
.-

Dockets: 50-445
50-446

EA 83-64 'J6 2 1983

Texas Utilities Generating Company
ATTN: R. J. Gary, Executive Vice

Preside:it & General Manager
2001 Bryan Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the results of an investigation and hearing conducted by the
Department of Labor into a complaint by Mr. Charles A. Atchison. In his
complaint, Mr. Atchison alleged that he was transferred and discharged as a
result of writing nonconformance reports while serving as a Quality Control
Inspector for Brown & Root, Inc., the prime contractor for construction of the
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station. In a Decision and Final Order dated
June 10, 1983, the Secretary of Labor affirmed that a violation of the employee
protection provisions of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended,
had occurred in that Mr. Atchison was transferred and fired for ennaring in
protected activities, thu writing of nonconformance reports.

These adveirse actions taken by Brown & Root with respect to a Quality Control
Inspector also constitute a significant violation of Criterion I of Appendix B
to 10 CFR Part 50. This criterion requires that construction permit ho'lders
establish and execute a quality assurance program such that persons and organi-
zations nerforming quality assurance functions have sufficient authority and
organizational freedom: (1) to identify quality problems; (2) to initiate,
recommend, or provide solutions; and (3) to verify implementation of solutions.
Although the work of establishing and executing this program may be delegated
to others, the construction permit holder retains the responsibility for the
program.

To emphasize the need to assure that your quality assurance program is being
properly executed, I have been authorized after consultation with the Director
of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement, to issue the attached Notice of
Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty in the amount of Forty Thousand
Dollars ($40,000) for the violation set forth therein. This violation has been
classified at Severity Level III in accordance.with the NRC Enforcement Policy
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Texas Utllities Generating Company -2-

10 CFR Part 2, Appendi'x C), published in the Federal Re~ister, 47 FR 9987
March 9, 1982). It is considered to be a significant violation because there

was a deficiency in the implementation of your quality assurance program for
construction and the NRC his determined that QA personnel should in, no way be
deterred or discouraged from vigorously implementing the QA program.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
In the Notice when preparing yrur response. Your reply should detail the
actions you have taken or plan to take to ensure that there is no chilling
effect from the underlying violation of Section 210(a) of the Energy Reorgan-
ization Act by your contractor and that all quality assurance program personnel
retain the necessary. organizational freedom to identify and follow problems to
correction. Your reply to this letter and the results of future inspections
will be considered in determining whether further enforcement action is
appropriate.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosure
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management an'd Budget otherwise
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, we will be pleased to

discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

"OrlsInai Si•Jleýd b•IL COLLINS"

John T. Collins
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
Notice of Violation and Proposed

Imposition of Civil Penalty

cc w/enclosures:
Texas Utilities Generating Company
ATTN: H. C. Schmidt, Project Manager
2001 Bryan Tower
Dallas, Texas 752
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

TexasUtilities Generating Company Dockets: 50-445/83-03
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station 50-446/83-01

Permits: CPPR-126
CPPR-127

EA 83-64

Based on the results of an investigation and hearing conducted by the Depart-
ment of Labor (DOL Case 82-ERA-9) and the resulting Decision and FinalOrder of
the Secretary of Labor dated June 10, 1983, in the case of complainant Charles A.
Atchison, and in-accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C), 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), the NRC has determined that a
significant. violation of its regulations has occurred. In order to emphasize
the need for an applicant to assure that the quality assurance program is being
properly executed, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission proposes to impose a civil
penalty in the amount of Forty Thousand Dollars ($40,000) for the violation set
forth in this Notice. In accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, and pursuant
to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 42 USC 2282 and
10 CFR 2.205, the particular violations and the associated civil penalty are set
forth below:

VIOLATION ASSESSED CIVIL PENALTY

10 CFR Part .5.0, Appendix B, Criterion I, states that construction permit holders
are responsible for the establishment and execution of a quality assurance program,
that they may delegate this work to others such as contractors, but they retain
the responsibility for the program. Criterion I further states that persons
performing quality assurance functions shall have sufficient organizational
freedom to identify quality problems; initiate, recommend, or provide solutions;
and to verify implementation of solutions.

Brown & Root, Inc. (Brown & Root) is the prime contractor for construction of the
Comanche Peak facility and has thus been delegated quality assurance functions
by the licensee. Brown & Root QA Manual describes Quality Control Inspectors
as members of the Quality Assurance Division and states that the Quality Assurance
Division has been assigned sufficient organizational freedom to identify quality
problems.

Contrary to the above, the Brown & Root Quality Assurance Program did not provide
Quality Control Inspectors sufficient organizational freedom to identify quality
problems in that a Brown & Root Quality Control Inspector was transferred and
discharged on April 12, 1982 for filing nonconformance reports identifying
quality problems.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II)
(Civil Penalty - $40,000)
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Notice of Violation 2

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, the Texas Utilities Generating
Company is hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection
and Enforcement, USNRC, Washington, D.C., 20555, within.30 days of the date
of this Notice a written statement or explanation, including for the alleged
violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons
for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been taken
and the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken to avoid
further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be achieved.
Consideration may be given to extending the response time for good cause shown.
Under. the authority of Section 182 of the Act, U.S.C. 2232, this response shall
be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10 CFR
2.201, the Texas Utilities Generating Company may pay the civil penalty in the
amount of Forty Thousand Dollars ($40,000) or may protest imposition of the
civil penalty in whole or in part by a written answer. Should the Texas
Utilities Generating Company fail to answer within the time specified., the
Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue an order imposing
the civil penalty in the amount proposed above. Should the Texas Utilities
Generating Company elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205
protesting the civil penalty, such answer may:' (1) deny the violation listed
in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances;
(3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other reasons why the penalty should
not be imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalty in whole or in
part, such answer may request mitigation of the penalty. In requesting
mitigation of the proposed penalty, the five factors contained in Section IV.B
of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C should be addressed. Any written answer in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately from the statement
or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate by
specific reference (e.g.,. citing page and paragraph numbers) to avoid.
repetition. The Texas Utilities Generating Company's attention is directed to
the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a
civil penalty. Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which'has been
subsequently determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR
2.205, this matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty,
unless compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action
pursuant to Section 234c of the Act, U.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ohn T. Collins
Regional Administrator

Dated'at Arlington, Texas
this 29 day of August 1983



D OCket Nos..50-445
50-446

EA83-132

Texas Utilities Generating Company
ATTN: R. J. Gary, Executive Vice

President & General Manager,
2001 Bryan Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201 . ' -'

This refers to the investigation conducted by the NRC Office of Investigations
from January 7 through August 3, 1983 of paint Quality Control (QC) activities

...authorized by NRC Construction Permits CPPR-126.'and CPPR-127 at the 'Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES). The' investigation was initiated as'a
result of allegations made to the NRC Office:of Investigations by paint QC

.;.inspectors employed by Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCo). The

findings of the investigation were discussed:during an Enforcement Conference
held in our Region IV office on December 12, 1983,. between the"Regional'.
Administrator, Region IV, and members of the NRC staff, and you-and

:: ' ... 'other members of your staff.

The investigation was based on interviews of'QC personnel and revealed that a
TUGCo quality control supervisor at CPSES had intimidated QC personnel working
.for him inspecting paint coatings. The QC supervisor threatened the QC
personnel with withdrawal of QC certifications if they continued to write

.. ,nitpicking" Nonconformance Reports which hadbeen the subject of complaints
from craft management personnel.

:Theintimidation of coatings QC inspectors by theQC supervisor constitutes ae

. .significant'vi'2lation of Criterion I of Appendix B to10 CFR Part,50. This
h criterion requires that construction permit holdersestablish and execute a
quality assurance program such that persons'and organizations performing

, quality assurance-functions have sufficient authority and organizational
freedom to identify quality problems.,

.'To'emphasize the need to assure.that the TUGCo quality assurance program is being
properly executed, and that QC personnel are not discouraged from vigorously

.. '' i .implementing the, quality assurance program,' I have been authorized by the'
Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement to issue the attached
Notice,.ofViolation and Proposed Imposition of Civil 'Penalty in the amount of

...... JForty.Thousand Dollars for the violation set forth therein., The violation has
been categorized as a Severity Level III violation in accordance with the'NRC
Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C.
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." Texas Utilities Generating Company -2- .4

In addition, to this enforcement action, the Director of the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement has decided:to require. TUGCo management and

K4  'quality assurance 'personnel and Brown and Root management 'and quality '

; .assurance personnel to' meet'with him and'with me-to-discuss this violation
S.and the corrective actions being taken to assure't•that quality assurance

_';4 .,.._personnel are guaranteed the organizatiOnal free'dom necessary to vigorously
:'-'implement a QA programat Comanche Peak. We willlinform you of .the.time

and place and the attendees for the meeting in the near future.

r 'You are required to respond to this letter and should follow, the instructions
,.in the Notice when preparing your response. :1.Your' reply to this .letter and the
'results of future inspections will be considered in determining whether further
enforcement action is appropriate.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the Notice of
Violation will be placed in the NRC Public Document"Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office'of Management and Budget otherwise
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, we will be pleased to
discuss them with you.

Sincerely'

Oriina t~msdby
-'". Collins

John T. Collins'
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
"Notice-of Violation and Proposed

'Imposition of Civil Penalty

cc w/enclosures:
Texas Utilities Generating Company
ATTN: H. C. Schmidt, Project Manager

*, .2001 Bryan Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201
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1*
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PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

eiiTexas Utilitie's Generating Company DOocket Nos.'50-445

:,. Comanc he Peak Steam Electric Station "50-446

Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-126
• • ... ; CPPR-].12

EA 83-132

Based on the results of an investigation conducted by the NRC Office of'

Investigations at the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station'(CPSES) in

'"'',"Glen Rose, Texas, from January 7 throughtAugust 3i, 1983, the NRC has
..,,:.determined that a significant violation of itstregulations hasoccurred.

TheInvestigation revealed that.a Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCo)

quality control (QC) supervisor at CPSES had intimidated QC personnel-working
forhim inspecting paint coatings. The.QC supervisor threatened the QC
personnel with withdrawal of QC certifications-if they continued to write
nitpicklng" Nonconformance Reports which had been the subject of complaints

from craft management personnel.

To emphasize'the need to assure that the TUGCo quality assurance program is
being properly executed and that QC personnel are not discouraged from

,vigorously implementing a quality assurance program, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission proposes to impose a civil penalty'for the violation set forth in
this'Notice. The violation has been categorized as a Severity Level III
violation.

In accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, and
pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
42 USC 2282 and 10 CFR 2.205, the particular violation and the associated

'; ,civil penalty are set forth below:

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion I, states that construction permit
holders are responsible for the establishment and execution of a. quality
assurance program. Criterion I further states that persons performing quz

assurance functions shall have sufficient organizational freedom to identi
-quality problems, initiate, recommend, or provide solutions; and-to verlf)
implementation of solutions.

Contrary to the above, the Texas Utilities Generating Company Quality Asst
Program did not provide quality control inspectors sufficient organizatior
freedom to identify problems in that a TUGCo civil quality control supervi

. on January 5-7, 1983, intimidated QC personnel working for him inspecting
paint coatings. The QC supervisor threatened the QC personnel with
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Notice of. Violation 2

withdrawal of QC certifications if they continued to write "nitpicking"
Nonconformance Reports which had been the subject of complaints from
craft management personnel.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II. •
', (Civil Penalty - $40,000)

""',Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, the Texas Utilities Generating...- '-Company is hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Tnspection and
Enforcement, USNRC, Washington, D.C., 20555, within 30 days of the date of 1.his

000.®r -. Notice a written statement or explanation,' including for the alleged violation:
(1) admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons for the
violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been taken and the

.-- ,-:._,i_:...results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further
violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be achieved. Con-
sideration may be given to extending the response time for good cause shown.
Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, this response
shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under
10 CFR 2.201,'the Texas Utilities Generating Company may pay the civil penalty
in the amount of Forty Thousand Dollars.($40,000) or may protest imposition of
the civil penalty in whole or in part by a written answer. Should the Texas
Utilities Generating Company fail to answer within the time specified, the

_.Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue an order imposing
the civil penalty in the amount proposed above. Should the Texas Utilities
Generating Company elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205

.,.protesting the civil penalty, such answer.may: (1) deny the violation listed
in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances;
. ) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other reasons why the penalty should
not be imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalty in whole or in
part, such answer may request mitigation of the penalty. In requesting miti-

"..,-gation of the proposed penalty, the five factors contained in Section IV.8 of
10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C should be addressed. Any written answer in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately from the statement
or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate by

, ._-'.specific reference (e.g., citing page and paragraph numbers) to avoid
repetition. The Texas Utilities Generating Company's attention is directed to
the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a
civil penalty. Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which has been

F ,/,".. : .. . .
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Notice* of Violation '3

.,,.subsequently determined in accordance' with the applicable provisions 'of
:.4 f 10 CFR'2.205, this matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the

penalty, unless compromised, remitted,;or mitigated, may be collected by civil
- ' action pursuant to Section 234c of the'Act,• 42 U.S.C..2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

-John T, ollins
'Regional Administrator

Dated a% Arlington, Texas
this Zday of December 1983
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
I WASHINGTON, 0. C 20555

MAY O:-) M53

Docket Nos. 50-445

Licerse Nos. CPPz- 2;
CPPR-I -

£A 805-09

Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. W. G. Counsil

Executive ',ice. Presicert
400 North Olive, Lock Box 8i
Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

Thiis refers to the extensive review of construction activities at the Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Unit 1, performed by the Technical Review
Team (TRT) that began on July 9, 1984. This effort was designed to complete a
portion of the review necessary for the staff to reach its decision regarding
the licensing of CrSES. The review encompassed a number uf areas, including
allegations of improper construction practices at the facility. A separate
special inspection to evaluate the CPSES Unit I as-built cable tray inspection
program was also conducted by Mr. T. F. Westerman, members of the Region IV
Comanche Peak Group, and NRR during the-period November 18 - December 18, 1985.
Dizcussions of this issue were held with Mr. R. E. Camp and other members of your
stdff on November 22, 1985 and December 5, 1985, and with you and Mr. J. W. Beck
on December 18, 1985. The inspection report describing this matter was
sent to you on March 26, 1986. Another special inspection was conducted to
evaluate procurement and installation practices involving electrical penetration
assemblies furnished, by the Bunker Ramo Corporation during the period January
I - March 14, 1986. Discussions of this issue were held with Mr. J. F. Streeter
and ceher members of your'staff on February 5, 1986. The inspection report
describing this matter was sent to you on March 27, 1986. As-a result of these
efforts, violations of NRC requirements were identified. "n Enforcement Conference
to discuss the violations was held in the Region IV cffice on April 3, 1986.

The NRC has devoted substantial resources to evaluating the adequacy of construction
at the CPSES facility. In addition to the routine and special inspections
conducted by NRC Region IV, a Construction Appraisal Team inspection was
conducted by the Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) on January 24 -
February 4, 1983 and February 14 - March 3, 1983 (Reference NRC Inspection
Report 50-445/83-18 and 50-446/83-12). From April 13 - 18, 1984 a review by
the-Special Review Team (SRT) was conducted by representatives of NRC Region
I1. Subsequently, the TRT was assembled which consisted of approximately 50
specialists from NRC headquarters, NRC Regional Offices, and consultarts, to
evaluate and resolve technical issues and issues identified, as a result of
allegations. The results of the review of the issues by the TRT are documented
in Safety Evaluation Report (SER) NUREG-0797, Supplements 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11.
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Texas Utilities Generating Company - 2 -

The violations referenced in Part I of the first enclosed Notice of Violation
and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties (NOV) (Appendix A) were identified as
a result of the TRT efforts and are considered significant by th0 NRC staff.
-These violations have been discussed with you in numerous oral and written
communicat.ions and your views on these issues have been provided in the
"Comanche Peak Response Team Program Plan add Issue-Specific Action Plans."
Other violations of NRC requirements were identified as a result of the
considerable inspection time expended by the TRT that were evaluated as
is.olated i-nstances of minor safety significance and were not included in this
package because you have addressed the technical concerns elsewhere.
in addition, several of the concerns identified by the TRT regarding the
construction of the CPSES facility were not included in this package because
t0ey did not involve violations of NRC requirements. However, these concerns
are discussed in detail in the referenced Supplements to the SER (NUREG-0797).

Violation IA in the enclosed NOV (Appendix A) involves your failure to ensure
that quality control inspectors were properly qualified and certified in
accordance with NRC requirements and the CPSES FSAR commitments. The TRT found
numerous deficiencies in the site inspector qualification and certification
programs including no verification or work experience for approximately twenty
percent of 102 quality control inspectors training records reviewed, and
questionable qualification records for seven quality control inspectors in the.
sample of inspection records reviewed. The TRT also noted that eighty percent
cf all site line quality control ihspectors were qualified to the leniency
allowed by the ANSI standard, establishing the "exception to the rule" . 1ause
as a practice at CPSES.

Violation IB involves multiple examples of problems identified by the TRT due
primarily to ineffective interactions between the various engineering and
construction groups. This is reflected by examples where (1) design require-
ments were not translated into instructions, (2) design criteria used in
construction procedures and instructions were not appropriate or were not
approved, (3) design analyses of field changes were not commensurate with the
original designs, and (4) seismic analyses were not appropriately performed.

Violation IC involves deficiencies identified in your quality control program.
These deficiencies were identified b>. the TRT inspections after your quality
inspection (or in most cases, reinspections) were completed,.and are indicative
of a failure on the part of your inspectors to follow design documents and
quality procedures for inspection. While many of the as-built hardware
deficiencies identified by the TRT may not have an effect on the safe operation
of CPSES, they do reflect significant weaknesses in the implementation of your
quality control program.

Violation ID involves three significant examples of your failure to properly
implement the site's corrective action program which are indicative of
a failure to ensure that conditions adverse to quality were' promptly identified
and corrected, and appropriately evaluated. These examples, in conjunction



Texas Utilities Generating Company - 3-

with the fact that the TRT identified approximately forty different forms and
reports other than formalized Nonconformance Reports to document deficiencies
that may require evaluation, ore indicative of an ineffective and poorly applied
corrective action program. It appears from these examples as well as uther
wedknessus dentified that your corrective action prnqram did not provide the
necessary c.'nTidence that n onconformances requiring evdluation were approprlat-ey
evaluated or p romptly corrected.

Each of tnese violations represent siqnifJicant weaknesses that have existed in
the implementation of your Quality programs during constructiohi. Some of these
are s-milar to violatiorý previously identified by Region IV, as well as the
Construction Appraisal Team. Inspector qualification issues have been previously
discussed with you and have existe; throughout the construction phise of the
CPSES facility. The Construction Appraisal Team, in early 1983, found a number
if instances where nonconforming conditions were identified; however, various
methods were used to address and resolve these nonconformances that did not
comply with requirements to identify nonconforming conditions and provide
corrective actions to prevent recurrence. Document control and inspection
program deficiencies have also been previously identified. Although you
apparently took extensive actions to correct document control program deficiencies,
inspection program deficiencies existed as you could not ensure inspections
were being performed to the latest design document.

The staff acknowledges that you are currently taking extensive actions to verify
the adequacy of construction at CPSES. Construction activities are now under
rne management, and the "Comanche Peak Response Team Program Plan and Issue-
Specific Action Plans" is beirig implemerted. In fact, the charter of the
Comanche Peak Response Team (CPRT) is to respond and to resolve these past issues,
and to advise current management whether CPSES has been designed, constructed,
and tested such that it i'. capable of being operated withcit undue risk to the
public.

N, otkithstandi'ny your more recent efforts to address serious deficiencies in your
performance, to emphasize the significance of the weaknesses in your quality
assurance program that existed during construction and that were discovered
during the NkC's inspections, I have decided to issue the.enclosed Notice of
,io!ation anr Proposed imposition of Civil Penalties in the amount of Two Hundred
Thousand Dollars (i200,000) for the violations in Appendix A. The violations
described in Part I of the Notice have each been categorized as a Severity
Level III problem in accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and
Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, AppendiA C (1985). in
determining the civil penalty amount, we have considered when the violations
occurred, the duration of the violations, the potential safety significance of
the violations, the existence of prior notice of many Gf these violations, and
the fact that many of the violations contAin multiple examples. The cumulative
civil pcnalties for the violations are distributed equally amcng the violations.

The violaticns in Part Ii •f the Notice have been characterized as a Severity
Level IV problem. No cl.'il pernalty is being proposed for these violations.



Texas Utilities Generating Company - 4 -

Part I of the second Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil
Penalties (Appendix B) describes significant violations identified during recent
NRC inspections of the as-bUilt cable tray inspection program and the procurement
and installation of electrical penetration assemblies. Apparently, because of
your philosophy to continue construction installation and quality inspection
processes prior to "final" design, many reinspections have been required to
establish confidence in'the "final" hardware installations at CPSES. Violation IA
of Appendix B involves one c' t',ese reinspection efforts and describes your
failure to properly reinspect and document as-built cable tray attributes, and
involves your failure to conduct audits of the as-built cable tray inspection
rroyram as required. We recognize that after these violations were identified,
you took extensive actions to address the problems, but are concerned that these
problems existed so late in the process.

Violation 1B in the second Notice describes significain we&knesses we identified
in your procurement and installation of'electrical penetration assemblies in
both Units I and 2. These significant weaknesses, like those in Appendix A, have
existed during the construction of CPSES. However, these violations were
discovered during our review of your implementation of the CPRT and are also
applicable to Unit 2.

To emphasize the need for increased attention to the control and oversight of
your reinspection activities, I have decided to issue the enclosed Notice of
Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties in the amount of Fifty'
Thousand Dollars ($50,000) for the violations in the second enclosed Notice
(Appendix B). The violations described in Part I of the second Notice have
been categorized as a Severity Level III problem in accordance with the "General
Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C (1985). The base civil penalty for a Severity Level, III problem is
50,Ou', and neither escalation nor mitigation of the base civil penalties was

considered appropriate in this case.

Tne.violation in Part II of the Notice was characterized as a Severity Level IV
violation for which no civil penalty is being proposed.

You would be normally required to respond to the enclosed Notices within 30 days.
However, because of the extensive nature of the Notices, we are extending the
period for response to 60 days. Your response should follow the instructions
contained in the Notices and should be directed to the following areas: first,
you should confirm the completeness of the actions you have taken to correct
the examples cited in the Notices; second, you should address how you have
changed or strengthened the implemertation of your quality assurance prograrr
and implementing procedures so that there will not be similar violations in
these subject areas during future -onstruction activities; and third, since
the enforcement action dea~ls with weaknesses in your program for assuring
quality in your approved Quality Assurance program for construction, you
should describe the steps you have taken to ensure that a similar failures
will not occur during your verification efforts, and that' continuing attention
by management will be provided to prevent recurrence of these failures. Your
responses to these three ar-ds 'nay be submitted separately and you may reference
previous submittals where appropriate.
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The responses directed by this letter and the enclosure is not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Should you have any ouestions concerning this letter, we will be glad to
discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

Jaies M. Taylor. Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A Notice of Violation ana

Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties
2. Appendix B - Notice of Violation and

Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties

cc w/encls: J. W. Beck, Vice President, TUGCO



APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket Nos. -
Cc-mrnhe Pý.3k Stearm Electric Station 50-446
Units I and 2 Permit Nos. CPPR-126,

CPPR-127
EA ••6-09

During an NRC Technical Review Team (TRT) Inspection which began on July 9, 1984,
violations of NRC requirements were identified. In accordancewith the "General
Staten,ent of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C (1985) the Nuclear Regulatory Commission proposes to impose civil
penalties pursuant to section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205. The. particular violations
and associated ivil penalties are set.forth below:

I. Violations Assessed a Civil Penalty

A. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion II requires, in part, that the
quality assurance program provide control over activities affecting
the quality of the identified structures, systems, and components to.
an extent consistent with their importance to safety. It further.
requires that this program provide for indoctrination and training

'of personnel performing these activities affecting quality as
necessary to assure that suitable proficiency is achieved and
rra i nra i ned.

The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES) Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), by Amendment 15 (April 30, 1981) commits to NRC
Regulatory Guide 1.58, Revision !, "Qualification of Nuclear Power
Plant Inspection, Examination, and Testing Personnel," with minor
modifications. This Regulatory Guide endorses, with corriments, ANSI
N45.2.6-i978, "Qualification of inspection, Examination, and Testing
Personnel for Nuclear Power Plants." ANSI N45.2.6-1978 provides
guicelines and criteria for the evaluation and qualification of
inspectior. personnel.

1. ANSI N45.2.6-1978 requires in paragraph 2.4 that the qualification
of personnel be certified in writing in an appropriate form for
the basis used for certification of qualification, i~ncluding
education and employment experience. Paragraph 3 of this standard
defines the minimum capabilities that qualify personnel to perform
inspections, examinations, and tests.

Contrary to the above, since April 30, 1981, tre quality'assurance
program did not adequately ensure that quality assurance/quality
control QA/QC inspectors were appropriately qualified and trained
to inspect activities affecting quality. Of 102 ASME and non-ASME
inspector qualification records reviewed by the TRT, twenty percent
did not contain verification of education or employment experience
to substantiate their qualifications as required. In addition,

860,560212 B(60t,02
p DR ADOC, O5•O04-p
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the TRT identified seven instances where the inspectors did not
meet the minimum capabilities of the qualification requirements
defined in ANSI N45.2.6-1978. These individuals weri, certified
to the Level I1 capability within one to eight months of their
transfer to the quality control program, even though they
possessed no prior inspection experience. The recommended years
of related experience defined in the standard for the Level II
capability for these individuals was three years.

Reference (Ref,: Safety Evaluation Report, Supplement (SSER) 11,
0-107.

2. ANSI N45.2.6-1978 requires that quality assurance program personnel
who plan and set up inspections, supervise or maintain surveillance
over inspections, supervise and certify lower level personnel,
report inspection results, and evaluate the validity and accept-ability
of inspections be certified to Level II capability.

Contrary to the above, at the time of the TRT inspection, the
coating quality assurance program personnel who planned and set
up inspections, supervised or maintained surveillance over
inspections, supervised and certified lower level personnel,
reported inspection results, and evaluated the validity and
acceptability of inspections were certified to a Level I
capability in lieu of the required Level 11.

Ref: SSER 9, M-i1zI.

B. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion III requires in part that
measures must be established to assure that applicable regulatory
requirements and design bases, as defined in §50.2 and as specified in
the license application, for those structures, systems, and components
to which this appendix applies, are correctly translated into
specifications,, drawings, procedures, and instructions. These measures
must include provisions to assure that appropriate qua!i', standards
are specified and included in design documents and that deviations
from such standards are controlled. The design control measures must
provide for verifying or checking the adequacy of design, such as by
the performance of design reviews, by the use, of alternate or simplified
calculational methods, or by the performance uf a suitable testing
program. In addition, design changes, including field changes, must
be subject to design control measures commensurate with those applied
to the original design.

CPSES FSAR, Section IA(b) commits to the guidance provided in
Regulatory Guide 1.64, "Quality Assurance Requirements for the Design
of Nuclear Power Plants," which endorses ANSI N45.2.11 (Draft 2,
Revision 2-5/73).

1. CPSES FSAR Section 8.3.1.4 specifies that the criteria used to
estdblish the minimum requirements for preserving the independence
of redundant Class IE systems are defined in IEEE Standard 384-1974,
"Trial-Use Standard Criteria for Separation of Class IE Equipment
and Circuits."
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IEEE Standard 384-1974, Section 5.6.2 requires in part that the
minimum separation distance between redundant Class IE equipment
and wiring internal to the control switchboards be established by
analysis of the proposed in'stallation. Where the control
switchboard materials are flame retardant and an analysis is not
performed, the minimum separation distance shall he six inches.
In the event the above separation distances are not maintained,
barriers must be installed between the redundant Class IE
'equipment and wiring.

Contrary to the above, at the time. of the TRT inspection, the
applicant had failed to satisfy the minimum separation requirements
of IEEE Standard 384-1974. The TRT inspection identified several
instances where these requirements were not translated into
instructions for separation in the Unit I control room. Both
safety and nonsafety-related cables were in direct contact with
other safety-related cables within flexible conduits and no analysis
was provided that demonstrated the acceptability of the design
and installation.

Ref: SSER 7, J-37.

2. ANSI N45.2.11, "Quality Assurance Requirements for the Design of
Nuclear Power Plants," in paragraph 8, requires that design changes
be justified and subjected to design control measures commensurate
with those applied to the original design.

Contrary to the above, in July 1983, the applicant reported to
the NRC that during hot functional testing excessive air
temperatures were documented near the vessel flange and in the
ex-core detector wells. A subsequent review by the TRT indicated
that prior to the installation of the reactor pressure vessel
reflective insulation, the vendor requested and incorporated a
design change to permit the i-nstallation of)the reflective
insulation support channel outside the insulation. This design
change effectively reduced the gap between the vessel insulation
assemblies and the shield wall thus restricting the cooling air
flow. This design change was not justified and subjected to
design control measures commensurate with those applied to the
original design in that had this condition not been detected
during start-up testing, the integrity of the reactor vessel
shield wall could not be assured after long-term exposure to
elevated temperatures. In addition, the sensitivity of the
source range detectors in the neutron detector well area could
not be assured.

Ref: SSER 8, K-99.

3. CPSES FSAR Section 3.7B.2.8 requires that non-Category I equipment
and components located in Seismic Category I buildings are to be
investigated by analysis or testing (or both) to ensure that
structural integrity is maintained under the prescribed earthquake
loading so that earthquakes do not adversely affect the integrity
or operability (or both) of any designated Seismic Category I
structure, equipment, or component.
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Contrary to the above, the TRT inspection identified non-seismic
components in the Unit I control room ceiling and other Category
I areas that were not analyzed in accerdance with iKAR Section
3.7B.2.8 that ensures earthquakes do not adversely affect the
integrity or operability. (or both) of any Seismic Categ-ry i
structures, equipments, or components in these areas. In addition,
the analyses performed for the Category II i-grt fixtures, the
non-seismic drywall ceiling, and the lack of analysis for the
non-safety-related conduits two inches (or less) in diameter, did
not ensure that the structural integrity is maintained under the
prescribed earthquake loadings.

Ref: SSER 8, K-83.

4. CPSES FSAR, Sections 3.7B.2.8 and 3.7B.3.13 require that the
effects on seismic Category I piping from non-Category I piping
and structures be considered.

Contrary to the above, the NRC Region II Special Review Team (SRT)
and the TRT identified a Category I and non-Category I interaction
for which an analysis could not be produced that showed compliance
with the CPSES FSAR requirements for the piping at the Electrica..
Control Building/Turbine Building interface.

Ref: SSER 10, N-238.

5. CPSES FSAR, Section 3.7B.2.8.requires that non-Category I equipment
and components located in seismic Category I buildings are
investigated by analysis or testing, or both, to ensure that under
the prescribed earthquake loading, structural integrity is maintained,
or the non-Category I equipment and components do not adversely
affect the integrity or operability,.or both, of any designated
seismic Category I structure, equipment, or component to the
extent that these seismic Category I items cannot perform their
required functions.

Contrary to the above, the TRT found that the design analysis for
non-Category I equipment effects on seismic Category I structures,
equipments, or components was incomplete. The support installation
for nonsafety-related conduits less 'than or equal to 2 inches was
inconsistent with seismic requirements and no evidence could be
found that substantiated the adequacy of the installation for
nonsafety-related conduit of any size.

Ref: SSER 1.

6. ASME Section III, NF-4725 requires that threaded fasteners, except
high-strength bolts, be provided with locking devices to prevent
loosening during service. Brown & Root Instruction QI-QAP-11.l-28,
Revision 25 in Section 3.7.1 requires that exposed threads be
free of extraneous material.
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Contrary to the above, measures were not established to ensure
that the standard7 for locking devices were specified and included
in design documents. On May 24, 1984 Texas Utilities Electric
Company (TUEC) enqineering issued a memorandum (CPPA 38997) that
approved paint, when applied to Unit I conponent supports,
including fasteners, and when set or hardened, would act on bolt
and nut threads to prevent the nut from loosening. In addition,
suitability testing did not justify the use of paint as a substitute
locking device per the ASME code. The use of paint in this manner
is contrary to the ASME and site procedural requiremients.

Ret: SSER 11, 0-244.

7. ANSI N45.2.11, in paragraph 4.1 requires that design activities
be prescribed dnd accomplished in accordance with procedures of
a type sufficient to assure that applicable design inputs are
correctly translated into specifications or procedures. TUEC
Procedure CP-EP-4.0, "Design Control," Revision 3 dated July Ii,
1982 requires that design inputs, on which final design is
based, be identified, documented, and approved.

Contrary to the above, at the time of the TRT inspection,
engineering criteria defined in Bechtel Corporation Specification
10466-M-204, Appendix D governing the cold springing of piping
systems during installation was used at CPSES as the basis for
the final design of the piping systems. However, this criteria
was never formally identified, documented, or authorized in
CPSES TUEC engineering documents.

Ref: SSER 10, N-99.

8. ANSI N45.2.11 in paragraph 3.1 requires that design inputs, such
as design bases, be identified, documented, and their selection
reviewed and approved. Changes from specified design inputs,
including the reasons for the changes, shall be identified,
approved, documented and controlled.

Contrary to the above, at the time of the TRT inspection, the
applicant failed to adequately identify design bases and inputs
including specific Design Basis Accident (OBA) test reports, and
failed to properly perform and document review and analysis of
design and design inputs, especially design changes. For example,
allowable coating thicknesses applied to the inside of the
Containment Liner were repeatedly changed without engineering
evaluation and review to demonstrate that the coatings of different
thickness would survive testing under DBA conditions.

Ref: SSER 9, M-11.
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9. CPSES FSAR, paragraph 6.1B.2, states, in part, "Coating systems
used on exposed surfaces in the Containment have been qualified in
accordance with ANSI NIO1.2 and N512 and are applied in accordance
with NRC Regulatory Guide 1.54." .The CPSES FSAR, Section 17A,
including Table 17A-1, and the CPSES Specification 2323-AS-31, in
paragraphs 2.Ob and 3.0a, require that coatings shali be tested
a•a approved for application in areas exposed to radiation by Odk
Ridge National Laboratories and the coating manufacturer in
accordance with ANSI NIO0.2 and N512.

Contrary to the above, at the time of the TRT inspecticn, the
applicant could not provide ev.idence to demonstrate that coatirg
systems used at CPSES had been tested and qualified by Oak Ridge
National Laboratories and the coating manufacturer, in accordance
with ANSI NIO.2 and N512. This deficiency applies to the originally
specified coating systems and to subsequent design changes.

Ret: SSER 9, M-50..

C. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires, in part, that a
program for inspection of activities affecting quality be established
and executed by or for the organization performing the activity to
verify conformance with the documented instructions, procedures, and
drawings for accomplishing the activity.

11. Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) Procedure QI-QP-11.3-28
Rev. 21 "Class IE Cable Terminations," paragraph 3.1.c states
that "All Class IE and associated cable splices and terminations
that utilize splice connecters shall be witnessed."

Contrary to the above, .the TRT reviewed twelve quality control
inspection reports for butt splices of 600 volt control and
instrument connections and found three incidents where the
applicant's quality control inspector failed to witness the
splice as required in paragraph 3.1 of procedure QI-QP-11.3-28.

Pef: SSER 7, J-29.

2. Gibbs & Hill Specification 2323-MS-46A, Revision 5 requires that
nuclear safety-related Class 1, 2, ard 3 pipe hangers and supports
meet the requirements of the ASME Code, 1974 Edition, Section III
Subarticle 14F-431 which states that "Defects in materials which
were acceptJ on delivery or which are discovered during the
process of fabrication or installation may be eliminated or
repaired by welding, provided the defects are removed, repaired,
and examined in accordance with the requirements of NF-2500 for
the applicable product form." Subarticle NF-2500 requires that.
defects may be repaired as permitted by the material specifications.

Brown & Root Procedure WES-029, "Welding Specification for Field
Fabrication and Erection of Structural Steel" delineates the
instructions and documentation required to perform weld repairs
(i.e., plug wells of misdrilled holes).
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Contrary to the above, cable tray supports were found by NRC
ReaP'n IV. staff pe,'sonnel tc contain undocumented plug welds.
it was not possible to determine it the plug weld repairs were
daceptdble because quality control irspections were not performed
to ensure that the welds were pvrformed in accorcance with the
;pllicable ccdes and procedures.

kef: SSEH P0, N-I7.

3. TUEC procedure QI-OP-i1.14-1, "Inspection of Site Fabrication and
Installation of Structural and Miscellaneous Steel," deiineates
inspection criteria for support bolts. Work package M;.B-U55U-C12°PB
authorized the cutting of 1-1/2 inches off the 9-inch length of
144 bolts. The bolts were purchased to hold the steam generator
lateral supports to the wdll plates but were ordered 1-1/2
inches too iong.

Contrary to the above, required quality control inspections for
the installation of the steam generator upper lateral restraint
anchor bolts were not performed.

Ref: SSER 10, N-57.

4. TUGCO Procedure QI-QP-11.10-1, Pevision 29, Paragraph 3.5.2
includes the requirefrent to inspect a support for configuration.
TUGCO Procedure QI-QP-I1.21-1, Revision 8, "Pequirements of
Visual Weld !nspection," sets forth the criteria and requirements
to be used when performing visual inspections of welds and other
applicable instructions for conduit support and cable tray
hanger inspections.

Contrary to the above, the TRT performed anindependent inspection
ef previously accepted welds and identified the following
deficiencies that indicated that quality control inspections in
this area were inadequate as evidenced by the following:

(a) The TkT found that cable tray hanger CTH E•24 (Containment
Building) had been fabricated with forty more stiffeners
and eighty more welds than required or shown on drawing
FSE-00159, sheet 5824, 2 of 2, Detail L Inspection Report
ME-1-0006155 verified final QC inspectigo and acceptance on
January 3, 1984.

(b) Cable tray, hanger CTH-6742 (Auxiliary Building), Clip MK-12,
should be 6 inch x.6 inch x 3/4 inch angle stock in accordance
with FSE-&0159, sheet 6742. The actual "as-built" flange
thickness of Clip MK-12 was 3/8 inch.

(c) During inspection of hanger CTH-6742, the TRT found that two
structural welds were made in the wrong location. The 3/16
inch shop welds which join MK-10 and MK-I1 were made
horizontally instead of vertically, as shown on drawing
FSE-00159, sheet 6742.

Ref: SS[R 11, 0-244.
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5. Brown & Root Procedure QI-QAP-1I.I-28, Revision 19, "Fabrication,
Installation, and Inspection of Safety Class Component Supports"
provides instructions for material dimensional control and
fabrication tolerances. The procedure limits base plate h(ile
centerline locations to -1/4 inch or as shown on the design
drawing.

Contrary to the above, quality control inspections here inadequate
in that the TPT discovered at the time of its inspection that
the horizontal member of support CC-1-126-010-F33R was three
inches lower at its centerline relative to the upper boithole
centerline than shown on the vendor-certified drawing. Other
supports with similar hole-location violations included
CC-X-039-007-F43R,.CC-1-126-011-F33R, and CC-1-126-012-F33R.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-244.

6.a. Brown & Root Procedure QI-QAP 11.1-28, Revision 25, "Fabrication,
Installation dnd Inspection of Safety Class Component
Supports," paragraph 3.7.3.1 states that "o sufficient
number of spacers shall be used to preven t the spherical
bearings from becoming dislodged..." anj "in no case shall
the resulting ga.p be more than the thickness of one
vendor-supplied spacer."

Contrary to the above, quality control inspections were inadequate
in that the TRT inspection identified an excessive free gap between
spherical bearing ard washers on the sway strut assembly of
support CC-1-126-015-F43R. Other supports with similar.bearing
gap anomalies identified during the TRT inspections included
supports RC-1-052-016-C41K, RC-1-059-020-C41K, and MS-1-416-0O1-S33R.

b. QI-QAP-1I.1-28, Revision 22, paragraph 6.1 states in part that
... bearing internal and external surfaces shall be free of rust

and foreign material, and hearings shall move freely within th.
housing."

Contrary to the above, quality control inspections were inadequate
in that the TRT inspection identified paint contamination in the
bearings of both snubber assemblies on Clasý I compono-. support
SI-1-090-006-C41K of the Unit I Safety Injection System that
severely obstructed the bearing cavities and limited their movement.
A similar condition existed on support MS-1-416-002-S33P.

Pef: SSER 11, 0-244.

7. TUGCO Instruction CP-EI-4.E-1, Revision 10, "General Program for
As-built Piping Verification" requires verification in the field
to ensure that actual hanger mark numbers agree with the mark
numbers shown on the drawing and that the hanger type agrees with
that shown on the Support drawing.
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Brown & Root Procedure QI-QAP-11.1-28, Revisions 19 and 24, require
that at installation inspection, the quality control inspector
verify the hanger number, material type, grade and heat number,
and that vendor-supplied NPT-stamped component supports bear
markings traceable to the design drawing..

Culi ' ry to( the above, the TRT inspection identified in six
instancer jfrom an inspection of 42 supports) where these
procedure' requirements were not followed during the final
quality cLrtrol inspectio ns. These instances are as follows:

(a) Model numbers of installed snubbers for pipe support
SI-1-090-006-C41K did not match the model number o, the
design drawing. A similar problem existed with pipe support
RC-052-020-C41R.

(b) A replacement part (sway strut eyerod) for pipe support
CT-1-013-O14-S32R had no apparent material identification
either on the hardware or in the documentation package for
the support*. The Material Identification Log did not list
any identification traceable to the origin of the replacement
part. A similar problem existed with pipe supports
CC-1-126-012-F33R, CC-X-039-0O5.-F43R, and AF-1-035-011-S33R.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-244.

8. Brown & Root procedure QI-QAP-11.1-28, Revision, 25 defines
criteria for the examination of welds, including inspection
parameters for acceptable weld sizes. ASME B&PVC Code Section Ili,
Subsection NF. Subarticles NF-4424 and NF-5360 set forth
acceptance standards for the examination of welds.

Contrary: to the above, the following deficiepcies found during
the TRT inspection that were not identified during the applicant's
quality control inspection process for the following piping
supports:

(d) Support AF-1-0O1-O01-S33R had porosity, insufficient weld
leg, incomplete welds, and insufficient fill.

(b) Support CT-1-013-014-S32R exhibited excessive overgrinding
of welds which resulted in notching of the sway strut
rear brackets.,

(c) Support AF-1-002-702-S33R had two more welds than required.
The extraneous welding was not documented on the "as-built"
drawing. One of the required welds, was undercut
(1/16 inch - 3/32 inch deep, for a length of 2 inches) beyond
limits of acceptance.
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(d) Support. Drawing CC1-126-013-F33R required a 1/2 inch fillet
weld to connect item 5 to item 6. This weld was omitted in
the field.

(e) Support CC-1-12u-013-F33R had some welds performed with no
quality control inspector- initials or signature on the
corresponding blocks of the weld data card for the support
inspection package.

(f) Support CC-X-039-007-F43R, had a 5/16-inch all-around fillet
weldwith an approximately 1/16-inch undersizeo weld leg
across the top.

(g) Support RH-l-006-O12-C42R had an all-around 1/4-inch fillet
weld connecting item 5 to item 7 which was undersized by
1/32 inch to 1/16 inch across the top.

(h) Support AF-1-037-002-S33R exhibited a 1/16-inch to 3/32-inch
reduction in plate thickness and weld size due to excessive
grinding of the weld at the base plate. Base material
thickness of the suppor-t plate was reduced beyond the limits
of acceptance in three locations.

Ref: ,SSER 11, 0-244.

D. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI requires, in part, that
measures be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality,
such as failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective
material and equipment, and nonconformances are promptly identified
and corrected. In the case of significant conditions adverse to
quality, the measures must assure that the cause of the condition
is determined and corrective action taken to preclude repetition.

1. Brown & Root Procedure QI-CP-QCI-?.4-9 delineates the inspection
and dc,-jmentation requirements to ensure the removal of elastic
joint filler (rotofoam) material between seismic Category I
structures. In addition, procedure QI-QP-11.0-3 details the
inspection activities for Seismic Air GaF,.

Contrary to the above, measures were inadequate to assure that
conditions adverse to quality were promptly identified and
corrected in that quality control inspections between September 14,
1978 and October 17, 1978 documented that five of six seismic
Category I structure gaps contained foreign material. These
unsatisfactory conditions were not officially resolved until
April 18, 1983 in response to Nonconformance Report C-83-01067.
However, during the TRT inspection, foreign material was again
identified between the Unit I safeguards building and the
auxiliary building. The continued existence of foreign material
in the air gaps indicates that measures were ineffective in
assuring that nonconformances were promptly identified and
corrected.

