Dockets: 50-445

EA 83-64 S0 AUG 28 1983

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

, President & 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 firéd for ennan1ng in
protected activities, the writing of nonconformance reports.

These adverse 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 holders
establish and execute a quality assurance program such that persons and organi-
zations performing 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 so]utions.
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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10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), published in the Federal Register, 47 FR 9987
March 9, 1982). It is considered to be a significant violation because there
was 3 deficiency in the implementation of your quality assurance program for
construction and the NRC has 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 your 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-
fzation 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 ¢learance 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 w111 be pleased to
discuss them with you, ‘ ;

Sincerely,

"Original. Signad by
i I coLuing”

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 7;2%% "
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"NOTICE OF VIOLATION
ARD
'PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Texas Utilities 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 result1ng Decision and fFinal Order 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.v1o]at1on of its rogu]at1ons 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 50, 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 11l violation (Supplement I1)
(Civil Penalty - $40,000)
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Noticé‘of Violatipn 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 fur 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 faoilure 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 Se~tion 234c of the Act, U.S.C. 2282. '

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATGRY COMMISSION

0 l

/Q%iu//. (ptloees

- John T. Collins
Regional Administrator

Dated ‘at Ar]fngton, Texas ‘
this 29 day of August 1983 . _ )
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« Texas Utilities Generating Company
: ATTN ~'R. J. Gary, Executive Vice B T ' o
. President & General Manager, R TR e

2001 Bryan Tower .. : o S N DR
“'Dallas, Texas 75201

This refers to the investigation conducted by the NRC Office of Investigatfons -
.from January 7 through August 3, 1983 of paint Qualfty Control (QC) activities /'
‘"authorized by NRC Construction Permits CPPR-126 ‘and CPPR-127 at the’ Comanche . '
- Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES). - The investigation was initfated as a .-
‘result of allegations made to the NRC Office'of Investigations by paint QC
inspectors employed by Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCo).. The
w‘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
A

: The investigat1on was based on 1nterv1ews of QC personne] 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 had been the subject of comp1a1nts
from craft management personnel. .

: 5The 1nt1m1dat1on of coatings QC inspectors by the qQc supervisor constitutes a -
T,significant vinlation of Criterion I of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50. This S
criterion requires that construction permit holders.establish and execute a
-qua11ty assurance program such  that persons’and organizations performing
..quality assurance functions have sufficient authority and organizational

freedom to ident1fy qual1ty prob]ems.ﬁm, Lo

_.fTo emphasize the need to assure that the TUGCo qua1ity assurance program is being
~properly ‘executed, ‘and that QC personnel are not discouraged from vigorously

jimplementing the- quality assurance program, I have been authorized by 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 for the violation set forth therein.. The violation has
been categorized as a Severity Level III violation in accordance with the NRC

a'Enforcement Pclicy, 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C. A X
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In addition. to this enforcement action, the Director of the Office of

. Inspection and Enforcement has decided-to require TUGCo ‘management and
‘quality assurance personnel and Brown and Root management 'and quality -
V'assurance personnel to meet with him and ‘with me to discuss this v101ation
nd the corrective actions being taken to assurethat quality assurance -
‘personnel are guaranteed the organizationa] freedom necessary to vigorous1y
“implement-a QA program at Comanche Peak. We will<inform you of.the. time

V‘T, and place and the attendees for the meeting Ain the near future.,‘"’%

.."\, +

You are required to respond to this letter and should folIow the ‘{nstructions
.in.the Notice when preparing your response. : Your reply to this letter and the
‘results of future inspections will be considered fn determining whether further
‘ enforcement actfon is appropriate. ;ﬁj

"In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC s "Ru]es of Practice." Part 2,

" Title 10, Code of Federal Regulatfons, a copy of this letter and the Notice of
Vio]ation will be placed in the NRC Pub]ic Document Room.

The responses directed by this ]etter and the enc1osed Notice are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget otherwise
_requ1red 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.

5

Sincerely;

Original s,fnud hy
Jchn & Collins

. John T. Collins’
Regional Administrator

" Enclosure:

"{aNotice‘of Violation and Proposed

“Imposition of Civil Penalty

cc w/enclosures:

" Texas Utilities Generating Company

ATTN: H. C. Schmidt, Project Manager
.2001 Bryan Tower

"fﬁ;tpaIIas,‘Texas 75201




NOTICE OF VIBLATIbn o
- - AND
 PROPOSED IMPOSITION oF CIVIL PENALTY

B

Texas Utilities Generating Company { Docket Nos. 50- 445 o C
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station g;:w/x . .50-446 L '
P . L; Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-126
; _‘ - CPPR-127

EA 83-132 -

Based on the results of an 1nvestigation‘conducted by the NRC Office of .

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

‘Glen Rose, Texas, from January 7 through ‘August 3,:1983, -the NRC has

determined that a significant violation of its: regu1ations has ‘occurred.

The investigation revealed that a Texas Util{ties Generating Company (TUGCo) .

quality control (QC) supervisor at CPSES had intimidated QC personne1 working,

for him inspecting paint coatings. .The.QC supervisor threatened the QC =

. personnel with withdrawal of QC certifications {f they continued to write
"nitpicking" Nonconformance Reports which had been the subject of comp1a1nts

from craft management personnel. o \ , _

To emphas1ze the need to assure that the TUGCo qua11ty 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 penaity for the violation set forth in
.-this Notice. The violation has been categorized as a Severity Level III

. vio]ation - ,

A.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 particu]ar v1o]ation and the associated
.*c1v11 penalty are set forth be]ow° ; .

,i 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 quality
. assurance functions shall have sufficient organizational freedom to identify
- -quality problems; initiate, recommend, or provide solutions. and to verify

- implementation of so]utions. _ .

Program did not provide quality control inspectors sufficient organizational

freedom to identify problems in that a TUGCo civil quality control supervisor,
. on January 5-7, 1983, intimidated QC personnel working for him inspecting
t-paint coatings.. The QC supervisor threatened the QC personnel with
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Notfte"of_Violation o 2

“'withdrawa1 of QC certifications if they continued to write "nitpicking"
" Nonconformance Reports which had been the subject ov complafnts from
ffcraft management personnel. :

'ilzThfs is a Severity Level III violation (Supp]ement 11
'((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 or ihis
- Notice a written statement or explanatfon,’ inc]uding for the alleged violation:
(1) admission or denfal 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. 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
”‘asha11 be submitted under. oath or aff1rmat1on : ,

: vw1thin 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
“§n 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 speciffed, the
...Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue an order 1mposing
. 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
o»;a;in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances;
.7 (2) 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.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
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.subsequently determined in accordance with the app]icable provisfons 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 .
:ﬁaction pursuant to Section 234c of the Act, 42 u.s.c 2282 el , -

fFOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

P R

/John T.’ Co]]ins
Regional Administrator

" "Dated a .Ar11ngton, Texas
.- thise ay of December 1983
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Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. W. G. Counsti! '
. Executive Vvice Prasiagert
400 North Olive, Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201 (

Gentlemen:

This refers to the extensive review 0f construction activities at the Comanche
Feak 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 1 as-built cable tray inspection
program was also conducted by Mr. T. F. Westerman, members of the Region 1V
Comanche Peak Group, and NRR during the .period November 18 - December 18, 1985.
Dricussions of this issue were held with Mr. R, E. Camp and other members of your
stefr 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

1 - March 14, 1986. Discussions of this issue were held with Mr, J. F. Streeter
and c*her 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 [V 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 [V, @ Construction Appraisal Team inspection was
conducted by the Office of [nspection 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
II. Subsequently, the TRT was assembled which consisted of approximately 50
specialists from NRC headquarters, NRC Regional Offices, and consultants, 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 Evaluaticn Report (SER) NUREG-0797, Supplements 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11.

CERTIFIED MAIL | \
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED /@
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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 the NRC staff.
These violations have been discussed with you in numerous oral and written
communications and your views on these issues have been provided in the
"Comanche Peak kesponse Team Program Pian and [ssue-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

icolated instances 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 reqarding the
construction of the CPSES facility were not included in this package because
they did not involve violations of NRC requirements. However, these concerns
are discussed in detail in the referenced Supplements to the SER (NUREG-(797).

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
c¢f all site line quality control inspectors were qualified to the leniency
allowed by the ANSI standard, estab11sh1ng the "exception to the rule" _lause
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, (¢) design criteria used in
construction procedures and instructions were not appropriate or were not
approved, (2) 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 by 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
quelity control program,

Violation ID involves three significant examples of your failure to properly
implement the site's corrective acticn program which are indicative of

a failure to ensure that conditions adverse to quality were promptly 1dent1f1ed
and corrected, and appropriately evaluated. These examples, in conjunction
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with the fact that the TRT identitied apprsximately forty diffarent forms and
repcrts other than formalized Nonconformance Reports to document deficiencies
that may reqguire evaluation, are indicative of an ineffective and poorly applied
corrective acticn program. It appears trom these examples as well as other
weaknesses covntified that your corrective action pregram did not provide the
necessary contidence that nonconformances reguiring eVdIUotlon were appropriately
evaluated or promptly corrected.

facnh of tnese violations represent significant weaknesses that have existed in
the implementation of your auality progrars during construction. Some of these
are similar to viclatior: previously identified by Region [V, as well as the
Construction Appraisal Team. Inspector qualificdtion 1ssues have been previously
discussed with you and have existed throughout the construction phise of the
CPSES facility. The Construction Appraisal Team, in early 1983, tound a number
of 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 tc prevent recurrence. . Document control and inspection
program deficiencies have also been previously identified. Although you
apparently tcok 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 dre currently taking extensive actiuns to verify
the adequacy of construction at CPSES. Construction activities are now under

renm management, and the "Comanche Peak Response Team Program Plan and Issue-
Specific Action Plans” is being implemer.ted. In fact, the charter of the
Comanche Peak Hesponse Team (CPRT) is to recpond and to resolve these past issues,
and to advise current management whether CPSES has been designed, constructed,

and tested such that it 1. capable of being operated withcut undue risk to the
public.

hotwithstanding 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 NiC's inspections, | have decided to issue the_enclosed Notice of
/iclation arc Proposed Imposition of Civil Peralties in the amount of Two Hundred
Thousand Dollars {3200,000) for the violations in Appendix A. The violations
described in Part | of the Notice have each been categorized as a Severity

Level 1]l problem in accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and
Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendir C (1985). in
determining the civil penalty amount, we have considered when the violations
occurred, the duretion of the violations, the potential safety significance of
the violations, the existence of prior notice of many ¢f these violations, and
the fact that many of the violations contain multiple examples. The cumulative
“civil penalties for the violations are distributed equally among the violations.

The viglaticns in Part [] »f the Notice have been characterized as 4 Severity
Level ]V problem, No ¢i-il penalty is being propased for these violations,
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Part | of the second Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil
Penalties (Appendix B) describes significant violations identified during recent
NRC 1nspections 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 [A
of Appendix B invclves one of 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
proyram as required. We recognize that after these violations were identified,
you took eitensive actions to address the problems, but are concerned that these
prob]ems ex1sted so late .in the process,

Violation [B in the second Notice describes significai . weaknesses we identified
in your procurement and installation of electrical penetration assemblies in

both Units 1 and 2. These significant weaknesses, like those in Appendir» A, have
existed during the construction of CPSES. However, these violations were
discovered during our review of your 1mplementat1on 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, | have decided to issue the enclosed Notice of
Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties in the amount of Fifty-
Thousand Dollars (550,000) for the violations in the second enclosed Notice
(Appendix B). The violations described in Part | of the second Notice have
been categorized as a Severity Level [Il 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. Il problem is
$50,0Lu, and neither escalation nor mitigation of the base civil penalties was
considered apprapriate in this case,

The.violaticn in Part Il of the Notice was characterized as a Severity Level 1V
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. VYour 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 prograr

and implementing procedures so that there will not be similar violations in
thes2 subject areas during future construction activities; and third, since

the enforcement action deals with weaknesses in your program for assuring
quality in your approved (uality Assurance program for construction, you

should describe the steps you have taken to ensure that a similar fa11ures

will not occur during your verification efforts, and that continuing attention
by management wiil be provided to prevent recurrence of these failures. Your
responses to these three arcas mnay 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 cuestions concerning thic 'etter, we will be glad to
discuss them with you. ' ‘

Sihterely,

. -
. s k—’% - .
/’ly-bnu o A e e

~Jages M. Taonriaoirector
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosures:

1. Appendix A - Notice of Violation anag
Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties

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

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



APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND |
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket Nos. SU-&%°
Comanche Peak Steam flectric Station 50-446
Units 1 and ¢ _ Permit Nos. CFPR-1z6,
(PPR-127
EA £6-09

During an NKC Technical Review Team (TRT) Inspection which began on July 9, [9E4,
violaticns of NRC reguirements were identified. [In accordance with the "Generg]
Statement of Policy and Prucedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,” 10 CFR Part ¢,
Appendix C (i985) the Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn 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 vicolations
and associated .ivil penalties are set forth below:

l. Violations Assessed a Civil Penalty

A, 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion Il 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. [t 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
maintained,

The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES) Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), by Amendment 15 (April 30, 19£1) commits to NRC
Regulatory Guide 1.58, Revision !, "“Qualificatiun of Nuclear Power
Plant Inspection, Examination, ang Testing Personnel,” with mingr
modifications. This Regulatory Guide endorses, with comments, ANS]
N45.2.6-1978, “Gualification of inspection, Examination, and Testing
Persornel for Nuclear Power Plants." ANSI N45.2.6-1978 provides
guigelines and criteria for the evaluation and gualification of
inspectior. personnel. '

1. ANS] 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, including
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, tire 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,

50502
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8o ADOCK 0500042



Notice of Vioiation : -2 -

the TRT identified seven instances where the inspectors did not
meet the minimum capabilities of the qualification requirements
defined in ANS] N45.2.6-1978. These individuals werr certified
to the Level [] 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
¢f related experience defined in the standard for the Level []
capability for these individuals was three years.

