED 37:
el ) i s bt WAL & - e .
( ) 102 ( ) coG. DIPT. HEAD c:o.,:...-\..) ]
{ ) -G ( ) P.O. FOLDZR (x) FILE CEuEPALION ( ) RICSIFD ILFeatoot.
( ) =G ( ) PURCHASING DOCNMET CONTRIL ( ) sunvRittanis
e seLanm »

(X) p-CH (~.) cre ETER REPORT ..3.
( ) po2cC goot, () 8 = LICER3ING (x) OTIER__{fas? Za- gt
( ) usit uPr., K&x) SUPY. OF MAINT. feois
1T liork Raguast 24376 P.O.# h/A  LINE ITEMS N/A

OcATIoN __ MI.Nh3 VEIDOR N/A
SYSTTM Corractive Maintananca Prooranm DEPT. Moipbanseas
+PROCDURE KO, __fP 1022, Ry A raeted £_7 72

R Ay o Spsmn . . - - L : 4 3 >
DESCRIPTION: Ssetion 5.2.0 of AP 1026 states: "The Maintcnance foreman 15 resiins o
:r‘pTemeﬂ ing the details of this procedure (AP 1028). He will insure all appriiriate

oprovals be obtained prior to commencing work..."

Contrary to this requirement, work was por‘o'.ed using work request 24576 withodt <l 2720

the reguired r¢ ioxs prior to commang ing wo
the reguired roviaas prm . < work e HEn T
gv (CONTT™NUFD ON ATTACHED SHEET)

| Y Py ey A

' = - 3
( ) POTToIALLY FIPS3TA3LT  PRIPARDD BY: ::',ﬁ’ﬁ@af/_;/;ﬁ pams: G-2-T%

ESOLLURI0N: 1, The S.;;ernscr of Maintenanca shall make personnel in his depari-2nt .o avd
of the contents ¢F this NCR and the requirements for Hork Request reviews and aporovzls,
/.‘ - i : " ) o
; COC. DEPT/SECT. HEAD: LCAppmir pums, G5 ) 2-70

2 DATT: 9-29-78 SUPERVISCR -~ G2:- ,/;/M»,@- DATS: 7 -/5 .

CLOSZs: 9-15-75: Tne Supervisor of Maintenance has completed the resoluticn as si=izd;
see attached memo to members of his department. ’/‘ca .

SU?I-'."R‘J".SOR - QC: \/wfw /L DATE: 7-27-22

(]
v
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)
b
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. |
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QC NONCOMFORMANCE REPCRT
hCR 10, 78-173

UNIT KO, 1

Page 2 of 2

DESCRIPTION: (CONT'D)

Further, Section 4.3.1.1.2) of AP 1025 state: that the bluck 21:
"Signature indicates that the system cr comnorent is acceptable for
operations. QC work regquests are then route~ to the GC Department

for review”. Contrary to this, the completed work request was routed
to GC for review prior to releasing the ccmponant/system for operational
use. This equipment (RR-P1A train) is Tech. Sp2c. related (sect. 3.3).



T
METROPOUTAN ED‘SON COMPANY Subsidiary of Generai Public Utiities Corpoaration
Subject NONOCNTORMANCE REPCRT # 78-173 Location T1I Muclear Staticn
Middletown, Pa.
Date Septemzer 11, 1972

To Maintenance Superviscrs
Maintenance Foreman
Mairtenance Shift Fcreman

NCR #78-173 concerns work performed on a component (PR-V-122) listed in G.P. 10C3
without appropriate signatures (lirme 18, OC Supervisor and line 17, Supervisor
of lMainterance approval to corrmence work) . NP 1026 specifically states that
these sigratures are required prior to working on a Quality Control camponert.

8

Plear nsure in the future that the appropriate signatures are obtaired before
start. work on a camponert. Standing proced wres only require a notificetion
(teleprore call) to Quality Control and ducument .ng such in line 16, For line 17,
thers are a nurber of perscrnel desigrnatac who can sign for the Supervisor of

% -0 e . - M ]
Maintenance's aprroval per Maintenancs Department Order No. 14, Rev. 7.

|

Per this memorardum, this nonconformance report is closed.

n 3 4 .
O Sy Aot

D. M. Shovlin

Superintendent of Maintenance

-S/cas
ce: 7. fackey
D. e

INTER-QFFICE MEMCRANDUM
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MILLIR O 330
O HANTON -2- Audit T8l

g. 42 1027, Rev. L Prevantative lMaintenance
\ . ' - .
h. G2 1003, Rav. L Chazze Me=o #2 Conirol of Design Change/Mip3i2i-

cations

Suesary

An audit was condusted oz April 24, 25, May 1T, 22, and Juiy 6, 1978
for the purpcsa of assessizg the adequacy of and co=p liance wita the
Ssasicn Maimsszamss Prograz/Frocedures for TMI 1 and 2, In rerforz=ing
the audis, the audit tean reviewed a apuzber of wo vk requasts, changs
rodifications, and mashizery history cards as well as the cosputsr
progran that has been established t control preventive malntezance,
The audis idez=ified the following discrepancies which are dosusented
on the attached findings and can be summarized as follows:
1. Discrepancies betwsen tha procedural reguirezents of R2/3027 aag
currenxt pracstice.