Ref: SSER 8, K-75.
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2. Brown & Root Procedure CP-QAP-16.1, "Control of Nonconforming
Items," requires that the approval of the disposition of
Nonconformance Reports (NCR's) be reviewed for adequacy and
conformance to applicable specifications, procedures, and code
requi rements.

Contrary to the above, the dispositions of rJCRs M-4015S,
Revisions 0-5 and NCR M-4942S were inadequate. Their dispositions
did not address fit-up or ASME code requirements nor the stress
effects resulting from the out-of-roundness which occurred during
installation. These NCRs are related to the installation of a
10-inch Spool Piece CT-1-SB-C14, piece number 38, installed in
the Unit I Containment Spray System CT-1-012-30IR-2 in .eptember
1982. At the time of installation, the item was on hold per NCR
M-4015S because the pipe was 1/2 inch out-of-round and in excess
of the 1/8 inch allowed by the ASME Code for 10-inch pipe. After
the installation, NCR M-4942S and NCR M-40155 Revision 5
dispositioned the pipe "use-as-is" based on acceptable fit-up
inspection results.

Ref: SSER 10, N-155.

3. Brown & Root Procedure CP-QAP-12.1, "Inspection Criteria and
Documentation Requirements prior to N-5 System Certification,"
paragraph 3.8 and attachment 5 required reinspection of skewed
welds for size determination during the inspection of the hangers.
Brown & Root Procedure QI-QAP-11.1-28, paragraph 3.5.5.5 and
attachment 23 provide requirements and techniques for the proper
inspection methods of welds that exhibit a skewed profile.

Contrary to the above, on December 28, 1923, TUEC failed to
provide adequate corrective action in their reinspection program
for ASME Class 1, 2, and 3 component support skewed welds.

Certain types uf skewed welds, those existing at the intersection
uf curved members used as structural members, were not included
in the skewed weld reinspection program for component supports.

Ref: SSER 10, N-202.

Collectively, Violations A-D have been categorized as a Severity
Level III problem (Supplement 11).

(Civil Penalties -$200,000 assessed equally among the violations.)

11. Violations Not Assesscd a Civil Penalty

A. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI requires, in part, that
measures be established to control the issuance of documents, such
as instructions,'procedures, and drawings, including changes thereto,
which prescribe all activities affecting quality. These measures
assure that documents, including changes, are reviewed for adequacy
drnd approved for release by authorized personnel and are distributed
to and used at the location where the prescribed activity is performed.
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1. Procedure DCP-3 "CPSiS Document Control Program," Revision 18
states, in part, that "If, for any reason, a superseded document
is retained, the face of t"- document must be stamped or marked
'VOID.' When no longer ,' Iuired, superseded documents should be
oestroyed.". DCP-3'also states, in part, that "Controlled
documents affected by design change documentation shall be
stamped as follows: 'THIS DOCUMENT AFFECTED BY DESIGN CHANGE.'

Contrary to 'the above, the following conditions were found in
satellite 307 on July 31, 1984:

(a) Document package 1-002-S-09 listed eighteen design changes
outstanding; however, twenty changes were in the package,
including one superseded and one voided package that were
not appropriately marked.

(b) Two voided design changes were listed and included as
current in design packages (CMC 62535, Revision 0 against
MI-2607 and DCA 13170, Revision 0 against MS-084) but the
changes were not appropriately marked.

(c) Superseded drawing RH-1-SB-006, Revision 13 was found in the
files on July 31, 1984, but was not appropriately marked.

(d) Drawings 2323-MI-2301-10, -2304-01, and -2304-05 were in the
drawing satellite files on July 31, 1984, and Drawing
DO-2-099-709-S53R was in the hands of hanger craft personnel.
However, these drawings were not stamped "This document
affected by design changes," even though each document was
affected by changes.

Ref: SSER.11, 0-51.

2. The TUGCO Quality Assurance program is included in Chapter 17 of
the CPSES FSAR. Section 17.1.6, for document control, states
that "TUGCO has established requirements to assure that documents,
in:luding changes, are reviewed for adequacy and approved for
release by authorized personnel."

Contrary to the above, measures were not effective in assuring
that-drawings reflecting the as-built conditions were properly
released for use in, that the TRT identified six cables, five safety-
related, that were not terminated in accordance with drawings
effective at the time of the inspection.

Ref: SSER 7, J-29.

8. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires in part that activities
affecting quality be presrribed by documented instructions, procedures,
or drawings, of a type app.opriate to the" circumstance and that these
activities be accomplished in accordance with these instructions,
procedures, or drawings.
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Brown & Root Procedure CP-CPM-9.9, "NNS Seismic Category II Supports,"
Section 3.1, states, in part, "Fabrication/Installation shall be
accomplished in accordance with the Hanger Package. The Hanger Package
will consist of the BRH drawing and Weld Filler Material Log (WFML)
for eachi hanger listed on the BRH."

Brown & Root Procedure CCP-21, Fabrication of Miscellaneous Steel,
Section 3.1.3, requires that all work be accomplished in accordance
with controlled drawings..

Contrary to the above, the TRT identified that iron fab shop work was
performed to sketches and memos without the availability of the hanger
package, travpler, or controlled drawing at the location where the
activity was performed.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-146.

Violations A and B have been categorized as a Severity Level IV problem
(Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10-CFR 2.201, Texas Utilities Electric Company is
hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
U.S. Nuclear Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, with a copy to the Regional
Administrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region IV, within 60 days of
the date of this Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply, including
for each alleged violation: (1) admission or denial of the violation; (2) the
reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which will be
taken and the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which have been taken
to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. If an adequate reply is not received within the time specified in
this Notice, the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, may issue an
order to show cause why the license should not be modified, suspended or revoked
or why such other action as may be proper should not be taken. Consideration
may be given to extending the response time for good cause shown.. Under the
authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, this response shall be
submitted under oath of affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under
10 CFR 2.201, the Texas Utilities Electric Company rudy pay the civil penalties
in the amount of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars (S200,000) or may protest
imposition of the civil penalties in whole or in part by a written answer.
Should the Texas Utilities Electric Company fail to answer within the time
specified, the 5irector, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue anorder imposing the civil penalties in the amount proposed above. Should the
Texas Utilities Electric Company elc.. to file an answer in accordance with
10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny tne
violation listed in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating
circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice, or (4) showi other reasons why the
penalties should not be imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalties
in whole or in part, such answer may request mitigation' of the penalties.
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In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalties, the factors contained in
Section V.B of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1985) should be addressed. Any
written answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately
from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may
incorporate by specific reference (e.g., citing page and paragraph numbers) to
avoid repetition. The Texas Utilities Electric Company's attention is directed
to tne other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the procedure for imposing a
civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties due, which has been subsequeptly
determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205., this
matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalties, unle'ss
compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant
to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

es M. Director-
fice of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this ý4day of May 1986.



APPENDIX B

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket No. 50-445
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Construction Permit CPPR-126
Unit I EA 86-09

As a result of an NRC inspection conducted November 18, 1985 - December 18, 1985,
two violations of NRC requirements were identified. In accordance with
"General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,"
10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1985) the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 'proposes to
impose civil penalties pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295 and 10 CFR 2.205. The particular
violations and the associated civil penalties are set forth below:

I. VIOLATION ASSESSED A CIVIL PENALTY

A. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires, in part, that a
program for inspection of activities affecting quality be established
and executed by or for the organization performing the activity to
verify conformance with the documented instructions, procedures, and
drawings for accomplishing the activity. In addition, Criterion XVIII
requires, in part, that a comprehensive system of planned and periodic
audits be carried out to verify compliance with all aspects of the
duality assurance program and to determine the effectiveness of the
, rogram.

The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES) Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), Section 17.1.10, states, in part, ". . . inspection
planning is utilized to assure conformance to procedures, drawings,
specifications, codes, standards, and other documented instru tions."
The CPSES FSAR, Section 17.1.18 states, in part, with respect to
audits, "TUGCO requires that planned and periodic audits be performed
to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance
program to determine effectiveness of the program ..

Section 3.0 of Texas Utilties Generating Company (TUGCO) Nuclear
Engineering Procedure TNE-AB-CS-1, Revision 1, dated September 30, 1985,
"As-Built Procedure, Cable Tray Hanger Design Adequacy Verification,"
states, in part, " . . . The 'as-designed' drawiny will be marked
up by the 'as-built' walkdown team in red . . .'to denote actual
dimension/configuration of the CTH attributes that are to be 'as-built.'
The QC inspector will verify all dimension/coifiguration on the red-
lined drawing . . . "

8605060216 860502
PDR ADOCiW
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Contrary to the above, as of the inspection from November 18 -
December 18, 1985, attributes of a number of cable tray hangers
located in the Reactor Building and Fuel Building related to tray
size, tray span, tray clamps, member size, weld qualitative measure-
ments, dimensional measurements, bolt size, and member orientation
were not either correctly determined by walkdown engineers or
correctly verified by quality control inspectors for 15 of 32 cable
trays that had been walked down prior to the NRC inspection. in
addition, the licensee failed to perform audits of these activities.

B.I. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, as implemented by the TUGCO
Quality Assurance Plan (QAP), Section 5, Revision 1, dated:April 16,
1979, requires that activities affecting quality be prescribed by
documented instructions, procedures, or drawings of a type appropriate
to the circumstances and be accomplished in accordance with these
instructions, procedures, or drawings.

a. Paragraph 3.1.2 of Brown & Root (B&R) Procedure CPM-6.3, Revision 8,
dated April 2, 1981,.states, "The traveler package shall contain,
or may reference if normally available, the drawings, procedures,
instructions, manufacturer's manuals/guidelines, etc., necessary
to accomplish the activity."

Contrary to the above, at the time of this inspection, January 1 -
March 14, 1986, construction operation travelers for installation
of electrical penetration assemblies (EPAs) IE76, IE77, 1E78, and
IE79 referenced a type of inboard cable support assembly that was
attached to the EPA header plate instead of the EPA nozzle as
required by the applicable Bunker Ramo Corporation (BRC) Drawing
50022078, Revision F.

b. Drawing 2323-El-0514, Revision 7, dated April 13, 1984, requires
that conductor entry conduit, through which cables from certain
EPAs were routed into junction boxes, must be sealed as specified.

Contrary to the above, during this inspection, the junction boxes
to which cables were routed from EPAs IE44, 1E45, 1E46, and 1E47
were observed to have unsealed conductor entry conduit.

c. Paragraph 6.5 of B&R Engineering Instruction EEI-22, Revision 0,
dated October 4, 1982, and paragraph 3.1.3 of TUGCO Instruction
QI-QP-11.3-49, Revision 0, dated October 1, 1982, states, "Pigtail
conductors must be supported a maximum of 36 inches from the
penetration header plate or conductor support."

Contrary to the above, during this inspection, the pigtail
conductors for the Conax modules in EPA IE14 were observed to
be supported on the inboard side (inside the reactor containment
building) at distances of 43 inches to 60 inches from the
penetration header plate.
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d. TUGCO Instruction QI-QP-11.3-28, Revision 26 "Class IF Cable
Terminations" allowed the limited use of cable splices in raceways.
The licensee committed to follow Reg Guide 1.75 in its Final
Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) which dllOWS the use of these
splices if an analysis was made and submitted as part of the
cSAR.

Contrary to the above, at the time oi this inspection, this
procedure was not adequate in that it allowed the limited ust. of
cable splices in raceways when no analysis of this practice had
been included in the FSAR.

4. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 8, Criterion VI requires in part that
measures be established to control the issuance of documents, such as
drawings, including changes thereto, which prescribe activities
affecting quality. These measures assure that documents, including
changes, are reviewed for adequacy and approved for release by
authorized personnel and are distributed to and used at the location
where the prescribed activity is performed.

The TUGCO QAP, Section 6.0, Revision 0, dated July 1, 19/8, requires
in part that Gibbs & Hill be responsible for implementing quality
assurance programs off-site that ensure appropriate documents are
controlled and that changes required as a result of comments,
nonconformance, or cngineering work are incorporated into revised
documents.

Contrary to the above, at the time of this inspection, vendor documents
were not appropriately controlled by Gibbs & Hill in that BRC drawings
of record for installed EPAs had not been revised to reflect resolution
of handwritten comments on the drawings pertaining to design accept-
ability and required rework.

3. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII as implemented by the TUGCO
QAP, Section 7.0, Revision 0, dated July 1, 1978, requires in part
that measures be established to assure that purchased material,
equipment, and services conform to the procurement documents. These
measures include provisions, as appropriate, for source evaluation
and selection, objective evidence of quality furnished by the
contractor or subcontractor, inspection at the contractor or
subcontractor source, and examination of produCts upon delivery.
Documentary evidence that materials and equipment conform to the
procurement requirements must be available at the nuclear power
plant site prior to installation or use of such material and equipment.

Paragraph 3.1 of B&R Procedure CP-QAP-7.2, Revision 3, dated March 19,

1979, states, in part, "The B&R QC Engineer/Inspector shall perform
detailed receiving inspection in accordance with the provisions of
,this procedure and supplementary instructions and document the
results of the inspection on the QC Receiving Inspection Repurt (RIR)

Paragraph 3.2.b of this procedure. states, in part, "For
TUSI/Gibbs & Hill, and Brown & Root orocured items that do not
receive a final inspection release by these agencies, the B&R QC

'Engineer/Inspector shall perform a receipt inspection prepared by B&R
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for the applicable item. Similarly, checklists ,-hall be used to
complete individual inspections waived by these agencies. All such
checklists will be filed with the RIR in the QA Records Vault

Contrary to the above, a! the time of this inspection, the completed
checklist filed witi the RIP in the QA Records Vault for EPAs 1E76,
iE77 and 1E78 involved cable tray parts rather than the referenced
EPAs. In addition, detailed receiving inspections were not performed
for EPAs 1E79, 2E76, 2E77, 2E78, and 2E79, as evioenced by numerous
attibutes on the checklists being marked by the receipt inspector as
not verified.

4. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendi.< B, Criterion X as implemented by the TUGCO
QAP, Section 10.0, Revision 1, dated July 31, i984, requires that a
program for irspection of activities affecting q.ality be established
and executed by or for the organization performing the activity to
verify conformance with the documented instructions, procedures, and
drawings for accomplishing the activity.

Contrary to the above, as of the time of this inspection, Quality
Control inspectors had failed to identify that:

a. An inl.,,ard cable support assembly was not present for EPAs IE76,
IE77, IE78, and IE79 even though Quality Control inspections had
,erified these installations.

b. Vendor installed splices for the pigtail assemblies of EPAs 1E76,
IE77, 1E78, iE79, 2E76, 2E78, and 2E79 failed to comply with the
staggering requirements of BRC Drawings 50028232, Revision C, and
50020346, Revision F.

5. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI as implemented by the TUGCO
QAP, Section 16.0, Revision 0, dated July 1, 1978, requires in part
that measures be established to assure that conditions adverse to
quality such as failures, malfunctions, deficie,. ies, deviations,
defective material ana equipment, and nonconformances are promptly
identified and corrected.

Contrary to the above, at the time of this inspection, EPAs with vendor
installed splices of insufficient heat shrinkable tubing (HSIT) length
to satisfy requirements of the HSIT manufacturer were not identified
as nonconforming and corrected by rework in accordance with the BRC
procedure~furnished to TUGCO by Gibbs & Hill to resolve this type of
nonconformance.

6. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 8, Criterion XVII as implemented by the TUGCO
QAP, Section 17.0, Revision 5, datcd October 18, 1985, requires in
part that sufficient records be maintained to furnish evidence of
activities affecting quality. The records must include closely
related data such as qualifications of personnel, procedures, and
equipment.

Paragragh 2.1.3 of TUGCO Nuclear Engineering Procedure TNE-UC-15,
Revision 6, issue date February 11, 1986, requires that vendor submitted
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documents necessary to establish the final equipment qualification
shall be reviewed and listed on the Documertation Review Form.

Contrary to the above, at the time of this inspection, records could
not be located which provided a basis for establishing the equipment
c alification adequacy of the field rework procedure (BPC Procedure
123-2286, approved June 26, 1982) for EPA cable splices and the
procedure was not listed on the Documentatiun Review Form for BRC EPis
as being a reviewed docunint.

Collectively, Violations A and B have been characterized as a Severity

Level I'I problem (Supplement 1I).

(Civil Penalti,:s - $50,000 assessed equally among the violations.)

11. VIOLATION NOT ASSESSED A CIVIL PENALTY

10 CFR Part S5, Appendix B, Criterion iX requires, in part, that measures
be established to assure that special processes, including welding, are
controlled and accomplished by qualified personnel using qualified
procedures in accordance with applicable codes and standards.

The CPSES FSAR, Section 17.1.9 states, in part, ;ith respect to control of
special processes, "TUGCO requires of its prime contractors that
written procedures and controls be prepared to assure that special
processes including welding . . . are accomplished by qualified person-
nel using qualified procedures, in accordance with aiplicable codes,
standards, .

The CPSES FSAR, Table 17A-1 ana Gibus and Hill (G&H) Specification 2323-SS-16B
dated May 7, 1975, require use of the Imerican Institute of Steel Con-
struction (AISC) Code for cable tray hanger supports. The AISC Code and
the G&H specification require that welding be performed in accordance with
the American Welding Society (AWS) DI. Code. AWS U1.1-75, Section 2.9.2.4
states with respect to prequalified weld groove angles, "The groove angle
is a minimum. It may be detailed to exceed the dimension shown by no more
than 10 degrees."

Contrary to the above, at the time of the NRC inspection the weld groove
angles for hanger CTH-1-5538 (full penetration weld -?) arc hanger CTH-1-5517
(i-inch plate full penetration weld) were found to be below the prequalified'weld minimir jiuuve angle indicated on the hanger drawings Ly 15 degrees
ard 7-9 degrees, respectively.

.This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 12.

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas litilities Electric Company
is hereby required to submit to the Director, Otfice of Inspection and Enforce-
ment, U.S. Nuclear :ommission, Washington, D.C. 20555, with a copy to the
Regional Administratoe, U.S. Nuclear Pegulatory Commission, Region IV, within
60 days of the date ot this Notice, a written statement or explandtinn in
reply, including for ea-h alleged violation: (1) admission or denial of the
alleged violation; (2) tie reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the
corrective steps which ha.'e been taken and the results achieved; (4) the
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corrective steps which have been taken to avoid further violations; and
(5) the date when full compliance will be achieved. If an adequate reply is
not received within the time specified in this Notice, the Director, Office of
Inspection and Enforcement, may issue an order to show cause why the license
should not be modified, suspended or revoked or why such other action as may
be proper should not be taken. Consideration may be given to extending the
response time for good cause shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the

Act. 42 U.S.C. 2232, this response shall be submitted under oath rf affirr-rtion.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under
10 CFR 2.201, the Texas Utilities Electric Company may pay the civil penalties
in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) or may protest imposition of
the civil peralties in whole or in part by a written answer. Should the Texas
Utilities Electric Company fail to answer within the time specified, the Director,
Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue an order imposing the civil
penalties in the amount proposed above. Should the Texas Utilities Electric
Company elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the
civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny the violation listed in this
Notice in whole or i,' part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances;
(3) shQw error in thi, Notice, or (4) show other reasons-why the p~nalties
should not be imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalties in whole
or in part, such answer may request mitigation of the penalty.

In requesting mitigaticn of the proposed penalties, the factors contained in
Section V.B of 10 CFR Plart 2, Appendix C (1985) should be addressed. Any
written answer in acc.ordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set' forth separately
from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may
incorporate by specific reference (e.g., citing page and paragraph numbers) to
avoid repetition. The Texas Utilities Electric Company's attention is
directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the procedure for
imposing a civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties due, which have been subsequently
determined in accordance with-the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this
matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalties, unless
compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant
to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2?82.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

'J e s M. Tay DrUirector
fice of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
the,.v`ýday of May 1986.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

"WASHINGTON. 0. C. 20555

• ... MAY 1986

Ducket Nos. 50-445
50-446

Construction
Permit Nos. CPPR-126

CPPR-127
EA 86-63

Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. William G. Counsil

Executive Vice President
400 North Olive
Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Gentlemen:

The NRC Office of Investigations (01) conducted numerous investigations into
allegations regarding discrimination and intimidation and harassment of Quality
Control (QC) personnel at Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES). In
addition, several] actions were initiated by present and former CPSES workers
with the Department of Labor (DOL) for alleged discrimination for raising
safety concerns. The NRC initiated two enforcement actions for intimidation
incidents at CPSES. Two civil penalties were proposed for violations involving
QC personnel (EA 83-64 and EA 83-132). You responded to the proposed civil
penalties on September 28, 1983 and January 23, 1964 respectively and
supplemented your response on April 9, 1986. In your April 9, 1986 response
you indicated you would not continue to contest the civil penalty proposed
for EA 83-132 and subsequently paid the civil penalty on April 17, 1986. Your
responses to EA 83-64 are still under consideration by the NRC, staff.

As a result of the numerous allegations of intimidation, harassment' and
discrimination, and the relevance of this issue to the contentions in the
ongoing operating license hearing, the NRC undertook a comprehensive review and
evaluation of the allegations of intimidation, harassment, and di-' ,,imination at
CPSES. A report prepared by an NRC Comanche Peak Intimidation Panel (Panel)
aided by a Study Team of consultants was transmitted to you on November 4,
1985. ("Report of the Review and Evaluation of Allegations of :ntimidation and
Harassment of Employees at Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Units I and 2,"
October 1985 (hereinafter "Panel report")). The NRC staff has reviewed the
Panel report, the completed DOL discrimination cases regarding CPSES, the 01
reports, and your responses regarding intimidation at CPSES including your
February 7, 1986 response.

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

S60506009 ••860502

PDR0ADOCK 05000445
PDR PDR
0
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This letter ind its enclosed Notice of Violation contain the results of the NRC
staff's review. The Notice of Violation describes three incidents identified
as violations by the NRC staff during its review of the NRC Panel report and 01
investigdtion reports. This letter also de-cribes several other incidents of
possible intimidation and hdrassment identified in the NRC Panel report which
have not been cited as violations for various reasons. An Enforcement
Conference to discuss the violations %as held in the Region IV office on
April 2, 1986.

The first violation described in the Notice involves the intimidation of a QC
inspector at CSES in early 1983. A forrer Brown & Root, Inc. OC inspector at
CPSES aileced that she was instructed by her supervisors to sign off a number
of liner plate travelers which the inspector believed were inadequately
dccumented. The Panel reviewed this incident and concluded that it was one
of intimidation. A subseQuent 01 investigation (Of Report 4-84-039) concluded
that the independence and organizational freedom of the QC inspector was interfered
with by at 'least one of the QC inspector's supervisors. This is a violation of
1O CFR Part 50, Appendli B, Criterion I.

The second violation involves the so-called "T-shirt" incideit. On March 8,
1984. eight electrical QC inspectors from the Unit I Safeguards Building wore
T-shlrts to work with the lettering: "Comanche Peak Nit Picker. I am in the
business of picking nits." The CC inspectors were sequestered for several
hCurs in a rccm, escorted whenever they left the room, and eventually sent home
with pay. While they were seauestered, a Quality Assurance (QA) specialist
supervisor and two security guards searched their work areas upon the direction
of the CA/OC Manager. They confiscated papers including personal effects. The
personal effects were eventually returned and the other documents were turned
over to the NWC resident inspectors as a result of instructions by Region IV
r'.ar 8gement.

The NPC Panel reviewed this incident and concluded that it was one of intimidation.
The CPSES manacerent response, highly visible to other QC inspectors, was ai,
unwarranted over-reaction yv CPSES .management that was reasonably likely to
dissuade 'C inspectors fron reporting safety concerns.

The third 4ielation involves a confrcntation that occurred in earlyg1983 at the
CPSES site CA audit office between the site OC supervisor and members of two QA
audit groups. The site CC supervisor mistakenly believed that one of the QA
auditors with whom he had a continuing personality conflict had directed craft
oersonnel to remove a welC on a support in contravention of an existing agreement
between QA and QC mandger-ert. %nother QA auditor, the one actually involved in
identifying the suspect weld, esolained to the OC supervisor that craft personnel
had initiated the issuance of an item removal notice for the weld of their own
volition. Subsequent to the auditor's explanation, the site QC supervisor
made a statement ttit physica! ýr political harm could come to an auditor as a
result of his dudit activities. A CPSES investigative report concluded that
although the OC supervisor's behavior was improper, none of the QA auditors had
been intimidated.
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In November 1984, one of the QA auditors who had been present during the 1983
confruntation in the audit office made an allegation to the NRC that the site
QC supervisor threatened and attempted to intimidate the QA auditors. A copy
of the utility's investigative report on the incident was reviewed by 01.
The utility staff investigators were also interviewed, arid they reported that
the notes from their interviews with the witnesses had been destroyed following
the issuance of the repor' in consideration of the confidentiality they had
granted the employees. Ai 01 investigation was initiated. The 01 investigation
(0! Report 4-64-050) concluded that the QC supervisor's statement to the QA
auditors was improper, was intended to influence audit findings, and was in
contravention of the intended independence of the QA audit program. This is a
violation ot Criterion I of Appencix B to 10 CFR Part 50.

We recccnize thatpmany management and organizational changes have taken place
at CPSES. However, we conclude that a civil penalty is appropriate for these
violations to emphasize the need for lasting and effective corrective actions
to ensure that quality control inspectors and auditorshave sufficient
organizational freedom to report safety concerns. The Study Team of consultants
which reviewed allegations of intimidation at CPSES concluded, and the NRC
Panel concurred, that while these instances of intimidation occurred, there was
no pervasive climate of intimidation at CPSES. Despite this finding, the
violations are significant incidents in the area of organizational freedom
under 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion I. In accordance with the "General
Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
Appencix C (1985), each of the yiolations involving intimidation of QC personnel
has bten classified as a Severity Level III violation. The base civil penalty
for a Severity Level "!! violation at the time the violations occurred was
$40,000. Therefore. a civil penalty of S120,OOO is beiny proposed.

The mitioation and escalation factors were considered. Most of the incidents
cited involved management practices which subsequent changes in personnel at
CPSES may have corrected. Also, your February 7, 1986 response to the NRC
Panel report (,esc-ibes management initiatives which should correct those past
practices that may have cor;,tributed to the incidents of intimidation. However,
the prior poor performance on the part of Texas Utilities Electric Company in
the area of employeŽe harassment and intimidation was also considered and no
adjustment of the base civil penalty was deemed appropriate.

Additional incidents of possible intimidation and harassment were identified in
the N-C Panel report but are not included in the enclosed Notice of Violation.
One incident not cited in the Notice concerns the publicity given employees who
provided testimony before the Licensing Board Panel. CPSES management focused
unfavorable attention on employees who testified through an article ir the
CPSES site newsletter, the "Circuit Breaker." Highlighting the fact that an
employee has testified against the company could deter other employees from
coming forward in a public way to identify safety concerns. This incident is
not cited, however, because the facts associated with this incident do not
appear to be sufficient for a violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B or 10 CFR
50.7.
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Another incident not cited in the Notice concerns the discharge of Mr. W.
Dunham, a QC .inspector at CPSES. Mr. Dunham had spoken out against
intimidation of inspectors in the presence of other inspectors. Because of
-his, his subsequent dischirge,.albeit for reasons which the Department of
Labor determined to be justified, left the impression among inspectors that Mr.
Dunham had beeŽn terminated for speaking out. Based on the Department of Labor
finding, we have determined that no citation for a violation of 50.7 or
Appendix B is appropriate. However, your failure to try to correct the
perception among the inspectors could have had the effect' of discouraging them
from reportiny safety concerns.

Other incidents of possible intimidation and harassment not cited in the Notice
of Violation concern a number of discussions directed toward a particular
coatings inspector in response to the inspector's having raised several
concerns. Singling Cut an inspector in repeated meetings where the inspector is
required to explain his actions regarding .deficiencies he has reported could be
intimidating even though no adverse action is taken against the inspector.

We direct your attention to all of these incidents including those that have
not be,2n cited in the enclosed Notice. Regarding those incidents not cited in
the Notice, you should recognize that although they did not ar~ount to actual
violations for various reasons, the underlying problems leading to the incidents
deserve your attention.

You are required to respond to this letter andi should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your-response. Your response
to these enforcement actions will be examir-_ý during future inspections to
determine whether further enforcement action should be taken.

In accordance with Section 2.790 If the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and its enclosure
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
to the ,clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

Ja es M. Taylor,. rectnr
fice of Inspe ion and Enforcement

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation and

Proposed imposition of
Civil Penalties



N.OTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Texds Utilities Elec'"ic Company Docket Nos. 50-445
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station 50 -446

Permit Nos. CPPP-26.
CPPR-127

EA 86-63

The NRC's Office of investigatibns (01) ccnducted several investigations into
allegations vf employment discrimination and intimidation at Comanche Peak Steam
Electric Station. An INRC Comanche Peak Intimidation Panel subsequently reviewed
the 0I reports and other- pertinent materials and documented its review in an NRC
"Report of the Review dnd Evaluation of Allegations of Intimidation and Harassment
of Employees at Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units 1. and 2," October
1985. As a result-of the review, apparent violations of NRC requirements were
identified. In accordance with *he "General Statement.of Policy and Procedure
for Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part-2, Appendix C (1985), the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission proposes to impose civil penal'ties pursuant to Section 234 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, dnd
10 CFR 2.205. The violations and the associated civil penalties-are set forth
below:

10 CFR Part 5C, Appendix B, Criterion 1, states that construction permit
holders are responsible for the establishment and execution of a quality
assurance program, that they m'ay delegate this work to others such as
contractors, but they retain the responsibility for the program. Criterion I
further states that persons performing quality assurance functions shall
have sufficient organizational freedom to identify quality problems;
initiate, recom•,end, or pvfcide solutions; and to verify implenientation of
solutions.

The Texas Utilities Electric Company (TUEC) Quality Assurance Manual
describes Quality Control ins-pectors and Quality Assurance Audit Groups
as members of the Quality AssuranceDivision and statesjthat the Quality
Assurance Division has been assigned sufficient organilzdtional freedom to
id 7tify quality problems.

A. Contrary to the above, the Texas Utilities Electric Company Quality
Assurance Program did not provide Quality Control Inspectors sufficient
organizational freedom to identify problems in that the TUEC QA/QC
Manager, on March 8, 1984, initidted an unwarranted and over-reactive
response to eight electrical QC inspectors wearing T-shirts with an
inspection-related slogan printed on the shirts. The reaction, highly
visible to other QC inspe-tors, was reasonably likely to dissuade QC
inspectors from reporting safety concerns.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement Il).
Civil Penalty - $40,000

B605060100 860502
PDR ADOCK 05000445
0 PDR



Notice of Viclation - 2 -

B. Cntr'ary to the above. the Tewas Utilities Electric Company Quality
A•ssurance Prow-ram did no: provide QuaI i ty Assurance personnel .ufficie, nt
CrgaI)iati,'rai freedom to identify pronblems in that in early M9R3, a TUEC
Quality Co, trol S,,perviso, r-ade a statement before the Lal Ity Assurance
audit groups that -ý'.,ical 1 r Po tical har,- could come to an auditcr Is I

y,',.Si of hi s • t,, aCt '.. . This st,temon nt wa., reasonably likely to
i- ,o!) e, y rt i en!IC e L; C .I n r,' c ¢s.

,his is a Svr -t ,'v L ýi v atior (oSur ;,,r't~nt
C ~ il Per.: ! t, .-: ,C (.

C. £rowr 5 Root, i',c. is tm" n ,ime onr tractor for curstruction of the
Comancne ;eak Steam Eiuctr-ic S-ation facility dad has thus been delegated
qudliity assurance f nctins by the licensee. The 6rown & Root Quality
ýSSurdnCe ,3%nual describes Qual ty Control inspectors as members of the
Quality Assurance Oivisier and states that the Quality Assurance Division
has been 4ssigned sufficient crý,jnizational freedom to identify quality
prob l ems.

Contrary to the above, in early 1983, the Brown & Root Quality Assuranc'e
Program did not orovi e "uality Control Inspectcirs. sufficient
Organizatioral freedor, to identify quality problems in that a Brown &, Root.
Quality Contrcl jnspectc.'- was instructed by her supervisor to sign off a
number of liner plate travelers which the inspector believed were
inadeauately Cocumenttd.

Tris is - Severity Level :ii violation (Supplement II).
Civil Pe r.a ty C, ' , c 0

Pu-suaWt to tst Ioont, cf i0 CPP 2.2ri, TeXas Utilities Electric Company
.s hereby requi-ed .tC subri to the Pirector, Office of Inspection and Enforce-

ment, U.S. ,Nuclear Reguiatory C:or.ission, 'ashington, D. C. 20555, with a copy
to the Regional 11Cmir~istrator., U.S. Nuclear Pegulatory TnOriission, Region IV,
611 Pyan Plaza Drive, Suite DICO, Arlington, Texas 76011, within 30 days of the
date of this Notice , written statement or expianation in reply, including for
each alleged violation: (I) admission or denial of the alleged violation,
(2) the reasons fur the violat ion if admitted, (3) the corrective steps that
have been taken and the results achieved, (4) the corrective steps, that will
be taken to avoid further violations, and (5) the date when full compliance
will be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending the response time
for good cause shown. Uroer the authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C.
2222, this response shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under
10 CFR 2,201, Texas Utijities Electric Company may pay the civil, penalties in
the amount of One Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($120,000) or may protest
imposition of the civil penalties in whole or in part by a written answer.
Should Texas Utilities Electric Company fail to answer within the time specified,
the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement will issue an order imposing
the civil penalties in the amount proposcd above. Shculd Texas Utilities
Electric Company elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205



Notice of Violation -3 -

orotesting the civil penalties, such answer may:' (1) deny the violations
listed in this Not~ice i:; whole or in part, (2) demonstrate extenuating
circumstances, (3) show error i n this Notice, or (4) show other reasons why
the penalt.ies shouli nct be imposed. in addition to protesting the civil
penalties, in whole Cr in oart, such answer may request remission or mitigation
u: the penalties.

in requesting mitiyatik un ct' tht2 proposed penalties, the five factors, contained
in Section V.PU of 10 CFR Part L", Appendix C should be addressed. Any written
answer in accorddnce with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separdtely from the
statement or e,.plandtion ,n reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201 but may incorpotite
parts ou the 10 C-P, L.L_1 reply by specific reference (e.g.. citing page Jnd
paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition. The attention of Texas Utilities Electric
Comvdny is directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the
pv cc.;d.;re for imposinc a civil penalty.

Upon fai',ure to pay any civil Deralty due, which has been subsequently.determined
in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFP 2.205, this matter may
be referred to the Attornev General, and the penalties,.unless compromised,
remittec, or miticat:ed, may be collected by civil action pursuant to
Section 234c of the Act, 4Z U.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAr, -- GULATORY COMMISSION

tJ es M. Taylor, Oirec jr
ffice of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at.:Bethesaa, Marylno,
this, "'•day of •a~v 19CE.
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UNITEDUSTATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COhiMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
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40 •=August 4, 1987

Docket Nos.: 50-445; 50-446
,'ermit Nos.: CPPR-126; CPPR-127
LA 87-122

Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. W. G. Counsil

Executive Vice President
400 North Olive Street, Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION (NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-445/8707;
50-446/8706)

This refers to the inspection conducted during the period from March 1-April 30,
1987 dt the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES) of activities authorized
by NRC Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-126 and 127. During that inspection, two
potential violations were identified, as described in the referenced inspection
report which was issued to you by letter dated June 25, 1987. An enforcement
conference was held at the site office of the Comanche Peak Project Division
on July 6, 1987 to discuss the inspection findings.

,Ile violaton identified in the enclosed Notice of Violation (NOV) concerns
your failure to make a timely report of a significant construction deficiency,
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e), regarding inadequate mounting conditions for the
6.9 kv switchgear in both Unit I and Unit 2. Although in a letter dated
September 5, 1986, the switchgear vendor indicated that a seismic event could
cause the breakers to malfunction, the NRC was not notified of this deficiency
until February 13, 1987. We consider this violation to be significant because
the NRC should have been given the opportunity to monitor the substantial
corrective actions that occurred during the intervening period.

In accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC
Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1987), the violation described
in the enclosed Notice has been classified as a Severity Level IV. The staff
had considered escalated enforcement aciion for this violation because of the
significance of the deficiency and the lateness of the report; however, the
violation was categorized at Severity Level IV, consistent with our practice
at other facilities, because a report was filed before NRC action was taken.

The second potential violation identified in the referenced inspection report
concerned a failure to establish adequate measures to require documentation
for all nonconforming conditions, as required by 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XV. After reviewing the additional information you presented during
the enforcement conference, the staff has concluded that no violation occurred.
The additiondl information clarified thdt the procedures referred to in the

PDR Anoc-k 05000O45 I
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Texas Udilities Electric Company - 2- Auqust 4, 1987

inspection report provide that.a "work request/work order" can be used in place
of a nonconforntnce report (NCR) in specific circumstances. The staff had not
previously considered this provision because this practice is usually found in
the procedures for an operating plant rather than a plant under construction.
After our review of the procedures in that light, the staff concludes that,'
while the procedures could be improved with. respect to reporting requirements
under 10 CFR Part 21. and 10 CFR 50.55(e), the work order/work request system
provides for the tracking, evaluation and reporting required by.Criterion XV.

In a related manner, the overall process.for evaluating and reporting construc-
tion deficiencies at CPSES was discussed in a management meeting between the
NRC and you and your staff on June 24, 1987. While the NRC staff recognizes
the unique nature of CPSES with respect to the large number of nonconforming
conditions evolving from, and possibly mooted'by, your various corrective
dction programs, there is still a need for a comprehensive and coordinated
plan to track, evaluate, and report significant construction deficiencies.
During that meeting, you committed to develop such a plan. You shoul drefer
to your efforts in that regard in your response to this letter.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response. In your
response, you should document the specific actions taken and any additional
actions you plan to prevent recurrence.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and its enclosures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed .Notice are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Mandgement and Budget as required
by the-Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-511.

Sincerely,

Christopher I. Grimes, Director
Comanche Peak Project Division
'Office of Special Projects

Enclosures;
1. Notice of Violation
2. July 6, 1987 Meeting Presentation

cc w/enclosure:
See next page



ENCLOSURE 1

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket Nos. 50-445; 50-446
400 North Olive Street, Lock Box 81 Permit Nos. CPPR-126; CPPR-127
Dallas, Texas 75201 FA 87-122

During an NRC inspection conducted during the period from March 1 through..
April 30, 1987, the NRC Stdff reviewed the circumstances associated with
a construction deficiency related to the floor mounting conditions for the
6.9 kv switchgear. The NRC was notified of this reportable deficiency on
February 13, 1.987. The failure to report this deficiency in September 1986
when the vendor identified the significance of the deficiency constitutes
d violation of NRC requirements. In accordance with the "General Statement
of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C (1987), the violation is set forth below:

10 CFR Part 50.55(e) requires, in part, that the Commission be notified
within 24 hours of each deficiency in design and construction which,
were it to remain uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety
of operations at any time throughout the expected life of the plant, and
which represents a significant deficiency in construction which will
require extensive evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
meet the criteria and bases stated in the safety analysis report or to
establish the adequacy of the structure or component to perform its
intended safety function.

Contrary to the above, TU Electric Company did not report a construction
deficiency within twenty-four hours of notification of its significance.
By letter dated September 5, 1986, Brown-Boveri notified TU Electric that
deficiencies in the installation of Class 1E 6.9 kv switchgear could cause
failure of the equipment in a seismic event. On February 13, 1987, approxi-
mately five months later, TU Electric notified the NRC of the deficiency.
The deficiency required extensive repair to establish the adequacy of the
components.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, TU Electric Company is hereby
required to submit a written statement or explanation to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission within 30 days of the date of this Notice. This reply
should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice of Violation" and should
include for each alleged violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged
violation, (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted, (3) the corrective
steps that will be taken to avoid further violations, and (4) the date when
full compliance will be achieved. If an adequate reply is not received within
the time specified in this Notice, an order may be issued to show cause why

87001 J 3O.•oi 370•.O0
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the license should not be modified, suspended, or revoked or why such other
action as may be pruper should not be taken. Consideration may be given to
extending the response time for good cause shown. Under the authority of
Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, this reponse shall be submitted under
oath or affirmation.

The response to this Notice should be addressed to: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, DC 20555, with a copy
to the Director, Office of Special Projects, and a copy to theNRC Resident
Office dt the facility which is the subject of this Notice.*

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

r~istopher I* Grimes, rYirector,,
Comanche Peak Project Division
Office of Special Projects

Dated pt Bethesda, Maryland
this __J_ day of August, 1987
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UNITED STATES.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION-:"

WASHINGTON. D C. 20655

JAN' 9 '!8
Docket No. 50-445
Permit No. CPPR-126
EA 88-310

Mr. W. J. Cahill, Jr.
•Executive Vice President, Nuclear

TU Electric

Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Cahill: -

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION(NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-445/88-47;50-446/88-42)

This refers to the inspection conducted on July 7 through August 2, 1988, at
the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, GGlen Rose, Texas, of. the Station
Service Water System coating removal. During the inspection, violations of:'
NRC requirements were identified. At the conclusion of the ýlinspection, the
findings were discussed with you and members of your staff., ýAt your request,
the results and conclusions of TU Electric's review and evaluation of the -
coating removal activities were presented by your staff in a public meeting''
held at the plant site on September 13, 1988. Your"September 23, 1988 letter'
provided an engineering report on the Station Service Water System coating
removal project. The NRC inspection findings were also discussed in an
enforcement conference held with you and members of your staff at the NRC
offices in Rockville, Maryland on November 9, 1988.'

- ~.

The NRC staff had initially considered the, collective sianificance of the
violations at a Severity Level 11, i.e.,%a significant regulatory concern.
However, after careful review of the ,information presented inthe engineering.

report, the public meeting and the enforcement conference, we have concluded

that the enclosed violations do not fit the examples in'Supplement II of the,.,
Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C)'for a Severity, Level III

violation. While in themselves the violations do not represent a significant,
regulatory concern, they are more than a.minor concern.:, For example, although
special measures were taken in planning and monitoring the Coating removal-
activity, management controls were not adequate with respect to'implementing
the activity as evidenced by the problems encountered earlyin.,the coating,•'
removal project. The staff is also concerned that once it-was recognized that

the coating removal process needed to be modified, adequate measures were not
taken to inspect damage caused by the early process.problems. Accordingly,.%.
since these violations if not fully corrected may lead to more significant.,

concerns, we are issuing the enclosed Notice of Violation for four Severity.IV
violations associated with the coatingremoval project. . .1

. 8901130016 390.109
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Mr. V. J. Cahill, Jr. JAN 9:988

You are required to respond to this letter-and should follow the ,instructions,"
,specified in the enclosed t1c~ice when preparing-your response. In-your
response you should document the specific actions".takenand any additional
actions you plan to take to prevent recurrence.' .4Because our evaluation
indicated that schedular interests may have been acontributing factor, .your
response should also address whether schedular pressures may have contributed,
to the violations and what action will be taken to assure that.-such pressures
are minimized. After reviewing your response to this Notice, including your,
proposed corrective actions, the NRC will determine whether further NRC
enforcement action is necessary to ensure compliance with .NRC regulatory
requi remnents.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copyof this letter and.,its enclosure
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room..

The responses required by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and .Budget, as required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub.-L., No. 96-511.

Sincerely,-

Original Signed by
James H. Sniezek for

James G..Partlow, Associate Director
for Special Projects

Office of. Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
I. Notice of Violation
2. Meetiny Presentat.ion dated

November 9, 19L8

cc w/enclosures:
See next page
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ENCLOSURE 1

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

TU Electric Docket No. 50-445
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Construction Permit No. CPPR-126

EA 88-310

During an NRC inspection conducted on July 7 through August 2, 1988,
violations of NRC requirements were identified. In accordance with the
"General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,"
10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1988), the violations are listed below.

A. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion IV requires that measures be.
.established to assure that requirements which are necessary to assure.-
adequate quality are suitably included or referenced in the documents
for procurement of services.