Reference (Ref): Cafety Evaluation Report,’Supplement (SSER) 11,
0-107,

l. 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 acceptability
of inspections be certified to Level ]I 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 |
capability in lieu of the required Level II.

Ref: SSER 9, M-i/l.

B. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion [l] requires in part that
measures must be establ1shed 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 centrolled. 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 [A(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).

l. CPSES FSAR Section 8.3.1.4 specifies that the criteria used to
estdblish the minimum requirements for preserving the independence
of redundant Class [E systems are defined in [EEE Standard 384-1974,
“Trial-Use Standard Criteria for Separation of Class IE Equipment

and Circuits.'
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1EEE 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 installation. Where the control
switchboard materials are flame retardant and an analysis is not
performed, the minimum separation distance shall be six inches.
In the event the above separation distances are not maintained,
barriers must be installed between the redundant Class It
‘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 1 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 ¥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 &, K-99,

3. CPSES FSAR Section 3.7B.2.8 requires that non-Category | equipment

' and components located in Seismic Category [ 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 !
structure, equipment, or component.
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Contrary to the.above, the TRT inspection identified non-seismic
components in the Unit 1 control) room ceiling and other Category
1 areas that were not analyzed in acccrdance with FIAR Section
3.7B.2.8 that ensures earthquakes do not adversely affect the
integrity or operability (or both) of any Seismic Categnry i
structures, equipments, or components in these areas. [In -addition,
the analyses performed for the Category Il light fixtures, the
non-seismic drywall ceiling, and the lack of analysis tor 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.

CPSES FSAR, Sections 3.7B.2.8 and 3.7B.3.13 require that thre
effects on seismic Category | piping from ron-Category | piping
and structures be considered.

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

Ref: SSER 10, N-238.

CPSES FSAR, Section 3.7B.2.8 requires that non-Cateqory | equipment
and components located in seismic Category 1 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 | equipment and components do nct 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
ron-Category | equipment effects on seismic Category | 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 7.

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-11.1- 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 standard: for locking devices were specified and included
in design documents. On May 24, 1984 Texas Utilities Electric
Company (TUEC) engineering 1ssued a memorandum (CPPA 38997) that
approved paint, when applied to Unit 1 ccmponent supports,

including fasteners, and when set or hardened, would act on bol!

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 requirements.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-244.

7.  ANST N&5.2.11, in paragraph 4.1 requires that design activities
be prescribed and accomplished in accordance with procedures of
J 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 li,
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 Spec»flcat1on
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: SStR 10, N-99.

€. ANST 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 (UBA) ‘test reports, and
failed to properly perform and document review and analysis of
design and design inputs, espec1a]ly desifgn changes. For example,
allowable coating thicknesses applied to the inside of the
Cortainment Liner were repeatedly changed without engineering
evaluation and review to demonstrate that the coatings of d1fferent
thickness would survive testing under DBA conditions.

Ref: SSER 9, M-11.
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9. CPSES FSAR, paragraph 6.18.¢, states, in part, "Coating systems

' used on exposed surfaces in the Containment have been qualified in
accordance with ANSI N101.2 and N512 and are appliec in accordance
with NRC Regulatory Guide 1.54." The C(PSES FSAR, Section 17A,
including Table 17A-1, and the CPSES Specification 23¢3-AS-31, in
paragraphs 2.0b and 3.0a, require that coatings shali be tested
ana approved for applicatiocn in areas exposed to radiation by Ok
Ridge National Laboratories and the coating manufacturer in
accordance with ANSI N101.2 and N512. -

Contrary to the abuve, at the time of the TRT inspecticn, the
applicant could not provide evidence tu demonstrate that coating
systems used at CPSES had been tested and qualified by Oak Ridge
National Laboratories and the coating manufecturer, in accordance
with ANSI N101.2 and N512. This deficiency applies to the originally
specified coating systems and to subsequent design changes.

Ref: 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.

1. Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) Procedure QI-QP-11.3-28
Rev, 21 "Class IE Cable Terminations," paragraph 3.1.c states
that "A1l Class IE and associated cable splices and terminations
that utilize splice connectors shall be witnessed.”

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

Ref: SSER 7, J-29.

2. Gibbs & Hil1) Specification 2323-MS-46A, Revisiaon 5 requires that
nuclear safety-related Class 1, 2, anc 2 pipe hangers and supports
meet the requirements of the ASME Code, 1974 Edition, Section []I
Subarticle N7 -43]1 which states that "Defects in materials which
were accept=d on delivery or which are discovered during the
prccess 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-Cz9, "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
Reainn [V statf personnel tc contain undocumented plug welds.

1t was not possible to determine 1f the plug weld repairs were
deceptahle because quality control irspections were not performed
to ensure that the welds were purformed in accordance with the
arplicable ccdes and procedures.

Ret: SSER 10, N-S7.

3. TUEC procedure Q[-0P-11.14-1, "lrspection ¢t Site Fabrication and
Installation of Structural ard Miscellaneous Steel,” deiineates
inspection criteria for suppor? bolts. wecrk pac‘avt MiB-USHU-C12-RPE
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 Supporus to the hc]] plates but were ordered l-}1/¢
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 requirement to inspect a support for configuration,
TUGCO Procedure QI-QP-11.21-1, Revision 8, "Fequirements of
Visual Weld !nspection,” sets forth the criteria and requirements
to be used when performing visual inspections of welds and other
applicable instructions for condu1t suppourt and cable tray
hanger inspections.

Contrary to the above, the TRT performed an independent inspection
cf previously accepted welds ang identified the following
deficiencies that indicated that quality control \nspect\ons in
this ares were 1ngdequate 3s evidenceda by the following:

(a) The TRT found that cable tray hanger (TH 2824 (Containment
Builaing) had been fabricated with forty more stiffeners
and eighty more welds than required or shown on drawing
FSE-00159, sheet 5824, 2 of 2, De%ail! L,. Inspection Report
ME-1-0006155 verified final NC inspectibn 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-07159, sheet 6742. The actual “as-built" flange
thickness of Clip MK-12 was 3/8 inch.

(¢) During inspection of hanger CTH-6742, the TRT found that two
structural welds were made in the wrong location. The 3/16
1nch shop welds which join MK-10 and MK-]] were made
horizontally instead of vertically, as shown on drawing
FSE-00159, sheet 6742.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-244.
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Brown & Root Procedure QI-QAP-11.1-28, 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 hcle
cernteriine locations to :1/4 inch or as shown on the design
drawing.

Contrary to the above, quality control inspections were -inadequate
1n that the TRT discovered at the time of its inspecticn that

the horizontal member of support CC-1-126-010-F33R was three
inches lower at its centerline relative to the upper bolthole
centerline than shown on the vendor-certified drawing. OQOther
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.

. Brown § Root Procedure OI-OAP 11.1-28, Revision 25, "Fabrication,

Installation and Inspection of Safety Class Component

Supports,” paragraph 3.7.3.1 states that "¢ sufficient

number of spacers shall be used to prevent the spherical
bearings from becoming dislodged..." and "in no case shall .
the resulting gap 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-1-052-020-C41¥, and MS-1-416-001-S33R.

QI-OAP~11.1-28, Revision ¢2, paragraph 6.1 states in part that

.bearing internal and external surfazes shall be free of rust
and fereign material, and bearings shall move freely within the
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 Class 1| compone-. support
S1-1-090-006-C41K of the Unit | Safety Injection System that
severely obstructed the bearing cavities and limited their movement.
A similar condition existed on support MS-1-416-002-$33R.

Pef: SSER 11, 0-244.

TUGCO Instruction CP-E1-4.%-1, Revision 10, “"General Program for
As-built Piping Verification" requires. ver1f1cat1on in the field
to ensure that actual hanger mark numbers agree with the mark
numbers shown on the drawing and that the hanger type agrens vith
that shown on the support drawing,
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Brown & Root Procedure Q1-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..

Cot ~.ury tc the above, the TRT inspection identified in six
instances from an inspection of 42 supports) where these
procedurc: r2quirements were not followed during the final

"~ quality cunitrol inspections. These instances are as follows:

(aj Model numbers of installed snubbers for pipe support
S[-1-090-006-C41K did not match the model number oa 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-1-013-014-S32K had no apparent material identification
either on the hardware or in the documentation package for
the support. The Material ldentification 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-039-005-F43R, and AF-1-035-011-S33R.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-244.

8. Brown & Root procedure Ql-QAP-11.1-28&, Revision 25 defines
criteria for the examination of welds, including inspection
parameters for acceptable weld sizes. ACME BRPVC Code Section 111,
Subsection NF. Subarticles NF-4424 and NF-5360 set forth
acceptance standards for the examination of welds,

Contrary to the above, the following deficiencies found during

the TRT inspection that were not identified during the app]icant‘s
quality control inspection process for the following piping
supports

() Support AF-1-001-001-S33R had porosity, insufficient weld
: leg, incomplete welds, and insufficient fill.

(b) Support CT-1-013-014-5S32R exhibited excessive overgrinding
of welds which resulted in notching of the sway strut
rear brackets.

(c) Support AF-1-002-702-533R 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 1nches) beyond
limits of acceptance.
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(d) Support Drawing CCl-126-013-F33R required a 1/2 inch fillet
weld to connect item 5 to item 6. This weid was omitted in
the field.

(e)  Support CC-1-12v-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) Subport CC-X-039-007-F43R, had a 5/16-inch all-around fillet
weld with an approximately 1/16-inch undersizeo weld leg
across the top.

(g) Support RH-1-006-012-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 support 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 establ1shed 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-2.4-9 delineates the inspection
and dc.umentation requirements to ensure the removal of elastic
joint filler (rotofoam) material between seismic Category I
structures. In addition, procedure Ql-QP-11.0-3 details the

. inspection activities for Seismic Air Gap..

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 [ 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 | safequards building and the
euxiliary building. The continued existence of foreign material
in the air gaps indicates that measures were ineffective in
assuring that nonconformanres were promptly identified and
corrected.

Ref: SSER &, K-75.
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2. Brown & Root Procedure CP-QAP-16.1, "Control ot 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
requirements.

Contrary to the above, the dispositions of NCRs M-4015S,
Fevisions 0-5 and NCR M-4942S were inadequate. Their dispositions
did not address tit-up or ASME code requirements nor the stiress
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 1 Containment Spray System CT-1-012-301R-2 in “éptember
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 attachiment 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
ingpection methods of welds that exhibit a skewed profile.

Contrary to the above, on December 28, 1983, 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
of curved members used as structural members, were not included
in the skewed weld reinspection prcgram for component Supports.
Ref: SSER 10, N-202.

Collectively, Violations A-D have been categorized as a Severfty.
Level 11l problem (Supplement I]).

(Civil Penalties - 200,000 assessed equally among the violation<.)

IT. Violations Not Assessecd 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
and 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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l. Procedure DCP-3 "CPStS 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 1« juired, superseded documents should be
agestroyed."” DCP-3'also states, in part, that “Controlled
documents affected by design change documentation shall be
stamped as follows: 'THIS DOCUMENT AFFECTED BY DES[GN‘CHANGE.'