2. Inadsguate or unclear procedural requiremenis for reporting
conditioas per 10 CFR 21.

3. Inadeguate utilization of mechine : o' hiStOFj cards end =azzar
s S5
records.

5. A nu:ber (-5 iﬂccnsis:e:cies in the procedural requirezasats for
processing change modifi sations between AP 1021 and G2 1CO3.

Datailed Sux==arv

The followinz areas were audited utilizing the prepared czecklists
that were based on the procedural requirezents of A2 1C21, 10235, and
1027.

1. Plant Modirications

2. Corrective lMaintenance and Machinery History

3. Preventive llaintenance

3 146 "" - ~ -
Those ite=s covered by AP? 1016, Cperations Surveillance Progran were
not audited during the course of this audit, because the auditors
decided thet this activity would more appropriately coze wnler ine
heading of lormal Statics Operations rathar than Station ziatenance.
A. Unsatisfactory Areas

ATY AAAT § Ammd i BLae hars $ha Awntrant ive maintenan-sa grratas
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Sarren . August 1L, 1973
MILLER - Cad 3516
O HANLOX -3- Audit 78-11

functions and provides directicns for plant perscnnel in
performing plant preventive maintenance. The preventiv
maintenance tasks for wvarious components has been put on

ter lists which have been co p¢:erize* and froa these
master lists maintenance schedules have been developed.
The various computerized lists have been nade part of AP 17
and require certain information to be listed. It was no
during the audit that the computeriz ed master lists, bei:
presently used at THI, do ot in all cases, ccatain the
sa=e information as listed cn the attachzmeants to AP 1027.
(See Fiading MNos. 1 azd 2)

b. AP 1027 requires perscanel who are pe
maintenance to identlily coa itiops t
10 CFR 21. The pro#°ﬂ~*°, however, does not clear;y
tha masnanism to be used for reporting such adverse cor
(See Finding Nos. 3 eand h)

2. Corrective Maintenance

AP 1026 provides directions to personnel in the performance
plant corrective naxqtena::e and the m.cthods to ©te used to ¢
ma*n enance activities such as Machinery History Cards and

- -
legger Cards.

O C©
QO vy

u

a. A review of the Machinery History Cards cn Zile in the
Uni% 1 Electrical and Mechanical Maintenance shops ceternin
that the person who made the entry is not isdicated, nor
does the card provide a space for identifying the data
recordsr. (See Finding No. §5)

b. The review also noted that History Cards are not maintainad
for all plant components and that certain maintenance
ectivities such as routine bearing replacement or pump repaz
are nct recorded unless problems are encountered, (See
Finding No. 6)

¢. Megger checks on motors rated LBOV end below are not bein
docurmented on the meggsr cards. (See Finding MNo. T)

3. Docuszent Control
The au-;.o*s no*ed that the Ve~han1:al and

though the copy they had was marked "controlled copy". (See
Finding ilo. 9)

a. AP 1021 referenced the wrong sectiocn of the THI CQA plan &t
being applicable to Plant Modifications. (See Finding lo.

b. Taers ara a number of inconsistencies in the change modili-
eation forms that ares used for processing change modificall
between AP 1021 and G? 1003. (See Fiading lio. 10)
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P"'.a

(2]
L

The following docuzents were reviewed and it appeares thas

they were beaing processed in accordance with the azplicatla

procedural requirexzazts.

1. Unit 1 Chazge Modifications 8;2 603, 920, 1075, 1232,
979, 125, 1029, 1 0‘0 973, 108k, 1010, 996, 943, 973,
1077, 1085, 1079, 1 :6 1067, and Unit 2 Change !odiZicatior
0001, 0013, CC.s, .423. 0022, 0023, 2-C080, and 2-CC31.

2. Uait 1 vWorx Requests 23559, 23513, 23523, 23499, 23:M1,
23%k5, 23423, 23381, 23366, 23220, 23764, 23791, a=d Uait 2
work Requests L085, 3917, 1018, L0256, and LO27T.

3. Megszer Cards for D - P - lAand Hi - P - 1C.
4, Unit 2 Loop Calibration Sheets for ES - PS - 3570,
35;_, BS - PS - 3572, BS - PS-3573, 82 1A - LT1, ¢
P JA - LT4, 52 2A - 175, SP 1B - LT4, SP 1B - Li5, and

SP 3A - TT1.

Conclusion

The auditors coacluded t“-. wvith the exception of the itexms idestified
in the attached findings, station maintenance and modifications are
being perfor=ed in accordance with the requirements of the applisabdle
procedures.
. . \-/’ ’ = M
Submitted by: ¥ [ A ool L8P

P. A. Levine
Teanm leader
EXT. 162

Subzitted by: / / ot ..féf-'- 7 :/'
e F Barbagallo
Team Member
775-2600 EXT. 22%

Approved by:™ y )t T T
G. J." Troffer | '
Manager-Ceneratiocn”
Quality Assurance
BEXT:11)

TFB:GJT: bW

GORB- D. K. Reszpert
CRC-2 T. A. Staznislaw

H. E. Bodden
G. Herbein
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