Procedure ECE-6.02-03, Revision 1, "Engineering Review of. Procurement
Documents for Services," indicates the services review summary and the
procurement requisition must define all technical,.quality assurance, and
documentation requirements clearly and explicitly. It also requires the
responsible engineer to determine the appropriate ASME classification.
It indicates that the Technical and Quality Assurance Requirements
Package typically contains the scope of activity, technical requirements,
quality assurance requirements, and a document submittal summary.

Procedure NPI-5.0-2, Revision 1, "Control of TU Electric Requisition on
Purchasing Department," requires the originator to provide the intended
use and list the applicable specification, drawing, work document number
(NCR, DR, CAR, DCA/CMC) for which the requisitioned item applies.

Contrary to the above:

I. Purchase Requisition 6R-350338 approved on March 25, 1988 did not
clearly and explicitly define all quality and documentation require-
ments. The original quality assurance requirements,."The entire
blasting operation shall.be under TU Electric's quality assurance
plan," was lined out and the following note was added, "Prior to
performing work, contact [name and phone number were listed] whereby
QA surveillance activities, may be scheduled." Neither wall thinning
nor the documentation of problems were described.

2. The Technical and Quality Assurance Requirements page of Purchase
Requisition 6R-350338 did not address wall thinning or the
documentation of problems.

3. The responsible egineer indicated on the o.rvices Review' Summary
of Purchase Requisition R-R35G32j that the ;IE classification was
:i.applicable. it should h v3,e L. ,t""-' '. T herefore,
the au.0tŽ ori'ed nuclear inspect," C.,a !Ct g an opprtunity. to
review the proposed work or rtcr•J-leted C..rk
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4. Purchase Requisition 6R-350338 and associated documents did not-reference
applicable documentation for which the requisitioned item applies
including Problem Report 85-532, Nonconformance Report 88-0820,-or Design
Modification Request Construction 88-1-020.,.

This is a Severity Level IV violiation."(Supplement tl).

B. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion IXrequires that measures be
established to assure special processes are controlled and-accomplished,,,"_,.
by qualified personnel using qualified procedures in accordance with
applicable codes. Sandblasting was authorized by a Start-up Work -r "

Authorization in accordance' with Station Administrative Procedure...-..
(SAP)-6. SAP-6 requires work to be accomplished by'an approved site
procedure. ...

Contrary to the above:

1. Measures established to control the special process of removing
the coating from the Station. Service Water System piping (QCP-1+,.SRevision 2, "Coating Removalby'Abrasive Blasting of Interior ,of.

Station Service Water Piping" dated April 18, 1988) were..inadequater"'.
For example, QCP-1 did not address wall thinning, air pressure,-
spinblaster travel rate, the rate of sandblasting,. or- documentation
of problems. . .

2. Procedure QCP-1 was not an approved'site procedure., QCP- had been

reviewed and approved by, Engineering. but not by Quality Assurance.:,.

This is a Severity Level IV violation.*(Supplement II)..

C. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires a program for inspection
of activities affecting quality to be established and executed to verify
conformance with documented instructions, procedures,' and drawings for
accomplishing the activities. It:requires inspect'ion and:'process
monitoring when control is inadequate without both.

Construction Procedure QCP-1 requires inspection of the small, bore piping
(in this case the 10-inch piping) by the use of video taping equipment.',

Engineering Document'Change Notice (EDCN)-03 to Mechanical Engineering
Technical Procedure EME 3.21-08, "Engineering Verification of Protective
Coatings Applied to Steel Surfaces Subject in Immersion Service,,"was
initiated to include requirements for coating removal in the Station
Service Water piping in paragraphd 6.9.

Volume I of the FSAR, Appendix 1AB)-25, commits toRegulatory Guide 1 58
which endorses ANSI N45.2.6. ANSI N45.2.6 paragraph 2..2'requires persons
verifying conformance of work activities to, quality requ'irements. to be ..
certified as being qualified to perform the assigned work.'

• i + , " " "- -.. . -
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Contrary to the above:

1. Between April 18, 1988 and May 18, 1988, prior to making improve-
ments to the sandblasting equipment, the process was not adequately
monitored. As a result, a 1/2-inch hole was sandblasted through.the.
rilpe wall in one. location and several other deep sandblasting;
indentations were made in the 10-inch piping and not identified -.-. "
until the piping was flilled w it h.1Wa te r.

2. Review and monitoring of. thevideo tapes by TU Electric'*or its',."
representative failed to identify eitheiý the hole.ln the pipe wall'.
or any of the several other deep sandblasting indentations in'the

.10-inch piping. The deficiencies were not identified until after--
the piping had been filled with water. -

3. Procedure EME 3.21-08 fails to. provide adequate inspection"
instructions in that the procedure addresses verification of
the coating removal and acceptance.criteria but does. not address.'..
metal removal or wall thinning.:'

4. Persons. reviewing and evaluating the video tapes were not certifieed
to ANSI N45.2.6.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II). .

D. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, requires that conditions
adverse to quality be promptl., identified and corrected.

Contrary to the above:

1. Problems with the sandblaster stalling and with sand building up in
the piping were experienced by 0. B. Cannon personnel during the

..initial blasting operations, approximately April 18,"1988 to May. 18,
1988. These problems were not documented on nonconformance reports
and conditions adverse to quality caused by the sandblaster stalling
were not promptly identified and corrected.

2. The NRC inspector identified concerns with, among other things, Wall
thinning due to the coating removal process, monitoring of the
special process, and the adequacy of the-video tape inspections.
Various inspector concerns were discussed with the utility
representatives on May 27, June 20, July 7, July 14, and August 2,
1988, and documented in inspection reports 50-445/88-34, 50-446/88-30
and 50-445/88-40, 50-446/88-36. There are no records, to support that
the inspector's concerns were reviewed, evaluated, or addressed by
the TU Electric task force responsible for the coating removal
project.

This is a Severity Level.IV violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provIisions of 10 CFR 2.201', TU E7ý.tric is hereby" required to
submit, a written statement or expianation.to the U.S. .Nuclear Regulatory
Comnission, ATTUN: Oocument Control Uesk,.'%'shingtor, DC 2C555, witha coPY



to the Director, Office of Special Projects, within 30 days of the date of
this Notice. This reply should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice of
Violation" and should include for each alleged violation: (1) the reasons for
the violation if admitted; (2) the corrtctive steps that have been taken and
the results achieved; (3) the corrective stPDs thi, will be taken to avoid
further violations; and (4) the date when fufl compliance will be achieved.
If an adequate reply is not received within the time specified in the Notice,
an order may be issued to show cause why the license should not be modified,
suspended, or revoked or why such other action as may be proper should not be
taken. Consideration may be given to extending the response time for good
cause shown.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

,,J esG.PatlwAso ae Director.
or SpeOial Projects :

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 9th day of January 1989



UNITED STATES
tA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20555

FEB 2 8 1989

Docket No. 50-445
License No. CPPR-126
EA 88-278

Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.
Executive Vice President, Nuclear
Texas Utilities Electric Company
400 North Olive Street, L. B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Cahill:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION

This relates to the matter of the expiration of the facility construction
permit CPPR-126 for the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Unit 1. This
situation was brought to your attention during discussions with the NRC on
January 28, 1986.

.The violation described in the enclosed Notice of Violation involves your
failure to submit a timely application for extension of your construction
permit. The construction permit originally was issued on December 19, 1974,
extended once in 1982, and expired on August 1, 1985. No timely request to
extend the construction permit was filed pursuant to 10 CFR 2.109. However,
construction activities were continued until January 29, 1986 despite the
expired construction permit, at which time you filed a request for an
extension. This omission, which appears to have been due to an administrative
oversight on your part, demonstrated a significant failure to adequately
monitor a regulatory constraint. It was incumbent on you, as an NRC licensee,
to assure that administrative actions necessary prior to the expiration date
were taken on a timely basis and your failure has led to needless expenditure
of time and resources by the Commission.

The NRC recognizes that its regulatory activities did not change substantially
with the expiration of the construction permit on August 1, 1985 and that the
staff issued an extension of the permit on February 10, 1986. While the
failure did not have a direct safety impact, the lack of adequate
aministrative controls and sensitivity to regulatory requirements to assure
schedules are met could potentially lead to violations with serious
consequences. Therefore, the failure of TU Electric to submit a timely
request for extension to the NRC to assure that requirements are met in a
timely manner is a significant regulatory concern.

In accordance with-the 'General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC
Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1988), the violation
described in the enclosed Notice has been classified as a Severity Level III
violation. A civil penalty is considered for a Severity Level III violation.
However, after consultation with the Commission and the Deputy Executive

•.,• . ,,,.'- c':'-" •" 4 ' -• •, .



- l -2- FEB 2 8 1989
al -r. Will iam J. Cahill, Jr.

Director for Regional Operations, I have decided to exercise enforcement
discretion and not propose a civil penalty in this case. The extensive
corrective action programs which were just getting under way at the time of
the violation, but which had not yet been fully implemented, have since
resulted in considerable improvements in management policies and procedures.
This corrective action, as well as the age of the violation and overall safety
significance of the violation, were considered in this decision. Furthermore,
it does not appear likely that this particular violation will be repeated.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response. In your
response, you should document the specific actions taken and any additional
actions you plan to prevent recurrence. After reviewing your response to this
Notice, including your proposed corrective actions and the results of future
inspections, the NRC will determine whether further NRC enforcement action is
necessary to ensure compliance with NRC regulatory requirements.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and and its
enclosure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter
clearance procedures of the Office of
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, P.L.

and its enclosure are not subject to the
Management and Budget as required by the
No. 96-511.

Sincerely,

Original signed by;

Dennis M. Crutchfleld, Acting Associate Director
for Special Projects

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Notice of Violation

cc w/enclosure:
See next page.
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NOTI.CE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket No. 50-445
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station License No. CPPR-126
Unit 1 EA 88-278

During discussions with the NRC on January 28, 1986, a violation of NRC
requirements was identified. In accordance with the "General Statement of
Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C
(1988), the violation is listed below:

10 CFR 50.10(b) states that no person shall begin the construction of a
production or utilization facility on a site on which the facility is to
be operated until a construction permit has been issued.

10 CFR 50.55(b) states that if construction of a facility is not
completed by the latest completion date, the permit shall expire and all
rights thereunder shall be forfeited.

10 CFR 2.109 provides that if a timely application is made at least
thirty days prior to the expiration date, the existing license will be
deemed not to have expired.

Contrary to the above, Construction Permit CPPR-126 expired on August 1,
1985 and although the applicant failed to file a timely request for
extension as provided by 10 CFR 2.109, activities at Unit 1 for which a
construction permit is required continued until at least January 29,
1986, at which time the applicant filed for an extension. The extension
was approved by the staff on February 10, 1986.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Utilities Electric Company
(applicant) is hereby required to submit a written statement or explanation to
the Director, Office of Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
within 30 days of the date of the letter transmitting this Notice. This reply
should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice of Violation" and should
include: (1) admission or denial of the violation, (2) the reasor ;)r the
violation if admitted, (3) the corrective steps which have been .i and the
results achieved, (4) the corrective steps which will be taken ioid
further violations, and (5) the date when full compliance will achieved.
If an adequate reply is not received within'the time specified in this Notice,



*r -2-

an order may be issued to show cause why the license should not be modified,
suspended, or revoked or why such other action as may be proper should not be
taken. Consideration may be given to extending the response time for good
cause shown.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

d -f Ac g Associate Director
for Special Projects C

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 28thday of February 1989.



0RE(°e UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0. C. 20555

*% ' May 17, 1990

Docket Nos. 50-445
and 50-446

EA-90-020

Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.
Executive Vice PresidentTVElectric

400 North Olive Street, L.B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Cahill:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY - $25,000
(NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-445/90-05; 50-446/90-05)

This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. R. M. Latta during the period
January 3'through January 30, 1990, concerning allegations and issues associated
with the receipt inspection of Therm-A-Lag conduit sections, the controversy over
the documentation of deficient conditions on this materialton a nonconform'ance
report, 'the intimidation of QC receipt inspectors", TUElectric's corrective
actions, and followup on previously identified-Therm-A-,Lag ,discrepancie s. The
NRC inspector's findings were documented in Inspection Report 50-445/90-05;
50-446/90-05 and were discussed With you'and members-of you•r:staff on January 30,
1990 at the inspection exit meeting and again' during ;an EnforCement Conference

at NRC Headquarters in Rockville, Maryland, on February 7, 1990.

Specifically, the matters of concern to the NRC staff ilnvol ve-!thei events which
transpired on November 2 and 3, 1989, relative' to the direction whicl was provided
by a QC supervisor and QC-Level III i~nspectr' to QC receipt nspection personnel

not to document deft€:i ent The rm-A-=Lag' dimensional discrepanci eS6 onh_'4 no'nconform-
ance report. 'Subsequent to a brief but heated0 disc Ussion on Nomiibe' 2,' 1989"'
between the QC supervisor, the QC Level' III,'and QC:-receipt' i•spectionperson6nel

' who wanted to documentthe subject deficiencf€ies on a nonconformance report,-as
they believed was required by Receiving Inspection Procedure NQA-3.09-11.03, one

'? of the QC_ receipt inspectors, Who was involved i'n' the onfontation with QC

SU supervision was coincidentally includedin a 'reductiOn-in-force;.

<ý,,A:Asa result of these events., the message which was perceived by' the QC'eceipt
inspectors was that, in spite of procedural requirements,'QC supervisory personnel
would not allowTherm-A-Lag discrepancies to be documented on a nonconformance
report and to do so could result in termination. However, it should be' noted
that despite that perception, the inspector of record and the lead QC inspector
su sequently documented the Therm-A-Lag deficiencies on a nonconformance report
oni November 3, 1989.

ýEG-0940 I. A-185



Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr. - 2 - May 17, 1990

TU Electric's response to the allegations submitted to SAFETEAM by the QC receipt
inspector who was laid off and the corresponding corrective actions which were
implemented by TU Electric were determined to be generally superficial .and,
ineffective. This determination was based on the results of NRC interviews
which concluded that, despite the issuance of the nonconformance report and,
subsequent to TU Electric's corrective actions, there was still a strong
perception within the QC Receipt Inspection organization that the disagreement
between QC receipt inspectors and QC supervision on November 2 and the coinci.-
dental termination of a QC receipt inspector'were related... As a result, QC
receipt inspectors felt restricted in their job performance and that they could
be terminated if they openly disagreed with QC management.,

The NRC staff is concerned that TU Electric's response to this issue initially
failed to recognize the significance of this event and that the corresponding
corrective actions were not effective.
The NRC staff recognlzes',,thatappraopiate icorrective actions were subsequently

taken when the full scope of the problem was recognized. These'actions included
a management change in the QC Receiving organization, management meetings with
the affectedi inspectorsanddis'Semination of TU Electric's policy on the, impor-
tancel o' properly identifyin'g deficient.,conditiOns.. These actions, along withthe relatively isolated nature Of th~is incident, constituted the basis.upon
whichth6'heNRC staffconcluded thatthis issue had been adequately.resolved for
the-purpose of issuing 7he low-powe'r license.

Neverthe less,•to emphasize the importance of management sensitivity to potential
intimidation, I. 'have .been authorized, after consultation with the Director,
Office of Enforcement,4and the Deputy Executive Director for Nuclear Materials
Safety, Safeguards,"and Operations-Support, to issue the enclosed Notice of
Violation and-Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty (Notice) in the amount of
$25,000 for the SeveritYiLevel III violation described in the enclosed Notice
in.accordance with the 'General Statement of Policy.and Procedure for NRC
Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,*Appendix C (1989). ,The base value of a
civil penalty for a Severity Level III-violation is-$50,000. The escalation
and mitigation factors in the Enforcement Policy were considered and as
discussed below 50% mitigation of the base civil penalty was deemed appropriate.

In this case, neither•escalation nor mitigation of the base civil penalty iswarranted for identification and reporting as this violation was identified to
TU Electric throughý an allegation.' With regard to-corrective action, again,
neither escalation nor mitigation was found appropriate.,.As discussed earlier,
while TU Electric ultimately took appropriate corrective action's, they were not
timely given the information initially available regarding this matter. Not-
withstanding this incident, TU Electric's performance in the specific area of
minimizing harassment and intimidation of quality assurance personnel has, over
the last few yeaIrs, significantly improved considering your historical performance
in this area and therefore on the basis of that performance, mitigation for past
performance is appropriate. However, after considering that specific performance
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Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr. -3 - May 17, 1990

along with TU Electric's overall performance in the area of quality assurance
activities, which has only been generally acceptable, 50% rather than 100%
mitigation for past performance is being applied. Finally, the base civil

.penalty in this case was not adjusted for prior notice or multiple examples.

The enclosed Notice also identifies a Severity Level IV violation associated
with the related receipt inspection procedure. The lack of clarity in that
procedure was a major contributing factor to the communication breakdown between
the QC supervisors and the QC receipt inspectors.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response... In your response,

,you should document the specific actions taken and any additional actions you
plan to prevent recurrence. After reviewing your response to the Notice,
including your proposed corrective actions and the results of future inspections',
the NRC will determine whether further enforcement action is necessary to ensure
compliance with NRC regulatory requirements.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter, the enclosures, and your response to this letter will be placed
in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the accompanying Notice are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget
as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.,

Sincerely,

04en sl.Crutchfi~eldj,-Ass' iite Director
for Special Projects

Office of Nuclear Reactor-Regulation

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation and Proposed

Imposition of Civil Penalty
2. Enforcement Conference Slides

cc w/enclosures:
See next page
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

TU Electric
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station
Units 1 and 2

Docket Nos. 50-445 and 50-446
License No. NPF-87 ' - ,
Construction Permit-No. CPPR-127
EA 90-020

During an
violations
Stat
Appe
pena
42 U
civi

I.

II.

NUE

ement
ndix C
Ity P:u'S. C. '

l pena

Viola

NRC inspection conducted on January 3 throughJ 3anuary30, 1990,
of NRC requirements were identified. In accordance 'with the"General

of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement.Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
(1989), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.proposes tqoimpose a civil

rsuant to Section 234 of 'the "Atomic"E~e•gy Act of,1954,ý a'-'nende'd,
2282, and '10 CFR Part 2.205. The particular -violatidn ard adssociated
lty are as follows:

tion Assessed a Ci'vil Penalty.

10 CFR Par t 50,.Appendix B, Criteion I,.i a implementedby Section 1.0,
Revision 1, of the TU Electric'Quality Assurace Manual requiCes that"the
applicant or licensee shall be responsibleý fo'rthe establishment'and.'-
execution of.the quality assurance program.' Furthermore, thepersonnel
performing the qualitya ss urancfunctio nsshalle- provided withadequate
authority and organizational-f'e~ed"n' to!"i'dentiffy quality problems; to
initiate, recommend,'or provide solutions; andlto vrify i0mplementation of
sol utions.

Contrary to the above, onNovember 2, 1989 Quality Control (QC) receipt
inspectors Were.not-pr vied dith: ade4uate aui6rity -and 6oganizational1
freedom to'ide"ntify •,qualitiyprbnlemand initiate crecommend and provide
solutions in'that, they Were to!0`6y tiheir, upervisors't`hat defec.tive
Therim-A-'Lag conduit sections were not to beidocumented-on nonc6nformance
reports as requi red bstioprcdurs

This is a'Sev6erity Level IIIVioatioin.i (Supplement'Iiand-VII)"

(445/9005-V-02)'.Civil Peailty' -$25,000.••

Violation Not Assessed a-Civil Penaltyv .

Jill!

- - " .. ..... I{

10 CFR Part 5O,.,Appendix B, Criterion V, as implemented by Section 5.0,
.Revision 1, of the TU Electric Quality Assurance'Manual;',requires that'ý
activities affecting quality be prescribed by"and'accomplished in'accor-
dance with documented procedures. CPSES.Receiving InspectiohnProcedure
NQA 3.09-11.03, paragraph 6.1.3, requires that items-whichldo'not'tonform
to the specified requirements shall be documented in accordance with
Procedure NEO 3.05, "Reporting and Control of Nonconformances"'and
references NQA 3.05, paragraph 6.1.1.b.
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Notice of Violation -2 -

Contrary to the above, on November 2, 1989, subsequent to the completion
of receipt inspection acti-vities on Therm-A-Lag conduit sections, TU Electric
failed todocument defective material condi.tions on a nonconformance report
as, specifiedinProcedure NQA-3.09-11.03, paragraph 6.1.3 and failed to.
document the condition using NQA paragraph 6.1.1.b because of that procedure's:,
interpretative nature.

This is a Severity. Level IV Violation. (Supplement II)
(445/40_9.-V-Oj)-

Pursuant, toitheprovi sions of 10 iCFR 2.201,. TU. El ctri c iis hereby required to
subiitA .wr jtteh statement or explanation t the Director, Office'of Enforcement,
U. S,. ,Nuclear Reguatory Commission,within 30 days .of the date of this Notice
of Viboation and Proposed imposition of Civil Penalty (Notice). IThis reply
should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice of Violation" and should
include for each alleged violation: (1) admission or denial -of ,the alleged
violation, (2) the reasons for the violatio-rif!admitted, and if- denied, the
reasons why,(3). the .corrective, steps that have been taken and the results
achievd,.(4),th'eco'rrecti-ve steps that ,willbe taken toavoid furtherviola-
tions, and.(5) thedate w hen-full, ,comrliancd1*wi lH beiachieved.' If.an~adequate
reply is not ceived witin the time hspe"Ifed "• thi Noti'ce, an .order may be
issled,,to horuewhythe license shoul'd rio. be'iodified, suspended, or
revoked"o6 wh. ' sucother action.pas nayibeýpr1pershi.ld.notbe taken'.,

Considerati•may~be given textendipgtheitesponsi time for good causeshown.
undef htýei hritýy• •of Section 182 Of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, this response
shall be submitted,,under oath or affirmation.

Within the "samedtime as. providedfor. the .response required above under 10 CFR
2.201, the licens~eemay pay thecivil penaity by l ette6i add'essed to.the

Director, Office of.Enforcement,_U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, with a
check, draft,, money oderj,,r electric transferpayable'to the Treasurer of

the United States in the amou'nt ofthe civil penalty or may protest imposition
of the civil penalty, in whole or in part, bya written answer addressed to the
Director, Office of Enforcement, U.-S. Nuclear.Regulatory Commission. Should
the licensee fail to answer within the.iime1 specified, an order'imposing the
civil penalty will be issued. Should the licensee elect to file an answer in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil-penalty, in whole or in part,
such answer should be clearly marked as'an' "Answer to a"Nbtice of-Violation"
and may,:. (1), deny the violation(s), listed in this Notice, .in whole or in part,
(2) demontrate extenuating circumstances,. (3) show error in this Notice,,or

(4) show other reasons why the penalty should not be imposed. In addition to
protesting the civil penalty,'in..whole or in-part, such answer may request
remission or mitigation of the penalty.

In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalty, the factors addressed in
Section V.B in 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1989) should be addressed. Any
written answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately
from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may
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Notice of Violation -3 -

incorporate parts of the 1OCFR 2.201 reply by specific reference (e.g.', citing
page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition. The attention of the licensee
is directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure
for imposing a civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due which subsequently has been determined
in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this matter may be
referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty, unless compromised; remitted,
or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant to Section 234c of the
Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282c.

The response noted above (Reply to Notice of Violation',letter witKi 'ayment of
civil penalty, and Answer to a Notice of Violation) should be'addre'sed' to:
Director, Office of Enforcement, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ATTN:
Document Control Desk, Washington, D.C. 20555 with a copy to the U. S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Comanche Peak Project Division and a copy to the NRC
Resident Staff at the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station.

,FOR"THE'NUCLEAR REGULATORY,COMMISSION

oaitid.i at Rockv~iIl e~, iMaryland
this 17th day of May 1990.1
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UNITED STATES

-- =•.,NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

- ~REION v,
611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 1000

4L ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011
DE'ý 6 18

Docket No: ;50-382 . 1982
EA 82-109

Louisiana Power" and Light Co'mpany,
ATTN: L. V..Maurini,;Vice, Pre'seidt

N.'uclear Operationsý-
142ADelaronde.Street
New Orleans, %,LoUisiana 70714, - . , • .

Gentlem.en:"

This refers to the inspect ion coiiducted under the Resident Inspecton. ,Program
by Messrs. G: L. Constabl e andJ. E. Cumins offourstaff .duriinig-the-per dd..
May ,16 to July- 15,- 1982, o , act.vi~ties authori zed, by NRC C6struti6 Pe'rmit
CPPR-103 4for ,the Waterford iSteam'Eeti c-Station -Unht.i3•3 '-ad .t itih .dis .-
.cuss~ion ;,ofourfindi ngs•wi'thMess.%D. RB.' Lester ,G. Rogers - and otlier members
of yourstaffat the concl usi on of',theo nspect o6n These findings,- were. also,
di'scussedA durlng the:, ce fhel d-i n,:your, corporate %,,of fi s n..

.August ,20 ;1982,-nd duinga s held .a ili .Waieford. :f6 i Ity
ýon: November '23,ý r1982.`."

-. hi s •in'specti,6nigidentified a pi infi'cntWcn 4vi o 1i6ndfiNRC 0 r " 1 't•s5 ,i-1 s-
str~ate s by ynumerours ondefciencies' n -rep cn- es and Aisnares , -

A ': Qoganizations in as-~th o ~ 4s~ r,
s tar•tIes ti ngby •r .d d.ff•-,- "sn

qualit kdc~Ien i oi'A oned rafr. :i 11ýý.ý, wý*•d-.by,• Mr,. •,G4..•. be f6• 234.o:•..

192'metnteprincipal ~cz~se-,.o~f 'thfii brekd~wa Was, i'nsuffilci ebt p a r~~ ta-
tianby"LouisiJana 0Power `:and` n•i6g tn-.-.....~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~- fa~e toeecs"atq e:'es I Pe
quail ty assurance programs. Lee
corttol :over,'contractors ,ýto-t whom pl emiendatton ofý qu -assura ams
had, .been jde.lepgated, 1:and dedicateid.on 1y nfi',i mtnaV!L-t -&L
ancea-nprograms.y-:n;- aiR LP&L ,resurces- to qual;ty asosur-

The Nuclear Regulatory ,Commi ssioacvi:1 eig t. _emphasAis, on the needr, ic -ensees
to maintain 'proper control over all§:a¢ts' e ofsAfetyrr--'e`,atec activities. jThis
-ncludes the i mplementat on of a Iqu6s,,apre ' •o ,th deqti1fi.es. and
corrects constructiion deficienciesn 'in a melkmanner. ' Aneftfetivequal ty
assurance program must operate at each-t.ier, from subcontractor through contractor
to the owner. Whi 1 e.-we recogni.ze! ý.that•,the .qual-i-ty assurance, program, did not
total y breakdowni, tre was a breakddwn in 'te sUbtie•iprograms OfT your contractor
and subcontractor. This violation is categorized at a Severity Leve.lIIIas

decie "nthe NRC "Enforcernent'po iky-pqli'vtiedi n- hte''I ýFied~eral ~R-egjiste'
47 FR 987 (March 9" "i982): Acdirigto'this p1iic"i;.for£-asevie'r•ty Level III

CERTIFIED MAIL .
RETURNR~E=F REQUESTED

|
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Louisiana Power and Light Company -2- DEC 6 1982

violation a base 6civil]penalty of $40 lS,•noýrmaýlly assessed. However, the
Enfo`rceme-nt Policy peormfits consideratioh 'of mii gating circumstances. Based
uponaýý carefui review of the circumstances associated with this viblat-ion,-we
have•concluded that mitigation of 50% of the civil penalty is appropriate.",
The bases for this mitigation are the corrective action you have initiated (the
extensive revision of-your system turnover process) and your role in identifyingand -repo-'ing-then breakdown of quality assuranqce;:programs. to- NRC. Therefore,
after consultation.with the Director of. the 0,lfice of",Inspection and Enforcement,
I have bee -authorized -to6--issue-the enc-losed Nti ce.fokfViol ati oný andi'Proposed
Imposht-i'6n Civil Pen'alty in the amount of4$20,.00 as ;set.forth-•in; nt, NoticeI -:- - "-; :, •:• • • )• •: : I. • '" -' ;• ... . _.. .: , ..... ' ,-. ..;-.. . . • n t e N t c
appended-'t tils' leter. Thisaction is sbe ng-taein'order.to bemphasize the
importancof 'ui participation:. in q. ual ity: assutance .ctivities -and your
responsibIlity to Seisuie.that contractors.areý,properly iimplementinng.u- Uaity><.
assurance p uogramse .

You e requiredtot,,respond -tq t•hi 4,;!eTt-ter andkshoul d'follow"'the istructionsln
the Appendi .whe. . •pYpgyourresponse sh 4uAdalso A iade y iyout.i`spn s e• 6taenhoru I- "d
adndr aciti onsuitphJatnydort qhich qaoiydsu ncpredt.at "Work u c ate t ha•. " r

d t os breodkdown..w as'•propeorly aýtNcco.Rimpshed.i-:-., T his s•ishoul d

plannedto ensuere:'that yoeure quaf t the sufanc procedures 'ae d outheranitha
fur ther Penorcperm e actiok, RisprronAte. o 0 L-.

I coi Mt h ecio•n4c fteg -nR les A ofnisrator, ;".r
- l pen1d0, de noticfieedeVoation Redgula ons, a c l er etter a t ncor

wil b/eplced inteNC:ulcDcmn~om-

Th JDruesonsedrectd byuprthis le er .-and the "klosd Apeixr no t
To te cer anet po Management and. .. Bde oh-ei er
De.u red bsther PaptanaerworkReduction Ac ', 190 L 96-51...f uri~r efqj'rqemRegionaln. Administratorpr

Enacosrde: wit -; t "Rule .'atceý. at2

AppJtendix, -C otie of Vioerlatio RgatiQnd ,:.a Pr posed ._hs:ete an h-tnls
Imoi ti n ,o Civ4i4NR- Penalty ý,Dp eto

Fh.J. Drummonde-ý,,yq d P Ojecth supporttMnaer:an .h,-eic1osd-ApdxarIntsujt
h- F. Geres QA Manager 2,

D.ýq B.;LesterPante ManagerdBuge~ohew
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APPENDIX

NOTICE OF ýVIOLATION:"
AND'

PROPOSED IMPOSITI5FFOF CIVIL.PENALTY¥:,

Louisiana Power-.and Light Company - Docket. No.. 50-382
Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station Construction Permit: CPPR-7103

'EA 82 '109j 0

ed t

Durinhg April, May;'and- June'1•982,,•EBASCO' s7ubmitted 1fdur Emergency.":Core fCool•ing
Systems (ECCS) to the Louisiana Power and LightýCompany •(,LP&Lý) •for :•:turno, ver.,:,,,r
Following an LP&L audit of these systems, th1ey were"rejected ̀byLP&L. LP&L
reported its audit findings .-to .the, •NRC, .,": LP&L found that :records-for :these
systems did not represent their true as-built status. As a result NRC-conducted
an inspection during the peri.od May 16 "to'July 15, 1982.

During4thisiýnspection ar si1nificantv 'NCquality assurance requirements
was ididft.ifi ed.::' -As di-scussed'"Lin- ":in'spect:i6n repdrt4 50-t382/82-.14,i. :thi hfourrýECCS• *-C4
systemfsi-Awer-e noitw,QA-,/QC-' accept'Cable. ý,ý;'"I~ns~tal 1 Ia't~ion. o~f -safety-ýre'.1a-ted ",.instruments, ý
impulse epipinhg 4as4found--tbihave• beenAeimprope:rlY .c'onductedd and'rd6cumentied2 .'Furtjier
NRC and' -LP&L, revlieWs Aident.ififeidhangeroweId' e14and& orientati,6on problemsi oving1,v frig
these ýs~afety-rrel~ateid ytems f. f~ -

In order' to emphasi'ze6,'the.-impor'tance of ydu'r ,partiic.,ipati'on- ,irn.qua~iity assurance 7

act i v ities -:and your -respons.i b 1li ty to6 ensur'e 1.that4'contractOrs.. are, p.prperly,:;
implementing quality assurance programs, the NRC proposes- to imposie"a• ci .v.ij ,
penalty of $20,000 for these matters. In accordance with the NRC Enforcement
Policy (10 CFR Part -,MAppendr6 -C). 47-FRi. .9987. (March' 9,-.,. •1982) ,anrd =pursuarto to .
Section~ 2.3"of ,the Atomi2c:3Energ95Act4!'6'f 95W, tas, amended4(#Act4-)!', '42' UJS-'.4I•2282, I

PL 96-295< and -10 ZCFRi 2.205;, 4the 'pa! ilrtfiirevi o1ati ons land tiiwi J-.
penalty are-,set' for-th! bao " s .... ., b

-,•: '; '- '" -.. ,•. • .: •; 1'"

VIOLATION:ASSESSED CIVIL. PENALTY !o

110 :CFR :50 Appendix B," Criteripon Il, requires that, "The quality assurance
program sha l 'provide controil- over 4activitesi afecttng t'he quality of the
Identi. ed, structures, systems, arid .components'to, anm iexten•t',ýconsistent with
their i•mportance to safety,.,'- 'Actt•ivities ,atffecting'-qualýityk.,shall 'bei--accom-
p i shed underm..sui tably, cbntrol-:1edcOndintidns'.,' . '.

Contrary tod',the above ,Louifsiana P6wieii'a4we Li•digh t Company- faiiled to6,
adequately control activities' affectiWg Cthe. quality •of rsafety-re,-tl'ated'ý- - bt
work. Specifically, LP&L failed to ensure that Ebasco Servicqes, Inc., .as
construction manager, was adequately controlling the quality of safety-
systems and providing the complete and accurate documentation of quality.
required for these systems. This failure is illustrated by the fac•c:tthat'
on April 30, May 20, May 22, and June 22, 1982, Ebasco QA signed f.rour
ASP-IV-50-6 forms indicating that four safety systems were ready for turn-
over to LP&L. These safety systems were containment spray, low pressure
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.safetyJinjection, safety injection tanks, and high pressure safety injection.

The: pertinentfatbr ication and- instal7lýatiýon',ýr.,ords specified that these
...systemis were ready. for ,turnovers Sub-eqb~-ntly, the LP&LUconhtruction QA and
star•. s~ u~p•.•og ons i ýe d !l-lfo-"ve I temturnover packages'due to

numerous findings which,.•t'equality rec6rdss',_.nd except;ioh lists did not

,.accurately identify. These findings included previously unidentifjied
installa1itio eros asrbuilt. drawingis that. di d ,not Match, Actual -,fiel d..

1la~~fl, feld:int~aiatinS hic inlu6d Wrk that 'was- no-t
-- conmpj 1 ani-eWjth- prot -ed•r'•s•iand, specificatiOns, QC i nspedtiOns 'that had

.... notienifiedl Unacceptableiield• installations, and'9C records that were

`notconsistent .,withfi cu'rrentaiAbuilt drawings.-These deficiencies in the

-ýcorvr ofa ti viti~l ateicti' ult s~ld~h~,be et ie by, LP&L
prjyorto' system .tuh~e&'j,'~

Thi s i s ,a Severi ty ~LevebJIPiltn (upeent )

.... •Penaltyh -. po 0.O0n ,

the p ro.i , si•,ons-of 1OCFR,2.201, LOUisiana' Power and Light

oPshereby' requedtsbi D.-O,,Qff ice ;of Inspecti~o'n and
R C.hce enz,'R h...., .... ngt.u..D:..C 20555- Within. 3O. days o the6 date, otth•i K's

Notice......t"en:!tatefe•,ArO.:.lanati on ic,,each Vaioilegedyi.: ati on:-

v ...ol..........on ......... ,-dm ttd (Y he 6 iv' .s.psŽwh ch •ihtave en taken ,id. the :i•:
resul~ts e achieved;•d. (4). o.theorr.ctives
violati. ons;a ) th tewhen-.full opace wil b achieved. Conside rati

may-.be. gi~ven• t~o. extendinl te esp~o~netim ,-for. o~od cause: shown;.. Under .the

mitted tinder-oathoraffirmation , 6.
b m~

Wi thi;n the- same i ti me6 qsprvded' 'f.r the response, required. above under h

10 G•FR: 2:-201,:i t~he Loui siana',•..Powe~r,. and Li•,ght. C:omp~any'.may, pay •.the• ci.vil r;penalt•y i n

the 'amount of.f i$20-,000: or';may ~protest -imposi ti on. of the .civilI penal ty -in whole or~

in part..by- a. written answer.. Should d.the ;Loui si ana Power ',and: L.i:ght .Company. failI.to answer within the timespecif~i~edtheDirectr, offTice of Inspection.and
Enforcemen, wil issue anorder, i mpos i nghi th alhe amount pro-

posed above. Should the Louisiana Piower :and Liglht Co)'mpany .el~ect t:6'file an"-
answero. t ntaccordance d"with10 n FR u 2.205protesting the civil penalty, such answer
may: (1): deny t6)he Viote or tn bpat;

(2):'demonstrate extenuati ng. c~i:rcumst.iances.; 'i,(3) ,show .error. :i n thi s' •Notice, or.(4) showYother reasons whythe, lpoenaltyishould not be imposed. -Inaddition to

protesting the civil penalty "in •whole 'or in. part',.su'ch: answer may. request mi~tiga--.tion of the penalty. In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalty, the five

factors contained in Section O(B): of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix Cf ishould bet

Saddres sed.'• ..Any wriTtten :answer ;.inh accor~dance .wi~th .10 :CFR 2.205. should -be.set

it,¢ ath. .'or

th cmout :ý-o:"ý2--0 0~ , .ma •o I tet -. i : : stinf.t. • eii e at nwhIe o
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forth separately from the statement or explanation in reply. pursuant, to 10 CFR 2.201,
but may incorporate by specific reference (e~g.,citing page and"p~aragrp hni'ibers)
to avoid repetition. The Louisiana Power and Light Company's attention :is di-rected
to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a
civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which have been subsequently determined
in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this matter may be
referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty, unless compromised,,remitted,
or mitigated, may be collected by civil-action pursuant to-Section 234c.of the
Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION:'1-F.O - ý ý ý I - . . - ý .N ' ý :

Jhn T.• Col lins
Regional Admi ni straitorDEC 60

Dated at Arlington, Texas
this bday of December 1982
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Enclosure

UNIMiD STATES'

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

31 111 0N IV

oil RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. suIT WW
ARLINGTON. TEXAS 71111

MAY 2 4 1985

Docket: 50-3B2
EA 85-10

Louisiana Power & Light Company
ATIN:- R. S. Leddick, Sr. Vice President

Nuclear Operatinns
142 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Gentlemen:

In 1983 the NRC began to receive allegations that related to the adequacy 'of
the Louisiana Power and Light Company (LP&L) Quality Assurance, Program at
Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station. Several inspections were conducted by the
NRC to review and evaluate the issues associated with these allegations. Other
routine and special safety inspections were also conducted as part of the NRC
Inspection Program. In June of 1983, the NRC Inquiry Team was formed to
gather information relating to the allegations that were received (Reference
NRC Inspection Report 50-382/84434 and NUREG 0787, Supplement 7). In
February and March of 1984, the NRC Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) conducted
an inspection to evaluate the construction activities at the Waterford facility
(Reference NRC Inspection Report 50-382/84,07). In April of 1984, the NRC
Waterford Task Force began an on-site review of the issues that were relevant
to the Quality Assurance Program (Reference NUREG 0787, Supplement 7 and NRC
Inspection Reports 50-382/84-24 and 50-382/84-32). As a result of these
efforts potential violations of NRC regulations were identified and forwarded
to NRC Region IV for disposition. The review of the issues and potential
violations is documented in NUR.EG 0787, Supplements 7 and 9 and in NRC Inspection
Reports 50-382/84-30 and 50-382/84-43 and 50-382/84-45. As was discussed
with you, we have not held an Enforcement Conference for these specific
violations since the violations have been discussed with you in numerous
oral and written corrmunications and your views on the issues have been
provided.

This enforcement package is unusual In that it encompasses violations identified
during a major NRC effort Involving more than fifty NRC personnel and contractors
over nearly a year (approximately 20,000 manhours). It is also unusual in that
it is being issued after the results of the NRC review, inspection, and evaluation
of these allegations and related issues have been extensively documented. The
NRC recognizes that the violations identified in the enclosed Notice of
Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties occurred at various times
during the multi-year construction phase of your facility and that their
correction has required aggressive action cn your part. However, eech of these
violations illustrates weaknesses that existed in LP&L's implementatlion of its
Quality Assurance program during construction. Although these violations do not
appear to have !!,,J L an ,i,!-Q.*Ju.. of uIac,±•atbl" . ty, ULie vlulaLions are
of concern to the NRC because your responsibility for quality assurance does not
end with the receipt of an operating license. Rather, you are responsible for

CERTIFIED MAIL BO6240356 E350604
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Louisiana Power & Light Cornpany - 2-

ensuring that an adequate quality assurance program continues to function now
that Unit 3 Is'operating.

To emphasize the significance of the weaknesses in your quality assurance
progra.i that were discovered during these intensive inspections and investigations
and to ensure that these weaknesses are not carried over to your operational
quality assurance programs, and after consultation with the Director, Office of
Inspection and Enforcement, I have been authorized to issue the enclosed Notice
of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties in the amount of One
Hundred Thirty Thousand Dollars ($130,000) for the violations described in the
enclosed Notire. The vinlations have been rateg',rizkd as % Severity Level I11
problem in accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure
for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, 49 FR 8583 (March 8,
1984). In determining the civil penalty amount we have considered when the
violations occurred, the duration of the violations, the potential safety
significance of the violations, the existence of prior notice of many of these
violations, and the fact that many of the violations contain multiple examples.
The cumulative civil penalties for all of the violations are distributed equally
among the violations.

You are normally required to respond to the enclosed Notice within 30 days.
However, because of the extensiveness of this package we are extending the
period for response to 60 days. Your response should follow the Instructions
contained in the Notice and should be directed at the following three areas:
first, you should confirm the completeness of the actions you have taken to
correct the examples cited in the violations; second, you~should address how
you have changed or strengthened the implementation of your quality assurance
program and implementing procedures so that there will not be similar violations
in these subject areas during future modification or maintenance activities;
and third, since the enforcement action deals with weaknesses in your program
for assuring quality in the approved LP&L Quality Assurance program for
construction, you should describe the steps you have taken to ensure that a
similar process failure in the LP&L Quality Assurance program for operations
will not occur, and that continuing attention by management will be provided
to prevent recurrence of these failures. Your responses to these three areas
may be submitted separately and you may reference previous submittals where
appropriate. In addition, you are also requested to respond to the enclosed
Notice of Deviation.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's 'Rules of Practice,* Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy.of this letter and the enclosure
will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.
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The responses directed by this letter and accompanying Notice art not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget aLrtquired
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980,. PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

Robert D. KArtin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
Notice of Violation and Proposed

Imposition of Civil Penalty

cc w/enclosure:
Louisiana Power & Light Company
ATTN: G. E. Wuller, Onsite

Licensing Coordinator P. 0. Box B
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Louisiana Power i Light Company
ATTN: R. P. Barkhurst, Plant Manager
P. 0. Box B
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Middle South Services
ATTN: Mr. R. T. Lally
P. 0. Box 61000
New Orleans, Louisiana 70161

Louisiana Power £ Light Company
AlTN: K. W. Cook, Nuclear Support

and Licensing Manager
142 Delaronde. Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174.



NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITIOVT'F CIVIL PENALTIES

Louisiana Power & Light Company Docket 5W-382
Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station License NPF-38

EA 85-10

During 1983 and 1984, the NRC conducted numerous inspections and investigations
at the Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station. As a result of these inspections
and investigations, numerous violations of NRC requirements were identified.
These findings have been grouped into thirteen distinct areas. Each of
the violations illustrates weaknesses in L.P&I.'1 implerw.nt~tion of its quality
assurance program. Although these violations do not appear to have led to
an end product of unacceptable quality, the violations are of concern to the
NRC. To emphasize the significance of the weaknesses in your quality assurance
program that were discovered during these intensive inspections and investigations,
and to ensure that these weaknesses are not carried over to your operational
quality assurance programs, and after consultation with the Director, Office
of Inspection and Enforcement, I have been authorized to issue the enclosed
Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties in the amount of
One Hundred Thirty Thousand Dollars ($130,000). In accordance with the
'General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR
Part 2, Appendix C, as revised, 49 FR 8583 (March 8, 1984), and pursuant to
Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL
96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205, the particular violations and associated civil
penalties are set forth below. The detailed underlying documentation for
each of the violations is contained in NUREG 0787, Supplement 7 and 9 and in
NRC Inspection Reports 50-382/84-07, 84-24, 84-32, and 84-34 and the pertinent
sections of these documents are referenced below.