Contrary to the above, the followxng cond1t1ons were found in
satellite 307 on July 31, 1924: :

(a) Document package 1-002-S-09 listed eighteen design changes
outstanding; however, twenty changes were in the package,
including one superseded and one vo1ded package that were
not apprOpr1ate1y marked.

(b) Two voided design changes were listed and included as

' “current in design packages (CMC 62535, Revision 0 against
M[-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 appropriatelv marked.

(d) Drawings 2323-MI-2301-10, -2304-01, and -2304-05 were in the
drawing satellite files on July 31, 1984, and Drawing
D0-2-099-709-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,
inzluding changes, are reviewed for adequacy and approved for
release by authorized personnel "

Contrary to the above, measures were not effective in assur1ng

that -drawings reflect1ng 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.

B. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires in part that activities
affecting quality be prescribed 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 (ategory !l Supports,”
Sectien 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 dnd Weld Filler Mater\al Log (WFML)

for each hanger listed on the BRH.'

Brown 5 Root Procedure CCP-21, Fabrication of Miscellaneous Steel,
Section 3.1.3, requires that all work be accompiished 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, traveler, or controlled drawing at the location where the
activity was pertcrmed.

Ref: SSER 11, 0-146.

Violations A and B have been categorized as a Severity Level IV problem
(Supplement I1).

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 MNctice, the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, may issue an
order tc 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 mday pay the civil penalties
in the amount of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars ($200,000) 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 Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue an
order imposing the c1v11 penalties in the amount proposed above Should the
Texas Utilities Electric Company elec: 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) show other reasons why the
penalties should not be imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalties |,
in whole or ir 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 the other provisions. of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the procedure for 1mpos1ng a
civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties 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 penalties, unless

compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant
to Section £34c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

—yil

apes M. Tayl¢7 Dlrector
fice of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 2~ "day of May 1986.



APPENDIX B

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND
PROPGSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket No. 50-445 ,
Comanche Peak Steam Electr1c Stat1on Construction Permit CPPR-126
Unit 1 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

" quality assurance program and to determine the effectiveness of the
rrogram.

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 actua]
dimension/configuration of the CTH attributes that are to be 'as-built.’
The QC inspector will verify all dwmens1on/c0nf1gurat1on on the red-
1ined drawing . "

860506021 4
PDR  apock 889302 _
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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.1. 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
docunented instructions, procedures, or drawings of a type appropriate
to the circumstances and be accomplished in accordance with these
instructions, procedures, c¢r 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) 1E76, 1E77, 1E78, and
1E79 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-E1-0514, 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 1E44, 1E45, 1£46, and 1E47
were observed to have unsealed conductor entry conduit,

c. Paragraph 6.5 of B4R Engineering Instruction EE]-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 .nches from the
penetration header plate or conductor 5upport "

Contrary to the above, during this inspection, the pigtail
conductors for the Conax modules in EPA 1E14 were observed to

be supported on the inboard side (inside the reactor containment
building) at distances of 43 inches to 60 1nches from the
penetration header plate. '
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ry

d. TUGCO Instruction QI-QP-11.3-28, Revision 26 "Class 1f 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 allows the use of these

splices 1f an‘analysis was made and submitted as part of the

FSAR. .

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

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V] requires in part that
measures be establiched 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 engineering 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 pert31n1ng to design accept-
ability ang required rework.

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V]I as implemented by the TUGCO

Q&P, Section 7.0, Revision O, 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 prcducts 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 rec2iving inspection in accordance with the provisions of

.this procedure and supplementary instructions and document the

results of the inspection on the CC Receiving Inspection Repurt (RIR)
. " Paragraph 3.2.b of this procedure. states, in part, “For.

TUSI/G]bbs & 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 shall 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 with the RIR in the QA Records Vault fur EfAs 1E76,
1E77 ard 1E78 involved cable tray parts rather than the referenced
EPAs. In addition, detailed receiving inspections were not performed
tor EPAs 1E79, 2E76, 2E77, 2E78, and 2E79, as evidgenced by numerous
attibutes on the checklists being marked by the rcceipt inspector as
not verified.

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix< B, Criterion X as implemerted by the TUGCO
QAP, Section 10.0, Revision 1, dated July 31, 1484, requires that a
program for irspection of activities affecting guality 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 intoard cable support assembly was not présent for EPAs 1E76'
1£77, 1E78, and IE79 even though Quality Controi inspections had -
verified these installations.

b. Vendor installed splices.for the pigtail assemblies of EPAs 1E£76,

- 1E77, 1E78, LE79, 2E76, 2E78, and 2E79 failed to comply with the

staggering requirements of BRC Drawings 50028232, Revision C, and
50020346, Revision F,

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 conditians adverse to

quality such as failures, malfunctions, deficiei.cies, deviations,
defective material and eouipment, 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 identitied

as nonconforming and corrected by rework in accordance with the BRC
procedurecfurnished to TUGLO by G1bbs & Hill to resolve this type of
nonconformance

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 8, Criterion XVI] as implemented by the TUGCO
QAP, Section 17.0, Revision 5, dated October 18, 1985, requires in
part that sufficient records be maintained to furnish evidence of
activities affecting quality. The records must include ciosely
related data such as quai1f1cat1ons of personnel, procedures, and
equipment.

Paragragh 2.1.3 of TUGCO Nuclear Engineering Procedure TNE-DC-15,
Revision 6, issue date February 11, 1986, requires that vendor submitted
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documents necessary to establish the final equipment qualitication
shall he reviewed and listed on the Documentation 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 cf the field rework procedure {BRC Procedure
1¢3-2286, approved June 2€, 1982) for EPA cable splices and the
procedure was not listea on the Documentaticn Review Form for BRC Er#s
as being a reviewed document,

Co]lect1ve1y‘ vViolations A and B have been characterized as a Severity
Level I'] problem (Supplement []).

(Civil Penaltics - $50,000 assessed equally aTong the violations.)

I1. VIOLATION NOT ASSESSED A CIVIL PENALIX

10 CFR Part 54, Appendix B, Criteriorn iX requires, in part, that measures
be established to assure that special processes, including welding, are
controllea 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, with respect to control of
special precesses, "TUGCO requ1res 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 qual1f1ed procedures, in accordance with anplicable codes,
standards, .

The CPSES FSAR, Table 17A-1 and Gibubs and Hill (G&H) Spec1f1catwon 2323-SS- 168
dated May 7, 1975, require use of the lmerican Institute of Steel Con-
struction (AISC) Code for cable tray hanger supports. The AISC Code and

the G&H specification require that welding he performed in accordance with
the American Welding Society (AWS) D1.1 Code. AWS U1.1-75, Section 2.9.2.4
states with respect to precuelified weld groove angles, "The groove angle

is @ minimum. It may be getailed to exceed the dimension shown by no more
than 10 degrees.'

Contrary to the above, at the time of the NR(C inspection the weld groove
argles for hanger CTH-1-5538 (full penctration weld =2) anc hanger CTH-1-5517
(4-inch plate ful! penetration weld) were found to be below the prequalified
‘weld minimum gruuve angle indicated on the hanger drawings bty 15 degrees

ard 7-9 gegrees, respectively.

_This 1s a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I7).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Ytilities Electric Company

is hereby required to submit to the Director, Otfice of lnspection and Enforce-
ment, U.S. Nuclear lommission, Washington, [.C. 20555, with a copy to the
Regional Administrato~, U.S. Nuclear Fegulatory Commission, Region IV, within
60 days of the date ot this Notice, a written statement or explandtion in
reply, including for eah alleged violation: (1) admiscion or denial of the
alleged violation; (2) the reasons for the violation if admitted; (3) the
corrnct1ve 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 cf afficration.

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 F1fty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) 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 specif1ed, 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 ir part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances;

(3) show error in thi. Notice, or (4) show other reasons-why the penalties
should not be imposed. [n 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 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 the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the proceduro for
imposing a civil pena]ty v

Upon failure to pay any civil penalties due, which have been subsequently
determined in accordance with the applicable provisiuns 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. 2282,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

es M. Taylpr, Director
f1ce of Inspect1on and Enforcement

Cated at Bethesda, Maryland
the,z"’*day of May 1986.
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MAY 0. 1986

Docket Nos. £0-445
50-446
Construction
Permit Nos. CPPR-126
CPPR-127
EA 86-03

Texas Utilities Electric Company

ATTN: ‘Mr. William G. Coursi)
Executive Vice Presvdent

400 North QOlive

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

SUBJECT: NOTICE CF VIOLATION AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Gentlemen:

The NRC Office of Investigations (0l) conducted numerous investigations into -
allegations regarding discrimination and intimidation and harassment of Quality
Control (QC) personnel et 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 penaity proposed
for EA 83-132 and subsequently paid the civil penalty on April 17, 1986. Your
" responses to EA £3-64 are still under consideration by the NRC staff,

As a result of the numercus 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 disc~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,
1885. ("Report of the Review and Evaluation of Allegations of Intimidation and
Harassment of Imployees at Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Urits 1 and 2,"
October 1985 (hereinafter "Panel report")). The NRC staff has reviewed the
Panel report, the completed DOL discrimination cases regarding CPSES, the OI
reports, and your responses regarding intimidation at CPSES 1nc1ud1ng your
February 7, 1986 response.

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

6\
860502 <§- \
605060096 0445 . \
gDR ADOCK 0500070
¢}
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This letter and its enclosed Notice of Violation contain the resuits of the NRC
staff's review. The Notice of Vieolation describes three incidents identified

as violations by the NRC staff curing its review of the NRC Panel report and Ol
investigation reports. This letter also deicribes several other incidents of -
possible intimidation and narassment identified in the NRC Panel report which
have not been citec as violations for various reasons. An Enforcement
Confevence to discuss the violations was held in the Region IV office on,

April 3, i986.

‘The first viciation described in the Notice involves the intimidation of a QC
inspector at (FSES in early 1983, A former Brown & Root, Inc. OC inspector at
CPSES alleced that she was 1nstructed by her supervisors to sign off a number

of liner piate travelers which the inspector believed were inadequately

dccumented. The Panel reviewed this incident and concluded that it was one

of intimidation. A subsequent Ol investigation (Ol Report 4-84-039) concluded

that the incependence and crganizational freedom of the QC inspector was interfered
with by at ieast one of the QC inspector's supervisors. This is a violation of

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion I. N

The second viclation involves the so-called "T-shirt” incident. On March 8,
1984, eight electrical QC inspectors from the Unit 1 Safequards Building wore
Teshirts tc work with the lettering: "Comanche Peak Nit Picker. I am in the
business of picking nits.” The GC inspectors were sequestered for several
hcurs in a rcem, escorted whenever they left the room, and eventually sent home
with pay. while they were sequestered, a Quality Assurance (QA) specialist
supervisor and two S2Curily Guards searched their work areas upon the direction
of the QA/GC Manager. They confiscated papers including personal effects. The
perscnal effects were eventueily returned and the other documents were turned
over to the N3( resicent inspectors as a result of instructions by Region IV
ranagerent.

The NRC Panei reviewec this incident and concluded that it was one of intimidation.
The (PSES management response, highly visible to other QC inspectors, was an
unwarranted over-reaction Sy CPSES management that was reasonably likely to
dISSUdde 7C inspectors from reporting safety concerns.

The :nlrd ciclation involves a confrentation that occurrcd in early 1983 at the
CPSES site (A audit office bdbotween the site QC supervisor and members of two QA
audit groups. The site CC supervisor mistakenly believed that one of the QA
augitors with whom he had a continuing personalit/ conflict had directed craft
oersonnel to remove a welc on 2 support in contravention of an existing agreement
between QA and QC managerert. nother CA auditor, the one actually involved in
identifying the suspect weld, exglained to the QC supervisor that craft personnel
had initiated the issuance of an item removal notice for the weld of their own
volition. Subdsequent to the 3uditor's explanation, the site GC supervisor

made 3 statement that physical! ~r political harm could come to an auditor as a
result of his eudit activities. A CPSES investigative report concluded that
although the GC supervisor's behavior was improper, none of the QA auditors had
been intimicated.
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In November 1984, one of the QA auditors who had been present during the 1983
confrgntation 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 Ol.

The utility staff investigators were also interviewed, and they repurted 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. /At QI investigation was initiated. The Ol investigation
{0! Report 4-£4-050) concluded that the QC supervisor's statement to the GA
auditors was improper, was intenced to influence audit findings, and was in
contraventicn of the intended independence of the QA audit program. This is a
violation ot Criterior | of Appencir B to 10 CFR Part 50.

We reccgnize that many 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 actiors

to ensyre that quality control inspectors and auditors have sufficient
organizational freedom to report safety concerns. The Study Team of consultants
which reviewed allegations of intimidation at CPSES concluded, ana 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 l. In accordance with the "General
Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,” 10 CFR Part 2,
Appencix C (1985), each of the violations involving intimidation of QC personnel -
has bewen classified as a Severity Level 1Il violation. The base civil penalty
for a Severity Level [I! violation at the time the violations occurred was
$40,000. Therefore, a civil penalty of $120,000 is beiny proposed.

The mitigation and escalation factors were considered. Most of the incidents
cited involved management practices which subsequent changes in personnel at
CPSES may have corrected. Alsc, your February 7, 1986 response to the NRC

Panel report cescribes management initiatives which should correct those past
practices that may have corntributed to the incidents of intimidation. .However, _
the prior poor performance on the part of Texas Utilities Electric Company in

the area of employse harassment and intimidation was also considered and no
acdjustment ¢f the base civil penalty was deemed appropriate.

~ Acaitional incidents of possible intimidation and hdarassment were identified in

the NRC 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 newsietter, the "Circuit Breaker." Highlighting the fact that an
employee has testified against the company could geter 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 & violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B or 10 CFR
50.7. : A
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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
this, his subsequent discharge, albeit for reasons which the Department of

Labor determined to be justified, left the impression among inspectors that Mr.
ODunham had been 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, vour failure to try to correct the
perception among the inspectors could have had the effect of discouraging them _
from reporting safety corncerns.

Other incidents cf possible intimidation and harassment not cited in the Notice
of Violation concern 3 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- acticns 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 bean cited in the enclosed Notice. Regarding those incidents not cited in
the Notice, you should recognize that although they did not ariount to actual
violations for various reasons, the underlying problems leading to the incidents
deserve your attenticn.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response. .Your response
to these enforcement actions will be examir<d during future inspections to
determine whether further enforcement acticen should be taken,

In accordance with Section 2.790 1f the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and its enclosure
Awill be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

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

Sincerely, .
f""“‘ ' ;;"'/ ' fp—
Jagles M. Taylor, MArector
fice of Inspectiorn and Enforcement

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation and
Proposed imposition of
Civil Penalties
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LOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND -
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket Nos. 50-445
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station $0-440
’ Permit Nos. CPPR-12
: CPPR-127
EA H6-63

The NR('s Office of Investigaticrs (0l) ccnducted several investigations into
allegations cof employment discrimination and intimidation at Comanche Peak Steam
Electric Station., An NKC Comanche Peak Intimidation Panel sub5ﬂquently reviewed
the QI reports anc other pertinent materials and documented its review in an NR(C
"Report of the Review and Evaluation of Allegations of Intimidation and Harassment
of Employees at Comanche Peak Steam flectric Station, Units 1,qrd 2," October
1985. As a result of the review, apparent violations of NRC requirements were
identified. In accordance with the "General Statement :of Policy and Procedure

for 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, a5 amended, ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282, PL 96-295, and
10 CFR 2.2G5. The violations and the associated civil penalties are set forth
below: o

10 CFR Part 5C, Appendix B, Criterion [, 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 !
further states that persons cerforming quality assurance functions shall

have sufficient crganizational freedom to identify guality problems;
initiete, recormend, or provide solutiuns; and to verify 1nplementatlcn of
soglutions.

The Texaes Utilities Electric Company (TUEC) Ouality Assurance Manual
describes Quality Control Inspectors and (uality Assurance Audit Groups
as members of the Quality Assurance Division and states,that the Quality
Assurance Division has been assigned sufficient organ1zatlonal freedom to
id tify quality problems.

A. Contrary to the above, the Texas Utilities Electric Company Quality
Azsurance Program did not provide Quality Control Inspectors sufficient
organizational freedom to 1dentify prcblems in that the TUEC QA/QC
Manager, on March €, 1984, initiated an unwarranted and over-reactive
response to eight electrical GC inspectors wearing T-shirts with an
inspection-reiated slogan printed on the shirts. The reaction, highly
visible tc other 7C inspectors, was reasonably likely to dissuade QC
inspecters from repcrting safety concerns,

This is a Severity Level |11 violation (Supplement [1).
Civil Penalty - 340,000 ' ,

8605060100 860502
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Notice of Vaiglation -2 - N

B. Centrary to the above, the Texas Utilities Electric Company (uality
Agsurance Program did net provide Quality Assurance personnel cufficient
organizaticral freecom te identifv problems an that in early 1983, a TUEC
Guatity Control Supervisor made @ statemert before the {uality Adssurance
audit groups that orvsical or political hars could come o an auditor as o
rosult of hig auart-activities,  Thig statement was reasonably likely to
irproperly Intigence audit finlirgs, J :

This 18 a8 Severity Lover 00 vaolatior (Suppiement (1.
Civil Peraley - 330 C(( '
C. Srowr § H00%. inC. 1s the grime contractor for cerstruction of the

Comancne Fegk Stear Electrig Station facility and has thus been delegated
Quality assurance finctinsng by the licensee. The EBrown & Root Quality
Assurance Minual describes Jual:ty Control inspectors as members of the
Guality Assurance Javisier and states that the Cuality Assurance Division
has been assignecd sufficient cryenizational freedom to identify quality
problems,

contrary to the above, 1n early 1983, the Brown & Root (Quality Assurance
Program did not brovice .uality Control Inspectors sufficient
organizational freecor to 1dentify cguality problems in that a 8rown & Roct
Guality Contrel inspecter was instructed by her supervisor to sign off a
number 0f liner plate traveiers which the inspector believed were
iradeguately cocumented.

This is 2 Severity Level 1[I} violation {Supplement [1).

Civil Peraity - 330, CLC

Pyrsuant L0 the crovasions of 10 CFR 0201, Texas Utilities Llectric Company

15 hereby recuirec t¢ subrit to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforce-
ment, U.S. Nucleer RBeguiatery Commission, Washington, 0. (. 20555, with a copy
to the Regignal Acministrator, U.S. Nuclear Pegula‘nry Conmission, Region [V,
611 Pyan Plaza Orive, Suite 10(T, Arlington, Texas 7£Gil, within 30 days of the
date of this Notice ¢ written statement or erpianation in reply, including for
each alleged viclation: (1) admission or genial ¢f the alleged violation,

(2) the reascrs fcr the violation if admitted, (2) the corrective steps that
have been taken anc the resuylts 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 gooc cause shown. LUncer the authority of Section (82 of the Act, 42 U.S.C.
€232, this respcnse shall be submitted under oath cr affirmation.

“Within the same time as provided for the response reqguired above under

10 CFR 2,231, Texes Utilities £lectric 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 Utilitres Eiectric Company fail to answer within the time specified,
the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement will issue an ¢rder imposing
the civil penalties in the amgunt proposcd above. Shculd Texas Utilities
Electric Company elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205



Notice of violaticn " -3 -

protesting the civil penalties, such answer may: (1) deny the violations
listed in this Notice in whole or in part, (2) demonstrate extenuating
circumstances. (3) show error 1n this Notice, or (4) show other reasons why

the penalties should net be imposed. in addition to protesting the civi!
penalties, in whole c¢r in part, such answer may request remission or mitigation
vt the penalties :

in requesting mitigatien ¢t the proposed penalties, the five factars contained

in Section V.E of 10 CFR Part ¢, Appendix € should bLe addressed. Any written
answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately ‘rom the
statement or explanation n reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2,201 but may incorporate
parts v the 10 CFR .0l reply by specific reference {e.g.. citing page dnd
paragragh numbers} to avoid repetition. The attenticn of Texas Gtilities Electric
Comcary is directed to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding the
procuc.are for imposing e civil ppncltj

Upon failure to pay any civil oenalty due, which has been subsequentlv determined
in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this riatter may

be referred to the Attorney General, and the pénalties, unless compromised,
remittec, or mitigeted, may be collected by civil action pursuant tc

Section 234c of the Act, 47 u.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAT. - GULATORY COMMiSSION
e

Nl aad s

es M. Taylor . cOirec.ur
ffice of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated aE Zethesda, Naryla"d
this 2 ay of May LulE.



UNITED 5TATE§
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

August 4 1987

Docket Nos.: 50-445; 50-446
dermit Nos.: CPPR-126; CFPR-127
EA 87-122

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

- Executive Yice President
400 North Olive Strect, Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemenf

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

This refers to the inspection conducted during the period from March 1- April 30,
1987 at the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES) of activities authorized
by NRC Constructiun Permit Nos. CPPR-126 and 127. During that inspection, two
potential violations were fdentified, 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.

viie 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 1 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 action 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 1nspection 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 XY. After reviewing the additional information you presented during
the enforcement conference, the staff has concluded that no violation occurred.
The additional information clarified that the procedures referred to in the

SDR enn(K 05000447
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Texas Ucilities Electric Company ' -2 f BN | ‘ Auqust 4,'1987 '

inspection repnrt provide that .a "work request/work order" can be used 1n pIace
0of a nonconformance 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 evalvating and reporting construc-
tion deficiencies at CPSES was discussed in a manzgement meeting between the’
HRC and you and your staff on June 24, 1987. Whiie the NRC staff recognizes
the unique nature of CPSES with respect to the large number of nonconforming
conditiuns evolving from, and possibly mooted by, your various corrective
action 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 shou]d refer

to your efforts in that regard 1in your response to this letter.

You are required to respond to this 1etter and should follow the finstructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response. In your |
response, you should document the specific actions taken and any add1t1ona1
actions you plan to prevent recurrence.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Kules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this let*er and 1ts enc]osures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room

The respenses directed by this letter and the enclosed Not1ce 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,

,<lj: <251)LLJ;\)~k/\
Christopher I. Grimes, Directecr

Comanche Peak Project Division
‘0ffice 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 Utiljties Electric Company Docket Nos. 50-445; 50-446
400 North Olive Street, Lock Box 81 Permit Nos. CPPR- 126 CPPR-127
Dallas, Texas 75201 EA 87 122

.During an NRC inspection conducted during the periodlfrom March 1 through .
April 30, 1987, the NRC staff 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, 1987. 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 fur HRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2y,
Appendix C (1987), the violation 1s 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 fts
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 eéxtensive 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 @ 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
violaticn, (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. I[f an adequate reply is not received within
the time specified in this Notice, an order may be issued to show cause why

\
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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 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 Spec1al Projects, and a copy to the. NRC Resident

Office at the fac111ty which is the subject of this Notice.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

QWT@W T ij

Christopher I‘*GrTmes, DTrecto%u
Comanche Peak Project Division
Office of Specia] PrOJec;s

Dated pt Bethesda, Marlend,
this _gjkL day of August, 1987



© UNITED STATES.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY, COMMISSIO
’ WASHINQTON. D.C. 29658_ Y

N,

" pocket No. 50-445
.7 Permit No. CPPR-126
. EA 88-310

Mr. W. J. Cahill, Jr,
. Executive Vice President, Nuclear
 TU Electric

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

~

- Dear Mr, Cahill:

© -~ 7 SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION S T A L
L (NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-445/88747;;50-446/88f4?),a, ol
. This refers to the inspection conducted on July .7 through August 2, 1988, at - -

. “the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Glen Rose, Texas, of the Station =~
~ Service Water System coating removal. During the inspection, violations of ::
~ NRC requirements were identified. At the conclusion. of.the inspection, the
. findings were discussed with you and members of ‘your staff.. At your requesty - .
~ 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 S

~enforcement conference held with you and members of your staff at the NRC - -
offices in Rockville, Maryland on November 9, 1988. - . e '

The NRC staff had initially considered the cullective significance of the - = -
) violations at a Severity Level IlI, i.e.,~a significant regulatory concern, -
e However, after careful review of thé.information presented in. the engineering. -
‘report, the public meeting and the enforcement conference, we have concluded .
‘that the enclosed violations do not fit the examples in Supplement I of the 6 -
- 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 early .in.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 . o
- concerns, we are issuing the enclosed Notice of Violation for four Severity.lV - -
violations associated with the coating removal project. - ., - - T

. 5'8901130016 090109 T
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MM J. CaniT or,

“You are required to respond to this 1etter and should follow the : 1nstruct1onsﬁhff\
..specified in the enclosed Hctice when preparing:your. response.y Inyour "7wron
response you should document the specific act1ons taken.and any additional.
actions you plan to take to prevent recurrence. : Because our evaluation
indicated that schedular interests may have been a contr1buting factor, your
response should also address whether schedular pressures may have contr1butedA L
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. compl1ance w1th NRC regu]atory :
requirements, .