I. Failure To Take Adequate Corrective Action

Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be established
to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as failures, malfunctions,
deficiencies, deviations, defective material and equipment, and noncon-
forinces are promptly identified and corrected. In the case of
significant conditions adverse to quality, the measures shall assure
that the cause of the condition is determined and corrective action taken
to preclude repetition.

Louisiana Power and Light (LP&L) Quality Assurance (QA) Manual Section
QR 16.0, Revision 2, "Corrective Action," paragraph 16.3, requires, in
part, that LPAL and its major contractors implement procedures for
correction of significant conditions adverse to quality which
include determining the cause(s) of the significant adverse conditions,

85O6240365 B50604
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taking prompt corrective action to prevent repetition of the adverse
conditions, and documenting and reporting the adverse conditions'along
with their determined cause(s) and corrective actions to appropriate levels
of management for review and assessment.

Contrary to the above:

A. LP&L failed to adequately determine the cause and extent of the
partial QA breakdown between Ebasco and Mercury as described in NRC
Inspection Report No. 50-382/82-14, issued December 6, 1982.
Specifically, LP&L failed tu implement i=onprthernsive and periodic
audits of the Mercury and Ebasco QA program after identifying the
partial QA breakdown. This failure is illustrated by the the fact
that LP&L did not identify the following Mercury and Ebasco Company
QA audit deficiencies that existed prior to December 6, 1982, and
continued until &-rcury's departure from the site in 1984.

Mercury Company had not audited Mercury Quality Assurance Manual
(QAM) Section 5 from 1978 through 1982; QAM Sections 12, 17, and 18
In 1980; and QAM Sections 12, 14, and 16 In 1981. Even though Ebasco
identified these deficiencies in Audit No. SW-82-6-1, previous Ebasco
Audits NB-78-9-5, NB-80-8-3, and NB-B1-5-1 of Mercury did not identify
these deficiencies. The NRC staff discovered that Mercury had not
audited QAM Sections 5, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 in 1983. Secondly,
Mercury Company had not audited the following Mercury Company
Procedures during the life of the project: MCP-2140, 2170, 2175;
SP-650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656. 657, 658, 661, 662, 663, 668,
670, 67?; WPS-B, P, G; B-I; and WPS-WE-4. Ebasco Audit SW-82-6- .
does document the finding that Mercury procedures had not been)
audited up through 1982.

Ref: NUREG-0787, Supp. 7, "Safety Evaluation Report Related to
the Operation of Waterford Steam Electric Station Unit No. 3,"
Allegation No.48 (SSER 7:A-48)

B. LP&L failed to take adequate actions to address concerns identified
in the Notice of Violation issued on April 13, 1985 and described in
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-3R?/83-13 which identified heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) supports that had additional
loads attached that were not shown on detail drawings. In addition,
the allowable load capacity calculations were not performed for the
additional loads. Even though LP&L responded to this violation on
May 17, 1983, and corrective action was initiated, a subsequent
inspection by the NRC revealed that 18 electrical cable trays and
HYAC supports carried loads not shown on detail drawings. Six cable
tray supports contained loads in excess of the stated allowable with
no evidence of the required engineering analysis.
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Ref: NRC Construct 4 on Appraisal Team (CAT) Report No.
50-382/84-07, Section VIII.B.4 (CAT: Section VIII.B.4)

C. LP&L failed to take adequate corrective actions to address concerns
identified in the Notice of Violation issued on October 14, 1981 and
described in NRC Inspection Report 50-382/81-23 which identified
problems with the care and maintenance of station batteries and
safety-related motors. Even though LP&L responded to this violation
on November 13, 1981, and corrective action was initiated, a subsequent
Notice of Violation was issued in N(RC InspeCtion Report 50-382/82-05
on April 7, 1982 regarding the maintenance of safety-related motors.
Notwithstanding, a subsequent inspection by the NRC identified that
LP&L was still not maintaining electrical motors in accordance with
the required preventative maintenance procedures for equipment
transferred to plant operations.

Ref: CAT, Section VIII.B.4.

D. LP&L failed to take adequate actions to correct two Significant
Construction Deficiencies (SCO) 73 and 78 which they issued on
April 11, 1983, and April 28, 1983, respectively, to address welding
deficiencies by American Bridge in the Reactor Containment Building
and the Reactor Auxiliary Building. A comprehensive reinspection
program was initiated by LP&L and rework has been completed. A
subsequent inspection by the NRC of approximately 380 welds fabricated
by Peden Steel Company, which was an American Bridge subcontractor,
revealed several welds which did not meet the specified acceptance
criteria.

Ref: CAT, Section VIII.B.4.

E. LP&L failed to take adequate corrective actions to address concerns
identified in the Notice of Violation issued on April 13, 1983 and
described in NRC Inspection Report 50-382/83-13, which identified the
lack of acceptance criteria for potential clearance problems between
piping and adjacent structures. Even though LP&L responded to this
violation on May 17, 1983, and corrective sitinn whs initiated, a
.subsequent inspection by the NRC identified several instances where
clearance between piping and adjacent structures did not meet the
criteria specified in Design Change Notice (DCN) NY-MP-804. Twelve
selected piping isometric drawings were reviewed for approximately
1000 feet of Class 2 and 3 piping and inspected for conformance to
design requirements.

Ref: CAT, Section VIII.B.4.

F. Significant Construction Deficiency (SCD) 70 was issued on:
February 18. 1983, to address deficiencies with General Electric
(GE) 480-V. switchgear trip coils not dropping out after tripping.
The licensee reported by itLLer to the NRC dated December 2, 1983
(W3K83-2B81) that all corrective action and testing had been
completed and NCR No. W3-5737 had been closed. The- NRC -inspector
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reviewed NCR No. W3-5737 and determined that the breakers Included
in the NCR had in fact been rexamined and modified. However., the
licensee failed to follow through on corrective action to widify
three breakers that were not Included in the above NCR. Thus,
the wiring changes specified in DCN 1425R2 had not been incorporated.
These breakers are as follows:

Cabinet Cubicle

3B31 6C
3831 7B
3A31 7B

Ref: NRC Inspection Report No. 59-382/84-24, paragraph 2.C.

G. LP&L failed to take adequate corrective actions in response to the
Notice of Violation issued on August 13, 1984 and described in NRC
Inspection Report 50-382/84-32 which identified that the licensee had
not implemented the corrective actions as described in their January 4,
1983 response letters to the Notice of Violation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalty described in NRC Inspection Report
50-382/82-14 in that there was no documentation to demonstrate the
performance of audits by Tompkins-Beckwith of hanger reinspection
and/or hanger 1iopection on a monthly basis. Therg were no
individual audit plans (Forms GP-723-28 and GP-723-29) or audit
reports (Forms GP-723-30, GP-723-31. and GP-723-58) as prescribed by
Tomnpkins-Beckwith QA Procedure TBP-8, 'Quality Assurance Audit,"
Sections 6.2 and 6.4, respectively. In addition, the licensee could
not demonstrate the surveillance of hanger installations by
Tompkins-Beckwith that were to continue through the system release
and turnover process.

Ref: NRC Inspection Report 50-382/84-32

II. Failure to Ensure Qualification of QA Personnel

Criterion 11 of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that the applicant
establish at Zt1c earliest practtc;' time, consistent with the schedule for
accomplishing the activities, a QA program which complies with the
requirements of this appendix. The program shall be documented by written
policies, procedures, or instructions, and shall be carried out throughout
plant life in accordance with these policies.

LP&L QA Manual Section'QR 10, Revision 2, "Inspection," paragraph 10.6,
requires that Inspections be performed by qualified individuals who are
independent of the individuals or groups performing the activity being
inspected. Inspectors shall be qualified through experience, education,
and training to perform the assigned inspection tasks. Where required by
code, inspectors shall be formally examined and certified. A current file
shAll h, mirintained of tho credentials for each Inspector.'
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A. Mercury Quality Control Procedure QCP-3)SO, "Qualification of
Inspection, Examination, and Test Personnel," paragraph 5.I,.
describes the educational and experience requirements for the three
levels of inspector qualification. These factors are not absolute
when other factors provide reasonable assurance that a person can
competently perform a particular task.

Contrary to Mercury QC Procedure QCP-3050, the following were
instances identified where Mercury quality control (QC) inspectors
did not meet the described requirements. In addition, documentation
was not available to ierify capability It a given jub t;irough
previous performance or satisfactory completion of proficiency
testing.

1. Twelve Mercury QC inspectors were incorrectly certified due to

insufficient education or experience.

Ref: SSER-7:A-01,02.

2. Three Mercury Company Level III QC inspection personnel lacked
the necessary prior experience to qualify as candidates for
Level III certification.

Ref: SSER-7:A-57.

B. Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B) Procedure TBP-4, Indoctrination, Iraining,
and Certification of QA/QC Personnel,. paragraph 6.2, states that the
level of certification for inspection personnel shall be as defined
in ANSI N45.2.6-1973. Section 3 of this ANSI standard describes the
educational and experience requirements for the three levels of
inspector certification unless other factors demonstrate capability
in a given job through previous performance or satisfactory
completion of proficiency testing.

Contrary to ANSI N45.2.6, 1973, 14 T-B QC inspectors were certified
to levels of capability for which they were not qualified. LP&L was
unable to produce documentation that showed capability through
previous p#rfnrwnAnce or tatisfactory rompletion of proficiency
testing.

Ref: SSER-7:A-02,28.

C. Fegles QA Procedure QAP 303-21, 'Qualification of Inspection
Personnel,! paragraph 6, describes the educational and experience
requirements for the three levels of inspector qualifications.
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Contrary to Fegles Procedure QAP 303-21, two Fegles QC inspectors
did not meet the qualification requirements. The first Fegles QC
inspector was certified as a Level III QC inspector without the
"cessary experience. The second Fegles QC inspector performed the
duties of the project QA manager (PQAM) while certified as a Level II
inspector. To serve as the PQAM, the Fegles requirement is that the
individual must be a certified Level III inspector.

LP&L could not produce documentation to show that either QC inspector
was qualified to perform the assigned work, based on provinus
experience or completion of proficiency testing.

Ref: SSER-7:A-110.

D. J. A. Jones Procedure POP-N-702, 'Personnel Training, Qualification,
and Certification,* paragraph 6.3.1, requires that all training and
certification be in accordance with J. A. Jones Construction Company's
QA personnel training and certification program. This program describes
the educational and experience requirements for each level of inspector
certification.

Contrary to the J. A. Jones QA Program, five J. A. Jones QC inspectors
did not meet the certification requirements.

One J. A. Jones inspector was not properly certified as a Level I
QC inspector; however, he was performing the duties of the PQAM while
the original PQAM was absent from the site. J. A. Jones Company
requires that the individual performing the duties of the PQAM be a
certified Level III inspector.

Three of the five J. A. Jones QC inspectors were certified as
Level I inspectors even though they lacked the required experience,
while one of these inspectors had not completed the formal classroom
training and passed the proficiency exam.

The fifth inspector who was certified as Level II did not have the
required experience and there was no record of passing the proficiency
exam.

Ref: SSER-7:A-1IO,160.

III. Failure To Adequately Disposition Conditions Adverse to Quality

Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be
established to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as
failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and
equipment, and nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected. In
the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the measures shall
assure that the cause of the condition is determined and corrective action
ftakn to precludc repetition.
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LP&L QA Kanual Section QR 16.0, OCorrective Action,0 paragraph 16.2,
requires in part that the major contractors and their suppliers establish
written procedures for identifying, for determining the cause of, for
evaluating, and for correcting conditions alverse to quality, such as
failures, mwlfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and
equipment, and nonconformances.

A. Ebasco Procedure ASP-III-7, Issue K, OProcessing of Nonconformances,'
paragraph 4.3, defines a nonconformance as a condition in
characteristics, documentation, or procedure which renders the
quality of the item or service unacceptable or indeterminate.
Attachtnent 7.1, Item 15, recoires that the recomTnended disposition
provide specific resolution to correct the nonconforming condition,
including program changes necessary, i.e., revision to
specifications, procedures, retraining of personnel, etc. In
addition, Item 20 requires that a separate individual evaluate the
disposition to ensure that the recommended disposition provides
justification as applicable to support and document compliance with
applicable codes and standards or makes reference to the appropriate
analysis reports.

Contrary to the above, the disposition for the following examples of
Ebasco NCRs was not adequate to resolve the identified
nonconformance.

MCR-7139 - Involved field inspections of horizontal seismic supports
for radiation monitors RE-HY 5021S, and RE-HV 0200.65. Only the data
for the RE-HV 5021S support was the correct attaclhnent.

NCR-3912 - Fit-up inspection for nine 23J-2 type supports was
bypassed. The original NCR disposition failed to address the actions
required to prevent the reuse of the items.

NCR-5563 - Identified that a J. A. Jones QA inspector trainee
dispositioned NCR-W3-1728 regarding the fuel handling building
crane for J. A. Jones QA department. The inspections in question
were signed off on August 27, August 28, and November 6, 1979, and
them. by a co,4$igature on February 4, 1903, by a QA hispLctor who
claimed to be present at the first inspection. This co-signature of
the inspections in question eliminated the requirement for a
reinspection called for in the recommended disposition.

NCR-6159 - Inspection of tubetrack welding identified that prior to
7-ul7Ty-2, an unknown quantity of welding was performed using WPS-"B"
procedure without backing plates. Traceability problems-were not
identified and addressed by the NCR-6159. In addition, the sample used
for tensile testing the welds-should have been representative of the
weakest weld joint in lieu of the strongest (i.e., worst case example
should have been used to conduct tests).
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NCR-3919 - A tubing crack discovered during a system hydrostatic test
f inTstrument line PT-RC-0173, system 52A2 (reactor coolant)

resulted in significant construction deficiency (SCD) No. 61 being
issued. The tubing failure was a result of a manufacturing defect
(process, not metallurgical), and an attempt was made to ascertain
that all tubing of this specific heat number was reinspected.

Corrective action was to reinspect all tubing installations to locate
this heat of defective tubing. The reinspection reportedly located
all insthIlAtion locations. Review of this NCR revyoled that
6-p-erational control record (OCR) installation packages indicated that
approximately 530 feet more tubing was installed than was received on
site. This was also verified by a review of warehouse issuance
records. The 'Requisition on Warehouse' form had been changed using
liquid paper and., subsequent entry had been crossed out with ink.

NCR-7547 - Noted discrepancies against OCR-1830 and Mercury NCR-0806.
Thedisposition was based on passing hydrostatic test for lcceptability
of fitup discrepancy between the union and tubing. The disposition
does not account for the effects of service conditions such as
vibration and cyclic loads; and An engineering evaluation was not
performed.

NCR-1650 - Identified that the pressure gauge on the Anchor bolt
Tension tester was out of tolerance, reading +450 psi hi her than
actual. The NCR disposition was to retest all anchor bolts
installed prior to the date the tension test gauge was determined to
be out of calibration. however, the affected bolts cannot be
identified since the torquing procedure, QCP-309, did not require the
recording of the tester serial number.

NCR-6623 - Identified that a heat number and signature had been
falsified. The tubing in question was removed and replaced in
accordance with Mercury NCR 3696. The NCR's disposition did not
address why the heat number and signature had been falsified.

NCR-5586 - Weld Testing Laboratory was not surveyed (audited) and
placed on the Approved Vendors List by Mercury prior to welder
performance qualification taking place. This item was not addressed
in the NCR disposition. Also, the statement provided by the test lab
that *a Mercury inspector reviewed all tests" is not adequate.

NCR-6165 - States "...welder R-1 is not qualified to this
procedure. The disposition states, I. . .Measures taken to
preclude recurrence is required..... . No indications of the actions
taken could be located.
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NCR-7099 - Identified improper weld on cabinets 48A and 48B.
TIC'TF-416, Revision 1, Sk-1, called for a fillet weld wtere a
flare bevel weld was required. Weld size and length were not
qdequately addressed. The evaluation of disposition by Ebasco
states, "Evaluation indicates that the stresses are low.' There is
no documentation indicating what stresses were being referred to. In
addition, the recommended disposition "that ESSE (Ebasco Site Support
Engineering) evaluate the cabinet base metal cracks" was not
addressed.

NCR-4137 - Identified material and weld problems on supports on
-3SC723T. This NCR was closed out'but failed to have 3 of 4 required
welds on 'M" gusset plates comnpleted.

NCR-4088 (Mercury-491) - This NCR identified numerous discrepancies
found during a walkdown performed against drawing 160-T-035-A. No
documentation was available that verified work had been accomplished
or completed.

NCR-5974 - Identified a problen with loss of heat number traceability
for safety and non-safety grade related materials. This NCR was used
to disposition approximately 150 to 200 DNs with IQ" prefix. The
disposition did not address the possibility that safety and
non-safety grade materials could have become mixed.

NCR-6786 - Identified that many, Mercury NCRs were issued concerning
the lack of heat numbers. These NCRs were closed by referencing a
generic series of Ebasco NCRs. The Ebasco disposition stated that
the possible heat numbers will be documented on the Mercury as-built
drawings. This data is not recorded on the as-built drawings.
However, the Mercury Company NCRs have been closed. The disposition
of this NCR does not address where the required heat numbers were
recorded or how traceability was maintained.

NCR-7177 - Fischbach and Moore (F&M) violated Procedure QCP-309,
6.3.2.4. that is, they failed to test three additional expansion
anchors for every anchor that failed. In addition an uncalibrated
pressure gauge was used on the tension tester .nO ten•ion tester
serial numbers were not recorded. The NCR disposition stated that
OQCP-309 did not require recording of serial numbers"; this violates
ANSI N45.2, Section 13, that requires the traceability of measuring
and test equipment\to point of usage. F&M should have written an
NCR. Inspection Report (IR) 311-06-70 and IR 310-36-43 identified
bolt failure due to excessive slippage. Dispositions prescribed by
these IRs were in violation of QCP 309, Section 6.3.2.2(d).and 6.4.3.
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NCR W3-5564 - Involved lack of records to verify the inspection of
Bolting and welding by J. A. Jones on Seismic Category I stairs
between elevations -34.75' and -8.0' in the fuel handling building.
The recommended disposition included inspection of welds and bolted
connections by Ebasco QC. Welding repairs for four welds were
completed and inspected on July 26, 1983. Dispositioning of the NCR
was not acceptable with regard to inspection of welds without
removing the paint. The paint precludes adequate visual inspection
of the welds.

NCR W3-5565 - Involves witnessing and acceptance of reeving of the
FHB bridge crane by a QC inspector trainee who was not certified as a
Level I inspector at the time of inspection. Yhe •!commended
disposition was for Ebasco QC to reinspect the wot4 by a certified
inspector and process the required documentation. Records were not
available to verify that the required reinspection had been performed
by a qualified QC inspector.

NCR-7162, NCR-7180, NCR-7181, NCR-7184, NCR-6723 - These NCRs also
involve a violation of ANSI N45.2, Section 13 requirements In that
QCP 309 did not require the tension testing equipment's serial
number, calibration date, and pressure gauge number to be recorded.

NCR-6514* - The problem of traceability for the weld being performed
was still in question; not addressed. The NCR also questioned use of
some Bergen-Patterson designed supports installed by Mercury without
tric-ability. This problem was also not addressed by referenced
at achment.

NCR-3941-R1* - Identified that support number one fitup inspection
was bypassed and the support had been completely welded out with only
the welder's ID.

NCR-6621 - Identified that weld control records were signed off by an
individual who was not a certified Level II inspector. Sign-off was
based on Letter of Desi gnation. The NCR disposition referred to the
T-B (April 1, 1980)'Quality Manual that was not in effect at the time
the Letter of LVesignation was written (January 8, 1979). Also, a
reference given in the Letter of Designation did not allow designee
sign-offs and was in effect as of March 15, 1983; the Letter of
Designation also failed to meet the requirements of ANSI N45.2.6.

NCR 6511 (Mercury-3336) - Stated that 'during final inspection of
Installed 1-beam for support 1117-1114m weld to existing beam 1A was
rejected." 'he NCR only addressed the fact that the maxiunm gap was
violated, but the weld was re ected for: (I) undersize, (2) lack of
fusion, (3) arc strikes, and (4) undercut. Mercury NCR 3336
recommended weld removal and rework. This recommendation ias crossed
out and only the nonconforming fitup-gap was addressed. There were
no records of rewurk or reiii 'eLtion, and only copica wf Mercury';
NCR were attached to Ebasco's NCR.
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NCR-4219 (Mercury-614) - Identified a violation of QCP 3110.4,
paragraph 6. The sample system piping had been bent downward causing
a low point in the piping. The piping was being forced down by
shupport SLRR-188. QCP-3110.4 stated that tubing must be properly
routed.' This disposition stated that . . .tubing was reevaluated
after support SLRR-188 and sample line were. installed, after
completion of Penetration 29 work.' There were no records for rework
or reinspection to indicate satisfactory reinstallation of supports
and sample lines.

NCR-7432 - Identified a problem with concrete preplacement and
post-placement documentation. The documentation could not be matched
because the identification of the various placements were on
different QC forms. Also, this NCR was dispositioned by stating
0 .v. .ethis problem was addressed on other NCRs and therefore
voided. . . No specific references were used; therefore, this
disposition is unacceptable. Also, a QA engineer approved the
recommended disposition and then voided the NCR.

Ref: SSER-7:A-33 (applicable to all above NCRs).

NCR-7724 - Addressed problems with the qualification of Mercury
welders. Ebasco's disposition of this NCR failed to determine if
(1) welder M-109 had performed welds to WPS-Y for which he was not
qualified; (2) welder M-101 had performed welds to WPS-Y for which he
was not qualified; (3) welder M-85 had performed welds- to WPS-D after
his qualifications record had been voided.

Ref: SSER-7:A-215.

NCR-6234 - Identified problems with the sampling frequency of
cadwelds for tensile testing for all positions and bar sizes after a
cadweld was visually rejected. The data presented in the NCR was not
sufficient to determine if the required tensil test sampling
frequency was resumed after each visual reject.

Ref: SSER-7:A-146.

NCR-6719/RI - Identified problems with Mercury hydrostatic test
conditions. The Ebasco disposition of the NCR was based on analyzing
the *worst case" hydrostatic test conditions; however, only one test
was reviewed by Ebasco.

Ref: SSER-7:A-49.

NCR-5997 - Identified problems with the certification of personnel
inspecting the clam shell filler blanket under the nuclear.pl~nt
island. Ebasco's response to the NCR was that the J. A. Jones QC
inspector cited was qualified when he performed the inspection
although his emnloyor rfrtiffirtion 004 -"-t exist. This -espL.isp w•
determined to be incorrect because the J. A. Jones QC inspector had
no testingor inspection experience prior to coming to Waterford 3.

Ref: SSER-7:A-114.
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NCR-1579 - Documented the heat numbers, after paint was runbved., for
To- to 1-1/2" adapters. The closure of the NCR documented heat numbers
for 1-1/2" to I" reducers on the same instrument installation. A
v4sual inspection of the installation by the NRC inspectors did not
reveal the heat numbers. The disposition of this NCR is questionable
based on how the QC inspector was able to verify the heat numbers.

Ref: SSER-7:A-220.

*These NCRs were closed out by referring to Ebasco letter F-61142., The

problem is that this letter did not close out these or other NCRs.

B. Mercury Procedure SP-669, 'Procedure for Handling of Nonconformances
and Corrective Action,0 paragraph 4.2, defines a disposition as,
OThose actions required to resolve a nonconformance."

Contrary to the above, the recowmended disposition for the following
examples of Mercury NCRs was not adequate to resolve the identified
nonconfortnance.

NCRs 313, 322, and 337 - Identified seven J" stainless steel lines
for P2 instruments that were damaged by weld spatter. The NCR stated
that the lines were replaced and documented as such in operational
control record (OCR) 995 and OCR 1020, but it could not-be ascertained
from these rework packages that the repair and reinspection was either
started or completed. There was no documentation with these NCRs to
prove that corrective action was completed.

NCR 363 - Indicated a problem with fitup of emergency diesel
generator fuel oil tank 'A". This was a safety-related system;
therefore, an authorized nuclear inspector (ANI) review should have
been performed, but was not.

NCR 554 - Noted numerous problems with supports during a walkdown.
There was no proof of work being performed to correct these problems
other than a memo (Form 211) stating that work was performed.

NCR 658 - Identified problems with OCR 1671 seismic Category I
support, B-430-x23-J-42. The NCR stated "the disposition has been
completed, all rework documented.' There was no other documentation
in the package other than the NCR W3-7317 acceptance letter.

NCR 572 - Noted that the weld on support location #26 was undersized.
The stated that the weld was reworked and weld metal added to
bring weld to sufficient size. There was no reference as to what OCR
was issued to perform this rework or traceability of weld metal used
in the performance of this job. Also, there were no inspection
reports identified or contained in the package.
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NCRs 673-678 - These NCRs were closed out by the statement:-
'Administratively closed B31.1 to be tracked and resolved by-Mercury
Engineering Department." This resolution was unacceptable as the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B apply to safety-related
installations as committed to by LP&L. (Also, all of these NCRs were
reviewed by Ebasco under NCR W3-7317 and accepted "as-is.")

NCR 673 - Identified problems with instrument tubing installed by
*ORmP3.

NCR 674 - Identified problems with the electromagnetic control panel
worked, by OCR 01246.

NCR 675 - Identified problems with instrument tubing installed by

NCR 675 - Identified problems with instrument tubing installed by

NCR 677 - Identified problems with instrument tubing installed by

UW7T332.

NCR 678 - Identified problems with instrument tubing installed by

NCR 888 - Indicated problems with personnel qualifications; e.g.,
"Several QC type personnel have been certified Level II without
documented indications of qualification requirements per QCP 3110,
paragraph 1.4 and ANSI N45.2.6." Recommended disposition was marked
"N/A' yet the recommended disposition as completed stated "This NCR not
processed:

(I] Initiator not a Mercury employee at time of writing;
QCP 3110-...does not apply to W3; (3) ANSI N45.2;6 previously

incorporated by QCP 3050 is approved. All M Co. QC techs are trained
ard tested per QCP 3050 prior to performing inspection or tests."

NCR 889 - Indicated problems dealing with piping supports installed
by Mercury in that the installed hangers were different than those
noted in Mercury's QC support installation documentation. As with
NCR 888, the recommended disposition was marked "N/A" and the
recommended disposition was completed by saying "This NCR not
processed:

(0) Initiator not a Mercury employee at time of writing;
(fl QCP 3110-...does not apply to W3; (3) ANSI N45.2.6 previously
incorporated by QCP 3050 is approved. All M Co. QC techs are trained
and tested per QCP 3050 prior to performing inspection or tests."
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NCR 3149 - Indicated that there was no documented indicatiohs that
welder M-343 was qualified to welding procedure specification D (WPS-D).
Disposition of this problem was by use of a weld test coupon subsequently
found on April 27. 1983, but no longer available. No documentation
existed on the qualification of this welder or on his retest. Thus,
all welds made by this welder were suspect.

Ref: SSER-7:A-232.

C. Ebasco Procedure ASP-IV-70, 'Hanm.ing of Engineering Discrepancy
Notices,' in paragraph 4.1 defines a discrepancy as "A deviation from
the specified requirements (including procedures) than can be readily
corrected in accordance with standard approved operating procedures
or specifications based on good engineering practices. Discrepancies
do not require al elaborate engineering evaluation or disposition for
correction. They are deviations from good engineering practice and
procedures.'

Contrary to the above, LP&L and its contractor Ebasco demonstrated
a pattern of dispositioning EDNs *accept as is' or *use as is* when
Ebasco Procedure ASP-IV-70, "Handling of Engineering Discrepancy

2 Notices," did not allow this disposition. The correct disposition of
an EDN is to bring the subject item into conformance or generate a
nonconformance for disposition.

Examples of EDNs dispositioned "accept as is" are:

1. EDN-EC-16-48 Arc strikes and undercut

2. EDN-EC-1618 Procedural violations on rework of emergency
diesel generator component

3. EDN-EC-1476 MT or PT on the weld root pass was bypassed.

Ref: SSER-7:A-302.

IV. Failure to Establish QA Program for Applicatinn of Nuiclepr Protective
T-atings

Criterion II of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that the applicant
establish at the earliest practicable time, consistent with the schedule
for accomplishing the activities, a QA program which complies with the
requirements of this appendix. This program shall be documented by
written policies, procedures, or instructions and shall be carried out
throughout plant life in accordance with those policies, procedures, or
instructions. The QA program shall provide control over activities
affecting the quality of the Identified structures, systems, and
components to an extent consistent with their importance to safety.
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LP&L comritted to Feet ANSI H101.2-1972, "Protective Coating (Paints) for
Light Water Nuclear Reactor Contairmnent Facilities," in their Priliminary
Safety Analysis Report (PSAR) and Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) for
coatirrgs application to the interior of the containment vessel until
September 1983, when the FSAR was revised to include only parts of
ANSI NI11.2-1972. Paragraph 7.5 (utilization) of this standard requires
that the application of a given coatings system, including surface
preparation, will be specified to meet the QA program established for the
nuclear project utilizing this coating system.

Contrary to the above, LPAL did not require Chicago Bridge and Iron (CB&I)
to establish a QA program for the application of nuclear protective
coatings to the interior of the containment vessel. As-a result, CB&I did
not maintain documentation on the basic materials which would support the
acceptability of the coatings material or its application. The only
documentation available for coatings applied to the containment vessel
were the Ebasco QC surveillance Inspection reports. There was no
established method of documenting the coating work until flaking and
delamination of Carbo Fine 11 (primer) occurred after postweld heat
treatment was completed by CB&I.

Ref: SSER-7:A-256,271.

V. Failure To Maintain Quality Assurance Records

Criterion XVII of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that sufficient records
be maintained to furnisrh evidence of activities affecting quality. The
records shall include at least the following: opereting logs and the
results of reviews, inspections, tests, audits, monitoring of work
performance and material analyses. The records shall also include closely
related data such as qualifications of personnel, procedures, and
equipment. Inspection and test records shall as a minimum, identify the
Inspector or data records, the type of observation, the results, the
acceptability, and the action taken In connection with any deficiencies
noted. Records shall be identifiable and retrievable. Consistent with
applicable regulatory requirements, the applicant shall establish
requirements concerning record retention, iurh as duration, location, and
assigned responsibility.

LPAL QA Manual Section QR-2.0. "Quality Assurance Program," Table 2.1,
states that LP&L is commnitted to guidance document ANSI N45.2.9,
^Requirements for Collection, Storage, and Maintenance of Quality
Assurance Records for Nuclear Plants,' draft 11, Revision 0, January 1,
1973. This ANSI standard requires that the licensee retain QA records in
accordance with the retention periods listed in Appendix A of this
standard. The following is a sample list of types of records with the
retention periods indicated.
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Years After-
Record Type Permanent Comrnercial OpeOration

Concrete Placement Records x
Soil Compaction Test Reports x
Field Inspection Report and Release x
Material Properties Reports x
Performance Test Procedures and

Results Records x
Nonconformance Reports x
Welding Personnel Qualifications 2
Welding Procedures x
Welding Inspection Reports

(Magnetic, Liquid Penetrant,
Radiographic, Ultrasonic) x

Welding Filler Metal Material Reports x

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspectors noted that the fcllowing QA
documents had not been maintained as required by ANSI N45.2.9.

A. Mercury Construction Company did not maintain proper accountability
of all Mercury Nonconformance Reports (NCRs) to demonstrate NCR
retention requirements of 'ANSI N45.2.9 were satisfied prior to 1982.

Ref: SSER-7:A-232

B. Ebasco did not maintain the following voided NCRPs as part of their QA
records: W3-27, W3-814, W3-859, W3-981, W3-1053, W3-1102, W3-1109,
W3-1228, W-1349, and W3-141E.

Ref: SSER-7:A-18.

C. Chicago Bridge and Iron did not maintain records of coating materials
purchased from Carboline for applications to the inside of the
containment vessel.

Ref: SSER-7:A-756.

D. GEO Construction Testing Company did not maintain quality assurance
records for the qualification of construction materials testing
personnel prior to 1982.

Ref: Inquiry Team [IT) Report. Sections II.A.I.e and III.A.3.d.

E. Concrete placement package 593-SOI-16 is missing sheet 3 of 5 of the
concrete test records.

Ref: SSER-7:A-109.

F. Concrete placement package 593-SOI-UZ4FHAA does not contain the
original concrete curing log.

Ref: SSER-7:A-112.
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G. Backfill records for the seven plarement fills surrounding-the
foundation walls do not contain the in-place testing frequency
records for the first 3 feet of backfill in fill area #7 or the first
5 feet of backfill in area f5.

Pef: SSER-7:A-138.

H. Inspection documentation does not exist for several bolted
connections on the east and west main steam line framing (elevatiun
446 and abovP).

Ref: SSER-7:A.-30.

I. Two common foundation pour packages (499-S02-6 and 499-S03-13B) are
missing approximately 5 pages of the in-process test records.

J. CCW system structure (cooling tower) pour package (499-804-BAI). The
top of the wall pour was identified &s not being covered with water
for one day during that airing period. Discrepancy Notice (DN) L308
specified that the normal curing period be extended two extra days.
Curing information for the final day was not in the package.

Ref: CAT, Section V.B.I.

VI. Failure to Adequately Review Quality Assurance Records

Criterion XVII of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that sufficient records
be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality. The
records shall include at least the following: operating logs and the
results of reviews, inspections, tests, audits, monitoring of work
performance, and material analyses. The records shall also Include closely
related data such as qualifications of personnel, procedures, and
equipment. Inspection and test records shall, as a minimum, identify the
inspector or data records, the type of observation, the results, the
acceptability, and the action taken in connection with any deficiencies
noted. Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that activities be
accomplished in accordance with procedures appropriate to the circumstances.

Ebasco QA.Instruction QAI-9, "Review and Handling of Construction -
Installation Records," describes the requirements that QA records must be
reviewed for to verify their acceptability.

Contrary to the above, the following QA record deficiencies should have
been identified and corrected during Ebasco's QA document reviews that
were performed to verify their acceptability.

A. Deficiencies existed in NI instrument records of installation and
inspection in zones classified under ANSI B31.1 prior to April 7,
1982. The record deficiencies included weld renorts, welder
identifiction, wes' f ie" fttial, base material, arp Weld
inspection reports.

Ref: SSER-7:A-197.
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B. QC inspection weld records for the instrument cabinet support
structures inside the containment building do not indicate if the
welds were accomplished by welders working in positions for-which
they were qualified.

Ref: SSER-7:A-160.

C. Component cooling water (CCW) system structure (cooling tower) pour
package (499-S04-IA3 and IA4), test values slightly exceeding
specification was recorded but not identified as being nonconforming
conditi'rls.

Ref: CAT, Section V.B.1

VII. Improper Welder Certification

Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be
established to assure that special processes, including welding, heat
treating, and nondestructive testing, are controlled and accomplished by
qualified procedures in accordance with applicable codes, standards,
specifications, criteria, and other special requirements.

LP&L QA Manual Section QR 9.0, Revision 2, 'Control of Special Processes,'
requires that 'Special process control records shall provide objective
evidence that special processes were performed in compliance with approved
special process control procedures by qualified personnel. Results of
nondestructive examinations, inspections and tezts shall be recorded in
accordance with applicable codes, standards and specifications. Special
process control shall be retained by the vendor and/or supplied to LP&L as
required by contract or purchase order. Qualifications records of
procedures, equipment, and personnel associated with special processes
shall be established, filed, and kept up-to-date."

Contrary to the above, the following examples of MercUry welder certification
records indicated the welders were certified to welding procedures for
which they were not qualified.

A. Welder 11-44 Waa originr3l -jualified to UPS.9 but the record had
been retyped and incorrectly indicated the welder was qualified to
WPS-Y. The NRC staff reviewed the welder's qualifications record,
but could find no qualification to WPS-Y.

B. Welder M-109 - The NRC staff found that the welder's WPS-Y
qualifications record was dated November 26, 19.?, and voided
October 22, 19B3; however, the welder qualification status record did
not show qualification or welding performed to WPS-Y.

C. Welder M-9 - This welder's qualification status record reflected
dates different than those recorded on the welder qualifications
record for WP;-[. This record NO Nor- i'e"'rd "o rtan5n thr
qualification test date form December 18, 1979 to December 18, 1978.
However, the welder qualification status record indicated the test
was performed on December 18, 1979, as originally dated.
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D. Welder M-201 - This welder was originally qualified to VS-B but the
welder's qualification test record had been revised and the
qualification changed to WPS-Y. The NRC staff reviewed the welder's
4ualification record, but could find no qualification to WPS-Y.

Ref: SSER-7:A-215.

VIll. Failure to Properly Identify Conditions Adverse to Quality

Crittrion XVI of 10 CUP 50, Appendtx B, 7tquires that measures be established
to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as failures, malfunctions,
deficiencies, deviations, defective material, and equipment, and non-
conformances are properly identified and corrected.

LP&L QA Manual Section 16.0, "Corrective Action,' paragraph 16.2,
requires, in part, that the major contractors and their suppliers
establish written procedures for identifying, for determining the cause
of, for evaluating, and for correcting conditions adverse to quality such
as failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material
and equipment, and nonconformances.

A. Mercury Procedure SP-664, "Procedure for Handling of Nonconformances
and Corrective Action,' paragraph 5.0, requires that the individual
or department that identifies a nonconforming condition initiate an
NCR.

Contrary to the above, drawing 172-L-012-C, Revision 4, had a handwritten
note which identified two lines, DPT-RC-9116 SMB (HP) and
DPT-RC-9116 SMA (HP), where the line separation criteria had been violated
for startup system (SUS) 52A. This condition was not addressed on an NCR
until discussed with the licensee.

Ref: SSER-7:A-279.

B. EBASCO Procedure ASP-Ill-?, *Corrective Action," Paragraph 6.2.1,
requires, in part, that a nonconformance report be issued if the
condition cannot be Corrected within the scope of approved
engineering drawings, specifications, or procedures, or if elaborate
engineering evaluation is required, or involves items designed ASKE
Section I1I. Paragraph 4.3 of this procedure defines a nonconformance-
as "a condition in characteristic, documentation, or procedure which
renders the quality of an item or service unacceptable or indeterminate.
Examples of nonconformances include: physical defects, test failures,
incorrect or inadequate documentation, or deviation from prescribed
inspection or test procedures."

Contrary to the above, the following deficiencies were idýntified
during performance of EBASCO Quality Assurance Instruction QAI 9,
*Review and HAndling of Construction - InstallAtinn Rocords:"
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I. 3-CC-IC-16 - *9.2 dated May 5, 1983, reviewed Item 1 r
Torque wrench CT-339 was designated by field instructions for
torqueing of bolts to 90 ft/lbs. This wrench, designated for
work between 0-600 ft/lbs. had not been calibrated for use in
the lower range. Resolution was 'use as is" since the bolts
are evenly torqued, but resolution did not address the problem
with the calibration of the torque wrench. An NCR should have
been issued.

2. 2-ST-IC B9 - *9.2 dated March 24, 1983, reviewed Item 17 - Dravo
certifiedii•ateri4) test report (CMTR) which indicated the piping
material specif-eJ was 376TP304. The bill of material specified
the material as 358TP304. An NCR should have been issued.

3. Q2-W3-SI-10-F/E - '9.2 reviewed Itemr 11 - Supplemental data was
added to qu6Iity assurance records. The additions were neither
initialed or dated, as required by ANSI N4.5.2.9, paragraph 3.2.6.
An NCR should have been issued.

4. -QMC-HYPO PIlE - *9.2 reviewed Items 43, 78, 81 - Penetration test
reports were generated as a result of the work required by CIWA
820914 and FCR 149D RI for the installation nf seal rings in
penetrations. The work performed was inot inspected or documented.
An NCR should have been issued.

*Refers to Quality Assurance Instruction QAI-9, Attachment 9.2,

"Construction - Installation Records Deficiency Report.'

Ref: SSER-7:A-05.

C. T-B Procedure TPB-12, 'Nonconformance and Discrepancies,N states in
Section 6.2, ODNs are required to be upgraded to Ebasco NCRs when the
following criteria applies . . " (as defined in Section 4.1)

"Nonconformance - A deficiency in characteristic, documentation or
procedures which renders the quality of an Item or service
unacceptable or indeterminate. Examples of a nonconformance include:
physical defects; test failure, inccrrect o, inadequate dccu.en~ttion
or deviation from prescribed inspection or test procedures, drawings,
code and contract equirements."

Contrary to the above, T-B failed to upgrade DNs into Ebasco NCRs as
required. The following DNs are examples that should have been
upgraded:

1. T-B DN-5047 documented a welder using the wrong procedure to
complete a weld. The procedure used was Judged by a welding
engineer to be metallurgically compatible with the correct
procedure. Consequently, the weld record was revised after the~pl tion ot t1- weld to reqit 1- either th-, oi- i pj:

procedure or the procedure used. This DN was never upgraded to
an NCR.
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2. T-B DN-W-728 documents a missed AN! witness hold point to a PT
inspection. The inspection was redone with the AN! present.
This incident was not upgraded to an NCR.

3. T-B DN-W-4112 documents 3000# couplings being installed where
6000# couplings were required. Engineering evaluated the
installed material and determined its acceptability, but the
nonconforming material was never upgraded to a nonconformance.

Ref: SSER-7:A-302.

IX. Inadequate Procedures to Control Activities Affecting Quality

Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix 8 requires that activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be
accomplished in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or
drawings.

LP&L QA Manual Section QP-5.0, Revision 2. 'Instructions, Procedures and
Drawings," required that 'Safety-related activities of LPIL and its major
contractors shall be described in documented instructions, procedures,
drawings, specifications, checklists, or manuals appropriate to the
circumstances. Activities such as design, procurement, m'anufacturing,
construction, installation, testing, inspection and auditing shall be
accomplished in accordance with these documents."

Contrary to the above, review of the following procedures revealed that
the instructions were inadequate to ensure that activities affecting
quality were correctly executed.

A. Ebasco Procedure ASP-IV-18, Issue Q, 'Receiving, Storage, Issuing and
Control of Welding Electrodes and Filler Materials," does not meet
the storage and rebake requirements for storage of AWS AS.1 (7018),
electrodes, as described by AWS DI.1-19BO, to which Ebasco is
committed. American Welding Society AWS DI.1-1980 requires that low
hydrogen electrodes conforming to AWS A5.1 be purchased in
hermptically sealed cnn+)iners or be drieA 'or At lemst ? hours
between 450°F and 5001F before they can be used. Electrodes shall be
dried prior to use if the hermetically sealed container shows
evidence of damage. Immediately after opening of the hermetically
sealed container or removal of the electrodes from drying ovens,
electrodes shall be stored in ovens held at a temperature of at least
250°F (120 0C). After the opening of hermetically sealed containers or
removal from drying or storage ovens, electrode exposure to the
atmosphere shall not exceed 4 hours prior to being returned to the
storage area. In the case that electrodes are exposed forea period
greater than 4 hours, the electrodes are required to be redried.
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Ebasco Procedure ASP-IV-18 requires that electrodes be stored in
ovens of a temperature between 200-300*F for approximately S.hours
following removal from the hervetically sealed container and prior to
use. Covered electrodes are not to be exposed to ambient
temperatures for more than 4 hours and if unused are to be returned
to the itorage ovens for 8 hours prior to reissuance. No
instructions are given for electrodes exposed for a period greater
than 4 hours.

Ref: SSER-7:A-215.

B. LP&L Construction QA transferred systems to LP&L Operations without
using approved procedures for conducting reviews prior to the transfer
on or before March 22, 1984. An approved procedure was issued on
March 22, 1984 for conducting these reviews.

Ref: I1:Sections I1.A.1.m and III.A.5.c.

X. Failure to Control Conditionally Released Equipment

Criterion XVII oflO CFR 50, Appendix B requires that sufficient records
be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality...
The records shall also include closely-related data such as qualifications
of personnel, procedures, and equipment.

EBASCO Procedure ASP-IV-86, "Conditional Release of Nonconforming or
Deficient Items," Section 6.1. requires, in part, that nonconforming or
deficient items released on a conditional release basis be approved by the
QC supervisor and assigned a QC log number.