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC s "Rules of Pract1ce;“ Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this 1etter and .its enc]osure
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room o :

The responses required by th1s letter and the enc]osed Notice are not subJect
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as requ1red
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub L No 96 511

S1ncere1y,

Orlglnal Slgned by
L queS.H Snlezek for

James G Partlow, Assoc1ate Dl.ector'
for Spec1al Projects . =
Office of. Huc1ear Reactor Regu]at1on

Enclosures:

1. Notice of Violation

2. Meeting Presentation dated
November 9, 1988

cc w/enclosures:
See next page
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" ENCLOSURE 1

NOTICE OF VIOLATIONT‘
. \'

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,.,-f'-.~
10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1988), the violations are listed below.

A. 10 CFR Part 50, Append1x B Criterion 1V requires that measures be o
‘established to assure that requirements which are necessary to assure - '’
adequate quality are suitably 1ncluded or referenced in the document5g~n*0-
for procurement of services.

Procedure ECE-6.02-03, Rev151on 1, "Eng1neering Review of Procurement ,
Documents for Serv1ces," indicates the services review summary and the
procurement requisition must define all technical, quality assurance, and-
documentation requirements clearly and explic1t1y. It also requires the
responsible engineer to determine the appropriate ASME classification.
[t indicates that the Technical and Quality Assurance Requirements
Package typically contains the scope of activity, technical requirements,
qua11ty assurance requirements, and a document submittal summary. '

Procedure NP1-5.0-2, Revision 1, "Control of TU E]ectr1c Requ151t1on 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.

1
Contrary to the above:

1. 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 requ1rements,_“The entire
b]asting 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 11sted] whereby
QA surveillance activities may be scheduled." Neither wall thinning
nor the documentation of problems were descrrbed o

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

3. The respcnsible encineer indicated on the Services Review Summar:y
of Purchase Requ151 ton 5R-350338 that the 2%ME classification was
nct applicable. 1t should have been 23DE fz:ctien X', Therefcre,
the autherized ruciear inspectcr was nct gf:~” an op:crtun.'/ to

review the proposed work or insgect the ¢ .-"le ed work.
8501130018 32010% ' :
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_Service Water piping in paragrapn 6 9.

Purchase Requisition 6R- 350338 and associated documents 'did not" reference .
pplicable documentation for which the requisitioned: dtem applies™iisiuzi .

including Problem Report 85-532, Nonconfonnance Report 88 0820. or’

Modification Request Construction 88- 1 020. D S -

This fs a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II)

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX requires that measures b v
established to assure special processes are controlled ‘and- accomplished jx,,szu;
by qualified personnel using qualified procedures in accordance with

applicable codes. Sandblasting was authorized by a Start-up Work ! S
Authorization in accordance with Station Administrative Procedure-’
(SAP)-6. SAP-6 requires work to be accomplished by an approved site.
pr‘oCedu re. : w pa J CelilE ’:'I':.‘;_- x

Contrary to the above:

1. Measures established to control the special process of removing L
the coating from the Station Service Water System piping -(QCP- 1.»~A<.:e
Revision 2, "Coating Removal by Abrasive Blasting of Interior of’ e
Station Service Water Piping" dated April 18, 1988) were. inadequate. .
For example, QCP-1 did not address wall thinning, air pressure, T
spinblaster travel rate, the rate of sandblasting. or- documentation
of problems LouEe : :

. 4‘ :,.:v‘
st f

2. Procedure QCP-1 was not anhapproved site procedure;ﬂ QCP- 1'h&d been”if‘;jg
reviewed and approved by- Engineering but not by Quality Assurance. -

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement II)

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires a program for inspection1

of activities affecting quality to be established and executed to verify L
conformance with documented instructions, procedures, ‘and drawings for e
accomplishing the activities. It requires inspection and process P
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

Volume I of the FSAR, Appendix lA(B) 25, commits to Regulatory 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 requirements.to be >
certified as being qualified to perform the aSSigned work,‘ o -




Contrary to the above:

1.  Between April 18, 1988 and May- 18"1988. prior to making improve-

. ments to the sandb]asting equipment, the process was not adequately:

- monitored. As a result, a 1/2-inch holé was sandblasted through\the

ripe wall in one_location and several other ‘deep sandblasting ="
indentations were made in the 10 -inch piping and not. 1dent1fied

. until the piping was fi]]ed wi '

2. Review and monitoring of the video tapes by TU Electric or its -
representative failed to identify either the hole.in the pipe wall
or any of the several other deep sandblasting ‘indentations in the - - o
-10-inch piping. The deficiencies were not. 1dent1fi d unti] after jz‘ o
the piping had been fil]ed with water._;fwy_;ﬁ,, N -a@;i“'"

3. Procedure EME 3.21-08 fai1s to provide adequate 1nspection
instructions in that the procedure addresses verification of - : \
the coating removal and acceptance cr1ter1a but does not address SIS
metal removal or wall thinning S RN i

4, Persons reviewing and evaluating the video tapes were not certified |
to ANSI N45.2.6. A . o

Th1s is a Severxty Level IV v1o1ation (Supp1ement II)

0. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, requires that conditions
~ adverse to quaiity be prompt]z ident1f1ed and corrected. - .

Contrary to the above

1. Problems with the sandb]aster stal]ing and w1th sand building up in
the piping were experienced by 0. B. Cannon personne] 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 sta]llng'
were not promptly 1dent1f1ed and corrected , _ .

2. The NRC inspector 1dent1f1ed concerns w1th. among other thlngs wal]
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 responsihle for the coat1ng remova]
project. . .

This is a Severity Level IV v1olat1on (Supp1ement II)
Pursuant to the prov1s1ons of 10 CFR 2.201,. TU ‘-.tv1c is hexeb/ requtred to

submit a written statement or expnanatlon to the U.S. Huclear Requlatory
Conm1551on, ATTN: Document Ccncrol oesk, k=sh1rgton,,DC A-C::5,>ﬂ1th a 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 corrective steps that have been taken and
the results achieved; (3) the corrective steps thi. will be taken to avoid
further violations; and (4) the date when fuli compliance will be achieved.
If an adequate reply is not received within the time specified in the Notice,
an order may be issued to shnw 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, ‘ I o S

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

es G. Partlow, Assocfate Director
~NJfor Special Projects =~ . S
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

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



UNITED STATES . -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20655 e

FEB 28 1989

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

Mr. Willfam 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, 198€ despite the
expired construction permit, at which time you filed a request for an
extensfon. 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 {ssued an extension of the permit on February 10, 1986. While the
fajlure did not have a direct safety impact, the lack of adequate
aaministrative 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 1s considered for a Severity Level III violation.
- However, after consultation with the Commission and the Deputy Executfve
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FEB 28 1989

r. dilliam J. Cahill, Jr. -2-

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 respenses directed by this letter and its enclosure are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, P.L. No. 96-511.

Sincerely,
Original signed bys3

Dennis M. Crutchfield, Acting Associate Director
for Special Projects
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Notice of VYiclation

cc w/enclosure:
See next page-
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NOTICE 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 discussfons 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
constructfon 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 (Supplément 11).

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 Notfce of Vinlation" 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 * ' . and the
results achieved, (4) the corrective steps which will be taken ¢ /oid
further violations, and (5) the date when full compliance will = achieved.

If an adequate reply 1s not received within the time specified in this Notice,



«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

Aennis M. Cru éhfield. Acggég Associate Director
for Special Projects

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

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



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

May 17, 1990

Docket Nos. 50-445
and 50-446
EA-90-020

"~ Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.
Executive Vice Pres1dent
TU Electric
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)

Th1s refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. R. M. Latta dur1ng the per1od
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 ‘material on a nonconformance
report the intimidation of QC receipt inspectors; TU Electric's corrective
. actions, and followup on previously 1dent1f1ed Therm-A-Lag discrepancies. ‘The
" NRC 1nspector s findings were documented in Inspect1on Report 50-445/90-05;
50~446/90-05 and were discussed with you, and members of your 'staff on January 30,
1990 at the 1nspect1on exit meeting and  again during‘an Enforcement Conference
at NRC Headquarters 1n Rockv1]1e Mary]and on: February 7 1990 ‘
Specifically, the matters of concern to the NRC staff 1nvo]v ”the event53 i
transpired on November 2 and 3, 1989, relative to the direction’ wh1ch?
by a QC supervxsor and QC: Level 111 1nspector to QC receipt’ 1nspect1on
not to: document deficwent Therm-A-Lag dimensional’ discrepancies on‘a n
ance report. Subsequent to a‘brief but heated d1scuss1on on Novembe,”
between the QC supervisor, the QC Level IIT and QC receipt’ 1nspect1on
. 'who wanted to document’ the' subject deficiencies 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 in the confrontation w1th QC
. superv1s1on was co1nc1denta11y 1nc1uded in a reduction-1n-force

As a result of these events, the message which was perce1ved by the QC teceipt
inspectors was that, in sp1te of procedural requirements, QC supervisory personnel
would not allow Therm-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
subsequent]y documented the Therm-A-Lag def1c1enc1es on a nonconformance report
gon November 3, 1989.

NUREG-0940 1.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, desp1te the issuance of the nonconformance report and
subsequent to TU Electr1c s corrective actions, there was still a strong
perception within the QC Receipt Inspection organization that the disagreement
between QC receipt inspectors and Qc superv1s1on 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 E]ectr1c s response to th1s issue initially
failed to recognize the significance of this event and that the corresponding
corrective actions were not effectlve

The NRC staff recogn1zes that appropr1ate correct1ve act1ons .were subsequently
taken when the full scope of the problem was recogn1zed These actions included
a management change Jn_the QC Receiving organization, management meetings with

‘ §d1ssem1nat1on of TU E]ectr1c s policy on the,impor-
These actions, along with
“of . th1s 1nc1dent constituted the bas1s upon

ed that. this.issue had been adequately resolved for
h ilow-power 11cense ,

Neverthe]ess to. emphasize the 1mportance of management sens1t1v1ty to potent1a1
1nt1m1dat10n, I have been authorized,. after consultation with the Director,
0ffice of Enforcement and the Deputy ‘Executive Director for Nuclear Materials
Safety, Safeguards) “and 0perat1ons Support, to issue the enc]osed Notice of
Violation and. Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty (Notice).in the amount of
, $25 000 for the Severlty Level 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 cons1dered and as
discussed below 50% mitigation of the base civil penalty was deemed appropr1ate

In this case, ne1ther esca]at1on nor m1t1gat1on of the base c1v11 pena]ty is
warranted for 1dent1f1cat1on and reporting as this violation was identified to
TU Electric through an a]legat1on With regard to corrective action, again,
neither escalation nor mitigation was found appropriate. .. As d1scussed earlier,
while TU Electric ultimately took appropriate corrective act1ons they were not
t1mely given the information 1n1t1a11y ava11ab1e regard1ng this matter Not-

ooooo

‘the last few years, s1gn1f1cantly 1mproved cons1der1ng 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. Flnally, 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 commun1cat1on breakdown between
the QC supervisors and the qQc. rece1pt 1nspectors

You are requ1red to respond to th1s letter and shou]d fo]]ow the 1nstruct1ons
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response.. .In your. response,
.you should document the specific actions taken and any add1t1ona1 actions you
plan to prevent recurrence. After reviewing your response to the Notice,
including your proposed corrective actions and the results 'of future 1nspect1ons,
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 1etter and the accompany1ng Not1ce are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget
as required by the Paperwork Reductlon Act of 1980, PL 96-511. :

Sincerely,

Dennfs M. Crutchfield, Assgdiate Director
for Special PrOJects
Office of Nuclear Reactor- Regu]at1on

Enclosures:

1. Notice of V1olat1on and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalty

2. Enforcement Conference Slides

‘cc w/enclosures:
Seehnext page
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; | NOTICE oz XIOLATION
N
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

TU Electric Docket Nos. 50-445 and 50 446

B Comanche Peak Steam Electr1c Station ~ License No. NPF-87
Units 1 and 2~ Construction Permit No. CPPR 127
EA 90-020 -

During an NRC inspection condicted on January 3 through January 30, 1990 .
violations of NRC requirements were identified. In accordance ‘with the "General
Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement. Act1ons,“ 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C (1989), the Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ss1on proposes to" 1mpose ‘a c1v11
penalty pursuant to Section 234 of ‘the’ Atomic’ Energy Act 01954 as-amended,

42 U.S.C. 2282, and 10 CFR Part 2.205. The part1cu1ar v1o]at10n and assoc1ated
civil penalty are as follows

I. V1o1at1on Assessed a C1v11 Penalty

10 CFR Part, 50 Append1x B Cr1ter1on I, as 1mp1emented by Sect1on 1. 0
Revision 1, of the TU Electr1c Qua11ty}Assurance Manual requires that the
app11cant or licensee shall be’ respons1b1e for the ‘establishment ‘and "
execution of ‘the qua11ty assurance ‘program. Furthermore‘ “the" personne]
performing the: quality. assurance “functions shall be ‘provided’with adequate
authority ‘and organ1zat1onal freedom to’ 1dent1fy qua11ty prob]ems to
1n}t1ate recommend, or prov1de solutlons and to ver1fy 1mplementat1on of“
solutions. .

Contrary to the above on November 2 1989 Qual1ty Contro] (QC) rece1pt
inspectors were not prov1ded ‘with’ adequate author1ty -and organizational -
freedom to’ 1dent1fy qual1ty problem ‘and 1nit1ate recommend and’ prov1de
solutions in‘that, they were ‘told by their- "SUPErvisors that‘defect1ve e
Therm-A-Lag condu1t sectwons were not to be documented ‘on nonconformance
reports as requ1red by stat1on procedures .

This 1s a Sever1ty Level IIT" V101at1on (Supplement 11 and VII)
(445/9005 V- 02) Civil Pena1ty $25 000

V1olat1on Not Assessed a C1v11 Penalty

10 CFR Part 50,¢Append1x B, Criterion V as 1mp1emented by Sect1on 5.0,
Revision 1, of the TU E]ectr1c Quality Assurance ‘Manual; - requ1res that'-
activities affect1ng quality be prescribed by-and’ accompllshed in accor-
dance with documented procedures. CPSES Receiving Inspection’Procedure
NQA 3.09-11.03, paragraph 6.1.3, requires that items which®do’ not ' conform
to the spec1f1ed requ1rements 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 rece1pt inspection activities on Therm-A Lag conduit sections, TU Electric
failed to document defective material conditions. on a nonconformance report
as:: spec1f1ed in.Procedure 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 Severxty Leve] IV Violation. (Supp]ement 1I)
;,(445/9005 V-Ol) . .

Pursuant to the. prov1s1ons of. 10 'CFR 2 201 TU E]ectr1c is hereby requ1red to,
submita. written statement or exp]anat10n to ‘the" D1rector 0ffice of Enforcement,
U. S.. Nuc]ear Regulatory Commission, within 30 days of the date of this Notice .
of Violation and Proposed Impos1t1on ‘of Civil Penalty (Not1ce) This reply
should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice of Vialation" and should
include for each a]]eged violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged
violation, (2) the reasons for the violation* -if-admitted, -and if denied, the-
reasons. why, (3). .the corrective steps that have been taken and the resu}ts
achieved; (4),the~correct1ve steps that will be taken to, avoid further viola-
tions, and .(5), the .date when -full comp]1ance Will. be ach1eved If an adequate
reply is; not rece1ved w1th1n the time spec1f1ed in th1s Not1ce .an order may be
issued, to show cause’ ‘why . the 11cense 'should:not. be mod1f1ed suspended or
W visuch other action .as:.may -be, proper shou]d not be taken..

ideratior may | be given, to. extendlng the response time for good cause shown.
Under the. author1ty "of Section 182 of the Act 42 U.S.C. 2232, th1s response '
shall be subm1tted under oath or affirmation.

Within th same me as prov1ded for the response required .above under 10 CFR
2.201, the. 11censee may pay -the: c1v11 “penalty by Tetter addressed to.the
D1rector Office of Enforcement U. S. Nuclear Regu]atory Commission, with a
check, - draft,,money ‘order,.or, electr1c transfer payable. to the Treasurer of
the Un1ted States in. the amount of the c1v11 pena]ty or may protest imposition
of the civil penalty, in whole or in part, by a written answer addressed to the
Director, Office of Enforcement, U..S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Should
the licensee fail to answer w1th1n the-time- 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 Notice of Viglation"

and may:. . (1) deny the violation(s). listed in this Notice, in whole or in part, b
(2) demonstrate extenuat1ng c1rcumstances, (3) show error in this Notice, or 4
(4) show other reasons why the. penalty should not be imposed. In add1tlon to ;§
protest1ng the civil penalty, in whole or in part, such answer may request kS

remission or mitigation of the penalty.

In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalty, the factors addressed in P
Section V.B in 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1989) should be addressed. = Any i
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 10 CFR 2.201 rep]y by specific reference (e.qg., citing
page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition. The attention of the 11censee
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 comprom1sed, remitted,
or mitigated, may be collected by civil act1on pursuant to Sect1on 234c of the

Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282c. : “;

The response noted above (Reply to Notice of V1o1at1on “Yetter w1th payment of
civil penalty, and Answer to a Notice of Violation) should be-addressed to:
Director, Office of Enforcement, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ATTN:
Document Control Desk, Wash1ngton 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 Stat1on

4'*:F0R THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Dated at Rockv111e, Maryland
this 17th day of May 1990.

i
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
’ﬁ REGION.IV' . S S PR O ST

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 1000 N
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 7601

Docket No: ~50-382 ' _ fﬂ ;
EA 82-109 = - : : %“_“ ‘

: ATTN L Vi Maur1n uV1ce Pres1dent,‘ AR
’ “Nuclear" Oper‘at'lons N 2 T S TR L S £
.142 De]aronde Streets:z z: U
New 0r1eans sLouisiana 7

Gentlemen° 9@3.
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May .16 to Ju]y 15, 1982f
CPPR-1

,,vqual1ty assurance proghamsf‘“
" conitrol “over--contractors :to: W
had: been de]egated and ‘deds:

¥nt§tﬁon ‘'of' quali
ﬁihaﬂuLP&L ésolrces! to''qua 11ty assur-

dvaveens® o ant 7 Dwrupen

' CERTIFIED MAIL | Ce e
." . RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED o e
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Louiéiana‘ Pomer and Light Company ~2- OEC 6 1982

P ¥y e

v1o1at1on a-base c1v11 pena]ty of $40 QDO is- norma]]y assessed. However, the
Enforcement - Po11cy permits con51derat1on of m1t1gat1ng circumstances. Based
upon’a“ carefu] review of the circumstances associated with this violation, we.
have“concluded that m1t1gat1on of 50% of the civil penalty is apprOpr1ate.\ .
The bases for th1s mitigation are the corrective action you have initiated (the
extensiv Vrev 0 ofﬁyour system turnover process) and your role in identifying
‘ré > -breakdown of quality assurance:;programs.to:NRC...Therefore,.
"th%,helD1rector of: the: )f;Inspection-and Enforcement,
5 Josed" ot ce;ofiViolation:andiProposed
y. in: the amount .07 :$20,000 as-set:forth:in:the:Notice-
. Th1s -action:is being. taken ‘in-order:to empha512e the
t c1patlon in qual1ty -assurance -activities:and your'
.ensure. that‘contractors are?proper]y 1mp1ement1ng qua11ty

'd “:5d -Wf:x“ : £ ain
) Jletter andashould fo]]ow}the 1nstruct1ons :in
F \gzyouriiresponses ::Additionallysfyout iresponse shoyld
nned Qﬁqtakengwhlchrwould ensure%that;work completed»pr1or
: i operly iacco 5o Thi

{"to this

v b @ b @w«ﬂ«»’ eeémrfjfh T Saie < s d
qua11ty documentat1on. Your response should also address &easuresataken or ap
planned to ensur ithat your quality: assurancekprocedure ar
ui » cat onArequ1_,H”v @y

i

rected bynth1s 1etter and the enc1osed Appendix”are :not Subject
, clearance procedures of. the 0ff1ce of- Management .and Budget otherw1se
requ1red by the Paperwork Reduct1on Act of 1980 PL 96- 511 . SRR

Slncerely, PN

o Do e | ‘ohn T Coll1ns '
T Y Reg1ona1 Administrator

a4k ~ e AL R e«.‘ B e I PR

Enc]osure-?_;{
Append1x =, Notice

of;V1olat1on and Proposed B ;“}:al Fo8 0t
2 ] Pena]ty ’ i el -

cc w/encl:

F. J. Drummond, Project Support Manager R
T. F. Gerrets, QA Manager _ T e T
D. B. Lester, Plant Manager T T
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APPENDIX : I B PR ) ¢

- NoTICE OF:. VIOLTION. - T L
o — ANDi o N
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL. PENALTY

. R )
i "1‘2&?;‘

Lou1s1ana Power and L1ght Company - “Japlsg?é,’ Dotket No 50-382
Waterford 3 Steam E]ectr1c Stat1on S Construct1on?Perm1t CPPR-103
i . ‘EA :82-109 B e e

“

Dur1ng Apr11 May, and Junevi982¢ BASCC 1suom1tted four: Emergency$Core‘Cool1ng
Systems (ECCS) to the Louisiana Power and Light, Company: (LP&L) sfor ‘turnover.
Following an LP&L audit of these systems, they weré rejected by LP&L. LP&L

. reported its audit findings -tosthe:NRC. «:LP&L -found that records:.for ithese -

systems did not represent their true as-built status. Asxaﬁﬁesult*NRCvtondudted
an 1nspect1on dur1ng the per1od May 16 to”Ju]y 15, 1982

Vil w2

| Dur1ngsth1s 1nspect10n a sngn1f1cant»v1o ,ondofaNRC ?ua}ati:assurance requ1rements
was identified:: “As d1scussed”1n 1nspect1on“reports50-382/82-14 the four<ECCS o ud

systemSAwere not QA/QC acceptab %Installat1on of safety-re]ated 1nstrument%

act1v1t1es and your respons1
. implementing quality assurance programs, the NRC proposes toanmposeaa¢c1
penalty of $20,000 for these matters.
Policy (10 CFR:Part:2:¢sAppendix:
Section’23470f ‘the: Atomic::Energy:
PL '96-295% and 10 : ‘CFR: 2.2205;, <the ‘pa

pena]ty are set«fo h?below*%

20 CFR 50 Append1x58;~' ;
: program shall‘prov1de controF>

‘their 1mportance torsafety Activ1t1es affect1ng qua11ty sha]l‘bé‘accomm
*ﬂp11shed under su1tab1y contro]ﬂedécond1t1onSa"“’ ¥ 2 oatd pert

Yo nnt ronry o CETT S

-y

‘ Contrary to*the above Lou1s1ana Power ‘and: Light Company failed itowod £
adequately control: activities' Jaffectingcthe quality of rsafety-relatedsszerabs
work. Specifically, LP&L failed to ensure that Ebasco Services, Inc., -
construction manager, was adequately controlling the quality of saf Y.
systems and providing the complete and accurate documentation of qua 1ty
required for these systems. This failure is illustrated by the fact that
on April 30, May 20, May 22, and June 22, 1982, Ebasco QA signed four
ASP-IV-50-6 forms 1nd1cat1ng that four safety systems were ready for turn-
over to LP&L. These safety systems were containment spray, low pressure
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,Lanq_high pressure safety injection.

_.safety-injection, safety injection tanks, anc e
i firecords specified that these

. - The pertinent fabrication. and 1 stallationi’records
.- ...systems were. ready fo turnovi , ntly, the LP&L construction QA and
' startup.organizations: rejected all four,syst rriover: packages due to
numerous_findings which the quality records and.exception l1ists did not
ately.identify. These findings included previously unidentified
11at rors:;: assbu: t&qkawigg§th§tbd§d¢ﬁd§;métChmactuaJnfie]d,

ons which included ork: that was. not :in-

hd specifications, QC inspections that had
‘installations, and.QC records that were
ilt _These deficiencies 'in the
ali en-identified by LP&L

< L

T nsitd
jance; with-procedure

oo Gg_lﬁp ¥ 3 btk B QL
.- .not;identified unacceptable, fi

rawings.
e

avoid; further: -~

_ - wi, _achieved. .Consideration
mg*tbh%gdba,cQUSeashqyn*Q$Uﬁdet;the~» :
( ZBZ}gthi"?esponéefshallgﬁejédb—a~?