Contrary to the above, a list of deficiencies associated with the
conditional certification of equipment was found for equipment supplied
by Combustion Engineering, Inc. (C-E). One conditional certification of
equipment involved the reactor vessel and internals. This certification
was issued because as-built drawings, material certifications, and the
fabrication plans had not been forwarded when equipment was delivered to
LP&L in 1976. This conditiol, existed since July 25, 1976-until it was
identified in April or MAy nf 1984, indicrting that the ey~ter_ ,lsed to
control conditional releases was not adequate to ensure that all releases
were appropriately approved and assigned. Furthermore, records were not
sufficient to verify that all conditional releases have been identified.

Ref: SSER-7:A-165.

XI. Failure to Maintain Design Control

Criterion III of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be.
established for the identification and control of design interfaces and
for coordination among participating design organizations for review,
approv l. releate distributior, And revision of tinrcirmnts 4ninrvbinq
design interfaces.
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EBASCO Procedure ASP-IV-58, Revision E, "Attachment to Seismic Supports,"
requires added loads be reported to engineering for inclusion into the
"Seismic Allowable Load Chart."

Contrary to the above, the NRC CAT examination of 28 seismic cable tray
and HVAC supports revealed that 18 exhibited loads were not shownoon
design documents and were not reported to engineering included in the
"Sesmic Allowable Load Chart."

The following cable tray supports'exhibited this cor'ition:

C-459 C-1406 C-1435
C-512 C-1407 C-1989
C-517 C-1418 C-B031
C-874 C-1428 C-2318
C-744 C-1429 33E838

Additionally, NRC CAT observed that six of the 15 supports listed above
contained loads in excess of the stated allowable and should have been
individually analyzed by engineering. These supports are:

C-1407 317% of allowable
C-1418 161% of allowable
C-1420 249% of allowable
C-1429 162% of allowable
C-1435 164% of allowable
C-2031 151% of allowable

Ref: CAT:Section VIII.B.4

XII. Failure to Adequately Perform Document and Design Control Reviews

Criterion VI of CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be established
to control the issuance of documents such as instructions, procedures and
drawings including changes thereto, which prescribe all activities..
affecting quality. These measures shall assure that documents, including
ct:n•s, are reviewed for adequacy and approved for release by authorized
personnel and are distributed to and used~at the location where the
prescribed activity is being performed.

LP&L Quality Assurance Manual, Section QR 6.0, Revision 2, "Document"
Control" paragraph 6.1 requires that "LP&L and its major contractors shall
establish document control programs to control the review, approval, and
issuance of documents, such as instructions, procedures, and drawings,
including changes thereto, to assure that tne documents are adequate and
that the quality requirements are stated. ..
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Contrary to the above, discrepancies were identified with controlled
documents as described in the following examples:

A. Drawing Stick Files

1. Drawings within the following design groups of Ebasco Site
Services Engineering (ESSE) were not properly posted with
the applicable Field Change Request (FCR) and Design Change
Notice (DCN) numbers.

Design G oý!_

ESSE Electrical
ESSE Electrical

ESSE. Mechanical

Dwg. No. Rev. FCR/DCN Not Posted

G310 sh4 3 DCN-E-1193
G314 8 FCR-E-3192. R3

DCN-E-825 R4
G435 sh6 3 FCR-IC-P-602

DCN-IC-1.247 RI

2. Drawing stick files which contained controlled drawings within
the following design groups of ESSE were not' kpt current ,
with respect to the latest drawing.revisions.

Design Group

ESSE Mechanical
ESSE Mechanical

4305 1893
ESSE I&C Mech.
ESSE I&C Mech.
ESSE.I&C Mech.

Revision
Dwg. No. Found

G432 sh8
EMDRAC

G161 sh2
G164 sh3
G164 sh4

7

6
8

Missing

Latest
Revision

4
4

14
10
2

3. The following errors were identified in the Drawing
Closeout Schedule of January 20, 1984.

Drawing

G435
G190
G162
G162
G310
6310
G311
G315

G319
6320
G320
G432

sh3
sh2
sh4
sh2
sh3
shl

shi
shl
shi
shS

R3
R3
R11
RI
R2
R3
R•
R6

R8
R8
RIO
R7

Improper FCR/DCN
Listing

DCN-MP-704 RI

FCR-MP-2474
.FCR-E-850
DCN-E-1444
DCN-E-1023
FCR-E-533
FCR-E-988 R3
FCR-E-1089
FCR-E-1188
DCN-E-463 R2

DCN-IC-1179 R2

FCR/DCN Not Listed
But Outstanding

FCR-IC-P-602

FCR-MP-2474
FCR-MP-2589

DCN-E-1345 R2

FCR-E-1444
FCR-E-1444
FCR-IC-P-37
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B. General Specification MC-1, "General Specification Covering,
Installation of Mechanical Equipment."

1. A copy of specification MC-1 did not have the correct posting
upon receipt from field Document Control. Specifically, the
revisions to FCR-CH-110 were not posted.

The missed posting in Docuinent Control occurred because the
orit,4rting and reviewing or2an4807ýons of rrpH-ý-l01 Rev. 2
and Rev. 3 did not correctly identify that specification MC-1
was an affected document. As a consequence, Document Control
could not properly post these two revisions against the
document.

2. ESSE Mechanical's controlled copy of specification MC-1 did not
have the following applicable FCRs posted:

FCR-M-13 FCR-M-110 FCR-M-118 FCR-M-123
FCR-M-129 FCR-M-196 FCR-CH-1237RI FCR-M-110]R3

From a review of the dates of approval of these FCRs, it can be
concluded that posting of applicable FCRs against specification
MC-1 was not performed after April 4, 1981.

Ref: CAT, Section VII.B.I.

XIII.Failure to Implement an Adequate Inspection Program

Criterion X of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that a program for
inspection of activities affecting quality be established for and executed
by or for the organization performing the activity to verify conformance
with the documented instructions, procedures, and drawings for
accomplishing the activity.

LP&L QA Manual Section 10, "Inspection," paragraph 10.1 requires, in part,
that LP&L's major contractors establish programs for inspection during
manufacturing and construction to assure conformance with applicable
instructions, procedures, drawings, specifications, and contract
requirements.

Contrary to the above, the licensee did not ensure that an adequate
inspection program was implemented by their contractors:

A. For the verification of electrical raceway separations. This is
established by the number of observed raceway cable trays and
conduits, listed in Table 7-1, which do not maintain the
required separation between divisions.
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TABLE I-i

SEPARATION VIOLATIONS

This
Raceway

Violates
Separation

C205B-NA
C206K-NA
C106-SA
L202B-SB
L2013-SA
31551H-SA
P104-SB
P-104-SB
P104-SB
P104-SB
C106D-NB
L20IB-SA
C205M-NA
C205M-NA
L203B-NA
C205L-NA
Z2O1A-SA
C201A-SA
C201A-SA
C201A-SA
C20]A-SA
C202-SA
35261-SB
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C105M-NA
C205-NA
C203-SB
32847F-NA
3FD3OA-NA

With This
Raceway

C202-SA

L202-SB
C114-NB
C206M-NB
C205E-NA
31551T-SB
30285-NA
30285C-NA
32087E-NA
302VTC-NA
C102-SB
C205M-NA
C201B-SA
P20IB-SA
C20IB-SA
L201-SA
C205E-NA
P204B-NA
L204-NA
37798-NA
31172K-NB
P204B-NA
C102-SA
C103-SB
32807R-NA
32807S-NA
3281OX-KA
32810Y-NA
32810H-NA
328lOS-NA
32812N-NA
cjirn..4ý
C202-SA
C202-SA
C202-SB
31509K-SB

This
Raceway

Violates
Separation

35073B-NB
300ID-PA
3HO5IBA-SB
3HO51AB-SA
37855-tMB
37666-WMB
32596B9-SA
31246A-SB
312468-SB
3,1243B-SA
3i243B-SA
31246A-SB
32661D-SB
39956-SB
39956-SB
L20ID-SA
L201D-SA
39559-SA
39787-SA
C202E-SB
C202D-SB
C202D-SB
39578-SA
38743-SMC
38743-SMC
35369-SB
37963-NA
39851-SAB
3952L-SMA
37243-SMD
37172-SMA
r?04A-SA
C204A-SA
37666-SMB

With This
Raceway

C202-SB
34324-NA
3HO51AA-SA
39148-NA
36231-NB
36379-SMA
3112981-SB
31243A-SA
L208-NB
31246A-SB
35223-NB
35D5]A2-NA
37709-NB
36225-NB
36226-NB
30203L-NB
.35210H-NA
o3,:04-NAB
398228-NB
3100X-HB
311004-N8B
C201C-SAB
39821-SB
L203-NB
L203D-NA
L203D-NA
C201-SAB
3CPROO5-NA
39516A-SMD
37691-NB
30199M-NA
36941-NA
36942-NA
37901-NA

Ref: CAT, Section II.B.I.

B. To ensure that piping supports/restraints were constructed in accordance
with design requirements.

Ref: CAT, Section III.B.2.

C. fo ensure that HAVL restraints were inspected to the actual as-built
configuration.

Ref: CAT, Section III.B.3.



Notice of Violation - 27 -

These violations ha-e been categorized in the aggregate as a Severity Level III
problem (Supplement 11).
(Cumulative Civil Penalties - $130,000 assessed equally among the vi6lations.)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201 Louisiana Power and Light Company
is hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
USNRC, Washington, DC 20555, with a copy to this office, within 60 days of the
date of this Notice, a written statement or explanation In reply, including for
each alleged violation: (1) admission or denial of the alkced violation;
(2) the reasons for the violation, if adnitted; (3) the corrective steps that
will be ta~en anl the rsults ec!1veed; (4) thc corrective step, 6iUt will be
taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Consideration may be given to extending the response time for good
cause shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232,
this response shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10 CFR 2.201,
Louisiana Power and Light Company may pay the civil penalties in the amount of
$130,000 or may protest imposition of the civil penalties in whole or in part by
a written answer. Should Louisiana Power and Light Company fail to answer
within the time specified, the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
will issue an order imposing the civil penalties in the amount proposed above.
Should Louisiana Power and Light Company elect to file an answer In accordance
with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny the
violations listed in the Notice in whole or in partý (2) demonstrate extenuating
circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice; or (45 show other reasons why the
penalties should not be Imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalties in
whole or in part, such answer may request remission or mitigation of the penalties.
In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalties, the five factors contained
in section V.B of 10 CFR Part 2, should be addressed. Any written answer in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth' separately from the statement
or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate by
specific reference (e.g., citing page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition.
The attention of Louisiana Power and Light Company is directed to the other
provisions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the procedure for imposing a civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties due which have been subsequently determined
in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 7.205, this onatter may
be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalties, unless compromised,
remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant to Section 234c
of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

FOR E NUCLEAR ,EGUAT Y C0PI]SSJION

;obet D.Martin

Regional Administrator

Datcd at Arlington, Texas



Docket Nos. 50-390, 50-391
License Nos. CPPR-91,.CPPR-92
EA 91-19

Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: Mr,. D. A. Nauman

Senior Vice President
Nuclear Power

6N 38ALookout Place
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MARCIH 12, 1991, TVA/NRC MEETING ON CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
FOR WORK CONTROL AND WORK QUALITY ISSUES

This refers to the meeting conducted at our request in the Region II 'Office
on March 12, 1991. The purpose of the meetinq was to discuss the status of
ongoing and planned activities related to the stop work order, including the
conditions necessary for resumption of work. A list of attendees, a narrative
summary of the meeting, and a copy of your handout are enclosed.

It is our opinion that this meeting was beneficial in that it provided an
understanding of, the actions you have taken with respect to the work control
problems at Watts Bar, your plans to perform certain cable testing activities
prior to lifting the stop work order and your plans to gradually resume work
under increased management controls.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice", Part 2
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and its
enclosures will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concernino this matter, please contact us.

Sincerely,
Ordinal Signerd E,
BRUCE A. WILSON

9 1 0 5290167 910403 8rA'Wilson( Chief
PDR ADOCK 05000390 TVA ProjectsPDR ,
A
Enclosures:I. List of Attendees

2. Meeting Summary
3. Handout

cc w/encls: (See page 2)

(V (~H)



ENCLOSURE I

LIST OF ATTENDEES

TVA/NRC MEETING ON WATTS BAR WORK CONTROL

MARCH 12, 1991

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

S. D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator, Region II
J. L. Milhoan, Deputy Regional Administrator, Region 11
A. F. Gibson, Director, Division of Reactor Safety
B. A. Wilson, Chief, TVA Projects
K. P. Barr, Section Chief, Watts Bar
G. A. Walton, Senior Resident Inspector, Construction
H. H. Livermore, Senior-Project Engineer
A. R. Long, Project Engineer

Tennessee Valley Au'thority:

D. E. Nunn, Vice President, Nuclear Projects
J. H. Garrity, Vice President, Watts Bar Site
M. 0. Medford, Vice President, Nuclear Assurance, Licensing and

Fuels
M. Bellamy, Projects Manager, Watts Bar
J. A. Scalice, Plant Manager, Watts Bar
E. G. Wallace, Acting Watts Bar Site Licensing Manager
S. W. Crowe, Watts Bar Site Quality Manager
R. L. George, Engineering and Modifications Manager



ENCLOSURE 2

MEETING SUMMAR.'Y

TVA/NRC MEETING ON WATTS £.!R WORK CONTROL

MARCH 12, 19'1!

A management meeting between the NRC and Te.-nessee Valley Authority was held
in the NRC's Region II Office on March 12, 1991, to discuss the status and
plans for activities associated with the December,1990 Watts Par Nuclear, Plant
Stop Work Order. The objectives of the meeting included discussions of the
status of activities, conditions necessary f. ½r lifting the, stop work order and
resuming normal work activities, and TVA's -, ians for conducting limited work
activities under controlled conditions prior to lifting the order. The
enclosed handout provides the detailed technical information which was
presented at the meeting.

The NRC Regional Administrator, Mr. Stewart Ebneter, opened the meeting by
briefly summarizing the NRC concerns. The Watts Bar Site Vice President,
Mr. John Garrity, then introduced TVA's formral presentation with an outline of
the objectives to be covered during the meeiting, and stated that permission
would be, requested to undertake limited catle testing activities under the
control of the Operations organization rather than Construction.

Followingthe opening remarks by Mr. Garrity, Mr. Dwight Nunn, TVA's Vice
President of'Nuclear Projects, provided an overview of the causes of the work
control problems at Watts Bar. The identified causes included a loss of
accountability, and complex and unworkable work procedures which placed an
undue burden at the foreman level without oroviding effective support from
management or interfacing organizations. Mr. Nunn stated that the goals of
TVA's corrective action plans included streamlining the work control process,
and providing the craft with adequate technical support and proper procedures.
He indicated that major management changes would be made in order to improve
performance.

Mr. Nunn also addressed the sizeable hacklcog of open issues at Watts Bar,
which includes both incomplete corrective a:tions and a number of unassessed
quality concerns. Numerous open items exist in the construction- area. Mr.
Nunn stated that the schedule for resuming construction is uncertain, but TVA
anticipates the stop work order will not be lifted until at least August 1991.
TVA plans to resume construction at a low le~el, and monitor activities closely
for quality.

An overview of recent actions, and managnement objectives prior to restartwere
presented by Mr. John Garrity. Mr. Garrity stated that TVA would demonstrate
that they understand issues from the pas-, and will show that they
won't recurr. Principle corrective action ,bjectives included having improved
workplans and procedures in place, having approximately 36 training modules
written and pilot tested by one training cless, more management involvement at
the work site and with QA and QC on a regular basis with feedback to improve
performance, and resolution of the backlog of problems bearing on construction
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,-;aiiti or records. Mr. Garrity stated that there would be a number of
orga rizational hanges to clarify responsibilities for ouality-related
activities. A a t tri will be developed to ensure that all quality-related
responsibilities have been appropriately assigned and reflected in plant
Procedures.

Mr. Garrity stated that the Watts Bar self-assessment had been expanded from
the work areas originally addressed in the stop work order, to include all
areas of work on the site, and would also go back to the Nuclear Performance
Plan, Employee Concerns Program special reports, Condition Adverse to' Quality
Reports, Corrective Action Trackinq Documents, and other sources of. previously
identified problems to assure all issues are adequately addressed.

. Garrity noted that recent TVA efforts had produced a defirite decrease in
the backlog of open issues. When reviewing documrentation processed under
various previous corrective action programs, for rollovcr into the new program,
TV'A personnel evaluated the quality of the closure and the work itself. He
stated that open item closures are now receiving a hicher level of management
overview than they have in the past.

Mr. Michael Bellamy, the Watts Bar Projects Manager, presented the licensee's
shutdown and root cause assessments, and corrective action status. The
self-assessment included a study of pre-indicators of problems with work
control, and evaluations of all hardware and significant documentation
deficiencies. A trend analysis showed that a significant percentage of
findings from NRC inspections and various licensee programs have been in the
work control area.

Root causes identified by the licensee were divided into four major components,
as described in the meeting handouts. For each of the root cause categories,
Mr. Bellamy discussed the types of problems in the category, the causative
factors, and the anticipated corrective act/ions. Watts Bar managers have been
charged with ensuring that work quality is acceptable, that workers are
properly trained, that procedures are adequate, and that data sheets are
correct.

The Engineering Modifications Manager, Mr. Ronald George, and the Plant
M~anager, Mr. John Scalice, presented information on near term discovery work
items being conducted while the construction stop work' order remains in
effect. The 'first type included walkdowns which involve no craft support, and
have been conduct.ed with appropriate approved procedures, and iith adequate
coordination to assure the quality of the data. Mr. George stated that
independent Quality. Control inspections of the work had yielded favorable
results. The second type Of near term discovery work included visual
inspection walkdowns involving craft support for insulation, scaffolding, or
operation of equipment. TVA emphasized that walkdowns do not in',,olve altering
hardware, although the results of the walkdowns can be used tc 4etermine if
hardware conditions are acceptable.

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector for Construction, Mr. Glenn Walton, stated
that based on recent NRC findings, it was unclear whether or not outdated
Construction Process Instructions (CPIs) had been used for work under
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M:a i otnanlce P!-.,ut, a f ter the CP] update prouess was put on hold as a result
oIf he stop work order. There was also some question whether work may have
!*,n, !.er formed ;)utside of the Scope of Ma intenance RPnuest instru ctions. T VA
was aa re Of these issues but add it i onaI i ufornation was needed before any
final conclusion could be reached.

IVA requested NRC approval to conduct hi-pot testing of spare and abandoned
cables as p)art of their continuing discovery work. They stated that they were
riot asking for approval for other types of work at( this time. The planned
testin(, activities will include a minimum of wet testing, and work quality is
to: be ensured throuqh pre-joh briefings. extra in-process fl'anaq]ement checks,
enhanced technical support of testi ng , coordination, iniediate review of
comip1eted pac.kaqes with ornoing feedbacý to rnariaii nd ent, manragement partici-
!,;tion in closeout and resolution of issueS,-and onality control at hiqher
levels of nainjqement. Procedures used for this testing will be up-to-ifa te,
self-conta i ned, and suppor ted by completed and approved eng i neer i ng
evaluations. If a cable fails the hi-pot testing, it will he removed and sent
for laboratory analysis, hut will not be reinstalled without NRC approval.

NRC agreed to the hi-pot testing! of the spare and Thandoned cable and to
removal of cablels which fail the testirr, with the understanding that NRC
would have the op)portiinity to review the.work Controls prior to coi(mencemient
of testing.

The NRC Regiona I Administrator reiterated thdt TVA would he expected to
demonstrate design and construction adequacy before ohtaining an operating
license for Watts Bar, and closed the meeting by thanking TVA for the
presentation.

In addition to the planned action items described in the meeting handout, and
the previously described conrnitnients concerning the conduct of.cable testing,
the licensee agreed to the following specific actions prior. to liftinq the
stop work order arid resuming construction activities:

The licensee will construct and implement a matrix of quality
responsibilities, which will he provided to the NRC for review.

For each of the near term work activities conducted with the stop
work order in effect, TVA will demonstrate how quality was ensured
and that. all work was perforn.,ed in accord,,rice with up-to-date
p.)r'Ocedur'(eS and current requirements.
As part of a cont inuing Serif-.,sessment, IVA will reevaluat.e the use

oi Maintenace Pe(:uests and ,nsure that up-to-(i date standards are
is ed,

Before resuming construction work, IVA, wi 11 demons trat t hat each
Corrective Action Tracking Document (CAND) is either closed or will
not affect quality. Specifical ly, CAIT I 11 200-09 will he Closed.

TVA will review all CR-ls and ensure: that they a.re accept.,It,l before
plant activities will re:sume.
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MEETING OBJECTIVES

BRIEFLY DISCUSS THE STATUS OF ONGOING AND- PLANNED
ACTIVITIES RESULTING. FROM THE STOP WORK ORDER

BRIEFLY DISCUSS THE CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR RESUMPTION
OF QUALITY WORK UNDER ENHANCED MANAGEMENT CONTROLS

INFORM NRC OF THE LIMITED WORK ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE ONGOING
OR WILL BE INITIATED AND THE STRICT CONTROLS GOVERNING THEM
PRIOR TO THE LIFTING OF THE STOP WORK ORDER



MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

RESTART OF CONSTRUCTION
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OVERVIEW OF RECENT ACTIONS

Stop Work 12/21/91

Self Assessment

Work control
Other work areas
Past issues

Root Cause Analysis of Work Control &
Corrective Action Programs

Corrective Action for Work Control Process
Workplan Format & Scope
Procedures
Training
Quality Monitoring
Performance Monitoring & Assessments

Corrective Actions for Cor.rective Action Process
New Procedures and Trai-ning
Management Review Committee
Senior Management Committee
Backlog Team for. CAOR Closure

Self Assessment Follow-Up

Interim Schedule
Logic for Restart
Merge with Master Project Schedule

Management Involvement
CAQR Backlog, New Procedure Implementation,
Daily Review of Incoming Problems
Root Cause Analysis/KT
Daily Schedule Status Meetings
Performance Indicator Specification & Monitoring
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TREND ANALYSIS

DOCUMENTS WERE REVIEWED TO IDENTIFY WORK CONTROL
RELATED FINDINGS.

NUMBER WORK PERCENTAGE
REVIEWED CONTROL WC RELATED

RELATED

1990 CAQRS 607 203 30%

ALL CATDS 566 69 12%

NRC 74 43 58%
VIOLATIONS

NRC IFIS 163 30 18%

NRC URIS 147 35 24%

QA AUDITS 15, 8 53%

QA 21 7 33%
SURVEILLANCES

EMPLOYEE 486 88 18%
CONCERNS

TOTAL 2079 483 23%



WORK CONTROL

ROOT CAUSE STATEMENT

GENERAL PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

INATTENTION TO DETAIL, SUPERVISORY INEFFECTIVENESS,
PROCEDURAL COMPLEXITY/LACK OF CLARITY, AND
PROCEDURAL NON-COMPLIANCE HAVE RESULTED IN
NUMEROUS DOCUMENTATION PROBLEMS (MOSTLY MINOR)
AND'SOME HARDWARE DEFICIENCIES.

MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES, INEFFECTIVE
FOLLOW THROUGH OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS, AND
INATTENTION TO DETAIL HAVE RESULTED IN CONTINUATION
OF PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED UNACCEPTABLE WORK CONTROL
PERFORMANCE.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND CHANGING
ENVIRONMENTS OF LEADERSHIP, FOCUS, AND PRIORITIES
HAVE LED TO INEFFECTIVENESS IN RESOLVING THESE WORK
CONTROL ISSUES.

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

PREVIOUSLY HELD, MISTAKEN AND ANTIQUATED BELIEFS OF
QUALITY RESPONSIBILITIES AND "INSPECTING IN QUALITY'
HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO EXTENT OF THE PROBLEMS.



WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX

GENERAL PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

PROBLEM CATEGORY CAUSATIVE FACTOR CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

-MANY MINOR RECORD ERRORS j .ENGINEERING CHANGE NOTICE CLEANUP
DATA MISSING -PROCEDURE COMPLEXITY -NEW WORKPLANS/SAFETY NET

-HARDWARE DAMAGE -PROCEDURE CLARITY PO UEIMPROVEET-POEDR -CRCARREITYES 1MRVMt,47S

-HARDWARE DEFICIENCIES I -WORK CONTROL CENTER
---- ------.

-MANY MINOR RECORD ERRORS -PROCEDURE NON-COMPLIANCE -PERSONNEL ASSESSMENTS
-MISSING SIGNATURES -INATTENTION TO DETAIL -I -ACCOUNTABIUTY/DISCIPUNE
EARLY HOLD ORDER RELEASE I[ -QUALITY TRAINING EMPHASIS

-MISSING INSPECTIONS 
O.-NEW. TRAINING MODULES

-DATA MISSING 'I -PIPELINE REVIEVS/REPORTS
D-POOR QUALITY REVIEWS -CER_.FICATION PROGRAM

-HARDWARE DAMAGE
HA-.RHD ,%AWRE DEFICIENCtES

________________________________________________-___ I __________________________________________________ ______



WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX

MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

PROBLEM CATEGORY CAUSATIVE FACTOR - CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

-ORGAN.ZATION/MGMi CHANGES
-MAYOD 7 -EER TRENDING REPORTS
-1 -ANY OLD CAQR'S/NOV-S.ETC -MANAGEMENrT REVIEW OF SCAP-S

I -PREV;OUS FAILED RESOLUTIONS -FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT RESP -IMPROVED CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM
-BACKLOG TOLERANCE j-INADEQUATE FOLLOW THROUGH "DEDICATION TO BACKLOG

-WRONG OA LEVEL MATERIALS -INATTENTION TO DETAIL -MATTERIAL FILES REVIEW (100%)
-ENGINEERING INTERFACE -WEST./,'TVA INTERFACE CHECK

-TWESTNGHOUSEL DESIGN INTERFACE 1T' ENGINEERING INTERFACE R'ViEV
-I .-QUALiTY. REPORT CARD PROGRAM'.

• " -DAILY SCHEDULE MEETING



WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT

PROBLEM CATEGORY CAUSATIVE FACTOR CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

Ii 'i
INADEQUATE RESOURCES i -ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE .P.ESPO,,.'SI-3!UTY MATRIX

IISCHEDULE FOCUS OFF PROB. ! -CHANGING ENVIRONMENT"J -POSMTON, DE %,TON
DISTRACTIONS FROM ISSUES -NEW CONSTRUCTION ORGAN"ZATTON

-PERSONNE C.HANGES

-NEW SCHEDULE CONTROLS



WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

PROBLEM CATEGORY CAUSATIVE FACTOR i CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

-RELUCTANCE TO CHANGE IP PERSONNEL ASS SSESMENTS S

-NARROW FOCUS ON PROBLEMS OLD OUAJTY BEUEFS -ORGANIZATION/PERSONNEL CHANGS

__________________________i-ACCOUN' ABILITY//OSCIPLIN E



HARDWARE DEFICIENCIES

HARDWARE PROBLEM RESOLUTION

HANGER MISSING CLAMP I REPLACE

INSTRUMENT I INCORRECT SPAN REWORK •
TUBING ___"

HANGER SHORT WEDGE USE AS IS
. _ _ _ _ _ _ BOLT

PIPE SUPPORT I GROUT MISSING REWORK

CABLE SPLICE INCORRECT SHIM REWORK
SIZE

!,,

, CABLE DAMAGE (3) MILD REPAIR
CONDUCTOR ENV. __

PIPE 6 INCHES) INCORRECT OA REPLACE
-LEVEL

FLEXIBLE CONDUIT I LOOSE FITTINGS REWORK
AFW FLOW WRONG SETPOINT REWORK

1 CONTROLLER _

i AFW VALVE NOT INCLUDED IN REPLACE
MOTORS EQ PROGRAM __

HEX NUTS (6) WRONG QA LEVEL J REPLACE
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CURRENT AND PLANNED WALKDOWNS
INVOLVING CRAFT SUPPORT

PROGRAM INSULATION SCAFFOLDING OPEN/CLOSE
REMOVAL EQUIPMENT

CIVIL/STRUCTURAL
EMBEDDED PLATES
ESQ
CONDUIT & SUPPORTS

CABLE TRAY SUPPORTS
.CABLE TRAY SEGMENTS
HVAC & SUPPORTS
TORNADO DAMPERS

LARGE BORE PIPING
SMALL BORE PIPING
BOX ANCHORS
INTEGRATED INTERACTION

CABLE BEND RADIUS INSPECTION
SPLICE & TERMINATION INSP
DBVP WALKDOWN
VERIFICATION OF EQ ATTRIBUTES
CONDUIT TO TRAY ENTRY
TRAY COVER WALKDOWNS
INSTRUMENT LINE WALKDOWN
SEPARATION WALKDOWN
ASME SECTION III VALIDATION

N
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MAR 16 JSS

Docket Nos. 50-390, 50-391
License Nos. CPPR-91, CPPR-92

* EA 92-047

Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: Dr. M. 0. Medford

Vice President,
Nuclear Assurance

Licensing and Fuels
3B LookoutPlace
1101 Market Street

i Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-390/92-03 AND 50-391/92-03

This refers to the inspection conducted by Ron Gibbs of this office on
February 10-14 and 17-20, 1992. The inspection included a review of
activities authorized for your Watts Bar'facility. At the conclusion of the

* inspection, the findings were discussed with those members of your staff
identified in the enclosed inspection report.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within
these areas, the inspection. consisted of selective examination of procedures

-and representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of
activities in progress.

As a result of this inspection, eight apparent violations were identified and
are being considered for escalated enforcement action in accordance with the
"General Statement of Policy -and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions"
(Enforcement Policy), 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1991). The NRC is concerned
with the number and nature of deficiencies identified in the enclosed
inspection report concerning your Material Improvement Program. The purpose of
that program is to prevent material of unknown quality from being installed in
the plant, without an engineering review and reinspection to verify
acceptability. As evidenced by the findings of this inspection your program
has failed to accomplish that purpose. Accordingly, no Notice of Violation is
presently being issued for these inspection findings. Please be advised that
the number and characterization of apparent violations described in the
enclosed inspection report may change as a result of further NRC review.

Additionally, we are concerned that the program controls for the material
receipt inspection area were reduced after construction restart without
'notification of the NRC, contrary to one of the conditions which were agreed to
prior to construction restart approval. Your program to control this
notification of the NRC warrants management attention.

9204030099.920316
PDR ADOCK 05000390
Q PDR
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Tennessee Valley Authority 2

An NRC investigation of the apparent violations discussed in the inspection
report is continuing. An enforcement conference to discuss these apparent
violations will be scheduled by separate correspondence. The purposes of this
conference are to discuss the apparent violations, causes and safety
significance; to provide you the opportunity to point out any errors in our
inspection report; to provide an opportunity for you to present your proposed
corrective actions; and to discuss any other information that will help us
determine the appropriate enforcement action in accordance with the Enforcement
Policy. You will be advised by separate correspondence of the results of our
deliberations on this matter.

Even though no response to the apparent violations is required at this time,
the schedule to complete this enforcement action may !pot support your current
schedule for unconditional release of construction activities. Therefore, we
request you provide a detailed description of corrective actions taken to
address the issues identified in this report. Please respond within 30 days
from the date of this letter.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of

this letter and its enclosure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

(Original signed by L. Reyes)

Luis A. Reyes, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
NRC Inspection Report

cc w/encl: (See page 3)



UNITED STATES

0o NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
$A I REGION 11'"

0 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.
I ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323

•t49

Report Nos.: 50-390/92-03 and 50-391/92-03

Licensee: Tennessee Valley Authority
6N 38A Lookout Place
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

Docket Nos.: 50-390 and 50-391 License Nos.: CPPR-91,-CPPR-92

Facility Name: Watts Bar 1 and 2

Inspection Conducted: February 10-14 and 17-20, 1992

Team Leader: /,," .. &
Ron Gibbs, Project Engineer Date iSined

Inspectors: G. Walton, Senior Resident Inspector
K. Resident, Inspector

Approved by:_
K. P.Barl-,---kction Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 4
Division of Reactor Projects

Da1te S/gOed

SUMMARY

Scope:

This routine, announced inspection was conducted to review the licensee's
implementation of the Material Improvement Program (MIP).

Results:

This inspection identified eight apparent violations of NRC requirements
concerning a lack. of controls in the materials area. These violations
represent a progranmnatic problem which allowed material of unknown quality to
be installed in the plant. In addition, one procedure was issued in the
material area since construction restart, which reduced program controls
contrary to the agreement between TVA and the NRC, as documented in the NRC's
letter approving construction restart, dated November 26, 1991. A summary of
the problems identified by the inspection are as follows:

One apparent violation was identified for failure to establish adequate
measures to prevent material of unknown -quality from being installed in
safety related applications in the plant (See paragraphs 4.A.1 and 4.A.2).

One apparent violation was identified concerning inadequate records for
documenting material that was installed in the plant (See paragraphs
4.A.1.a-c).

9204030102 920316
PDR ADOCK O5O0O39O



2

One apparent violation was identified concerning failure to verify the
critical characteristics of a commercial grade item as required by the
associated engineering commercial grade dedication package (See paragraph
4.A.3).

One apparent violation was identified concerning the failure of MIP
sanitization receipt inspection records to identify the applicable
inspection procedure and its appropriate revision for ASME Code materials.
This deficiency was found to be generic to all sanitization receipt
inspections of ASME Code materials performed by MIP to date (See paragraph
4.A.4).

One apparent violation was identified concerning inadequate procedures to
control the tagging of materials (See paragraph 4.B.3).

One apparent violation was identified concerning inadequacies in the MIP
sanitization receipt inspection procedure (See paragraphs 4.B.1 and
4.8.4).

One apparent violation was identified concerning failure to follow a
procedure regarding the segregation of materials undergoing the MIP
sanitization process (See paragraph 4.C).

One apparent violation was identified involving failure ofthe site's
corrective action program (See paragraph 4.C).

In addition, one unresolved item was issued pending the review of actions
concerning loss of approximately one hundred old receipt inspection
reports.
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Docket Nos. 50-390 and 50-3919
License Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92
EA 92-218

Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: Dr. Mark 0. Medford, Vice President

Nuclear Assurance, Licensing & Fuels.
3B Lookout Place
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

f, --
~. /

Gentlemen:

ASUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOS.' 50-390/92-29 AND 50-391/92-29

This refers to the NRC team inspection conducted by E. H. Girard on September 28through October 21, 1992. The inspection included a review of activitiesauthorized for your Watts Bar facility. At the conclusioniof the inspection, thefindings 'were discussed with those members of your staff identified in the.enclosed inspection report.

Areas examined during the inspectionare identified in the-report. Within theseareas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations :of procedures andrepresentative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of acti.vitiesin progress.

One apparent violation, with multiple examples, was identified and is beingconsidered for escalated enforcement in accordance with the "General Statementof Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions" (Enforcement Policy),10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, 57 FR 5791, February 18, 1992. The apparent violationinvolves failure to establish and implement an adequate corrective action programfor conditions adverse to quality.. We are concerned about this apparentviolation because an effective program to identify and correct conditions adverseto quality is vital to plant safety.' -Accordingly no Notice of Violation ispresently being issued for these inspection findings. Please be advised that thenumber and characterization of apparent" violations described in the enclosedinspection report may'change as a result of further NRC review.

An enforcement conference to discuss this apparent violation has been scheduledfor December 9, 1992. - The purposes of this conference are to discuss theapparent violation, its causes and safety significance; to provide you theoppu, .unlty to point out any errors in our inspection report; to provide anopportunity for you to present your proposed corrective actions; and todiscussany other information that will help us determine the appropriate enforcementaction in accordance with the Enforcement -Policy. You will be advised byseparate correspondence of the results of our deliberations:on this matter. Noresponse regarding this apparent violation is required at this time.;,

9212140077 921127
PDR ADOCK 05000390
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Nov" 7 ."19
Tennessee Valley Authority

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of thisletter, its enclosure, and any reply will be placed in the NRC Public DocumentRoom.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

(Original! signed by J. Johnson)

Ellis W. Merschoff, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
NRC Inspection Report

cc w/encl: (See page 3)

I

I
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UNITED STATES.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION, ,.-

REGION I - - "

101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323

Report Nos.

Licensee:

50-390/92-29 and 50-391/92-29

Tennessee Valley Authority.
6N 38B Lookout Place
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801.

CPPR-91 and CPPR-92Docket Nos'.:. 50-390 and 50-391 .License Nos.

Facility Name: Watts Bar 1 and 2

Inspection Conducted: -September 28 through October 21, 1992

41

Team Leader:
H. 0.Gard,.Team Leader Date Si

Team Members:, G. A. Walton, Senior Resident Inspector, Watts Bar
K. D. Ivey, Resident Inspector, Watts Bar
A. J. Ignatonis, Technical Assistant, RII
W. S. L tle, Senior Project Inspector, RII
WC. arden, Resident Inspector, Browns FerryS6.

Approved by: /'A
K P. fa ,ection Chief Date S
Division of Reactor Projects

7

igned

igned

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This special, announced team inspection was directed primarily to :xamination andassessment of actions taken by the licensee in resolving adverse conditions thathad been previously identified in relation to QA records. Particular attentionwas directed to conditions addressed by Unit 1 Significant Corrective ActionReport (SCAR) WBP870036SCA and to the process whereby it became a collector ofadverse conditions from various sources., Current records retrievability andcontrol of design documents were also briefly examined.,

In regard to the resolution of adverse conditions, the team concluded that the.licensee's resolution process had not been adequate. The corrective actionprogram had not been conducted in accordance with regulatory requirements. Thiswas-supported by a number of examples of inadequate corrective action identifiedby the team, which are reported below as an apparent violation.

9212140084 921127 '
PDR ADOCK 05000390"
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No significant concerns were identified *in the limited inspection of records
retrievability and design document control. It was noted that the current status
of some hardware installations was not-reflected in the current database which
is still being implemented. These are areas that will be addressed in greater
detail in subsequent NRC inspections.,,

The significant findings of this inspection are as follows:

Apparent Violation:

Examples of inadequate corrective action identified by the team are designated
as Apparent Violation 390, 391/92-29-01, Inadequate Corrective Action. The
examples fall into three categories, with the first appearing the more
significant:

(1) Conditions adverse to quality (CAQs) applicable to Unit I and Common
items were assigned to .Unit 2 reports for resolution. As. a
consequence, they are in a "hold status" and not required to be
resolved for operation of Unit 1.
[Report Sections 4.1 and 4.2]

(2) Previously identified CAQs or portions of CAQs were omitted in a"rollover" process of transferring CAQs from one CAQ reporting
document to another.
[Report Sections 3.1, 3.1.4, 3.1.5, 3.1.6, and 3.1.8]

(3) Incorrect transfers of CAQs found by QA monitoring were not promptly
identified on CAQ reporting documents.
[Report Section 3.2)

Conditions similar to those identified in (1) above have been previously cited
in NRC Violation 91-03-05. Additionally, the licensee had previously identified
conditions similar to those in (2) in Significant Corrective Action Report (SCAR)
WBP89O481SCA. Both the previous violation and the licensee's SCAR have been
closed on the basis that their corrective actions and actions to preclude
recurrence were complete. The actions do not appear to have been fully
effective.

Significant Weakness:

.4 2

The team found that the licensee had a continuing large backlog of Significant
Corrective Action Reports (SCARs) that identified "significant" adverse
conditions. They were not being corrected in a timely manner. A particular
example reviewed in the current inspection was SCAR WBP870036SCA, originally
opened over 5 years ago. A recent licensee report indicated that between October
1991 and August 1992 there had been little or'no progress in reducing the backlog
of SCARs open more than one year. Approximately 230 were shown to be currently
open and the average age was 4 years.
[Report Section 7.2] "
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Unresolved Items:

Three unresolved items (URIs)were identi fied involving deficiencies related to'

the development of proposed resolutions for CAQs identified~in SCAR'WBP870036SCA.'+•+.

The adequacy of the licensee's actions'in completing correction'of the SCAR will

be examined in subsequent NRC inspections to determine if the concerns identified

in these three unresolved itemstare properly addressed.

[URI 390, 391/92-29-02, S&L and TVA Followup Reviews of Open Records Problems..,,

May Be Inadequate, Report Sections 2.341, 2.3.3, 2.3.5, and.2.3.6]+,1_.+,-

[URI 390, 391/92-29-03,1,TVA Construction Engineering Evaluations Of-Missingfig,1"1.'--

Records, Report Section 2.3.4]
[URI 390, 391/92-29-04, Adequacy of Sampling, Report Section 3.1.9]

:1"•+ • .

A fourth unresolved item was identified to evaluate the licensee's determination

that a deficiency identified for the Unit 2 HVAC was not programmatic 'and,

therefore,. potentially. also existing in Unit 1, Licensee personnel stated that

additional information in support of the determination would be provided for NRC.

review in a future inspection.
(URI 390, 391/92-29-05, Applicability of Unit 2 HVAC Missing Vanes to Unit1,_-

Report Section 4.3]

Inspector Followuo Item:

Because of design weaknesses, the •licensee dispositioned three Unit 2 bellows

type containment penetrat'ions to be reinspected in the event of a safe shutdown

earthquake or a LOCA. The team questioned how this reinspection would be assured

and were informed'that this action item would be implemented through Open Item

Status Log Item U1001. This was identified for NRC verification in a subsequent

inspection.
[Inspector Followup Item 391/92-29-06, Penetration Reevaluation Following`.

SSE or LOCA, Report Section 4.4]



UNIrED STATES OF'AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

COMI41SSIONERS:

Nunzio J. Palladino, Chairman '82 P51 12 P4:50
Victor Gilinsky
John F. Ahearne
Thomas M. Roberts
James K. Asselstine .

)SERVED TIV1IS82
In the Matter of)

)
CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-358

) Construction Permit No. CPPR-88
(William H. Zimmer Nuclear ) EA 82-129

Power Station)

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE AND
ORDER IMMEDIATELY SUSPENDING CONSTRUCTION

(CLI-82-33)
I.

The Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company (CG&E) holds Construction

Permit No. CPPR-88 which was issued by the Commiursion in 1972. The permit
r

authorizes the construction of the William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station

Unit 1, a boiling water reactor to be used for the commercial generation of

electric power. The Zimmer plant is located on the licensee's site in

Moscow, Ohio.

II.

A. Initial Identification of QA Problems

In early 1981 the NRC conducted an investigation into allegations made by

present and former Zirmer site employees and by the Government Accounta-

bility Project. The NRC investigation revealed a widespread breakdown in

CG&E's management of the Zimmer project as evidenced by numerous examples

of non-compliance with twelve of the eighteen quality assurance Criteria of
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Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50. Consequently, CG&E paid a civil penalty of

$200,000 for the failure to implement an acceptable quality assurance program,

false quality assurance documents, and intimidation and harassment of quality

control inspectors. (See Notice of Violation and ProposedImposition of

Civil Penalties, dated November 24, 1981 and Investigation Report Ho.

50-358/81-13.) In addition CG&E agreed to take actions to correct

identified QA failures and prevent their recurrence and to determine

quality of completed construction work.

1. Actions to Correct Identified QA Failures and Prevent Recurrence

A meeting was conducted by Region III on March 31, 1981, and the utility

agreed to implement ten actions to correct quality assurance failures

identified during the January - March 1981 investigation and to preclude

their recurrence. These actions included: (1) increasing the size and

technical expertise of the CG&E QA organization; (2) taking action to assure

independence and separation of the QA/QC function performed by Kaiser from the

construction function; (3) conducting 100% reinspections of the quality

control (QC) inspections performed after that date by Kaiser and other con-

tractors; (4) reviewing for adequacy, and revising as appropriate, all QC

inspection procedures; (5) training QA/QC personnel on new and revised

procedures; (6) reviewing for adequacy, and revising as appropriate, the

procedures governing the identification, reporting, and resolution of

deviations from codes and Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) statements;

(7) reviewing for adequacy the procedures governing nonconformance

reporting and justifying the disposition of each voided nonconformance
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report; (8) establishing an adequate program for control of QA and QC

records; (9) performing a 100% review of all future surveillance and non-

conformance reports written by contractor personnel; and (10) reviewing

and revising the CG&E audit program so that it included technical -audits

of construction work and more comprehensive and effective programmatic

audits. These commitments were confirmed in an Immediate Action Letter

to the licensee on April 8, 1981.

2. Actions to Determine Quality of Completed Construction Work

Following the identification in 1981 of significant quality assurance

problems and related management breakdowns, CG&E agreed to establish a com-

prehensive program to.determine the quality of the completed construction work.

The Quality Confirmation Program (QCP) was submitted to the NRC by the licensee

on August 21, 1981. The QCP addressed problems identified by the investigation

in the following areas: (1) structural steel; (2) weld quality; (3) trace-

ability of heat numbers on piping; (4) socket weld fitup; (5) radiographs;

(6) electrical cable separation; (7) nonconformance reports; (8) design

control and verification; (9) design document changes; (10) subcontractor

QA programs; and (11) audits.

3. Results of Actions Taken by the Licensee to Determine the Quality of

Completed Construction Work

Many construction deficiencies have been identified by the licensee

during the conduct of the QCP and other quality reviews and reported to
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the NRC pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e) which could have been prevented or

identified in a timely manner by the licensee and its contractors had there

been a properly managed QA program. Major construction deficiencies

identified to date by the quality reviews are listed in order of

identification and include the followlng:

Nelds performed using an unqualified welding procedure for welds greater

than 0.864 inches.

* Unauthorized stamping of fittings and use of "high-stress" stamps.

. ASME structural weld and welder qualification deficiencies.

Welds performed and welders not qualified for weld thickness range per

ASME requirements.

Approximately 2400 feet of small bore piping identified with questionable

heat treatment.

Welder qualifications with a substantial number of documentation

discrepancies.

Carbon steel weld rod may have been used for a portion of several

stainless steel recirculation line welds.



Electrical cable tray installation and inspection deficiencies.

Hangers installed for the control rod drive system are of indeterminate

quality.

Both weld and radiograph quality deficiencies for sacrificial shield

welds and radiograph deficiencies identified for the containment monorail

and the ventilation stack.

Deficiencies in the H. J. Kaiser procurement program for structural

steel and other materials.

Inadequate design control by Sargent & Lundy (architect engineer) for

electrical separation,

Inadequate weld preparation prior to radiography (ripples not removed)

which caused masking of discontinuities in some welds.

Reactor control, reactor protection, and neutron monitoring panels,

including field installed wiring do not, in some cases, conform to

design drawings with regard to cable separation.

Inadequate engagement of "gamma plugs" in large-bore piping and lack'

of heat number traceability of the "gamma plugs." (During radiography

of a pipe weld, a gamma source is sometimes inserted through a small



6

hole in the side of the pipe. After radiography the hole is plugged

to provide a pressure boundary.)

* Inadequate inspection program and installation procedures for "Nelson

stud" installation for cable tray hangers.

* eoncrete and steel coating program not in accordance with the QA

Program and the Sargent & Lundy specification requirements.

-. Design changes made to the Fire Protection System piping in the cable

spreading room in 1979 were inadequately controlle&.

The Sargent & Lundy (architect engineer) dynamic stress analysis of small

bore piping is questionable.

Cable separation problem with regard to division separation between

non-essential cables being bundled with essential cables of different

divisions.

Pipe support installation procedures did not contain seismic clearance

criteria between pipe supports and cable trays or conduit and associated

supports as required by the specification.

These deficiencies represent those which the staff considers most

significant. There were additional 10 CFR 50.55(e) reports made by the

licensee and the licensee has identified a large number of



nonconformances (which could reflect construction or other types of

deficiencies). As of September 30, 1982 the licensee's continuing quality

confirmation program reviews had identified approximately 4,200 nonconformances

of which about 800 have been "dispositioned", i.e., the licensee had made a

determination as to resolution. (Inspection Report No. 50-358/82-12,

report pending.) The large number of noncomformance reports and the

significance of the matters being identified corroborate the staff's

1981 finding of significant breakdown in the licensee's quality

assurance program.

S. Findings Subsequent to Licensee Actions Taken to Correct QA Failures and

Prevent Recurrence

Since the Immediate Action-Letter was issued on April 8, 1981 and quality

assurance and management deficiencies were brought to the attention of the

licensee, hardware and programmatic QA/QC problems have been identified

by the NRC and the National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel

Inspectors. These problems are discussed in the following paragraphs

and indicate the licensee and the constructor are still having difficulty

implementing satisfactory QA/QC programs:

During an inspection conducted the latter part of 1981 and the early

part of 1982 (Inspection Report No. 50-358/82-01, issued on June 24,

1982) three items of noncompliance were identified. The findings con-

cerned (1) the failure to clearly establish and document the authorities

and duties of all QA Department personnel, (2) the failure to provide
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adequate certification of qualifications of all QA Department personnel,

and (3) the failure to provide adequate procedures. The licensee failed

to adequately address the provisions of Regulatory Guide 1.58 (ANSI

N45.2.6-1978) concerning personnel in the QA Department. Additionally,

inadequately qualified personnel were reviewing and approving quality

procidures controlling electrical activities, which contained deficiencies.

Furthermore, as a result of the licensee reviews it was revealed that some

weld inspectors involved in the QCP Task I, Structural Steel, were not

adequately certified and the task was stopped. The task was restarted

following upgrade of the inspectors through training provided by additional

certified weld insptctors.

During an inspectiov conducted in March and April 1982 (Inspection Report

No. 50-358/82-05, isued on July 1, 1982) two items of noncompliance were

identified. The findings concerned the lack of implementation and timeli-

ness of corrective actions ard the failure to adequately review and

document potentially reportable matters.

During an inspection conducted in April, May, and June of 1982 (Inspection

Report No. 50-358/12-06, issued on November 2, 1982) two items of noncom-

pliance were identified. The findings concerned (1) the performance of

quality activities required of the welding engineers by inadequately

qualified clerks and (2) the failure to perform required calibrations
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during a critical quality activity, Induction Heating Stress Improvement

(IHSI) program.

A recent inspection conducted during June and July of 1982 (Inspection

Report No. 50-358/82-10, report pending) identified a number of sign-

ficant concerns. These concerns were discussed with the licensee on

July 9, July 15, August,15, and October 19, 1982. Four significant items

of concern (potential items of noncompliance) were identified:

(1) the inadequate control and documentation of welder qualifications;

(2) the failure to take corrective actions following the identification of

inadequate records to support welder qualifications; (3) the unauthorized

correction, supplementation, and alteration of quality records; and (4) the

failure to follow procedures controlling weld filler metal control, logging

and control of requests for information/evaluation, and imposition of

reporting requirements on contractors. The NRC findings concerning

welder qualifications resulted in the requalification of approximately

100 active onsite welders and the need for the licensee to develop a

program to evaluate the previous work of the welders whose qualifications

were not adequately documented.

An inspection was conducted following notification of the Region III

Office that a CG&E Stop Work Order (SWO) had been initiated on

August 5, 1982, pertaining to Catalytic, Inc. (CI) activities

in the area of the control rod drive system hangers and supports.

CI is a contractor of the licensee performing construction work
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including rework activities identified by the QCP program. During

this inspection conducted during August and September of 1982

(Inspection Report No. 50-358/82-13, report pending), significant

concerns were identified regarding the implementation of CG&E's

quality assurance program and its management program established

to control and monitor the activities of Catalytic, Inc. (CI).

fhe concerns involved the areas of (1) the description of organization

and functional interfaces, (2) training of CI personnel, (3) design

control measures. (4) procedure content and implementation, (5)

document control, (6) inspection and surveillance activities, (7)

nonconforming conditions, (8) corrective actions, (9) records, and

(10) audits. The findings were discussed with the licensee on August 12,

September 10 and 17, and October 19, 1982.

As a result of the inspection findings and subsequent discussions with

the licensee, Stop Work Orders were issued by the licensee, stopping all

essential work by CI on October 11, 1982, pending resolution of the

programmatic problems identified by the NRC and licensee reviews.

The licensee has initiated Stop Work Orders in addition to those

affecting CI due to inadequate quality assurance in the areas of
a

application of coatings (October 12, 1982), electrical cable installa-

tion (October 12, 1982), and special process procedures (November 1,

1982). The Stop Work Orders involve ongoing activities. The Novem-

ber 1, 1982 Stop Work Order involved procedures not meeting require-

ments notwithstanding that the procedures had been specifically
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reviewed by CG&E for adequacy subsequent to the issuance of the

April 8, 1981 Immediate Action Letter.

Additionally, during the week of October 10, 1982, the Authorized

Nuclear Inspector (ANI) for the N-stamp holder (H. J. Kaiser) recalled

ASME work packages then being used in the field because of the per-

formance of ASME code work (hanger attachment removal and piping

cutouts) was outside the approved QA Program procedures. The ASME

code work was being controlled and performed utilizing an H. J.

Kaiser administrative memo which bypassed the ANI's required involve-

ment in the code activities. The NRC was apprised of the~required

corrective actions during a meeting involving CG&E and H. J. Kaiser

on October 15,1982. The corrective actions taken and planned were

considered acceptable-by the Authorized Nuclear Inspector.

The National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors, at the

request of the State of Ohio, have been onsite since March 1, 1982.

The National Board has issued three interim reports documenting

findings regarding ASME code activities. The National Board findings

include deficiencies in the following areas regarding on-going ASME

code activities: design control, procurement, procedures, special

processes, nonconforming conditions, and corrective actions. The

findings are generally consistent with past and present NRC

findings.
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C. Rework Activities

As h result of the information obtained from the licensee's reviews of

plant quality, the licensee is proceeding, prior to completion of the

relevant QCP tasks, to initiate rework activities. A major example of

rework activities is the area of structural steel welding. The

feinspection and rework of structural steel welds located in a number

cY areas of the plant have been in process for a number of months.

Approximately 70 percent of the structural welds are being reworked to make

the welds acceptable. In the case of these welds, rework is being

undertaken prior to the completion of the quality reviews to determine

the acceptability of all structural steel welds and beam/hanger

materials. The rework of these welds prematurely may result in the

addition of new weld material over unacceptable weld material or

beam/hanger materials. Following completion of the quality reviews unac-

ceptable areas may require additional rework activities. This approach

to rework activities indicates a lack of a comprehensive management

program to address rework activities and the safety impact of those

activities on the facility.

III.

The foregoing information indicates that: 1) the Zirmmer facility haý

been constructed without an adequate quality assurance (QA) program to

govern construction and to monitor its quality, resulting in the

construction of a facility which currently is of indeterminate quality;

2) substantial efforts are underway to determine the quality of past

construction activities and numerous construction deficiencies have been
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identified and are continuing to be identified such that both reanalysis

and rework will be required to bring the facility i.ito conformance with

the application and regulatory standards on the basis of which the

construction permit was originally issued; and 3) rework of deficiencies

identified by the Quality Confirmation Program (QCP) has been undertaken

prior to completion of other relevant QCP tasks and other reviews,

resulting in the potential.for additional reworking of the same item if

further deficiencies are found, as has been the case, by the quality

reviews. Consequently, the NRC presently lacks reasonable assurance

that the Zimmer plant is being constructed in conformance with the terms

of its construction permit and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, and that

there is adequate management control over the Zimmer project to. ensure

that NRC requirements are being met.

The verification of the facility's quality and appropriate actions

to correct deficiencies in construction are of utmost importance to the

public health and safety should the licensee receive a license to

operate the facility. Moreover, the licensee must be in a position to

assure that its c~onstructfon activities have been properly carried out

in accordance with Commission requirements, as the Commission inspectors

are not able to personally verify every individual aspect of

construction that may impact on safety. In view of the importance to

safety of construction verification and corrective actions and the past

pattern of quality assurance deficiencies, the Commission has concluded

that safety-related construction, including rework activities, should be

suspended until there is reasonable assurance that future construction

activities will be appropriately managed to assure that rework

activities and all other construction activities will be conducted in
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accordance with10,CFR Part 50, Appendix B, and other Commission

requirements. The Commission has further determined that in light of

the foregoing considerations the public health, safety and interest

require suspension of construction, effective immediately pending

fyrther authorization.

IV.

Accordingly, pursuant to sections 103, 1611, 182 and 186 of the

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the Commission's regulations

in 10 CFR Parts 2 and 50, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

A. Effective immediately, safety-related construction activities,

including rework of identified deficient construction, shall be

suspended.

B. The licensee shall show cause why safety-related construction

activities, including reworking activities, should not remain

suspended until the licensee:

(1) Has obtained an independent review of its management of the

Zimmer project, including its quality assurance program and

its quality verification program, to determine measures needed

to ensure that construction of the Zimmer plant can be

completed in conformance with the Commission's regulations and

construction permit.

(a) The independent organization conducting this review shall

be knowledgeable in QA/QC matters and nuclear plant

construction and shall. be acceptable to the Regional

Administrator. The independent organization shall make
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recommendations to the licensee regarding necessary steps

to ensure that the construction of the facility can be

completed in conformance with the Commission's

regulations and the construction permit. A copy of the

independent organization's recommendations and all

exchanges of correspondence, including drafts, between

the independent organization and CG&E shall be submitted

to the Regional Administrator at the same time as they

are submitted t6 the licensee. In making

recommendations, the independent organization shall

consider at a minimum the following alternatives for

maiagement of the Zimmer project and shall weigh the

advantages and disadvantages of each alternative:

1. Strengthening the present CG&E organization.

2. Creation of an organizational structure where the

construction management of the project is conducted

by an experienced outside organization reporting to

the chief executive officer of CG&E.

3. Creation of an organizational structure where the

quality assurance program is conducted by an

experienced outside organization reporting to the

chief executive officer of CG&E.

4.. Creation of an organizational structure with both

quality assurance and construction project

management conducted by an experienced outside
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organization reporting to the chief executive

officer of CG&E.

(b) The licensee shall submit to the Regional Administrator

the licensee's recommended course of action on the basis

of this independent review. In evaluating the

recommendations of the independent organization, the

licensee shall address why it selected particular

alternatives and rejected others. The licensee's

recommendations and its schedule for implementation of

those recommendations shall be subject to approval by che

Regional Administrator.

(2) Followihg the Regional Administrator's approval in accordance

with section IV B(1)(b),

(a) Has submitted to the Regional Administrator an updated

comprehensive plan to verify the quality of construction

of the Zimnfer facility and the Regional Administrator of

NRC Region III has approved such plan. Inpreparing this

updated comprehensive plan, thelicensee shall review the

ongoing Quality Confirmation Program to determine whether

its scope and depth should be expanded in light of the

hardware and programmatic problems identified to date.

The updated plan shall include an audit by a qualified

outside organization, which did not perform the

activities being audited, to verify the adequacy of the

quality of construction; and
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(b) Has submitted to the Regional Administrator a comprehen-

sive plan, based on the results of the verification

program, for the continuation of construction, including

reworking activities, and the Regional Administrator has

confirmed in writing that there is reasonable assurance

that construction will proceed in an orderly manner and

will be conducted in accordance with the requirements of

the Commission's regulations and the Construction Permit

No. CPPR-88.

(3) The RegTonal Administrator may relax all or part of the

conditions of section IV.B for resumption of specified

construction activities, provided such activities can be

conducted in accordance with the Commission's regulations and

the provisions 6f the construction permit.

V.

Within 25 days of the date of this order, the licensee may show cause why

the actions described in section IV should not be ordered by filing a

written answer under oath or affirmation that sets forth the matters of

fact and law on which the licensee relies. As provided in 10 CFR 2.202(d),

the licensee may answer by consenting to the order proposed in section IV

of this order to show cause. Upon the licensee's consent, the terms of
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section IV.B of this order will become effective. Alternatively, the

licensee may request a hearing on this order within 25 days after the

issuance of this order. Any request for a hearing or answer to this

order shall be submitted to the Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Cymmission, Washington, D.C. 20555. A copy of the request or answer

shkall also be sent to the Director, Office of Inspection and

Enforcement, and to the Executive Legal Director at the same address,

and to the Regional Administrator, NRC Region I11, 799 Roosevelt Road,
F

Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137. A request for a hearing shall not stay the

immediate effectiveness of section IV.A of this Order.

If the licensee rbquests a hearing on this order, the Commission will

issue an order designating the time and place of hearing. If a hearing

is held, the issues to be considered at such a hearing 'shall be whether

the facts set forth in sections II and III of this order are true and

whether this order should-e sustained.

Commissioners Ahearne and Roberts dissent from this decision.

Their dissenting views are attached.

It is so ORDERED.

nEG(iu(¢ For the Commission

Acting Secretary of the Conmnission

Dated at Washington, D.C.
this 12th day of November, 1982.
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

NOV 2 4 1981

Docket No. 50-358
Constructioh PermitNo. CPPR-88
EA 82-12

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. W. H. Dlckhoner.

Presi ent
139, Eastý 4t6hStreet
C i4,1ncinnati, O'k 4520

4 ..

1'

Gentle&en:

Thi s ,refers to .the- Jnvestigati on.conductedý by, Regi on- III duri ng -the period
January 2to 1ctObe, 9 1981. o•construction acti vi tiies At. theWm., M, Zi mmer.
Nuclear Power Station. The details of that investigation are de'scribedin"
Region III i:nvestigati]one re6ot, No . 50"-358/81-138.,.`.". The- yvoioiattons -descr.ibed --
in Appendix A-• ttiS, ette ,arte 0r oss-refere ncedto than repo r 4,t:o accordance

wit Apptndi ýB to ýtjs ,t--er.Ziý J

The"` investig`ation was, iae as a resut ofalegati o'ns"'made, tof the NRC',
by'. a.•Qual i-ty' nr _o, _n *jnsPector ý,who..f;.• merly workedath Zimmer sJiteand ,
by theý:Govevrnment, Accountabi llity Projecto-of -thefInstitute:, or- poli'cymStu diesf
(a.bn~ongvejrinmentaIm _agenc-yrbehaol of oftM,,7-, hloma s A •'•• ...t.. , .

the otinuinfg' 7i-nvese- fg At on reveal a wi despr edbeao yoUrut

assurance• p•rgram as, bev numr ou examples.o. oonbmpl i ance ;wi thf 'tw• ye

Of~fthey~eightodný diftfernt .criteyri'a ýý~r;i-qaiýisuac program tat stetV*,fb.h
inA1O;~CF ca5O;r e fthe- broakdo&wn- wass -elf ~al A:urte to 0-;i&,

oýexirci s adquae A.ov ri htad- ýntriol'- fof' lu~rip rii,'~ to'tra1týs 0 wh~

you! ha" de `Iegated•-the workH of:'establis hing d,, execuitingt.qual i ty as s u ran c..:ý,,
programs•,-,s Youa'therebyfai1hd to fulfi 1your vitaVlespi'ýW si bi] ityl•s ddý&s• ýbo d0 ~~-CFR.-,-50ý.-.,Ap'pe-n-d-lx o ss re-qu; -
in Cr-i ter••onI o l10 R O p iusekhexcution fd'f a"oultv

ass urance, ýprogram. it~tftrno "9bi ''oUr-q i ty&b'aslsVa~nc- 0_
pro grahn breakdown tdsTs cussed-dur in g b e-n f emien ati our~e ..... AtF6
Reg ionV II 1- ff ice tn GIe Elhlni, 1i noi s,•n •Auust, 98, attended byA ,you

Sand; member-s-of :your~-taff and'tlie -NRC'Region III -staf~f. .,'

Two of,,ithe -vl 1at 'n$(Itiems ,A,6aind-B 6f '*Appe-nd--A' o f thi•Ttter• are I Iofe
parti cular ý"concern ,1o, us because-zof -• tiverry essentilal ,role t4ey" play'in, ti the,
execution of an effective quality assurance program. These two violations
rel atoe't cfal s.ecords antohaa-iu-en/1ntiml datlon, of! qua', tt&,contro6 ... '

With"regard -to" f al se 'records, ,thee p es'we` 1 dentif I ed'•,raise 'serious questions
as'-to' the`ac'curacy` of q4ua Ity records at" the-tsit, Our" cbncern `n thlis area.

served-as aaor factor jn requ r ng the cnduc facnflatn proato
be completed by you 'to -furf6sh evidence of 1la'nt ulli

d'i

ýji

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN REIT REQUESTED 1-43
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Company

Because: the NRC inspection;:program is a sampling program, the, importance of
accpuratei quality- ,:records •cannot ;be overemphasized.• Accoprdi~ngly, ,we ,have
addressed ýýthis Wmatter asAa Sepat vio-lation.and assessed a-separate civilpena l~ty :for A t,:"L

With'reg'ard' to harassment/iýntimidati•on•-of. quali ty control- inspectors, we have
also add+essed, this matter asa separate violati'onandasses'sed a *eparawe civel
pehnIal ty for it. We determined tha your construction contractor took some
action, to,, stop, the water dousing of -quality, control, inspectors; ;how ejer•v those
a'ctions didi not s~p theo activity.,Harassmen't/intimidation o'f.ua. qu tIt control
inspectors, Is, clear~ly•. a.arrle to., efyectyev, pmI ementation.ofrTa_ iua1ity. ."
assurance program.,ando results ,in 'loss of-T te organizational independence
de~t"ibed jhlCriteffrion Iý6f'10.,CFR -50, 'A ̀pen di B. he import~ance of thii's
m'a'tter itrefl'ect-d in"the" recen amendm•ent (Public Law 96-295, June 30, 1980)
to hwci fiJ'd-bdded it ieo.2 35• re Iting-"to : protection
o, ;ear. .fn§toi's Stucnhtat, -your qVui :n~ty tom "i T nplecT.or "...to.i'.-. .

Th iact2'of the qidenti. fied qua- ity .- urancedeficienc-ies on .thei actual•d-( fifVu--Vt-i-on0 na~slyet7*tsb do e lterm-lne~hfd• •i,,L •ed,•i:ndepenýd-ent•-Vy,rieasurements:.Wefe•

per.fbied by the NRC, in selected areas of concerni,1fn an .erupt• to 146i attrairze
the actual safety significance of thdse.deficienies••.ý' Alth-oyughi'a few problems
requi~'i hngýbr- rct.ive e ac-t(i 6n:wtie A de h t i f i •eid -! e('i ou el fdi un••c•eptabTlYi: i'tal 'l edMA
pi pe hafgerS), itherinj aoi. t( y'ofthe• NRC .i.i ndeoendentl cdasuiment'! ;d.fd no'trdii--

clos hbl ems~ oeerer'cognilzi nt s'gni fi cant 'construtii on,
d.i.ciencis cou.ld ..haver. sul ted ffromwthe. q-u•ality. assurance'ý problems.identified
duringi-,thi's!, investigation•tahe NRC-Ihas: required ,the restab]l i'shment opf!' •a compre-,- :
hensii ye. qual:i~tyf~cnfi h uati on. program tovdetermiie ftehe' quaal .ity.; oft.'p-lant 'systems,
iomprtant t•to :nucliear safety -,•:;The'`NRCo wil -confirm -the adequay of... th program',
and mayI make additi onal ndependent wiei fi cations.' ' Defi'ci encci:es.ý'i denti-fi ed by.
these-, pr.ograms, wi.ll".requi•re. resol utfionc~pfi orto i~ssuance .of.t'an •Operati ng ýýLi cense.

,-Notwithstanding the fact-t.hat seri ous,,construction •:def,,i~cienci .... es! havef notrbeen.-.identi fied, iin, orderi t hasj zethei need :for li-cenSeest to have complete and
accurate- records: t -mani niin-, a•work' atmospher• rwher. e nimqu ty assurance :

pj(oneAre no~t'harasse -or intimidated, and-to assure 'imp',1ementation, of, an-
effective-qual ity 'assurance Program, which identifies '-aid corrjects constutodefi uidend es,we propo s eo.td •1 s e••"ie" c pena1it:es :,In, the c.,uUative aoun of
Two. . . .Hunred Thouand olars for the matters inthie Noti'ce-of Violation. Weexpect-. thatý, thi, [n,• pcaaleyqwi]la

exet ht hs'- ,,penal t~Wi 11 result in an a euae,detgerrenit ,ýagai nst ,-future
si.....ar 4..t..... b you' andsd -otiher licensees o tplantys under construction..

Some o,f•..the examples. i n,, the- Notice -of,. Viol ation occurrd -unt o -the-
issuance Of'Thrvid enforcemniet p6l'Tc""anid so'me priorý" totat ie
arriving at the amount of the proposed civil penalties we have exercis ed dis-"
.cr~eti on, considered? changes-, in. the,•enfo mnt.. oli cy and,.considere~d the..amount

&f thl'ci• j, penal ties that have. beenj issued .to licensees of. other. 'plants under
cistrucyt onIas 1 as., the, number- of exammes `fund OT each nviolation and when
tney occurred'. We haveenence and claty. c-gori zed tne' items . in
the Notice of Violatioh' at ath-e Sever'ity" Levi' descrilbed iin w4oa 'i'ti"thte
Interim Enforcement Policy published in the Federal Register, 45 FR 66754
(October 7, 1980). . .
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Cincinnati Gas and Electric - 31-
Company

The results of this investigation .and our.review of-your,10. CFR 50, Appendix"
B, noncompliance history .reveal:'-'ain additional nmatter whi'ch--is of significant
concern to us.- This matter concerns inadequate corrective actions. The results
of our normal inspection program,,for the constructi~on"and testing of Zimmer
indicate ý-you were found in noncompliance forty-•our t!,mes since-Dec7e mbe (979.with-thirteen of th. eighteen different criteria of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50.

During our Systematic Assessment 0f Licensee Performance review on December 16,
1980, we expressed concern with' your relatively poor performance in this area.
This poor history X .complianceywith 10,CFR .50, Appendix..Bwhen considered.wi.th
the -recent findings of th g 'nve tgation in fcal.estai your, correctiveactiOnsonly adressed I ndividual problems and4not underyjngp 1. factors.
Con'~ ety y a dd' "'d - "u ' eview ng programmatic''causal ~cos
10`CFR 50 Appndx B ,. r wo, y•r, and'in your ,response.-to t,•o

letertprvi ., sgydepsyo toyo .t his
etter'provide those steps you have taken Jlto' l address sand correc the unýderlying
programmatic causal factors x'elatd'ed tote' nocm~ancs

You are' yeq ,ui~ed t6rso- d toTeN Ice f Vioato L d i rparing -or;,,
response you should" fOW teeinst ructio.s ip d' o s

-.particular .atten i ions _esigne to,assure conti:nudingg €om.p1iance
With NRC-requirements. Your'wr~jTTen relfly to7thiý. Tettem dnd ~th resuiltsj .of,,

futreqj'inspecti ions will, be, -con'sidered In' det~r n ,Ihethifnfer n e norce
""men acti.on is 4ppi:6priate'.,

In accordance with Section,2.79,0 .of the NRC.s "Rul "
, j:.. ". t ~f .i c," Patj 2 ri,.willt be C CPrftý ete n h n srOflaced -in -the -NRC P4lC,'D0cWe~Rdfit n..IIS

Thexeresponses 'directed byl this letter and ..t .e, encTsose•d Appendix A ae not
.ub ectVto the c1eraneIprodeduris ofthef anag it. and.Budget' o-.

re~prwrk re Rducti c 4of 1980~ ",PU96~5I
....the , R- -qPt, 1

SSinkeev'lY jf

V I~

Richard C. Y ug. ector,
,Ofc f ci nd Wnorceen

Enclosures:
1 Appendix A" Notice of'Violation and

Proposed.Imposi io of o W-0i Penalties' .
2 Appendik -B .Cross.. S- I efer.

Noncomiplianceps :to Report 0etail S
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Doc:ketNo. 50-358
C"nstructioh Permit 'No. -CPPRt88&
"EA '82-ii12

As a r•ýuaitof th•: t inestigati6n/c€ondutcted at the Wmi.- 11.. iimet Nul1earower
S. tat. 1&hi•l in Moscow. ;Oi, a OctoberFj9.. '1981 the4-, v • tion-slisted

d bee I ith m oi•ip stee aues fai dent e•••p esThe numerous examples to e h
-irlamf. rn sr d ad versig 4n cotro
o.. IyQur:,.pri p'~o ntrýýact~~6wb~o ha del he aok4 ee
H s hi-ad has y urance.programs anf-d threy u ftl eutr

* 'a"n, ex~esl ve ularl ity • fionlratfl n~igur. tud•~&vfd aeonfil dence, tha: ,safety'-
_•ei~•u _,~~•uus.sses?.ag•€moet "'•l~l }erfor~m,-sati.s factor-lViiy n i..

•servT~el.ci udne'l}d •in •thie6"•eakdbwhn~were~f; ndi rngs•- we cons ider••t6o 6•tdP u

~~m~ .ý .a-d T- itmi 2 io
BeAuse ofgrd dhe~ ̀ ir~fiac ofnttvi"

cugtmpeeand xacc urate rec6Ards' r!o
mait ing 1a WorIatmosphere where quoaf $ur, anlcy personnel are* not

meyjtAssu6ryocijprdgranvUhi identifies ad cori"Cts lconstruction 6, defi-l"1 E. e P cy, 45 IFR 6675D

(Ocp etobei' 7 8jteNclaRglt oryCmiso pro pds.L,, est ijoevi

penalties pqrsuant, toSection 234 bf the Atomic Ene*rgy Act of 1954, as aended
(",Act")', 4#2. u.S.ic: .2282,ai~iid,10',CFR::2.2O•5i~n the amounts s-et forth for theviolations .qllisstemd, ab4elow. A •nent ••af•::• .. act 6...A..,.-.-'

A..v 10 c uFR de,.Apnhthe B"6rieriadd`n:'weXVIIr instates, onpa rt, C"uficen reod

y, ,ontrary "to thelatibong t e dI we•r ident" d "ha.....t . di d not furni sh

-• ievaece-o6f.;ctlv'ities .affeCti qal it in tat they... wer6e false ..Exami l of fa lse 'recrds are as fd.....

S. SIoetih¶dawns Ael ing4 - t
Bdiffau~~,spct on ofcr~s ore other r n ac'-o.,-nt ecords, di

S... .nota furnimsh evidence of- the acua l piing ioponents istlted i n
the 11kpipelines in the diesel: geneia'tors coolingwater, st- ••ig. air

-.and. fuel •,oil systems, in ,~that, ithe 'h•&t Bis rs c .....rith.Pa" ss- drawingsor ,weld inspection records .dd not match the heat numbers
or ocolor coding marked on the s e components. The 1 pipe-
lc i nes -were: .. .. h

1-46



Appendix A -(Continued) - 2 -

1DG28AB1 . 1DGC5AA3/4ý 1DG28AE.
1DG27AB1. 1DGF6AA1/2 -1UG25AC2-- '
iDGOlAB1 1DGC5BA3/4. IDGIIAA3 -
1DGF2AA1/2 1DGF6BA1/2

2. The Kaiser Nonconformance-RgepQrti,ng iLQg did.-not reflect all, reports,
initiated as evidenced'bd the folo -wing: q :.

a.-.,,. The .ori gina• entryjfor . aepior, t;CN-43Q9 ni)tii.ated by a_•QC
.nspector 4on Januarjy 71,- 1981, --rel ai•ng t•;de•Cf nt weld 6fIdflt-up

was obliterated byO the~owt car~tdii~f "fl'hd nd ter
was no other -.record of this -;repoQr.t,,in eNoncompli0anc•e Report
(NR) system,.,

b. The .original, entry, forý a .,report (GN-5412),-• initiated by a QC
Inspector,-on ay3 1981 olation o
hol tg. was 'bitertedbth sefhiea
and there was no, other record of hthi .report i theN"system.

-A': rporNRO0001) in* tiated-y:a ,QC npet onPFe:.i~uay, 11,
.1981; relatirig toiexceSsv'e. ,&Weave, as n&2 4assignIedil a-
numbet>ai ~h iWAs oo~thr ycr-d of -th s ~port nte

-.-. . , NR;.system. .. •
3. Wwere,*made outf

3. Written statements as to-planned'.ati~ons whmah dioustfy

and- E424.66, (voida 3d- 9QG8)'-.44te no~t ý.----aken.:

4. Written ta me ngr a 6the .avaji1 abilIty 6f "recqrds wh ch
•,:•were made.bjsi~dj4?l)~d ,&.v

t-510 Jy&'fod'Jd 621Ywreais.~4
5.47 we47 k;-7 ii n~ improperly"

5 ep.rts C - ,p/C;. ,,47zan -5479were. no gyim

directio f h-f'theK Kaser ~1n~geri.
4i This• iS asereity Level IIIIviolation ppe I

B 10 CFR 50, Appendix Bý, CriterionI states4, ihi part 'he persons
performingquality assurancefunct-ion . h n
I Zati o na I ýý,Oreedom,I Po. l d t.fy-A40 •u;.tyi poIem.., llu .g:sufifj en

Independence ffrom cost and ,schedule. .

The Wm.,:H..1Zi]mmer ýQA.,Manual 66, . 6Sec tn ion 1 ̀2.3. desoc±4es,,QC,-Inspectors
as members. of, .QADO, (Qua-lity As surane•.Dviysion))japnd Se-•t•lqn ..1.2.4
states, in part, "QAD has been assigned' sufficient...orgaini.zat ional
freedom to identify quality problems..."
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Appendix A (Continued) - 3 -

Contrary to the above,_.QCqInspectors did not have sufficient freedom
to identify quality pob~lem's o:-and.were. noi ,s•ff--i-entIy i ndepeldd-t
from cost and schedule.•"Th ' results of •-'nterviews indicate tiaiTs&6meQC Inspectors were: (a) 'harassed by consutrution workers and 'super,-'

-visors; (b.) not always supported by QC manag"emeint;. and (c) intimidated.
The followiing : are, examples" of- insufficient'. freedom of QC Inspectors,'
in•&lTdd`i1i'g i nsuffi'c'iteet <fe'd6m h-from €dst: "a6• -•edule;, whi'ch •occurr-ed
between Summer 1978 and March II, •"981 '.

1. Fi~ve QC Inspecrsintervqewed execute~d ':signedsworn statements-
~wtieein ti~j'caimedth'""Uetedoeisdwith-wat r-Kwhil1e. ̀engaged.

' ... "-Two•o~l~r'•(".•I nspeci-rsJmad 1sftl;rd'" stUmets'"t;"; nn-•~irthd'"e O'r ordina-N tf)n~icr di'i-" by, const-ruc tawn-personnel.

-2:. AQC lnspecton supervisor claimed~that-,over ..his-:objections

'. d:l' `uaii1ed•, QC Inspectors•, who"' were doi Dgthorough ,jobs were'",re ,
• .s~sgne. , .- management-, bcause •of kcom1ainhts,, by, lconstructi on

TW3. woQC, I-nspectors executed .:s-igned" sworn statementscwherein. they
ied e eatrhchedYfor'alcohol by.

Ssecur•ty •personne 1at~tereques~t, of'cons trucQ on•. supervisoryý,
personnel. OOrastatement.

4.. A-ý: QC..-Inspector, -.executedd..a-, si gned.swo rn statement wherei n -he

'.• •, •s,•ruc~tion,'"peronnel ;•compl a•ned',he had usedr a:magni:fying• g~lass

tw.to visual lyi nspect-a weldýe when facthewas usingh a 'mirror,,,
and-.either devicewas.an acceptable tool. :

5. A-QC,-Inspector',,:executed-4a- signed1sworn, statement where-i n he
claimed. 1he wa. struck by a r emfoFater--from .a fire extin-
guisher Qi•hilel;,, performing an inspection.

6. • A." QC• Inspet~or-executed•- "signed 6 sworn statement wheren hein
c6laimed- he', was,-threatenedýý'with bbdi-y,l'y. harm• by la constructi'"on-
person if he did not pass a weld.

7._ A' Lead.QC-- Inspector executed ,a --signed sworn •-:aterneht wherein'" he"
• cl aimed-:

a.~ewasa.4c"JiOsed by 0' tQA".M&Wiager'"or.hligu a concrete%
p wi henlain 'act 'th'efal4 ýscusdbY',fthe'"concretie

trucks being late..- -'-

b.. uCons tructon managemfent frequently ap roachedQC 'Inspectors
and challenged the i r' ,inspectiodn findings.and, questioned their
Judg'efte nt'.
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Appendix A (Continued) -. 4--

c.. The QA.Manager. said things Jlike, ."ourjob here is. to accept,
not.reject, and we.are here to-,get this. plant~buil't."

8. A Lead QC Inspector executed a signed sworn statement wherein he
claimed he was•,reltieved: of his,,inspection.duties' because he con-
tinued to. submit- legitimate nonconformance reports .over construc-
tion management objections' for deficient welds.-on pipe support
hangers. He also stated.that QA management had previously told
QC Inspectors toi.notwrite sanything tomake Kaiser lbodk bad.

9. A Q C - I h s pedt x e cut e d, "a' ýsgu1,ed fs'wornf "stat m e n f` whe di n he
claimed he was. told ,by. QA management to. acceptýy'nspeted items
that were unacceptable'.

This is a Severity, Level" I.II violation." (Supplement I-I).
(Civil Penalty - $50,000).

10 CFR:,50, Ap pendix. B-- Criterion, I-I req uires h'hode rs -of construction
permits• for nuclear powe•r'p, p1antsi tobyd;me 5ittde'n'.-pol -1 icies,- pro-cedures, or instructions, a quality assurance, pr•gram-.whic complies
with the requirementsof Appendix..B for-all acti~vities, affecting the
quality, of safety,-related structures, systems,. and- components and to
implement that program ̀ An" aciordance with,-hose documenrWs.<.

Contrary-t'o the, :above ,• Ci' nc'""nn~at;].,G'as', -a"nd •El ectri-,ic,...Co'ma -1 tscontaadreq d iuatejy. documneht _ ind , mp lemen•ca qgal ity
assurance program to comply nT ne requirement• of ippiendix B as o
eviddened by. -thiýf~l low~i~h9"xaipsY 2 ?' Ab g-&,'J

1.' 10 CFR"50 OAppiindix B rtio X eiV ei:an -
-ai sa bea ccepted,-P re'Jkt0 i ed. r r

or reworked in' Accrdance with dcuuifhteo rocb&pedures."

de dr~ ~~ t~bis'fbith ~ 0!,~ ad ,is, sitfon'.
-lof reports (NonocdureformAhce RGpoft',t) • nfo ng•onconf ormfij iigr' t 'emsA

GC6traii,-. to h e•- Wi4 i6n'itM to4 e, rsatfh p of' NRs' reviewec
indicate significant- defi ci eriSWi"sth't~he'! U-cnýf ormi4nc 7 reporti n
svstem An ithe areas, of ,voi.d•n .of.ireDoorts. .not- enterina dreborts inl

4

;o
1-inico• qete report

~as failws~>

a. Two NRs related- to docu.ment•tipn deficiencies had b,en impro-•perly voided:inthat records:.used tt f js t.e' vyold-ing did
not prov.ide .evdence necefsa` `(Wor,: prope' .'olhing.NR-E-2233
voided 1/24•80,N••-1E-2-237 voided 12/19/79)

• ,: " : " b .Al:. : :.'' •. . ! . ( •I.•
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Appendix A (Continued) - 5- ,A

-,b. One NR-related to nondestructive examinati:on of a T-quencher
:weld d.!had ,been•!iie erroneouslýy c l-osed, {(not'. voided) by admi ni s-
trative• error. (NR-E-2996 closed 3/17/81)

c. ..TwoNRs' related to'nondestructive examinat-ions of,-;service water

..sste-mweldshad.beeni:ncorrectly. disposi~ti'oned., (notV voided).
(NR-iE28836, 1cl osed, 11/13/80,. NR-E- 2596. cl osed 4/16/80)

d .d ;T1"Eve' ireports. .-had 4beenm'voided -by personnel other: than the
QA Manager. (CN-5122 voided 1/2/81, CN-5476 voided 2/27/81,

":.N`54776"voided 2/27/81- ;C.N-5-479 .voided&:2/2.7/81, CN-4389 voided

e. in one-case duri'ng, revisions of the report some nonconforming
i tems, were remo ved from, a' zNR, Wi thbuti ,adequate--.aj u st i fi cati on.
(NR=E-2466 voided 6/30/80)

.- "- -f. -hef.O~l o~iig ninre rrepd r tp had& -not beenq, i's87ued-NR numbers
and/pr, cop es Qfthe.:repor-tsý.had not;,been retai ned- in the

-4 o&. 'J •fint ei 'e

Sli'te ,, ýDocument.- Center,.:-. .

,C r-3@$ ' a a -CN--4957
N. . ... : ... ....... .........

.CN-,9307 CN J .
CN 4931- CN,4959

v ýCi4955 N:12

2. 10 CER;-5'O';,-Appendix B,, C.ei terjionX XVIstates, iin par,'Measures
ý; shaI'll,,,>be .."estab lished-to assUrethat conbditions adverse to quality,

-suchy4si ,devtation-. a.., nd! nonconformance ,.are, promptly; identified
-and corrected."

The Wm. - H-. 1Zimmer QA Manual,; Section 15.2.,2 states, "HJK is
erespsonib]ae,;ýdri i dent ifyji~ng-,.and` repo rti:ng ponconformances. in

rece iy0ng. inspec-ti on,, -cponstuc fj-i o rn,.o tesrjingN. tj e.

are ýe,.de.legated-;'to •HJK- Qua"-lty-.-.Assurance,•Pr, o-ed'ures to. assure. that
oqnpi cuus.yTrkgj--djp.nonconf6r~mi]ng•.•].-tems -eare; ou mItheir

-.1nadvertent,. -use or Pnstal ~n.

-:AWS•-Code O.b,. 1-A1972,_ Section4 -and8.1.& 5 def:ine.,requirementsý,for
we ld qualji. ty. 'and ''aiddress sJ'a g,, 'wed 1 prfies ,sblowh~oles,-,porosity,
and undercut.
AISC•, Sven.h Edition (19'69)',ýPage 4.113-,require inch minimum

_-. prondis ,r .re etrant.:c6rners..- ..--

Contrary to thle ab ov' e, the following nonconforming conditions were

not identified and corrected:

a. Based on an inspection of the 25 structural hanger support
.beams described in Item C.4 below:
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Appendix A (Continued) - 6 -

(1);, Severaltwel ds ;on ni ne beams. did ,not .confo.rm.wifth AWS,
Di., -1972.,requi rements Ain ý,that-. they.. contained unaccept-able slag, weldlprofies,ýblowholes, p-orosity, and/or

.undercut.

(2) Five beams did not conform with AISC requirements in
that the re-entrant corners were notched, creating
p tenti:al stress rilser•s,J instead. of beingr_-QQunded :with

-tqured ad-t:,.

(3) Four. ,beams, i. %two!,:of -which e _wel ds as
descrlb,,eq in -Item Q I a. {1>-ýabov; dintcnomwit
design ,dopqment$s, itný thatythey.,We.e.g, no tspeci.fied on any
de s i~gndocuMe n t.,-

b. Based on an inspection of about 100 cable tray hangers in
the Cable .•Speadi ng-Room~four e, di ontic•o,,Oqr wjinthi, AWS;

abl,e: slag ,wld ;,bl-owho,.es, po rosityand/<or undercut.
3. 10,CF-5 A -_intpar•!.T 3 I .ER•:0 , ppendix Bj,_. .Critmý n,,X l;,,g t s, =•inp .,,,,;.,Mjeasures

shall be established" to assure. that'.conditio6hs!,adVers4to:--. qual ity,

such as.,..devi ati ons.. andAtnonconformances-Arei-promptly identified.
~ ~correcd~w~. In~.on, cae4 _jg jca6t jtjhs~~ to

quali ty,-he -measure~s _,•sha lJ,.;assUroe 4tha.th-Ee .ausb.o:,W the rcO•diti on
is determnedan ec act1 on•takentýo;,precludeý srepet1ti On:.'"