SR R I

thin :the:same itime.:a@s::provi or ithe: response. requi red;:a_bby;e?r.un‘d,e“f‘.. .
10.<GFR 2.:201;i the Louisiana::Power:.and;L ghtgcompanygmayipayfkhé@civﬁTxpenaJty'in
theTamouhtaofﬁ$20y000aor%may;prote§t<1mp051tiondof,the,civil penalty ‘in whole or
in- part by a:written answer.. Should. the Louisiana Power.-and Light Company. fail

ame itime.:as G

ﬁ%fh1n>

to answer within the time .specified,

the. Director, Office of Inspection and
Enﬁqrcemen;,:wiJ14issue,anrprQQnEImpgsipg.thehciVjT”penalxy;ihttheﬁamount:pro-
posed above. Should the Louisiaha'POWér’and’Eiﬁﬁt'Céﬁﬁany7e1éﬁf"tB”fﬁTé“éﬁ"w
answerisin:accordance with ‘10 .CFR- 2. protesting the civil penalty, ‘such answer
may :::(1): den e zviolationTistedin: Notice-in:whole .or:in part;- -
(2).:demonstrate extenuating: circumstan 3) show error:in this: Notice, or
(4) ShOW@cher&fe&SODSQWhM@thgﬁﬁenaltyg§ﬁQUWdant be imposed. -In,-addition to
protesting the civil penalty in@Who]é:bﬁ'inzpart;vsuch:answer,maygrequest'mitiga-
“tion of the penalty. In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalty, the five
factors contained -in Section 10(B): of: 10.:CFR. Part 2,:.Appendix. C: should be
addressedsﬂmAny,written:answéﬁ;ineaccocdanteuwithAlo’CFR 2.205 should be. set

" R

P
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forth separately from the statement or explanation 1n rep]y pursuant to
but may incorporate by specific reference (e.g., c1t1ng page and’ paragra :
to avoid repetition. The Louisiana Power and Light Company's attentionis: d1rected
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 determ1ned
in -accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this matter may be
referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty, unless comprom1sed :remitted,

or mitigated, may be co]1ected by c1v11 act1on pursuant to- Section 234c of :the
Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282. 4 by an

. A * L .
Hii A R ROy

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

w7 /M
/John T.. Collins i
DEC 6 B8R - Regional Administrator

()

Dated at Arlington, Texas - “14'”” S
th1$f3day of December 1982 | a G
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’ Enclosure

UNITED STATES' _
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REQION IV

@11 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE %000
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 701

MAY 24 1985

Docket: §0-382
EA 85-10

touisfana Power & Light Company

- ATTN:- R. S. Leddick, Sr. Vice President
Nuclear Operatinns

142 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Gent]gmen:

In 1983 the NRC began to receive sllegations 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 assocfated with these allegations. Other
routine and special safety inspections were also conducted as part of the NRC
Inspection Program. In June of 1883, the NRC Inquiry Team was formed to .-
gather information relating to the allegatfons that were received (Reference
‘NRC Inspection Report 50-382/84-34 and NUREG 0787, Supplement 7). lIn

February and March of 1984, the NRC Constructfon Appraisal Team (CAT) conducted
an fnspection to evaluate the construction activities at the Waterford facility
(Reference NRC Inspection Report 50-382/84-07). 1In 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 & result of these
efforts potential violations of NRC regulations were 1dentified and forwarded
to NRC Region 1V for disposition. The review of the issues and potentia)
violations §s documented in NUREG 0787, Supplements 7 and 9 and in RRC Inspection
Reports 50-382/84-30 and 50-382/B84-43 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 communications and your views on the {ssues have been

provided.

This enforcement package s unusual 4n that it encompasses violations identified
during & major NRC effort involving more than fifty NRC personnel and contractors
over nearly a year (approximately 20,000 manhours). It 1s also unusual in that
it s bein? {ssued 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 -
Yioiation and Proposed Imposition of Civi) 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, each of these
violations {1lustrates weaknesses that existed in LPAL's impliementation of its
Quality Assurance program during construction. Although these violations do not
appear o have Yod Lo an Cud-preduct of unaccepladbll yuatity, ithe violaitons 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 8506240356 BS0601,,,
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ensurin% that an adequate quality assurance program continues to functtion now
that Unit 3 4s operating. - .

To emphasize the significance of the weaknesses in your quality assurance

progran that were discovered during these intensive inspections and investigations
and to ensure that these weaknesses are not carrfed over to your operational
quality assurance programs, and after consultation with the Director, Office of
Inspection and Enforcement, I have been authorized to {ssue 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 categorized as a Severity Leva2) 111
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 B,
1984). In determining the civi) 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 packa?e we are extending the
period for response to 60 days. Your response should follow the {nstructions
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 LPAL Quality Assurance program for
construction, you should describe the steps you have taken to ensure that a
similar process feflure 4n the LPAL Quality Assurance program for operations
will not occur, and that continuing attention by management will be provided
to prevent recurrence of these faflures. 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 are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget 83 required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

ﬁx@%:zb

Robert D. Martin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
Notice of VYiolation and Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalty

cc w/enclosure:
Louisiana Power & Light Company
ATTN: 6. E. Wuller, Onsite
Licensing Coordinator P. O. Box B
Killona, Louisfana 70066

Louisfana Power & Light Company

ATTN: R. P. Barkhurst, Plant Nanager
P. 0. Box B

Killona, Louisiana 70066

Middle South Services

ATTN: Mr. R. 7. Lally

P. 0. Box 61000

New Orleans, Louisfana 70161

Loufsiana Power & Light Company

ATTN: K. W. Cook, Nuclear Support
and Licensing Manager

142 Delaronde Street-

New Orlesns, Louisiana 70174




NOTICE OF VIOLATION
_ - AND '
PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

| Louisfana Power & Light Company Docket &D-382

Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station ' License WNPF-38
EA 85-10

During 1983 and 1984, the NRC conducted numerous inspections and investigations
&t the Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station. As a result of these {nspections
and {nvestigations, numerous violations of NRC requirements were {dentified.
These findings have been grouped fnto thirteen distinct areas. Each of

the violations f1lustrates weaknesses 9n L9A1'c implementation of {ts 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 1nvest1?ations.
end to ensure that these weaknesses are not carried over to your operationa
quality assurance programs, and after consultation with the Director, Office

of Inspection and Enforcement, 1 have been authorized to fssue the enclosed
Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties in the amount of
One Hundred Thirty Thousand Dollars ($130,000). 1In accordance with the ‘
*General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,™ 10 CFR
Part 2, Appendix C, as revised, 49 FR B583 (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 particuler violations and associated civi)
penalties are set forth below. The detailed underlying documentation for

each of the violations {s contained 1n NUREG 0787, Supplement 7 and 9 and in
NRC Inspection Reports 50-382/84-07, B4-24, 84-32, and 84-34 and the pertinent
sections of these documents are referenced below.

1. Faflure To Take Adequate Cofrect1ve Action

Criterfon 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 nateria{ and equipment, and noncon-
formances are promptly {dentified and corrected. In the cise of

significant conditions adverse to quality, the measures shall assure

that the cause of the condition {s determined and corrective action taken

to preclude repetition. - : o

Loufsiana Power and Light (LP&L) Quality Assurance (QA) Manual Section
QR 16.0, Revision 2, "Corrective Action," paragraph 16.3, requires, in
part, that LPiL 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,

06240365 850604
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taking prompt corrective action to prevent repetition of the adverse
conditions, and documenting and reporting the adverse conditions,|1on¥
with their determined cause(s) and corrective actions to appropriate ievels
of management for review and assessment, - '

Contrary to the above:

A'

LPEL failed to adequately determine the cause and extent of the
partial QA breakdown between Ebasco and Mercury as described in KRC
Inspection Report No. 50-382/B2-14, {1ssued December 6, 1982.
Specifically, LPAL falled tu fmplement comprehensive and periodic
audits of the Mercury and Ebasco QA program after {dentifying the
partial QA breakdown. This failure is {1lustrated by the the fact
that LPSL did not {dentify the following Mercury and Ebasco Company
QA audit deficiencies that existed prior to December 6, 1982, and
continued until Mercury'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 4n 1981. Even though Ebasco
{dentified these deficiencies in Audit No. SW-82-6-1, previous Ebasco
Audits NB-78-9-5, NB-B0-8-3, and NB-B1-5-1 of Mercury did not identify
these deficiencies. The NRC staff discovered that Mercury had not .
audited QAM Sectifons 5, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 1n 1983. Secondly,
Mercury Company had not audited the following Mercury Company
Procedures during the 1ife of the project: MCP-2140, 2170, 2175;
spP-650, 651, €52, 653, 654, 655, 656, 657, 658, 661, 662, 663, 668,
670, 672; WPS-B, P, G; B-1; and WPS-WE-4. Ebasco Audit SW-82-6-1

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)

LPSL failed to take adequate actions to address concerns fdentified
in the Notice of Violation issued on Apr{il 13, 1985 and described in
NRC Inspectfon Report No. 50-3R2/83-13 which {dentified heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) supports that had additional
Joads attached that were not shown on detaj) drawings. In addition,

“the allowable load capacity calculations were not performed for the

additional loads. Even though LPAL responded to this violation on
May 17, 1983, and corrective action was {nitiated, a subsequent
{nspection by the NRC revealed that 18 electrical cable trays and
HYAC supports carried losds not shown on detadl 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 Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) Report No. .
50-382/84-07, Section VII1.B.4 (CAT: Sectfion VI1I1.B.4) -

LPSL failed to take adequate corrective actions to address concerns
{dentified in the Notice of Violation fssued 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 Wovember 13, 1981, and corrective action was initiated, a subsequent
Notice of VYiolation was dssued fn NRC Inspection Report 50-382/82-05
on April 7, 1982 regarding the maintenance of safety-related motors.
Notwithstanding, a subsequent inspection by the NRC 1dentified that
LPEL was still not maintaining electrical motors fn accordance with
the required preventative maintenance procedures for equipment
transferred to plant operations.

Ref: CAT, Section VIII.B.4. .

LPAL failed to take adequate actions to correct two Significant
Constructfon Deficfencies (SCD) 73 and 78 which they {issued on

April 11, 1983, and April 28, 1983, respectively, to address welding
deficiencies by American Brid?e in the Reactor Containment Building
and the Reactor Auxiliary Building., A comprehensive reinspection
program was initiated by LPSL and rework has been completed. A
subsequent tnspectfon 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 V111.B.4.

LP8L failed to take adequate corrective actions to address concerns
identified in the Notice of Violation {issued on April 13, 1983 and
described {n 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 artinn was {nitiated, 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-BDA, Twelve
selected p1pin? {sometric drawings were reviewed for approximately.
1000 feet of Class 2 and 3 piping and inspected for conformance to
design requirements,

Ref: CAT, Section VI1I11.B.4.

Significant Construction Deficiency (SCD) 70 was issued on
February 18, 1983, to address deficfencies with Genera) Electric
(6E) 480-V. switchgear trip coils not dropping out after tripping.
The 1icensee reported by ielier to the NRC dated December 2, 1983
(W3K83-1881) that 211 corrective sction 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 modify
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 Cubfcle

3831 ' 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 Violatfon fssued on August 13, 1984 and described §n NRC
Inspection Report 50-382/84-32 which fdentified that the licensee had
not implemented the corrective actions as described in their Januvary 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 {i:spection on a monthly basis. Therg were no
individual audit plans (Forms GP-723-28 and 6P-723-29) or audit
reports (Forms GP-723-30, GP-723-31, and GP-723-58) as prescribed by
Tompkins-Beckwith QA Procedure TBP-8, "Quality Assurance Audit,"”
Sections 6.2 and 6.4, respectively. In addition, the 1icensee could -~
not demonstrate the surveillance of hanger installations by

-Tompkins-Beckwith that were to continue through the system release
snd turnover process.

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

11. Failure to Ensure Qualification of QA Personnel

Criterfon 11 of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that the applicant
establish at {he earliest practica) time, consistent with the schedule for
accomplishing the activities, & 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 1ife 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 ass1?ned inspection tasks., Where required by
code, {ngpectors shall be formally examined and certified. A current file
"shall he maintained of the rredentials for sach inspector,” '
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AN

Mercury Quality Control Procedure QCP-3750, "Qualification of
Inspection, Examination, and Test Personnel,™ paragraph 5.1,
describes the educational and experience requirements for the three
tevels 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
i{nstances identified where Mercury qua11ty control (QC) inspectors
did not meet the described requirements. In addition, documentation
was not &vailable {o verify capability in a given Juo tarough
previous performance or satisfactory completion of proficiency
testing.

1. Twe1ve Mercury QC inspectors were: 1ncorrect\y certified due to
insufficient education or experience.

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

2. Three Mercury Company Level 111 QC 1nspection personnel lacked -
the necessary prior experience to qua11fy as candidates for
Level III certification.

Ref: SSER-7:A-57.

Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B) Procedure TBP-4, Indoctrination, lraining,
and Certification of QA/QC Personnel,” paragraph 6.2, states that the
Tevel of certification for inspection personnel shall be as defined -
in ANS] N45,.2.6-1973. Section 3 of this ANS] standard describes the
educationa) 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 {nspectors were certified

- to levels of capability for which they were not qualified. LP&L was

unable to produce documentation that showed capability through
previous parformance or satisfactory rompletion of proficiency
testing.