The Wm.H.•.•,,Zimmer.QA Manual, Section 16.5 states, in part,
"Vendors,. contractorsi and subcontiactots ,,requi red to determi
cause _ahdn o•t tonnt 'recurreoncaelof erroQs'ihich -;

couljd resu tjnin!.~n TI cat4o~nd(i't'-io3?ýs.ý,dver's ",o, ~qua]iijty

in, 1.pa ,..,-,&.-, a.;oxappr oma! i.167fni- .ýslial b:b-Pro•yl ded.
b~we h nnthe,,,bottom-n.of,ýthesoce-bfr

wel~ding~ ~ fteppeac~~~fr

-ASMECode, Sectn.n ,I1-1971 Edition , W..inter!-1972 Addenda.,:
Articles .NA-4130(a) -,,NA-4420,, NA-4510,,"NA•iN n,22S -
NA~4 ,NBT4230,•a~nd NB-3661,•5(b)` yequl.re An par, •inproce'ss
I ns~pectio6ns 'fo6rý ,pip6 f , up, w1ld',ppic&eqre, ldi ,~ i Ier,.meta1I

aceaj-1ty,,.nQ1 Uaý i

tr cad~ qder q q aific gi ps.. F, "4

Contraryto the, aove,- the NRC- sp o i n" fled. the following
• .nonconforming. conditions tha,thad .qot.been dorrected • -andzacti on n
hA d notbeen" 'taken_.o ýpeclu'de"thel repetitfo•,.
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Appendix A (Continued) - 7' -

,.a,ýý -,Licensee,;:recdords: -indi~cate that the socket engagement (fitup)
.f3 wedswas;not verified in accordance
wi~th-PASMEi Code, SetioiU-l7Ydtoi .Ai~cle NB-366J..5(b)
and. the condition was not corrected in that,' the corrective
action was not commensurate with the ASME Code. The welds

Sb" li-censýeere 6rdrds siýiJndi cate• _thiqat ethe'.lin- pr ode ss i nspe ctions
rfomroe than 22iw•e s i• the "' d ei••n'd -,g•ratlor cooling water,

startjig-ilai•r•., ,and U41 -oil pi•ig systemswere not performed
7' byKase ;ii,2ac'danc Witth TASMEý'~C-6"d'; VSc'o fII'-, 19 71
'Edtin 7~l NIB 4661.5~ e 'a'bid-ndtheý condition

n " a - r dIiwttei i6n. was not
commensurate with the s el e back to

40 e-icenseeA ~ddits, (audi -,e- noridlý 1 ý,
-46ntme' ,adAUdilt Nds. ,78/07, -78/09! ,781/0. -80/04.):of

. '-SaF enýt' J&•idy ident:rftf t d t repetiVved rob Tems concerning
S&L not performing certain design calculations, reviews,

3tA" 4re -t~ i_ L' -t'j~

4. 0' 1CFR)"50, Appetid'ix,'B,-.Criteri"on ,VlI-statesg in 'part, Measures
s-h.ll :.is a5i-shed fdifihe, idertifi'iatioi 'faid' cdditroV 4ofl 1shll 1thatildentl'fati n of
the item isq maintained;.."

"'4W. Wr.. H. Nil ZimmerQA1 nalA'Section 8.2-states 1, in par,.
... H.• J]. K'al's-er.,.Company'pr~ote~du'res,- provi~dei.that7 fi --•lhl'it~e,....

H . J.X.Kaiser ',Comipany jur'isdi'cti'on the i'dent ifficat ion o'f items
will bbe.-maintained.ýbyýi•the method• speci fied on the drawings, such'.ad ':hea;•.numb'erI ,part,• numberm, rer, rther upmp roperr ate

as rheiotdseria
*~~n's~ This dntfct ion'd ekfth Iteuii,& on~ h recdrds

'traceabie 6•,tot,,,h'tie 4ýitem " The-i denfti fi catio'n i' maintained through-
out •fabricatiion, :erecti on, andz-- instal lati on,.•-;, The identi ficati on-
is imai'ntained _and usable I'in' the operation and.maintenanceprogram."

Contraiýýitod, the-•above-: based oii an i h specti16-6 by NRC, in•Sectors
iMarch 181"4 of approxiiately 25 'SitrutUraI h;anger's upport beams
o6ate:'l n 'itheB 1ue Swlýtchgear_ Room'rad the cable SeOading Room,the identification ofthe material i'n n~ei-of'those beams was not

maintained to enable verificati onof qua ity.
i '"& A" I f u7'

5.' iCFR'50,'Appendlx Criter.ion III stats, I ppr','-' Me. "asu"res
shall be established to assure that' applicableregulatd iequi re-
ments and the design basis... are translated into...drawings..."

The Wm. 'H. ̀ "Ziimier'FSAR;: Section 8,-,provides 'the -design basiasf for
electrical :cable' separat~ionh that includes the following:

A
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Appe ndix A (Continued) - 8-

Associated cables (Green/White, Blue/White, and Yellow/White)
from more than one Division cannot be routed in the same

race~ay (FAR aragraph8.;132

Vertic'al separation• of three feet or more must- b•maintained
betweenh cables, from different Divisions. (FSAR Paragraph
8"!3.L1.21d

InstrUmenht (low-level signal-) cabfe!'-•cainnit •b6 routed in
the6',s-am-e I-raceway with 7p-d wer and control cableds. (FSAR
PFagrapgh8:3.12.4'- -

Thew.. H. Zimmer-QA Manual.Secti-6n: 3:1.2. 'states, "Composite...

drawings are prepared, translating the dts to
layouts of'structures, systems dand components neIces'ry ýfor the
co6nst ruct lon!o' hplant.' I n

ontr ary'to the above, as 'of March 1981, the"FSAR4dign basis
feectrica cab eseparatqoin iKad not' been•tiraný lated I nto

drawi ngs -and: this -resulted- n the following caere i stallation
-defi•,cl enq sithe ICable. Spreading .Room:
a. .Assolaeld Cab le.t (-1e1o- 'whREe53)NO r •;•£?'DfiVi.sion 1

.. was~oued•:h thesame race~a w and Class IE
,-^.,.1" n,:• the' ,sa. "d Wy _.nach .wa'•ooneso

l 'Noe -79)- as A~'~cae Cbe ( R5 'or
Divei sti~nl2 iA;Ls/Wit ANo.te RE058~ fo

-dl"....• }--ýaei'ei4as-on. y a vsepara;tion"u-ioffr

i nches bew 1n tzand Tcabie's: i 'lin, Turay,:o, ,2072C f r ->%÷

b r , r T

.b. - sriuent Cael en (IGor 6i 6, N 74ando ters:or Duvisi0.C
Crouted 'ont . I 7;meawayi 3(Tray, oe 4638B),as. Asso--'.

.ci aed- Contro].Cab1! esC •.Ye ,po/W16ifte -and ,1ue iltei)j2,'for
Divls ions. •ang2..:• #n @ e ,wasle,L npar~; ., to a

dsi pec-i -the I ai~tlt •treeni -,of, on Co , Gred[n"istrument
TrAyj~(No2 '029K ,,InsId~ -` hitte 'C~~d-r~"

_Man,,,ýs~dcftCziblej, tro_0ni all 7three'_-"y ~io i nWere, r'outed
c.~~~~Q Many AscaDiVi

np, the, s-same :-raceway;ý-. '(h e~Ta 48'0K, 'i ncl udi ngCabl e
(Bl ueieWhi) t No. T1192, Catile (Yel ow/Whi No. RR781, and

.-Cable, (Geen/White) •No. ,1816. : - .

Associ ated Cab.lesg (Yel lo te) .N 31`942.,,ý and'.

i.. i O.ylSlOnjwere toutedi. r!n the4,,same, raceway4.. rWiite6ý.#Ty Rilser
K -as. As- ociae)ed;N. T and

:Nb- T- pý 9.si-

e. Many Associated Cables (Yel1ow/Whiite). for. Dj sin w
routedin thed Csame (raca (White) rayl, nis•r ,N -.'4139)r as2

AsoitdCable (BueWit) r Di yi ýJ on: 2
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Appendix A (Continued) - 9-

6. 10 CFR 50,. Appendix. B, Criterion III states, in part,.. "Design
contro!• measures shall be app led to...the dellheation of

-acceptance criteria for, i nspections and tests."

The Wm. H. Zi•nZimer ..QA Manual, Section 3.13.1 "'states', i.n part,

"Design control- measures also apply to delineation of acceptable
criteria for•, nspections and tests."

Weld acceptance ciriteria are requi-red by the ASME Colde, Section

111-1`971 Editiion and the AWS DI:-'1972 Code.

,-Contrary to the atboye:L.>~f~

a. The weld acceptance criterifa. used by H. J. Kaiser Company
from July 1980 to January 1981 were not appli-ed to weld
inspections during that period in that the weld acceptance

cri•teria for such iteims, as the dryelsupport steel were

deleted. ryw .. suppo.t. s.eel 2w...

b. The acceptance criteria for Weld 55lH (isometric drawihng

PSK-IWS-32) performned on Service Water System Line 'No.
. .IS17A18-by H. J. Kaiser, Company in November 1979 were
.not applied in that theyw ere designatedias not applicable.

.,7. 10 CFR 50, Appendix.-B,' Criterion XI states, in part, ",'Test results

shall be evaluated to assure that test requirements have.been
satisfied."..

:The Wm. H. Zimmer ,O eSction 11.1 t..states, i n ,part,, "Test

programs to assure that essenti al components, systems, and struc-

tures will perform satisfactorily in service are planned and
"performed in accordance with written' prcdures and instructions

,at yend s hops-and at the n•.7 .Uction site."

ASME ESectin 111-1971 Edition, Winter 1972 Addenda, Appendix IX,
Paragraph IX-3334.4 states, in part, "The shim thickness shall be

.-selected so2 that the total thickness being. radiographed under the

penetrameter is the same as the total weld •thickness.."

M..W. Kellogg- Co. (pipeL manufacturer and agency pe'rforming the

_.pref abiicated ýpipe weld radi ography i n question) Radiographic
~',Procedure No. ES-414, da-e Setm~r2<172, Pa-ragraphý 4.1.8,
.,,states, "Wherever required, shims~ sihall be used ,to produce a

total, thickness under the pen'et'ramete'r equal to the nobminal
thickness ,of the base metal plus ;thie:` eight of ýthe Crown, or,
rei nforcement."!.

Contrary. to' the above, the licensee' sreview of 187ý radiographs
didno asur tht tes rquirements -,w&r satisfied in that the.

-i cen'see f ai-l-ed to. detect. that-_the' penetrameter-shimming was

insufficient to satisfy the requirements of M. W. Kellogg Procedure
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Appendix A (Continued) - 10 -

No. ES-414 or the :ASME Code.,. This deficiency wasiidentified during
the NRC ,revjiew of approximately 800 radilographs.invollving 206 pre-
fabr~icated pipe welds Ain such systems as ,min -steam, 1feedwater, and
diesel generator support systems. - .

8. 10 CFR 50,. Appendix B, Criterion.II. states, in part,, "These
measures tdesign ,controlj] shall i•ci ude- pro'visio ns, to.assure
that appropriate qua]lity, standards are, specified ,and included
in designhi documents and ithat_ Ideviati ons "Ifrom such standards•.
are controlled... The design control mieasures shal- pr•ýide 'for
ver~ifying orc~heckingthe adequacy of dei i gn."

The W,. H'. Z Min. Zi Manual,ýSection 3.n 4 states, in npart, Desi gn
.revi ews.. are conducted' to assure, that- the appropriate qual ity
standards .are spec ified and includd in" de•sign documients."

The Win. H. Zimmer QA Manual, SectionA3.6 states, "Measures are
established to' assure that any• deviations from the applicable
standards are controlled."".

The Wi. H. 'Zimmer QA Manual, Section 3.11.2 states, in part,
"At 'S&L, des'ign verification reviews •are performed....."

• le, •

TheAWm.SD.H Z'immeoeSAR Section 8.3.3.1.. 1 statess that cable am1u t 1 n Pacity

tus'buar tutrsed on E undrcat"sion N be nomr1hnOO• nh

isdee ohnt direAPbcaion tansvero.s P to-46-426. An a.ddition*i llimita-
tion on cable atppacity . asustatedino Section 8.3.3.1.3 is ,that "th&t.
sunmation of the cs etional a oables 'shall not
exceed 50% of the tray us'able.'ciross-'sectlf&al area or two layers,ý`
of cables. whichever is' larger, butro, not to exceed 60%,of the.
cross-sectional area in any s

AWS D1.1-1972 Code, Sectionh3.6.4,. states, "F o'r bu iding andl ton s
tubuar structures, undercut shall be no more than 0. 01-ninh'S
deep when its direction is transverse to primary ntensile str.ess
i~n -the part that is undercut, nor mor hn13 nhýra"
other situations."'dae, ome 1thantJ2 nh. 'for all

zContrary to the above: .~ ,

a .. As,' March 1981; design control .. easureshad not.been.
established to assure that deviations from design conditions
(quali Ity Is Itandards) identified by Sargen~t & Lundy engineers.
wer -e controlled., For example, Sargent & Lundy~ noted on .a

calculat`ion sheet dated December. 27,' 1979, that ~the design~
thermal , loading for two6 ppwer9 cables (~VC016 and VC073)..in.i.
Yel~low'Tray-No.tl057A~wo'uld-'allow the cables to be99therm~ally<
overloa'id And noprogramexisted to';cont~rol, those design
deviations. .
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" b. .As of March 1981, design control measures had not been
'esbliShed ab1y Sargeant1&hLundy; to povide for veri fying'or
.I... " kTng- e '-h a equacy'of the designi-'for ,the-'thermal']oadIng

.. ....of'powerýcable sleeves -and the physical weight 'loadingof
cable trays.

c. As of March 1981.; the cable ampacity designhby Sargent &
" und y s '996tbs•sd onIPCEA P-46-426 and. the FSARlimit
on. cr~oss- secti'ona A1`ariea4.,

d. "As 8f March 1981" t heedesi'gni alloi1abe undercut 6o0 cable
r hangeryw notbased- AWS .e on-1972C'-oe(appro-

p.ia te'.quaii't standard). The.design undercut was instead
,bDasedflon,,Sargenfit.*,&.,Lundy--.Speci.ficati•bn -2713, -Supplement 7,

.gent i .unaly Standard !•E , ser. Procedure

SPP`N& 6ua ExaIlnatibn> Reisi~oti8,- graii aph
•51 291,allowedup to 16 'inch underc't."

9. I10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteroný X sttte'slin part, "A program
for i nspectý_ion of.,.acti vit•i es., affectfng .. ual-tyshal, be estab-

lisi ed, and•ýe.xecxuted. by• por,,-for- the. organization, ý performing the
a4tocon ormac . thedoumented nstirbct ons
procedure anddrawg for'• accom -sl ni ,he acti vi ty...

'The~th'. Zi mHK e "Qkt M iaual, Sctfon~ .1,l t" in
.. ..I s ect n • a~:per'formed.4 q~ accord~ance§ wvth, wr'i tten rocedures

.,documnenta,.tign;.Of the, i~ns~ec'tiors and tests p erforlned;... ' "

AWS 70)XDi:'1'-972 ,Cd. eton .0-,-reu s.wr to, be completedand acceptedbefore painting.'

.. .. . .. - I - .:- - , , . ,- , ,, ) I,:1

Cotri'' o tsh aboe:,I0f

n.isp 'td 0onreu re.'vr.afccatfon c of ' separaion. :ofe' electrical

::,,:cabl es, routed-from: "ttihe Cable •Spreadi ng "Room ,to, tte Control.tRoomh:in An 'examp 1 e•"of a nonconformi ng :1s bndj-tionthat .should

have been identified by such a prodram ws "Blue 'C'ab'le& RII03
o.andioM1 ohat J.ad been .routtiedi into ray 'Riser. (Gee

. < No.. 3025A, Iwhtii:te-terdaed ~,•6;Ta•'.Bl ~No. 2077A iii the

Cap'u Spedn R6'6'N 'wo t b

•b,.i ..The p~rograms iestabll shed: for ,,in-pr~ocess .and. final. i nspecti ons
, ; of, 'we~lds 'o'n?,B.180 ble~tray hangers located i n the"Cable
.. ..,-,Spreadi.ng,.Roomn were no~t executed- as'r.equi red,.iln: the AWS

D ''l. [L-1972, 4Code•.. Splec•;ilcalily,i th'i~ fI.ai weld 'inspectionsa.. weremadedafter the welds were painted (Galvano)

"toI
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10. 10 UFR.. 50, Appendix B, Cri teri on;:Vs, states., in ,pa•rt•, •ivti e s
affecting quali ty shail be prescribedby documented instructions,

procedures. or drawings., of aa type appropriate •to.the. ci rcumstances
andshal e acomlihedinaccordne wtthse. Anstructi ons,

procedures,' or drawi ngs."

The Wmi.. H.' Zimmer QAWManual, S.Section 5.1A s '•a' ' 6nt ti ons
fabricaio, and manufc~~I fsr~in

of the 'faciity .are. accompi,.ishen ein..accor, ance:w•ath lty
instr~uctio6ns, 'prv6ce'du-r's- and'afi inoprs -hh ritt,,methods of carrying out thos6e."'aclVtivet°" h pr.s...e..i t.. .e

"TheWm. H. 'Ziier QA'Manual Sect~ion,3.12;states, in part, "Designahý Wm'aula s. n. p ar
chnges... includipg",fie.d chq.anges,,, are sbetodign, change

desi0 ''d -,t henuyt wih hoe acontrol measures' e0 aie:w thcop lied toh8 the 1oiginal

Contrary to '.the .above:.

a. Kaiser Procedure QACMI "G-i "Surveilance Rep'ots-" (SR) was
not appropr ate to-ýthec -crcMstances?-'ihn that'IV it .al -owe d
.. n-process wcnrf6iinceT dr!Mneei Lute eýh'chnanges
to", t be Adispositionedl with•n36 'days ilthout being subjected
to design control .'measures commensurate with•• those applied
to th"Io•gnald-esign: >Excnies of-nononfqniances so

fr <: "di• d~spos i ti oned iwere ntldfeif ie'i{nSRs F-M2899 F-29 03$'and
B, It< U '"' a 4C

Kaiser Procedure-QAC-I "G-F4 was not fol owed i'n that-SRs
F-2909 ,- F-3070; !,3F-3071:F3072 -4FF-3073 FF-3074-., .F-3075, '5
F-3076, F-3083, and F-7019 werir,66V:dji-sp-ift-i'Onld"Within
30 days and were not transf eredto Nonconformance Reports
as required-by Paragraph .' 5 ofQA6MI`G=-l.- -' ,

U. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII.states, in part, "The
'effe itiveness .6f,.the:lcofitr6dlfof, 4quil itly rby ari-trs d

subcontractors shall •be assessed lbypdthe appli"antr'odesignee."

-MaThe Wn. H. ZimnerAAA nuali, Secti on;J7,3'.1s i ates, :i n; part, "'As -
part., of the,. vendor sel~ection zprocess• ;'-S&L ,makesE .anp U ndependent
evaluation:, oftthe "bidders' JQAJprograw ...as.i ..a ,rtof -heir• totai
bidevaluation,."- .- •. '.

Contrary :,to-the above; i ias ,,of ,March (1981-neither .the- ILidcensee
nor designee. (Sargent,& Lundy, had-assessed ,the 'effectivenes s!.-t
of, the. control. _of ýquality by ý.-vendors,Lwho, .hadsupplied struc~tura .
beams;:; Specifically,, evaluati, ons of,ý the yendor (U.•S: Stee- .. -
Supply,' PB I Steel iExchpngeq: _and friFank,,Adams.,:Company)l quality
assurance programs for control of mill certifications and
structural beams were not performed.
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12. 10 CFR 50., Appendix B, Criterion XVII states, in part, "Sufficient
-- re'ords ie mai'n-slaihed •t tfu~nish evidence f ac tivi ties

-affedin4t 'i•••uaty. t'The4ricords.shall Include.-..m6nitor1ing of
W6 .* pr- formari•te•,• -and. include losly-rc1ated data -such as
-qua'l f•fci_ oerns:of personnel ,"procedures, and equipment."

The Wm. H. Zimmer QAkManual, ,Section,17.1.4- states, in part,
.- ''"Docnume ntat1on' of .ll , perfoirianc survell lance ncludes personnel

S- dur type observation,
.'date' of'• f trornt d,"so danization' monitored, results

'Ae~ j~~~jt'ohj tb 6uf' q-

Contra•ry'to the ,above, -,thegBrist`b..l Steel and Iron,,Woqrks, Quality
Ci'o'ntrol Stee-iYErec-ti6n'ýReot ,4w-hiws ri frw for
Smon tor',i ng •n-ptce , di-d not A denht,'fy c.l osely

-related, 'data, such, asweld' procedure numbers,, t"'pes obf.."weldfng
• ,: materialweier4denti fication,-and specific welds inspected.

13. 10. GFR, 50-, Appendi-x? B;, Criterion-, XVIII states, in parti "A con- I
,--prehens-ivn,* system ý rperýiodijc- aud-itsT,ýshý- 1 be carried• • 8•u~t• ;to• .~e•,1•y• comap]lj anc`e:•lh., aq h l,aJtaipicts-:-,-of, -the... qual]. yasuacbutO,ý ier~i y;.o T assurance

~,pga~m, and to 'determin t~ihe. if fectvenes of theam

The Wm'-. H. Zimmer•.,QA -Manual, Secktion 18. I.. states,,. i n part, QA
D.OSiiSion' conducts ,'a. comprehensive', system,.of- pl, anned and periodic

,auditts-,of Sto& ýver-fy .cp1-ance with' all- aspects of

nhe- qua lity, assuranceprogram'.

:o,,Cotdryt O • the,-'abovve-, •,duri ng- ,the~past.9 •years theI •icensee's
QA-.Division did no. perform-an audit of the' Sargent & Lundy
nonconformance program.-

This i's a Severity, e•Level'II.- vitol ation .,(Supplement II).
(Civil Pennalty - $100,000).

Pursuant to.gthepr.osi onsof 'OCFR 2.201- UCncinnati. Gas and,`Electrc

CompanyiA's, he reb< Irei detd, Zgbbmiit to, this, office, within; 30 ,days of the
date of this Noti•e :w•iigktternt'1di explanation, including for each
al leged, Viol-atiohl : -,,,(1) admis'sion or enal`;(',.l,- (2) the reasons for the vio-
lation if .-admitted; '.-"-(3)ý).the".c'crect-i~ve,:steps .,whi-ch have been taken and the
res u l ts• achi e`ved';ý (4)-`the .correc-ti ve s•teps :which wi 11 -be taken to avoid
further vi61ati onrsis ah- 5)n - tti'•7i2.fuIl Itomp iance:.4iH -be achieved.
Any statement or xplahaitioi may incorporate by specific reference (e.g.,
giving pagecand' paragraph numb6es) ,the,'ý'provisions .of, your. quali.ty confirma-
ti'on programoand"ybUr. ati o-s ?i~n-'r~spo -toJ .oUr• 'Immedi ate :Action Letter of
April 8,;ý1981.' 'Consideration may.begiven to extending the' response time
for good caUse4- sho•wn" Under theoauitidity of Sectio 0h182 of the Act,
42 U.S.C.ý 2232.. thiis'I response, shall1 be submitted under oath or affirmation.

L

1 "58I



Appendix A (Continued) -14 -

Within the same time as provided for the~response required above.under 10 CFR
2.201, 'Ci.ncinn.atj-..,Gas and Electric Companymay pay the civil penalties. in__the- .
cumulative amount of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars or may protest'impositib6i... .
of the civil penalties in whole or in paft'•by a written answer. Should

Cincinnati Gas and.Electric Company fail to answer within the time specified',
this office will issue an Order imposing.the civil penalties in the amount.
proposed above. Should Cincinnati Gas ahd. Electric Company elect to file
an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205vprotesting the civil penalties,
such answer may: (1) deny the-violations listed in this Notice in whole
or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuatinglcircumstances; (3) show error in
this Notice; or' (4)- show other reasons why the penalties should not be im-
posed. In addition to protesting the civil penalties in whole or in part,"
such answer may'%request remission or mitigation of the penalties. Any
answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately froufii
the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may
incorporate by specific reference (e.g., giving page and paragraph-numbers)

[$•to6 avoid repetilibns Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company's attention is
-directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure'.
f'or imposing' civil penalties.
UP'on .failure to pay any civil penalties due, which have been subsequently
r •determined in"accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205,,i
this matter ma'yi.be ;referred to the Attorn'ey General, and the penalties,
(unless compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil
action pursuaht-, fo Section 234c of the .Aft, 42 U.S.C.-2282.

-. FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.,

Richtard C. D o ng, Dj*ector
Office of In pction ed Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda,, Maryland
(this 24 day of November 1981

•..4
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION Of;
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD

GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

-AUG 2 g 1q83

Docket No. 50-358

Cincinnati Gas and Electric
Company

ATTN: Mr. J. Williams, Jr.
Senior Vice President

139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs.
W. F. Christianson, T. P. Gwynn, E. H. Nightingale, D. E. Keating, and
J. F. Schapker of this office on October 1 through December 4, 1982, of
activities at Wmi. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station authorized by NRC Con
struction Permit No. CPPR-88 and to the discussion of our findings with
Mr. H. R. Sager and others during the inspection and on February 4, 1983.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations,' and'
interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in non-,
compliance with NRC requirements, as described in the enclosed Appendix•,. ! •
With respect to item 1, the inspection showed that acition ihad been :taken,- to i;
correct the identified noncompliance and to prevent recurrence. Consequently,
we have no further questions regarding this matter -at'this time.:

These findingsare considered to be significant. The findings concerning the

failure to write a nonconformance report (NR) - item 2, inadequate control df
special processes - -item 3, inadequate corrective acti'6ns - item 4, and the
failure to adequately report significant deficiencies - item 5, occurred prior

to the issuance of the Commissions Order' of November 12, 1982,- and are con-
sidered to be further examples of the types of findings which resulted., at:-;"

least in part, in the Commission issuing the November 12, 1982 Order. For,
that reason, a civil penalty is not being imposed for the Severity Level-'ý
III violation (item 5).

Because on November 12, 1982, the NRC ordered all safetyk-rea6ted •construction'
activities stopped and because the NRC "also ordered otter ,signficiant actions,
,a written response is not required. Prior to, the lNRC lifting the 0rder of
November 12, 1982, the specific items-of noncompliance must be! corrected and
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Cincinnati Gas and Electric 2 AUG 2 9 1983
Company

the generic aspects of these matters must-be, addressed. Records of the
completed corrective actions must be available for NRC review.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure(s:)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written 7,
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of:
the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the're- ý
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosure(s)
will be placed in the Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,
.rtgTgl signed by-
Jdrjmps G.' Kep-.1er

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosures:.
1. -•Appendix,., Notice

of-V•iolation.
2. Inspection Report

No. 50-358/82-12(OSC)

cc w/encls:.
J. R.. Schott, Plantt.Superintendent
J. D. Flynn, Manager, Licensing .

Environmental Affairs Department
DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident- Inspector,- RIII -

Harold W. Kohn, Ohio EPA
Citizens-;Against a Radioactive-Environment
James W.- Harris, State of Ohio
Robert H. Quill-n, OhioqDepartment, of Health
Thomas Applegate , .
Thomas-Devine, Associate Director,

Institute for Policy Studies
Dave Martin, Office of Attorney General
Mark Wetterhahn, Esq.
JeromeA. Vennemann,. Esq.
Gretchen Hummel, Qhio Consumers' Counsel
James.R. Williams), State Liaison Officer,

Ohio Disaster Services Agency
Paul Ryder, Ohio Governer's Office
R. E. Buerger, The Dayton Power and
Light Company
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Appendix

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company Docket No. 50-358

As a result of the inspection conducted from October 1 through December 4,
1982, and in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9,
1982),: the following violations were identified:

1. -10 CFR 50.7(e) states, "(e) Each licensee, permitteeq and each ,appicant
shall post Form NRC-3, "Notice to Employees," on its premises;. Posting
must 'be at locations suffi'cient to permit employees protected by this
section to observe a copy on the way to or from their place of work.
Premises must be posted not later "than 30 days after an application is
docketed and remain posted while the application iis pending before the
Commission, during the term of the license, and for 30 days following
license termination."

Contrary to the above requirement, the posting of Form NRC-3 was inade-
quate in that the form was only accessible to individuals :who normally
work in or frequent the Service Building and the,-Control Room.

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement II).

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, states inh •part, ý"!Activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,"procedures," or
drawings, of a type appropriate to"the circumstafies and shall be accom-
plished in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings."

CG&E QA Manual, paragraph 5.1 states, in part, "Construction, fabricatio .?
and manufacturing activities which affect the quality of the facility areA'-ý
accomplished in accordance wth wri tteninstructions, procedures, and, -
drawings which prescribe acceptable methbds"o0f carrying out ithose acti-
vities."

H. J. Kaiser Procedure ZAPO-5, Revision 2, states, in part, "A Noncon-
formance Report shall be initiated in the following instances:

3.4.1 Whenever material equipment, or construction work deviates
from the specified limits of a drawing, iSpeciffcation, code,
standard, procedure, or an approved Inspection Plan.

3.4.3 Whenever a process or activity places the existing plant
systems or equipment in an indeterminatei conditio`n. `,z

3.4.4 When a piece of equipment or installed materiail :ýthat has been
accepted is damaged."

I.B7-5



I

I

i~i

II

~ III

d~

I.:

i Appendix 2

Contrary to the above requirements, on November 10, 1982, the inspector
observed rework activities being performed in the reactor building on
a Reactor Water Clean-up System, line #1RTBAA3/4". Review of the work
package, #2M31975, revealed that the unacceptable slope condition had
not been identified on a nonconformance report and the action document

for rework was on a punch list form.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II).

3. 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion IX states: "Measures shall be established
to assure that special processes, including welding, are controlled and
accomplished ,by qualified procedures in accordance with applicable codes,
standards, specifications, criteria, and other special requirements".

TheWnm.. H. ZimmerQuality Assurance Manual, Section 9, Control of Special
Processes (Criterion IX), requires procedures, audits, and qualified
pPersonnel •for control of special processes.

The Wm. H. Zimmer Quality Assurance Manual, paragraph 5.1, states:
"Construction, ,;fabrication, •and manufacturing activities which affect the
quality of the facility are accomplished in a"cordance with written

instructions, procedures:, and drawings ~which prescribe acceptable methods
of carrying out those activities."

ASME Section IX'- 1971 with Addenda through the winter of 1973 addresses
controls of special processes.

;ANSI N45.2.9-1974 addresses supplementation and alteration of records.

Contrary to the above requirements, the following deficiencies were
identified:

a. Seven (7) welding procedures contained an essential variable de-
ficiency such that it would be impossible to produce a quality weld

using the procedures as written and the procedures were provided to
the field historically (GTAW utilizing argon..shield gas with volt-
ages of:,18-26).

(i) SPPM 3.1.19, Revision 2, WPS, Carbon Steel Piping

(ii) SPPM 3.1.21, Revision 2, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe

(iii)SPPM 3.1.26, Revision 1, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe - open butt

(iv) SPPM 3.1.37, Revision 1, WPS, Carbon Stainless Steel

(v) SPPM 3.1.41, Revision 2, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe
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(vi) SPPM 3.1.53, Revision 1, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe

(vii)SPPM 3.1.56, Revision 1, WPS, Austenitic Stainless Steel Pipe

b. Additional procedural deficiencies were identified,involving procedure
changes, alterations, -and inadequate procedurali controls and lack
of proper process qualification as follows:

(i) SPPM 3.1.21, Revision 0, WPS, Carbon Steel Plate A-588 and/or
A-36 - changes in the weld procedure qualification test, classi-
fication of A-588 material, welding,.position added with no,
qualification, heat not controlled, and preheat temperature
reduced.

(ii) SPPM 3.1.21, Revision 0, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe- no travel,'.
speed listed, whiteout' on essential variables, and supplement
change issued with no requalification.

(iii)SPPM 312,Revis ion' 1, WPIS Carb on Stee .1 Pipe, -_Voltagie,
amperage, and';travel speed not listed; whiteout on procedures,

(iii)SPPM~~~~~~~~ 3..2I Reiinu PS abn teoutip- .on t , ..

procedure, supplements not in vault; andqualifiýatibn thickness
in excess of code' allowable.

(iv) SPPM 3.1.51, Revisions 0, 1, and 2, Structural Welding per AWS
D1.1-1972 Edition - classification of A-588 material, travel
speed not listed, 2G position not qualified, welding progres-
sion for vertical welding,, and unhrimi'ted thickness without
qualification (Revision 2). .

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II)..

4. 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion XVI states, "Measures shall be establishedV.
to assure that conditions adverse to quality such as failures, malfunc-
tions, deficiencies,, deviations,, defective material and equipment, and
nonconformances are promptly identifie dand corrected."

The ASME Code, Section III, Paragraph NA-4800 states, in part: "During
manufacture and/or installation, measures shall be established to assure
that conditions .adverse to quality such as "deviations , . and noncon-
formances are promptly identified and reported to the appropriate levels
of management."

The Win. H. Zimmer QA. Manual, Paragraph 16.1 states, in par:: "The QA
* Division of CG&E is.r~bsponsible for evaluating QA program deficiencies

identified by projectparticipants . . . The corrective a'c~tion required
to eliminate the deficiencies, assurance that the corrective action is
taken and appropriately documented .:is the r esponsibility of QA-",
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Contrary to the above, deficiencies with the Kaiser weld procedure
specifications and weld procedure qualification records were identified
by 'the licensee'as early as September of 1981. Corrective action, to
date, did not assure that conditions adverse to quality, i.e., defici-
encies in essential variables were corrected to-prevent deficiencies in
welds jproduced by these proc edures or to a'ddress quality ofthe
welds produced subsequently by these deficient weld procedures.

This is"a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II).

5. 10 CFR'50.55(e)(1) requires, "If the p'ermit 'is for construction of a
nu6lear pwýer plant," the holder of the ppermit"' shall notify the Commission
of each deficiency found in design and construction, which were it to
have remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of ,
operations of- the' nucle'ar power plant ati"an'y •tme throughout the expected
hfet~ime 'of the' plant,' and which represents:.. . (ii) a' significant

deficiency in construction oif or 'significant damage to a structure, system,
or component which will require extensive evaluation, extensive redesign, '7
or extensive repair' to meet the criteria andd bases stated in the safety
analysis report! or construct ion -'permit -or to' otherwise establish the
adequacy Of' the structure,: systyem, or compon ent to perform its intended
safety function. (2) The holder of--a constriiction permit shall within

.24 hours notify the appifopri-ate Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inspection "
iand EnforCenme'nt Reginhl Offitd of, each reportable deficiency."

Contrary to the above requirements, the construction permit holder did
not notify the Commission in 'the'prescribed manner and time period for
deficiencies identified in Weld Procedure Specifications (WPS) and Weld
Procedure Qualification Reports (PQR).

Deficiencies were identified in the following applicant/contractor
documents:

(1) CG&E Corrective Action Request (CAR) 81-11, "Essential Variables
for ASME Welding Procedures changed in an incorrect manner," dated
August 17, 1981.

(2) "Review of H. J. Kaiser Active welding procedures for the
Wi•. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station," dated September 18, 1981.

(3) H. J. Kaiser Corporate Management Audit Report No. 67, "Internal
Management QA audit," dated October 28, 1981.

(4) CG&E Management Corrective Action (MCAR) Request 82-02, dated
September 22, 1982.

This is' a Severity Level III violation (Supplement II).
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Appendix •5

The NRC-acknowledges issuance by the applicant of 10 CFR 50.55(e) report_'
M-29, "Unqualified Weld Procedure for Welds Greater than 0.864"; however,
the report did not address the deficiencies identified in items (1) - (4)
above.

sA., 4L_-2 jIciR.3
Obes G. Kepplerv U
•egional 'Administrato6f-r',
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UNITED STATES
A I•L••NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION IV
,6ý *r z 511 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE 1000

ARLINGTON. TEXAS 76011
March 23, 1983

Dockt No. 50,-482.
EA'83-18

Kansasf Gas and Electric Company
ATTN: Glenn.L. Koester

,Vice President, - Nuclear .P. 0. ..Box,2O8 
.•. 

"Wichita., Kansas. 67201: .

Gentlemen;_F~ 
(~

This refers to ,the inspection conducted under-.the ;Resident--Inspectiobin Programby Mr. W. S. Schum ofý thisoffice du rinig the-period-of Ja~nuary"1-31,1` 9.83, -ofactivities" authorized by NRC Conhstruction Permit N6. cPPR 147, andto thediscussiion -of.. our. fi-ndings, wi.,th 'members,';of,-your <stAff, 'at •the cconcl us !onw.6of -theib ' fnspection. --ý,These ,fi~ndings were •al so discussed.during the, enforcement con-'t nfereceed.in- our-4Regton..-IV'offide'on February 18, 1983 betwen Mr.f 3. T8 'Coillinsand otheerAembers of the NRC, staff, and Mr.',,G.:L•. 'Koesterand other mebrS of your

h inspection 1denht If'ed a slgnificant vi olati: on' offNRC reu remenit's as ,A. 11u's tra ted -byýbthe :Inum erou, 6" dscr''pancies tnoted by ryour e p9a" ny;6ssurance ....organi1zati on .-and .-by -.ouar,•a, nspectors. in :bot*hl' the •-asýbUtil-tý-co6nditib-hto of a sa'<fetyreated 4 y~ste'mtu"6dvover T.o your: stdrtUp-1o~rganztiJa1on, L n dfýnthe supporting qualfty documentation.' These da cirepancies were-disctov'eredafte;•,thesyst-em had passed e throughgKac', theidn, rhmal, qual, Jty-assurance checksrequir~ed iby, your'&1 QalityýAsu~racei .proga' he princi p& al ~ser of'this'apparentý b~reakdown ~was-!fnaddqua- -aft iIW'bynasa ~an~d E-16ctricComparyor- (KG&E& management.to ensure'fthat ,thisj safel • telated system turnedover from, our uconstrUction ,contractor4 toýýy'bur 's~tar-ltup morgahniizatio6°n -was, n `vfact ready ,'-fori turnover,.4 ::ý ~v'' >

The apparent breakdown in quality assuran~ce programs' has been evidenced .bythe results, of. :threeii recentý.-.audi•ts: conducted byyoty sS~urvel a, nce, Group. .An• audit of: a _portion•of the safety-rel-ted'ef uel i ng•' water stoage.system• revealed.hardware problemssuch a.s-fourplpesections&-that lac, kedji heat:• numbers• and verification-of i ns~taliation, andi s f 33 27
i hangers ,w•ithd-iscrepanciesyone, of-nwhch:was-tt -- tOUJitnstaIied where., the- qual i tyc. Engi neeri ngý, group hadsigne d off,,for apermanentharger.%, Thsadtasý-e~a~ numnerous 'docUmenlt-tio ýdefic-i'-ii'i"§ tii't~were carr~i,?d~on a list separatetfrom:,the ,system' xception'itTi'sprtlist. was-ýreferenced-,on-,the,-iexceptioný list-as to'igl line vrirydiscrepancies withBN!.(refuelin waterstoragesystem desi gnato•i travielers .1The excepti on list, stated -that',the traveler discrepandkes' wder ometlcand
CERNiFIED TMAILREQUESTED " " A "RETURN..RECEIP -,REQUESTED.. 

- ..
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company - 2 -

did not affect hardware. Your audit, however, discovered that some hardware .
discrepancies (lack of some heat numbers) were included in this -d iscr epancy,
list. The scope of the problems discovered in this audit were discussed
during the enforcement conference on February 18, 1983.

Subsequent to this conference, new data from twoladditional~audits by your QA
surveill ance goup,'whic unc~v~ered additional anamolies in safety-systems' turn

Over from construction, was brought to our attention. -Anhaudit (S-605A) complel
onFebruary" 15, 1983, conducted on instrument tubing connectors reveal'edthat
nearly half were not tightened to specification, many tubieiends were rnot debilrr(
and some ferrules were installed improperly. A second audit -(S-618) dated
February 15, 1983,c-,conducted on. auxiliary, feedwater hangers revealed` three hang(
with some hardware'discrepancies in a sample of nineteen hangers inspected. Th(
hangers had received-finaVl, QC acce"ptance., -ýThis system ,had been tuMr -d'6ver to
your, Nsta rtup-groupLOn ,,ate Movember 1982., ' '' - " ' .

T kNucil~ariReglu la~t'oey,", oni s s ion pl aces i,ýgreat` emph as is odn t ne!nedal 'fot iT-
m aJn t aiin .proper'contr oliover a~ll •:aspects of>'safetPrelated actiwi

;80 '~seehirincis om t h i~pe iionat'ono qaity~s PfIsrane'potayt
denttf4ls' ahdýicorirects., construction deficiencies 'in a'ntimelymanuer. An

Sefdctive ,qqatity. assurance .program must-.operate at each tier, -from subc6n-
tractor .,through contractor, to the owner. The aspect of your quality assurance
program,, ,whicyh should ve assued, that' system ;and doc-imentation deficd'i'encies

were Jdenri]t•eoled,•• khas brokdnrd"wn.•"In addition, 'section
14.2.4ý.2' of- theWolf, Crieeki.Generating <Station: Final- -Safety Anai'ysitkRep6rt..
(FSAR) ,.statýesý"i'n'part: ' : 1' -

Upon comp.TetIon ýof -conistruction, a documntei "rev iewý,, i s,-conducted by
the1 6startu personneli-to verify.- that, ithe',physicaljý*i~nstal I ati on.. is 'in
accordancel, with jdesignand installatiion,,speci.ifications .and- that' the
appropriate. documetioisaalbe.'hiaciiys digtd
as Turnover, and, may be performed on a-.system or subsystem basis.
Upon completio n of the Turnover review, custody of. this system or
subsystem will be transferred to the KG&E startup organization.

Your' fai~lbure to izAmp-imem•it the requJirements;.off Cri terion, I l.of 10•'-CFR 50,
Appendix'B dnd tithe,,comriitments( Of- your, FSAR is" a sign ficant viol ation of: NRC
-regu'ationis6r "ih- cithe i mposirtion of a• civil penalty is' appropr. ate. Th i s"'
vieol -categor zedý at a -Sever.ity LevelH I I i n accordance wuith the

NRC -EnfOrcemcentý 06icyof - 10 CFR 2, •Appendi x* C. ,' The,- base val Ue for:' ai- Severi ty
Level. II o Wblatii6n-i s-$40,000.- The Enforcemeht Pol.icy permi tsth- co isiera-
tiOn. of.fa-ct'rs in ,miti~gation or: aggravation of the proposed penalty. Based on
our review of the circumstances,•surrounding,.this violation, we determihnd that
your,' untimely notificatio of the condition-,under•:'the 'reporting ,criteria' of 10
CFR 50355(e 'wa s, aIasvi oa I••volation,.-Weconsidered this 'violation as a-facttr
that ,wo'ud' causeus ,,to"ýrais-e -ýthe amount .of the proposed penalty. We deci ded,
howeve;r,-because the' violatifon was discovered as a result of a thorough and
objective audit conducted by a component of your quality assurance.group and.
the corrective actions you have proposed, including the tempo'rary-stop work
order on system turnover you instituted, that a further increase in the amountt
of the civil penalty was not warranted.
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Kansas Gas. and Electric Company -3-

* After consultation wi-th the Director-of the Office of Inspection and Enforce-
ment, I have been authorized to-issuelthe -enclosed Notice of Violation and
Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty in theý 1amount of .$40,O00 as set forth
in the Notice appended--to this letter. This action is-being taken-in order to
emphasize the importance, that the NRC places. on your quality assurance program
and your responsibility to ensure that it is properly implemented at all
levels.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
in the Notice when.preparing your response. Additionally, your response
should. address ,actions ..p lanned or taken; which would .ensure 'that workýý completedý

oprr.-: to the identificatk i i~nof thisI breakdown.,was.-zprQperly accomplj shed. T-hTis
sh~ould ijnclude.a complete review of safety:related systems which havebeen -
turned over from construction to startup•.• These -actions should, include yeri-
fication of as-'ui It 'plant configuration and review of related quality docu-
mentation. Your response should also -address ýmeasures- taken '-orplannedto•.
ensure that your quality assurance, procedures ;are adequate,,and that: as-built.-
Svetficati on requrementsare, cl early•stated., Your reply to.this letter, and,,,
,the. resul ts.of.future 6inspections, wi:l be, conside'red in -determining whether-
Sfurther enforcement action is appropriate,-

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC!'s,('Ru~les of. Practice'," Parts 2,-
Title 10, Codeof Federal-Regulations, a copy.of this letter and& •the enclosure

w be .placed , i n -he e NRC Pub icDocumentiRoom .. ,. .. .. .
Te'.. reesponses'' d irected by' "this' letter and the enclosed Appendix are not subject

,to the clearance procedures of the Office-of,.Management-. and Budget ,otherwise
• required-by .the PaperworkReduction Act of 1980., RPL.,96-511.

Sicperelyy

John r.1 Collins -v r,

r .~. Regional-Ad~iinistrator ''

Enclosure:*, .'.

' 4Notice of'iolatio'n and Proposed ~
'Imiposition of Civil Penalty

X Ti-**.A-0

'h.
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NOTICEOF VIVjOLATO
-' ý~: ANDN.

" PRPOSED UIMPOSIT I FOFC NiI PENALTY .

Kansa:s,.Gas 'and E'lectric Company Docket-No. 50-482'
,Wolf Creek. Generating: Station Construction. Permit: CPPR1.47

EA 83-18

Du:ringtDecember• 1•982 and.January 1983l the' Kansas Ga1 and Electric Coimpan•y•
n' the, Kansas-rl aompan-an-"

(KG&E,) Qual i.iy As:su-ra-nce, s~taff ondiftd -a s'urve-il1 anhc~:f they B6ori ated Refue] i!ig
Waterntorage, Systiem.t T sý sys~tem; had been turnedd over by the :construction
contractor-'and accepted! by.the KG&E startU o'rganizattion, oniOctober 28, .1982. .

The surVeillancereport conclu'ded -th.t i.nadequate-!-Tmplementation of proceadures'
i~ed.:toexcesse 'numbebrs.,of~hardwar.a~nd-.-documenantalidh A1 scr epandiesr'existing
-.Osteyre svstemturtnover.h1.. P'ro emsti denfie ed `ur• ngthe ..survelance H luded-a--.,suackvi-ofll ace audIfty..ýo f ee nd itilpe i s u bscrepuncie uc

whic hav been turne over-Tt indicat "-`~weakesse in~; at lest te oloindres

2"i .Ps:,not- being.propedray; ahiegnedn, n- ihsl , •i the'se.
-ýdiscrepan¢•.ies• d~idý no~t--appear, on.the;.-,turnover exceptionl ist,. In-addition,

d 4 scr. a lh it asun, rane c e ectiion 'i ro rrae ..for safetin crestrutio an ers,, anover.

activities: •latond•youfr, truentsp :onsiilytobn wensre tha contractorn•suare proe rly,•. :

im.pvemllance,.ni qalits, sur-anhe, prog ramsceo theNRCyprpeso tbrob impsl n c
which have.beelntyfr turnedma overs Indicate a eaknessesih athN east themollowinc areas:

S . 2Documentation reviewrandysystem;walkdown inspection pri"or to turnover
,4..- Qual ityassuranceR,.actýVithepiaraffectingcula tvoltion and-turnove d

In order to emphasize the importance of your participation in quality assurance
activpities andlyour responsibili tyto ensure a thatcontractors are properly
imlementingfqualityuassuraece, yprograms, the NRCeproposes to impose a civil
penalty for these matters,.: t saccfoe-tance with the NRC Enforcement Policy
(0 CFRcoPart 2,lAppendexrC)k.:-47`FR,.9987-(March. 9i 1982)c and purscuantodtoonSection 234,.of! ,the,_Atomic-.Energy .Act,.of 1954, as amended •("Act"), 42 US. C,

,.2282.-, i PL-96-;295.,,;- and 10jýj. CI•-. 205ý :..the particulIar v iol ati ons and. the,,assoc-iated
-- € vi 1 -penal.ty, are setti. orth bielow4 . . :,°---" .. " "<••" :.. " -:•;

-VIOLATION ASSESSED. CIVIL, PENALTY,

lO1,:CFR.5OiAppendix'-B,. Criterion II, requires that, "The quality assurance
program shall' provide ,contro],!-ov 'er :activities affecting-the quality of the
i denti fj ed Structures ,..ýsystems ,ý.and components to an extent cons istent

o ,•with their importance.to safety. Activities affecting quality shall. be
accomplished•.under suitably control led conditions. "
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Notice of Violation -2 "

Contrary to the above, the Kansas Gas and 'Electric Co'mpany fIailed to,
-adequately controliactivities affecting- the quality oft 6 safety-related
work,. 'Specifically;'the Borated Refuelini Water Storage Systeme'and the

AuxiIiary Feedwater'S stem were tu'rhned&over fro"m •tl be cTst•ruc•io••n
contractor to: the KG&E'-startup organization on October' 28, 1982 -- and
November 23, 1982, i espective~ly, flloowiing final quaity ass1rance checks
with quality-documentation and hardware discrepancies which were not
listed' onthe turnover exception'li st'.

This-iisa-Severity"•Lvel[III Vi6lation(spplemhti , ....

Civil Penalty.-' .'$40•• ,4O0 ' '.• <. " '2' .' -, .. '

VIOLATIONNOT ASSESSEDV...MCIVIL PENALTY'

10 CFR 50. 55(e) requires"that: the holderof"a'"construction permit shall
notify the Commission of each deficiency 'fdtnd iri'esigrn and construction,
,which if uncorrected 'coul d -adversely 0affect4 the "safet of pl ant opevations.
,The regulation.further requires'thatfthe"h•older_ 6-fthe construction 1 ermlt
shall 1notify the .appropr'iate `NRC -reigiOnal 'offl'ce Wlthin'24 hours"after the

_ deficiency was found. .

Contrary.to -this requirement,caKansas GasandElcti'ic fa'led to provide
notification withi 124 hours of the defciencies, n ot6• in 'the sy'stem
turnover: practilces -that i:we r6e dlscove relddur' ing9 ajQualty A' Assurance Autdit'
, ,•..compl'et~ed-on ,Janua. yt'13,1983. i t gionl
office was not provided until' January 21, 1983-. ,',
Thi is a Se V 0iation (Supplement II).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10CFR 2.201, the Kansas Gas and Electric, Company,,9,.
is hereby requirted to submit to the 'Di rector, Office of Inspection-and
Enforcement, USNRC, ,Washiing.ton, DCC•.•,'20555,'"within 30 days. of the date of this.
Notice a written statemehft d•'i'exp 1 aniat ionc ihdlu'd'ingf6or"each al'leged
violation:. (1) .admi's i.-6i odeniiaoe ?' tafha ge` , oltion "(2) the rieasons
for the violation if admitted; '(3) the ,cOrrective steps which havetbeen taken
and the results achieved; (4) the-corrective steps whlch wil l'be? take n to avoid
further violations; and (5) the date' when full' compliance will beach'eved.
-Consideration may be ,given to extending thei response time for good cause shown.
Under the authority of Section .182 of the Act-, U.S.C. 2232,' this 'response. _ialI
be submitted under oath or affirmation. ..
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Notice of Violation - 3-

Within-the same time as-provided for-the response required above under

10 CFR 2.201', the•6 ansas. Gas and, Electric-COmpanyvmay,- the c~iV I Il penalty inthe aii6Uhýtoi. f$340,000'o0,r may. protes.t impos*ation yofthe ci•ii 1tpenal ty in whol e
orýipostio of:4 ther civil penalty in wholele

Sor in pait~by a written answer. Shiuld the Kansas Gas and Electric Company
fail to answer within the time specified, the Director, Office of Inspection
prpsandb Enfrce.enht,*wi I Ii isue .an order, imposjing, the" civil, penalty-in the amount
propos , V.ouldthe.Kansas, Gas.,and Electri Company elect to file an
answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205.protestingIthe civil penalty:, such
answer may: (1) deny the violation listed in" this Notice in whole or in part;
(2) demonstrate extenuating.ocircumstances,;i.(3) show error in this Notice, or
(4) show other reasons why t•he penalty should not be imposed. •:In: addition to
protesting, the civill ,penalty in whole or in part, such answer may request
mitigat4ion of ýthe penalty.. In requesting,:,mitigat:ion-lof-"the proposed penalty,
the five factors contained in Section, IV•.B of -j10 -CFRRPart! 2, Appendix C shoul d
be addressed.. Any written -answer- i~n 'accordance with -10-CFR, 2.?205shoul d be set
forthlSeparat'yl, o rmte-statement .or exp'3anationiny,-eply pursuant .to

10 iCFR'2.20, but.may irncorporate,;,by specificreference-,(e-.g., .citing page and
Slagraph :number) to aveoidlepeti1ion. -The, Kansas -Gas and Electric Compan' s
•te~nt isO. ýs,,eced:to the 6othe>proviSionsof- 10 CFRl2.205 regar.ding the

6prdocedure for' i mposing a civil ýpenalty-. ;

I:p'on f~ail~ure tO, pay anycivi1 penalty due,:whichhas ,been subsequently
• deternned n~accord~anc? with •thea-ppli-cabl.e proviisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this
matter may .be.refertedto t•e•Attor..ey-.General.., ,..and .the -penal ty,: unless
..com~om. e•d'.r-,eniiemitted, 6d.r:i• t d,,,mayte collected ,:by :civil action pursuant
to Section 234cof the"Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

-FOR THE•NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

John T. -Collins
Regional Administrator

Dated atArljington-,,ý Texas
this ,_3 day of March. 193 .1
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~9 A UNITED STATES

• ""-'•' NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Il"...L.J REGION IV

,I•'IWI':•I - 611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE 1000
ARUNGTON. TEXAS 76011

Docket: STN 50-482/84-22

EA 84-;O7.107

NOV ̀ 2j
Kansas Gas 'and Electricd Company'-
ATTN:, ,-Glenn L. Koester'.

-Vice' Pre'sd nt - Ncleairý

Wichita, Kansas ',67201;'

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT:. -NO-TCE OF VIOLATION AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION 4OF CIVIL PENALTY

,This refers .totheinspectionconducted. byMr,, R. G. Ta lorand other Region IVpersonne i dujrin the periOd Ju'ne 11, through- September 28, 1984.of activitiestructnnon ý . 'z,:,ýI --.Wol.1
authori zed by NRC. Construction , e',t CPPR-1' for t'ýhe Wolf Creek.Generating
Station. ? ne,,eu Its of the - nspecti~on 'were dic~sejwt §;!.F.Dudand 9oher "Mmes Of your . sta•ff at econc"usionof! the.inspection 6 andfiduring
an EnAforl`emnt' Coex ren hl.u -October- -29, 1498C . t.. N `..Rexgon'.V ff i ce
in rTe with`ybui omemersof the ,Kainsas as d
staff 1n.mte.'•ana.e.so o tnV, D

Two violations.,were Identiftied durig- -thiis inspection.",.They are described in
the encloseOd,1Noti'ce of Violatln'aind'Proposed-Imhposition of Civil Penalty.ViolI at ion* 1"re , rpresents a " significat brea kdowni n' y, program for the
inspection -and correction of defective safety-related structural steel welds.
To emphasize --te n'eed for'KanasGasand ElectrW company managemne'ntto"ensure
an effe:t~ye,,qd~al:ty a ,,ih1Oitsur -tanh••sln•ogr'aii .ha s bi nimplemented that4 K th:ldenti fies
and corrects construct'i'on deficiencieSi, I•h-a-ve bee-uh-ath6r;-ized, afatiýe:-
consul tatib'n. ýwi th the Deputy Di rector,- Office of. Inspecti on and: Enforcement,i "-" " e :,th 1"?' .... Not sceco T;:• . T-- O• t-" r" . I. M, • • ' o... I Civi..l". '.

to issue theenclosed.'Notice>of-Vio~ation, and Proposed Imposition of Civil
Penalty in; the amount oft Senventy. five Thousand Dolars, ($75,000) for this
viol ati on.- ,q,,lThe-.viol atl on, has•cbeen•,categorized asý,-a. •Severifty., Level IfIIviovloation
in accordance with the NRC Enforcement iPolcy, 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C,
49 FR 8583 (March" 81, '1984)."1The"base civil penalty for a Severity. Level III
violation is $50,000. Hwevier, 7inc y6ou fai led ib tCake adequate corrective
actions for the po'blhems Jide`n'tifi'fd 'by Corrective Action Requests CAR
No. I-W-0029 (initiated on March 22,, 1983) and CAR No. 1-W-0031
(issued Au~ust 16-,1983)," the•as, civil* penalty is being escalated by 50%.
Violation II has beeh categoriied as• a'Severity Level IV violation for which
no civil penalty- is proposed.'

You are required to.respond to the enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalty. In preparing your response you should follow
the instructions, specified' in the.,Notice.- Your reply-to this letter and the
results of future inspections will be, considered in determining whether further
enforcement action is warranted.

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURNRCIT REQUESTED
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company 2

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Titl.e, 10, Code of Federal. Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures
xwill. be placed, in the: NRC"s Publice, Document. Room. . " ,

The responses directed by -this letter and the enclosed Notice are not isubject
to the clearance procedure of the Office of Management and Budget as.,required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act: of:1980, PL 96-5-1,.,:

-Sincerely.,
Original Signe- ry
... i S l;:

Robert
Region

D.
,.IV

Martin, -Regional
. ý ,. "• . , % t , ý '

Admini strator

-.Enclosure:
Notice of Violation and

Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty

cc:• - w/enclosure

Kansas Gas and:Electric Company
-ATTN: Gene. -.P,-.-ý,Rathbun,•Manager

of Licensing
-"P.O.. Box 208

Wicchita, Kansas-,- 67201-.;.

Forrest Rhodes, Plant Superintendent
Wolf, C.reek, Generati•ng, Station..
P.O. Box 309 -
Burlington, Kansas 66839

A
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Kansas Gas and Electric Company
Wolf Creek Generating Station

Docket:
Permit:
EA 84-107

50-482/84-22
CPPR-147

As -a! -resudlitý of, an' NRC .inspection conducted during, the period, 6f June, 11,. 1984i ':
through September-28,ý 1984, two viol'ations; were idehtif ied one' ofý whichK repre's4
a significant breakdown in the licensee's program for the inspection and corre4
of defelctiive -safety-.related-structurali steel welds.;•- To emphasi-zei the, need- for,
Kansas Gas ýan&d,.Elec'triicý.'Company:" management, tbo •ensturei an-'effective• qual~ity• r!;{a
inspection plrogram-.has. been implement id that .,both idehtifies and .corrects-
construction defic4-enc-ies, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission proposes to imposi
a civil.penalty in the amount of Seventyy-'five Thousand Dollars ($75,000),for*
this violation..

In. accordance with the NRC..Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, as
revised, 49 FR 8583 (March 8, 1984), and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic

Energy Ac'ot ;as•.amended.(,Act.I),,.42•US:.C.• 2282, PL 96-295 and 10 CFR
2.205, the particular violations ahd eth'eyassociated civil penalty is set forth
in Section I below:

.I. Civil Penal~ty--Viol.ation J

Criterion Xf, of" -10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, requires that a program for
inspection of activities 'affecting qualityl be established and&eXecuted, by;:
o or the organization performing the acti.vito- Veri•fy, conformance 1wi~th -
the6 do"c" "m nented ihst~ruc tion'sp' rocdurs ad Td~wig or -acconiplishinhg- AT
the IactiVity. J

Crit6eion XVI of Appendix.B furtherfrequires that measures.be,,established d.
to assure .•that nonconforimances' are IpromptlIy identified' and..correcýcted.

Criterion, XVII requires• that sufficient- records.be: maintained.- to6- furni'sh6
evidence of. activities affecting.quality. -

Daniel International, Corporation (DIC) Construction Procedure No.
QCP-VII-200 describes the -requirements for performance and inspection
of safety-related structural steel welds with-respect to committed
conformance to. the Amernican Welding Society (AWS), D1.1.--75.' Appendix I in
Revision 4-f this 0procedure: inhVkes a prohibition with respect to lack of
fUsion,overla'p, slag, arc strikes, andweOld splatter. ý Paragraph 6.5.1 of
AWS .l~-75requires ihiector..ver'ificat~ion 'thatthe size and length *of
welds conform to the drawing requirements and that no specified welds are
om itte d .

Contrary to the above, the inspection program for safety-related'structural
steel welds was not adequately executed to assure conformance to the

,requirements of Construction Procedure QCP-VII-200 Revision 4 and the AWS
D1.1-75 Code nor. were adequate, records kept to document the quality of the
welds... Furthermore, once deficient welds -wer'e identif ied,. no actions,
were taken to correct the deficiencies. This inadequate inspection program
and the failure to take corrective actions is evidenced by the following:
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Notice of Violation 2

1. 'A random reinspection of 241 structural" steel safety-relateAdwelds,
which were made-in accordance with Revision 4 of QCP-VII-200,' was
performed by DIC and' documented in Correct~ive Action Repbrt' (CAR)
No.-I.-W-0029, dated March- 22 ,A1983. SixtytWo -percent o the
inspected welds were found by the DICI i nspectors. tonot con'fbrm
to the requirements of Revision-4 of QCP-VII-200. The reported
defects that resulted in rejection-by the DIC inspectors included
arc strikes, slag,` ack "of fusion, overlap and weld splatter.

2. Another reinspection of a sample of structural-members-:with the
lowest- design safety margins Wast in nitiated' on September.' 14.iY.'4984.
The results of the licensee reinspection activities (verified by NRC
inspectbrs) .;as, tof Septembeir-_`28-, 1984, :were as' foll6ws::,-"' ,

a. A missing weld was found at the same location in each of
six pressurizer supportcý;,onnections.Iný addition,'ifive•of 14

fillet welds in one pressurizer support connection were
unders i zed. by- 1/8-incrh to 1/4-i nch with respect to the'
drawing-required- size-, of 5/8-inch,' and 'two of ihese'• •welswere•alsob. under' .thez required,, ength; i.e., 3-inh and ,-

5-inch lengths:,' respectivelyi, versus t4adrawi ng-=reiquired'"
length of 8 inches. The weld dimensions of the remaining
five" pressurizer support, connectiOns we're not included in'
the NRC veri fi cation ýacti vity.

Sb. .Reinspectionf hi nine. strctural steel onnections', inthe

:",aux-iliary` bufilding ident1i40 two rmiSs ,inwelds1 ih3bn,.
connectilon ~I n"-add iti on,, *wld zsieo-a-d "lnth-d-Icipnis
were identified' ineach of,?the niiecbnne•'tionh;': •Ofih total

of 106 welds• in the connections,, eight were found to be
uihdersi~zed: lby./6 i hc' ý"j1ý- ~hwtP-
drawing-required width'.- 'Two of the. unders•ized iwelds Werealso
under 'the:::req uiredIenhth;,i.e '2 2••__4 1Y4 chahd 2:1/2-ifch
lerfgths,-_`.respect-ively, dIVersus a-ýdrawing' requiredength of 3

- inches.','"An.addiTti-ona- r-ni ne-wel dswere also-underthe
drawing-requi W -length.of 3 inhchs' by1,2Z'ihct-1-irch.
Examination of 54 weld returns-in the nine connhetions found 26
to be undersized by 1/16-inch to.3/16-inch with'.respect to
drawing'requi red wdths.kOneof theýund'r•id ield 'returns was

-a'lso"Uridert th'ereýquir'edlength; -,-i,--e,,ýý•2 inchsveus-a drawi ng-
-required7 size of 3 inchesI• n addition, 36`wel*d rturns* exceeded
the'drawing-required maximum length of 5/8-inch by 1 5/8 inches•' : to0:3 5/8 inches•.• An -additional-eight:weldeturn•,- eded the

drawiAng- requi red: maxi mumi4 lhength of 3/4-inch by:1/2-'lto 2 1/8
inches.

3. The absence of required MiscellaneOus-;StructuralSteel :Weld Records
(MSSWRs) for documenting welding and inspection of safety-related
structural, steel weldied conhnections-was itidenttified byKG&E in CAR No.
1-C-0031. As-a result Of this identification, it has- been established
that approximately 16 percent of MSSWRs could not be located, which
precludest positi ve-verification of ;control of welding n an&ýpeformance
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Notice of Violation 3

..,of., required.. :inspections .Approximately 80 percent.of the MSSWRs
Sapplicable to, the acti viti es-descriibed in paragraph. 2,,above could not
be- lcated. Records were not available to-, indcate ýthat,. an- initial ,'

inspectipn: was,, performed, of eijther _the pressu.rizer .support
connections or .,the auxi I iary .,buildi ng, structural: connection,

whic wasi~de~ntifie to-b, isn towls

MSSWRs.were ol ocatted f r,fr certain w'elds i n, four- structural, connecti ons,
whi ch-ihdicated ac-ceptable welds. However, reinspection of these'
four.connecti.ons,. thopqwed•one., Undersi zed¥Wel d:- n .one. connection and! "j

.--undersized., and-.bverlengthf wel direturns in ithe four connections.

This is aa .'Severity' Level I I I Vi ol ati on.. - J(Supplement II. C)
CivilVPenalty $75,000

II. Vi ol ation!. Not.• Assessed a- Ci vi I•P.enail ty,-.;
Criterion of 10' CFRR-50 ,Appbnd•.x•,jBrequi res, that ac.tivi ties affecting.

,:qual ,ty.,.sha!l, be-.ac.•ompished.•.Tn,:accordance'., with- appropritateO. i nstructi ons
procedures ,'and! drawings, andthatthese instructions, procedures, and
drawi ngs§, contain- appropri atewquanti tat i ve:--acceptance., criteri a.

Bechtel Drawing E-1!R890,0, Rev is ion.1, 1.- Raceway., Notes., Symbol s and
Details staesn-paragraph 3.,36:4;that:,ý

"Mi nijnum-separ•ation •betweenýdijff, erent•-Class-. •IE. conduit> .systems
andi, •nimiiiumnseparati on, betweenilCass i 1E- condut tsystems-, and non

_..1E-c.E'ondi itisystims shall be 1"...Separation shall be measured
ween the. outsi de, edges of,:-the conduit",,. . -

Bechtel-. Drawing-E-01013(q); Revision 11, requires "the. following:

1. Paragraph 5.8x1. 6.- - "Within-the, control boards and:other panel's
associ ated,;wjith:protection:systems,:L circuits:,and-instruments of
differ~ent-sep•aration groups shall be. independent and physically

ýýseparatead hori zotally and vertically.by-a distance of 6
i nche s".

.2. Pa'aagraph-'57•, ,:3-,"Non-, safety,: rel ated- ci.rcui.ts Shall be
-separ~,dfom Class 1E cfircuits by, the same distances
..... ,Eappcable toCas ECrcuts of different:groups".

.Cont ray tothe. above, the following-activities affecting quality were

not, accomplished in accordance withappropriate drawings:

1. There were seven cases noted where conduit-to-conduit separation ,
was less than one, inch;. -

2. There werefiyve -areas, in the control panels and-cabinets where

S.-, lectrical cableseparation waslIess. than six inches;

This.is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II).
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Notice of Violation 4

Pursuant to-the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Kansas Gas and Electric Company is
hereby required to submit to the Deputy Director., -Office of ý;Inspection -and
Enforcement, USNRC, Washington, D.C. 20555, with a copy to this office,. within
30 days of the date of this Notice, a written.statement;orexplanati~on .in I
reply, including for each alleged violation. (1) admission-or denial of thet
alleged violation; (2) the'reasons for the violation, if admitted;'(3) the!
corrective steps that will-be taken and the results achieved; (4),the

,• corrective steps that will be taken to avoid further violations;, and& (5) the
date when full compliance will be achieved.; Consideration _.may be given toi,.
extending the response time for good cause shown. Under ;the. autho.r~ity of
Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, this response shall be•;ubmittedunder
oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required-above'under
10 .:CFR 2. 201,.-Kansas:1,Gas and,-Electric Company, .may..pay -,the c'•ivil., penalty. in:,.
,the amount of $75,000 or may protest imposition of the civil.'penalty in-,
whole or in part by a written answer.•-:, ýShould.Kansas ,Gas :and ýElectricý Company.:

Kfail to answer within the time specified, the Deputy Director, Office of
,Inspection and Enforcement, will. issue ýan .orde~ri. ;imposing, the ,civ-i:l .•;penaýlty in

i the amount proposed above. Should Kansas Gas and Electric Company elect to file
an answer in accordance with 10, CFR-:2_. 2.0Q5 pr,.t-estýAng sthe cj.viv ijly.,pena~l tyi-, such
answer may: (1) deny the violations listed in the Notice in whole or in part;
i.(2) demons.trate extenuaating ci rcums$tances ;s.(. 3 ) .!shQw error in .th:i:s MNotice; .or
K(4) show other reasons why the penalty should not be imposed. In addition to
protesti ng •thee civil, -penalty. in whooele or,, inpart•,,suckhanswer may--request ,
remission or mitigation of the penalty. In requesting mitigation of •_the
proposed penalty, the five factors contained in section V.B of 10 CFR Part 2,
should be addressed. Any %written answer n~accordance,,with.:.10, CFR 2.205 should
be set forth separately from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to
10i.CFR 2,.201-,, but may,-incorporate- b.specif;ic•r eferenceý (e-..g. ,..),ci-ti-ng-,pageý ;and;•,
pargraph. numbers)-. 4t Y ao1id repetitio•n-.,.. The at~tention Of --Kansas, Gas,.and ,.

~c..t r:ic,.Company..i s.dir•cted oýthe Othernpyovisionso o 0.CFRl.2.205 regarding;
the procedure .for imposing af ivil pehal1 ty.,' - '

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due Which has been subsequently
netermined.in accordance with the appli cab leg p ov.i sp i ons t of- -10 C:FR 2-,-205, this, ,

'matter I may •be referred to the..Attoriney General, •,andthe penalty 9 5unles.s -
compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil actioo pursuant
to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 228Z..

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

S•°Robert D. Martin
Regional Administrator

Dated at Jhrlington, Texas
<this -2frrway of November 1984
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UNITED STATES
, NUCLEAR REGULATORY-COMMISSION

REGION IV

-- ' •611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE 1000
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011

....Dockets: STN-150.-!482/84"57-S
STN 50-482/85-11

EA 85-27

Kansas Gas and Electric Company "
ATTN: Glenn L. Koester

Vice President - Nuclear
P. 0. Box 208
Wichita, Kansas 67201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine inspections of anctivitiesauthorize6d,-by NRC Csitu c t
Permit No. CPPR-147 conducted by Mr. W. G. GiildemOih'o' and other nihembe-rsý,;of the Wol
Creek Task Force including Messrs. M. Farber and D. Wil"liams of., the Region 6•I1I
office. These two inspections were conducted under the preoperational test < -

inspection program during the periods of October 1 - December 20,-ý"'-1984 an-d -
February 1 - 28, 1985 at the Wolf Creek Generating Station. The results ofese inspect-ions-yere discussed with "yo and membes tf of at, n
Enforceieht C6nferencerheid at the Wolf Creek site-on Detcember 4, 1984, which

was attien de-d"by' Mr.> R1. P.:- Denise and oterý em mes- rhNCsaf'ad"wit
Mr.- C. Mason- and', other -members "of your staff at an-Exit-Meetihg on FebiHuary--28
1985.

During thesý lnspectlons;,•io Iations of NRC requirements were, Identified. These
violations iidiCated~weakhness •es in your prieoperatioihal testprobgam. ••Violatiorii
in the enclosed Notice of Viol'atinh a6d Propose IPmpositioh of o ivil Pehalty
involves three examples which your test program failed to provide verification,
of design safety features` 'Vi6ilation' IB involves two examples in which your "
test program.failed to demonstrate component performance during limiting accider-
conditions under which-thecomponent is expected to operate. Violation IC
involves three examples in which your test program failed to ensure the use of.,
proper testing methods and!pOper equipment. Violation ID involves one examplij
in which your test progra" failed 'to verify a design document commitment.

Previous Inspection Reports identified similar weaknesses (Inspection Reports
50-482/84-15, 50-482/84-20, and 50-482-84-30). Failures to properly execute,
procedures and to properly document test discrepancies had been identified
previously. In addition, during previous inspections we found a. number of
completed preoperational test packages that were voided durinig the final review
stages due to administrative errors. These violations and other c1ncer ns ns
involving your failure to provide adequate acceptance criteria'iahd' to adequately
evaluate anomolous test results were discussed with you previously., ,Since simil
violations were identified subsequently, it appears.that your- in itial actions we
to resolve these weaknesses on a case-by-case basis rather than in a comprehensi
manner. Insufficient management attention was devoted to identifying and correc
the root causes of these problems. As a result, as documented in NRC Inspection

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED T _--
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company -2-

Report 50-482/84-57, these-violations -andconcerhs indicated that a breakdown'-
in'the execution of your preoperational test program occurred!..'

To emphasize the importance the NRC places on the execution of your preoperational
test program to ensure that the program demonstrates the functional capabilities
of structures, systems, and componentsiand after consultation with theDirector,
Office of Inspection and Enforcementl -I havebeen authorized to issue the enclosed
Notice. of Violation-and Proposed Impositio4*ofCivil Penalty in the amount of
Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars (r$25,OOT'000). Th~isviolatio hasbeen categorizedasaSeverity Level III-vio~lation in.accordance with the "General Statement.of Policy

and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,"10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1985).

The base value for this type of violation is $50,000•. Hwever; the Enforcement
Polic•y permits the consideration of factors forjmitigation-or escalationh-of the
propsed penalty.: The staff reviewed these factorsad -determinedthate
migation of the base penalty by 50% was warranted. While we recognize,
th•t•your initial actions were limited in scope,:w• aIsreognzetha -you

hvtaken the prompt and extensive corrective actions yoU-desckrib•d rigthe
Erifdrcement Conference on December 4, 1984 and in-your letters of December 11,
21984 and February 5, 1985. These corrective actions have been reviewed and

fodUnito' be satisfactory (as documented in paragraphV6-f enhclosed Inpection--
Reot50-482/85'-11).
Th teviolations identifiedin-Inspection- Report 50"482185-11adnd discussed

in the enclosed Notlce are not assessed a civl -penalt1y. VolationIA involves
,failuresto -fol'low plant administrative" prpcedures Violation0 1B involves
failur~e: •to follow a preoperatinha test proced•@nd•'iolation- involves
-a failure to operate the plant to procedural requirements. Th1 e'viotati6ns are'
icategrized as Severity Level V violations.

Jii

J4

required to respond to the violations -and shoulddfollow the instructions
Notice when preparing your response. Your tespqnse'to ce
address these items and provide an updated status oan.copnpletion-of those

Jescribed in yo r December 1L 1984 lett6", Your response should also
s specifically the correctiveactions which you discussed with'the-Region I
and which you have implemented to preclude recurrence of this type of
ion during the power ascension and operation phases at Wolf Creek. You
ference previous correspdhdence concerning these violations.-

I

'rdance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part'2,.
,OCode of Federal Regulations, a copy of this' letter and its enclosure
placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

,ponse directed by this letter and the accompanying'Notice is not subject
,clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company - .-3-

Shoul~d you have any ques~tions concerning th.is inspection, we will be pleased
discuss' them with you.

Sincerely,

b k',..ert i . Martin
-~~ PD~goA!:.Administrator

Enclosures:
1.. Notice', of Violati on-and Proposed
2. Ir6osition of Civi.-. P•na ,t ,

2. Append@x.A RCipetign-port, .
50 482/84'57 ,

SA X 8 r, NRC' nspectionReport;

cc- ~
Kansas 'Gas jiad El eSt., t-jCmpanyi . ' -
ATTN: Gene P Rathbun, Manager.

P.. B`0 6'208
Wichita., Kansas _7'g2.1

ForrestrRhodes, ,P.lant-Superi ntendentWo !1 f, '• G at i~ng -stat 1,on • ..
WOlf Creek., Generati

P. 0. Box309 g Station
Burl.ingt"on, Kansas •66839

Kansas Radiation .Contro P, ,,rpgram Di~rector,
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITI-N-OF CIVIL PENALTY

sas Gas and Electric Company Docket No.: 50-482
f Creek Generating Station• License No.: CPPR-147

EA 85-27

1ng October and November 1984 and.February 1-28, 1985 members of the NRC
ýf conducted a routine inspection of preoperational testing activities at the

r.eek Generating Station:1-(WCGS)•,. As aý -r.esult oif. thi~s. inspection,.::violations -

IRC requirements- were fidentifi.ed. ' .

?mphasize the importance ,that NRC places. on-.:, the, execution:,of theý- licensee's"
)perational test program to ensure that the program,'demonstrates .the.
.tional capabilities of structures, systems, ",-and ýdomponentsj,' the- NRC,
)oses to impose a civil penalty in the. amount of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars
i"'000). In accordance with the "General`, .Statement;•'of Policy. and Procedure'
NRC Enforcement Acti ons-" 0 CFR _-,Par-t -2;,# Appendi. Ck ;(C.1985),Iandpursuant to
:ion -234 of. the .Atomic. Energy Act .of ,-1954-,..as'amended'aActnd).,, 42; U. S.C. 2282,
)61295, and 10 CFR 20205, the part€icular Tviolations'arec-set'.for.h• below:

V1i.lations Assessed a Cilvil,.Penalty ., ..

10 CFR' Part 50,- -Appendi:x.:B; Criter-ion XI. requires that ,a .,test -program be
ebs abli shed !to ',assure-th~ t testingrequired to ,demonSrKatet-hat.the
structures, .systems•, •'and components peprform ýsatisfactorily inh serrvi.ce e s
i dnt.ifri edi, and performed in' aaccordance :wiith wwritten ,.ftest. •priocedures i.Which
incorporate t-he 'requirements' and tacceptance imits.contained.in applicabledesign documents. :rhe. tes~t-programis to include as' appropriate,2pPoof

tes!t prior to insta.llation,..preoperati~onal tests, and.operational,.Itests
duriinqgucle'ar "p'owe r-p'l ant or -'fuel• rreprdces's iný n. LOp-l ant 'operati'on-, bof•-. ý'
s tuctures,z•systems, -'!;and-cpomponents".--- -;Test..-proc-edures'a~re,-to6.incIude.•-
prov.isions for assuring_:that'"all prerequis.i.,tes :3f.o6rithe ;g~i.v-en-,--test, lhave been
miet; that adequate-,test instrumentati.on i s-. avail~able. and used, and that
the tes-t .iAsý performed .under suitable environmentalcOnditionsi ',est-results
are to, be documented and, evaluated to assure :•:thattvtest: requiirements' have
been satisfied.

Sectin .1.2. -,:of ý,,the Wolf Creek Addendum .--to -the ,SNUPPS ..FSAR, "Qual.i•y
Assurance-iDUring .the'.Operatidn -Phase,."i requires that iesting -be,_performed

tdonst~rate-that structures, ,systems:., ;and components .per'form ýsatizsf-actori ly
in service. The test .program Jincl udes.. preoperational- :',tests,.init.i..al...
startup tests, surveillance tests, pump and valve tests, and speci~all tests,

Th -uding ý-thfose associated with plant--main tenance .'modificati-on ,;...pr.ocedure..,
c iangqs, -faialure .,anal-ys i s.• and the -acceptance oof, purpchasedi-mate'i .• . -
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Notice of)ioiat0Of . -2-

Testnprog'rimsare to be established by the Director, Nuclear Operations to
ass u r •e tht a-i'ing .-d~emonstrates .item or- system performance.-- Testing is -to
be performed i codne-wt.rte procedures which incorporate! or.
referenc'e the requirements and acceptance limits contained in applicable
Technicdal Specifications, drawings, instructions, procurement documents,

-.-specifications, codes, standards, and regulatory.requirements. Test program
procedures -control 'when-•a-:-test--is required and. how -it is to.be performed.

Test .administrative procedures, test-procedures, and.:checklists: employed during:,
tests are to include, as applicable, prerequisite . onditions;-:material.and

test equipment requirements; mandatory-hold points; testing method instructions;-
limi~t'ing- 'condit-ions,.and. acc ep,,tance/re ejection ,crite r-ia;-data.:. co l ect ioný method '.
and, test• resul-t--app~rova1-.yrequ:I. remen ts,.5. ýTe.stýresults, .are. to be- documented, revie
and approvedý by.1 qua'l ifi~ed i&nditviduals. or groups.

Contrary top 5the,1 above ,. ov at, ýt hie time::o~f, the NRCý. inspectý,ioni .•the .-Kansas .Gas :and
Electrilc Company 'had ;noi -,estzabl shed4and6 executed -an! adequate, preoperational
test p4rogram.whýich'woul&have demons tratedýthat structures;, systems and
components wouldi pe~rf.Orm0,saatfisfactorily in -serv.ice.. The fol.lowinga are
examples of failures to adequately establish or implement the above program:

A. Verificationvof des~ign-safety features W' s not performed as
-Preope~raiiona est-t.•P'rocedures SU3-AEOI,,.•"Main iFeedwater ;System,"ý

SU3-ABO4,J•-'iMa•in'Steam',System,". and &SU3-NFO•-i,, "LoadShedding .and .'Load',
'Sequencer-4.!::di id'not ý.include •provi si ons toý verify that ,-safety .:system
actuati.On6.sfigna'lsýý.wou-l.d, "override test signals for, cer tain components,
as requi-red.by;bde sgnaand as- :specif]ied !:•in Sections 14.!2.-12.1.'5,-

-14-2.-12'.-3,--and.,L4.2.-12,1.63 of the Wolf Creek FSAR.

B. Test Procedures-i SU3-NF.'F1, •"LOCA Sequencer,ý"- and. SU3-NF03; -"Shutdown
Sequencer.,".: ifa.il~ed'.to demonstrate component,: performance under
limiting: accident co.nditions.-.,

C. Neither the .use'of:.-proper-testing equipment nor the use of proper
test;i ng-, methods was., ensuredin ,that: . (-1) .a pressure:. gauge'•:of -improper
range was used to measure the performance of Residual Heat Removal
System pumps in test SU3-EJ01, "Residual Heat Removal System", (2) a
prcedur-' SU3*-!NEOl',!"Diese0l ..Generator-.El'ectrical :," di d not specify
,''adequate ,conditions. -for •-test-, :performance-ihn accordance :with...FSAR
.SectionB.1:43,. and (3)-the -test-program .did not specify :adequate
testing of the failure.-mode.,of air operated valves.;

D. 'PreoperatiOnal Test: Procedure SU3-NK01, "125 VDC Cliass 1E Electrical
System',`, dild "not, ýincorporate a commitment from -FSAR Sectidn. 8.3. Z.2.1
to measure safety-related battery room hydrogen concentration during
battery operation.

This is a Severity Level III Violation (Supplement II).
Civil Penalty - $25,000
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Notic :e of Violation -3-

Violations Not Assessed a-Civil Penalty-

A. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix-B, Criterion V requires that ýacti~vities
affecting, qual i ty .be accompl ished Ain.:accordance, with'i nstructi ons,
procedures, or drawings. Kansas Gas-and Electric '(KG&E) Administrative
Procedure ADM 07-100, Revision 23, also requires in :Section '3.1 that
the plant be operated and maintained in accordance with approved
procedures.

Contrary to the above, the following fai.lures to perform ;act-ivi ties
in accordance With procedures occurred:

1. The shift supervisor failed to-obtain evaluation of :impairments
,to fire protection systems• by the fire protection specialist
prior to issuing Impairment---Contro~l- Perm-its,,85•-474 and -85-87 as
required by ,KG&E' Admi ni strati~ve Procedure 13"103,Revi's i on 1,
Section 2.2.

2. On. February 12,.1•985;,. t•iel shif t superviSbr ap proved Maintenance

:Work Request 02783-.854.fo •r'owiorfkon;Main-Steam 0solation nValve

ABHV-20 wi~thout. the appl idcable1 Thnicial !Speciffication :reference
(4.6.3.3) entered in ýbl ock10- asý., requ i red 4byAdmi nistrati ve
Procedure ADM 01-057', Rev.4;,page 17..%Furthermore- he, failed
to-initiate an equipment- out-'of-ýservice, log ehtry as required by
ADMý 02- '105, Rev." 0.

3. On6- February 26, ý1985',9.ethe NRC inspector.- obserVed Fifre .Door 13221
to 'the2 south mechani•al. 'pentration iOom on •the2000' level of
the auxknilipary'd builig•• poped ope Aso' t , thep NRCinspector
observed Fire Door 31041 from the auxiliary building to the
health phys-ics' •access, area o-openr' withh the',_latchfing-,mechani si
disassembled. In both situations,.no impairment control permit

had been, obtained arid po'sted as:'requ 1Ureed- :by ADM 13-103. •

This is "a Sever-ity Levelr V violation (Suppleme nt_ II).

Due Ot the response already recetived :and .di scussedd in Inspectibon
:"Reporti ::50-"482/85-11;, no; writte'n respOtSe to': thi1s"'s i'tem •i s- required.
ThKi s'f vioatio6n is' cl'os'ed.

B,10. CFR Part' 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI `requiress that ýa' test ;program
bbe establ'ishedf to assure "that al4ltesting requiredto demonstrate that
structUres' yt, s , and• components will pe-rform %satis factorily `iin
service' i s identified 'tand "ierformed it.n accrdancer W with 4Witte4n'tes'•t• :
prOc'e-dUre s-'whicth incorporate 'the requirements, -and accepah0'e limis
contaihed' in 'applicabl'e design do umeits. -

Section 17.2.11 of the Wolf Creek Addendum to ýthed'SNUPPS FSAR requires
that testing be performed in accordance with written procedures.
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.Notice of Violation -4-

Contrary to the above, Preoperational Test-Procedure SU3-EM02,"
"Safety Injection Flow Veri ficationA," was•ihadequate- in that Data
Sheet 8.16.ý "Safety 'Injection Hot Leg, ;Flow Balance," specified an ,
incorrectsformula when ;converting test- data into. flow 1 rate.

This:is a Severiity .Level. V Violation (Supplement-II).,

Due to your response already received and included in Inspection
Report 50-482/85-11,hno written response to this item'is required.
This -vi'-o'latiOn" is -clo6sed.

C. . 10 CFR Part. 50, ,Appendix B, Criterion XI requires• that all testing
S:.requi'red, to demonstrtated `that structures',.- systems7,- and ;components

Swill perform satisfactotr~ily i n, service is 1denti fied" and performed
in 'accordance with Vwýrittten- 'test procedu res 'which, :incorporate the
requirements and accept.able imits contm ned in applicable design
documents.

KG&E Administrative Procedure. ADM 02-101, Revi sion 11, "•. Temporary
Modifications," in paragraph, 3.1-1.6 ,requilres, that" -if the6,procedure
authorizing the insta;llation of a: modificatton-L ýi suspended for a
period of greater than: 24 hours•, the- modification, mustt be restored
to normal or' tagged in accordance. with thi s, ,procedure,.

Contrary to the above, at the time of this:k inspection, itest flanges
rather than the required blind •flanges to Flow Elements EM-924ý,
EM-925, EM-926, and :EM-927 wereý jinstalled downstream. of'' certain safel
injecti-on valves, and theý, test, .flanges wereý not tagged as a
temporary modification in accordance: with ADM 02-101.,

This is a.-Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II.).

Pursuant to ,the provi:;si•ons of 10, CFR- 2.201, Kansas Gas and. Electric Company is
hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, US Nucl.lear ýCommission,, ;Waschington, .D,C.,.20555.,,, with a copy to the
Regional Administrator, US Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region IV, within 30days of the date of this Notice,.a writtený statement., or ,explanation in reply,

incl uding for_ each,,.alAleged, vioionadmission or, deni'aa of the alIeged
violation; i(2)- the -reasons for the Violation if ,,admitted;,,.(,3) the corrective
steps which have, been taken and the results achieved.; (4) the .corrective steps
which will be taken to .avoid further vJolations; and (5).the date when full.
compliance will be, achieved. If an adequate reply is not, received within the
time specified -,in. •this notice, the, Director-,. Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, may Jssue.an, order: to, show, cause why the- 1icens'e shoul1d not be
modified,. suspended or. orevoked or why: such other. action as.my, be proper should
not be taken. Consideration may be,givenjto extending the responsetime for
good cause shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act, U.S.C. 2232,
this response, shall be submitted under .oath or affirmation.
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Notice of Violation -- -

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under
ý10 CFR 2.201, the Kansas Gas and Electric Company may pay the civil penalty in

the amount of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) or may protest imposition
of the ci.vil.,penal!ty. in whole or in part by a written answer. Should the Kansas
Gas and Electric company fail to answer'within, the timne specified, the4 Directoi, "
SOff6ice of Inspectionand Enforcement, will issue-an order imposing the civil

penalty in the amount proposed above. Should the Kansas Gas and Electric Company
elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR.2.205 protesting the civil
pe.nalty, such answer may: (1) deny the violation listedin this Notice in whole
or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this
Notice, or (4) show other reasons why the penaIty shoul-d•o•tebe imposed. In
addition to protesting the civil penalty in whole oin spart, such answer may
request mitigation of the penalty.

In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalty, inthe.five factors•ýcontained in
Section V;B of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1985) should 'be addressed."""" Any -written
answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately, from the
statement-.or.explanation in reply pursuant..to_,1O.CER 2..2O1,, but• aincorporate
~by specific reference (e.g., citing page a-&§pý a -ih'*i n-ett) toavoid

rep tition. The Kansas ,Gas and-E ectric l 'is direted to the
otfrr provisions of .-10 'CFR 2.205ýb'ý uegardi ng h-• e•iVil
penalty.- 7rmpin acvl

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, wiic'h has be"en uibsequ ntly
-.determined in accordance with the. applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this
:matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty,..unless..
compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil'Action pursuant.
to Section 234c of. the Ac-ti, 42.2 U,.S.C.. ,2282.,ý,

- FOR THE NIUCLEAR,,'REGULATOR0 COMMISSION

Robe rt,,D. .Mart'in
Uý' Re'gional Administrator

Dated at Arlington, Texas'
th1i s day of May 1985
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