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

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 111 QC inspector without the
npcessary experience. The second Fegles QC inspector performed the
duties of the project QA manager (PQAM) while certified as a Level 1]
{nspector. To serve as the PQAM, the Fegles requirement is that the
individual must be a certified Level 111 dnspector.

LPsL could not produce documentation to show that either QC 4nspector
was qualified to perform the assigned work, based nn previnus
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 ]

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 2

certified Level 111 inspector.

Three of the five J. A. Jones QC inspectors were certified as

Level 1 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 11 did not have the
required experience and there was no record of pessing the proficiency
exam, '

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

111. Failure To Adequately Disposition Conditions Adverse to Quality

"Criterion XV] of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be
established to assure that conditions sdverse to quality, such as
failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and
equipment, and nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected. 1In
the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the measures shall
assure that the cause of the condition {s determined and corrective action
taken to preclude repetition.
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LPAL QA Manual Section QR 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 gdverse to quality, such as
failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and
equipment, and nonconformances.

A. Ebasco Procedure ASP-111-7, lssue K, "Processing of Nonconformances,®
paragraph 4.3, defines a nonconformance as & condition in
characteristics, documentation, or procedure which renders the
quality of the item or service unacceptable or indeterminate.
Attachment 7.1, Item 15, recuires that the recommended 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, 1tem 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 {dentified '
nonconformance.

NCR-7139 - Involved field inspections of horizontal seismic supports
for radiation monitors RE-HY 50215, and RE-HY 0200.65. Only the data
for the RE-HY 50215 support was the correct attachment. : .

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

NCR-5563 - ldentified that & J. A. Jones QA {inspector trainee
dispositioned NCR-N3-1728 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
the. by a co-siynature on February 4, 1983, by a QA fnspucior who
claimed to be present at the first inspection. This co-signature of
the inspections 1n question eliminated the requirement for a
reinspection called for in the recommended disposition.

NCR-6159 - Inspection of tubetrack welding fdentified that prior to
July 1982, an unknown quantity of welding was performed using WPS-"B"
procedure without backing plates, Traceability problems were not
identified and sddressed b{ the NCR-6159. 1In addition, the sample used
for tensile testing the welds should have been representative of the
weakest weld joint in 1ieu of the strongest (f.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
of instrument line PT-RC-0173, system 52A2 (reactor coolant) ,
resulted in significant construction deficiency (SCD) No. 61 being
fesued. The tubing failure was a result of a manufacturing defect
(process, not metallurgical), end an attempt was made to ascertain
that 211 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
211 instaliation Yncatfons. Review of this NCR revoaled that
‘operationa) control record (OCR) installatfon packages indicated that
approximately 530 feet more tubing was fnstalled than was received on
site. This was also verified by a review of warehouse {ssuance
records. The "Requisition on Warehouse® form had been changed using -
Yiquid paper andj: subsequent entry had been crossed out with ink.

NCR-7547 - Noted discrepancies against OCR-1830 and Mercury NCR-0806.

The disposition was based on passing hydrostatic test for ucceptability

of fitup discrepancy between the unfon and tubing. The disposition

does not account for the effects of service conditions such as -4
vibration snd 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 higher than
actual. The NCR disposition was to retest all anchor bolts
installed prior to the date the tension test gau?e was determined to
be out of calibration. However, the affected bolts cannot be
{dentified since the torquing procedure, QCP-309, did not require th
recording of thz tester serial number.

NCR-6623 - Identified that a heat number and signature had been
Tals{fied. The tubing fn question was removed and replaced in
sccordance with Mercury KCR 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 1ab
that “a Mercury {nspector reviewed all tests® {s not adequate.

NCR-6165 - States ™. . .welder R-1 §s not qualified to this
procedure. . .* The disposition states, ™. . .Measures taken to
preclude recurrence is required... .* No {ndications of the actions
"taken could be located. : .



Notice of Violation -9 -

NCR-7099 - ldentified {improper weld on cabinets 48A and 488B.
FCR-TC-P-416, Revision 1, Sk-1, called for a fillet weld where 2
flare bevel weld was required. Weld size and length were mot -
adequately 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. 1In
addition, the recommended disposition "that ESSE {Ebasco Site Support
Engineering) evaluate the cabinet base metal cracks" was not
addressed. .

NCk-4137 - ldentified material and weld problems on supports on
SCR-238. This NCR was closed out but failed to have 3 of 4 required
welds on "M" gusset plates completed.

NCR-4088 {(Mercury-491) -~ This NCR fdentified numerous discrepancies
found during a walkdown performed against drawing 160-T-035-A, Ko
documentation was available that verified work had been accomplished
or completed.

NCR-5974 - ldentified a problem 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 *Q* prefix. The
disposition did not address the possibil{ty that safety and
non-safety grade materials could have become mixed. N

NCR-6786 - ldentified that many Mercury NCRs were fssued concerning
the Tack of heat numbers. These NCRs were closed by referencing a
generic serfes of Ebasco NCRs. The Ebasco disposition stated that -
the possible heat numbers will be documented on the Mercury as-built
drawings. This data 1s 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,

' T.3.2.4, that is, they failed to test three additional expansion
anchors for every anchor that failed. 1In addition an uncalibrated
pressure qauge was used on the tension tester and ten<ion tester
serial numbers were not recorded. The NCR disposition stated that
*QCP-309 did not require recording of serial numbers"; this violates
ANS] N45.2, Section 13, that requires the traceability of measuring
and test equipmentito pofnt of usage. F&M should have written an
NCR. Inspection Report (IR) 311-06-70 and IR 310-36-43 {dentified
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 {nspection of
boTting and welding by J. A. Jores on Seismic Category I stairs
between elevations -34.75' and -8.0' ¢n 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

ridge crane by a QC inspector trainee who was not certified as a
Level ] inspector at the time of inspectfon. The - +commended
disposition was for Ebasco QC to reinspect the woi« by a certified
inspector and process the required documentatfon. Records were not
available to verify that the required refnspection had been performed
by a qualified QC {nspector.

NCR-71£2, NCR-7180, NCR-7181, NCR-7184, NCR-£723 - These NCRs also
invoive a violation of ANSI N45.Z, Section I3 requirements in that
QCP 309 did not require the tension testing equipment's serfa)

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 fnstalled by Mercury without
traceability. This problem was also not addressed by referenced
artachment. v

NCR-3941-RI* ~ ldentified that support number one fitup 1n§pection
was bypassed and the support had been completely welded out with only
"the welder's 1D. : _

NCR-662]1 - ldentified that weld control records were signed off by an
Tndividual who was not a certified Level 11 inspector. Sign-off was
based on Letter of Desi?nation. The NCR disposition referred to the
T-B (April 1, 1980) Quality Manual that was not in effect at the time
the Letter of Designation 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 {nspection of

" Tnstalled I-beam for support 1117-1114m weld to existing beam 1A was
rejected.” ‘the NCR only addressed the fact that the maximum gap was
violated, but the weld was reiected for: (1) undersize, (2) lack of
fusion, (3) arc strikes, and (4) undercut. Mercury NCR 3336
recommended weld removal and rework. This recommendation was crossed
out and only the nonconforming fitup gap was addressed. There were
no records of rework or refnsgection, and only copias of Rercury’s
NCR were attached to Ebasco's NCR.
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NCR-4219 (Mercury-614) - ldentified a violation of QCP 3110.4,
paragraph 6. The sample system piping had been bent downward causing
& low point 4n the piping. The piping was being forced down by ‘
support 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 - ldentified 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

*. . .this problem was addressed on other NCRs and therefore

voided. . ." No specific references were used; therefore, this
disposition 1s unacceptable. Also, a QA engineer gpproved the
recommended disposition and then voided the NCR.

Ref: SSER-7:A-33 (app]icabIe to a1l above NCRs).

NCR-7724 - Addressed problems with the qualification of Mercury
welders. Ebasco's disposition of this NCR failed to determine if

(1) welder K-109 had performed weids 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 - ldentified 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 1f the required tensil test sampling
frequency was resumed after each visual reject.

Ref: SSER-7:A-146.

NCR-6719/R1 - ldentified 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 -~ ldentified problems with the certification of personnel
Tnspecting the clam shell filler blanket under the nuclear.plant
island. Ebasco's response to the NCR was that the J. A. Jones QC
inspector cited was qualified when he performed the {nspection
although his emnlover cartification di4 ot exist, This respuase wac
N determined to be incorrect because the J. A. Jones QC {nspector had
no testing or fnspection experience prior to coming to Waterford 3.

Ref: SSER-7:A-114. ' o
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NCR-1579 - Documented the heat numbers, after paint was removed, for
" to 1-1/2" adapters. The closure of the KCR documented heat numbers
for 1-1/2“ to 1" reducers on the same instrument installation. A
visual inspection of the installation by the NRC inspectors did not
reveal the heat numbers, The disposition of this NCR {s questionable
based on how the QC inspector was &ble to verify the heat numbers.

Ref: SSER-7:A-220.

*These NCKs were closed out by referring to Ebasco letter F-6114JE. The
problem is that this letter did not close out these or other NCRs.

B.

Mercury Procedure SP-669, *Procedure for Hand1ing of Nonconformances
and Corrective Action,” paragraph 4.2, defines a disposition as,

- *Those actions required to resolve & nonconformance.”

Contrary to the above, the recommended disposition for the following
examples of Mercury KCRs was not adequate to resolve the identified
nonconformance.

NCRs 313, 322, and 337 - Identified seven §" stainless steel lines

Tor P2 instruments’ that were damaged by weld spatter. The NCR stated
that the lines were replaced and documented as such {n operationa)
control record (OCR) 995 and OCR 1020, but ft could not.be ascertained
from these rework packages that the repair and reinspection was efther
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 diese)
generator fuel oil tank "A%., This was a safety-related system;
therefore, an authorized nuclear {nspector (ANI) review should have
been performed, but was not, _ -

NCR 554 - Noted numerous problems with supports during & 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 - ldentified 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 NLCR stated that the weld was reworked and weld meta) added to
bring weld to sufficient size. There was no reference as to what OCR
was fssued to perform this rework or traceability of weld meta) used
in the performance of this Job. Also, there were no {nspection
reports identified or contained in the package.
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NCRs 673-678 - These NCRs were closed out by the statement:-
¥Rdministratively closed B3l.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, 211 of these NCRs were
reviewed by Ebasco under NCR W3-7317 and accepted "as-is.")

NCR 673 - ldent1f1ed prob1ems with instrument tubing installed by

3.

NCR 674 - Identified problems with the e]ectromagnetié control panel
worked by OCR #1246,

NCR 675 - Identified problems with {nstrument tubing installed by
OCR #1720, o . A

NCR 675 - Identified problems with {nstrument tubing fnstalled by
0.

NCR 677 - Idéntified problems with instrument tubing installed by
32. , '

KCR 678 - ldentified problems with instrument tubing installied by
3.

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

(1) Initiator not a Mercury employee at time of writing; :

(2) QCP 3110-...does not apply to W3; (3) ANS] N45.2.6 previously
i{ncorporated by QCP 3050 1s approved. Al1 M Co. QC techs are trained
ard tested per QCP 3050 prior to performing fnspection or tests.”

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

(1) Inftiator not a Mercury employee at time of writing;

(2) QCP 3110-...does not apply to W3; (3) ANS] N45.2.6 previously
incorporated by QCP 3050 1s approved. A1l M Co. QC terhs sre trained
and tested per QCP 3050 prior to performing inspection or Rests."
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v,

NCR 3149 - Indicated that there was no documented indications that

welder F-343 was qualified to welding procedure specification D (WPS-D).
Disposition of this problem was by use of a weld test coupon subseguently

found on April 27, 1983, but no longer available. Ko documentation
existed on the qualification of this welder or on his retest. Thus,
81l welds made by this welder were suspect. .

Ref: SSER-7:A-232.

C. Ebasco Procedure ASP-1V-70, "Handling of Engineering Discrepancy

Notices," in paragraph 4.1 defincs a discrepancy as "A deviation from

the specified requiraments (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 ag elaborate engineering evaluation or disposition for
correction. They are deviations from good engineering practice and
procedures.”

Contrary to the above, LP4L and fts contractor Ebasco demonstrated
» pattern of dispositioning EDNs “accept as 1s* or *use as is* when
Ebasco Procedure ASP-1V-70, "Handling of Engineering Discrepancy

Notices,” did not allow this disposition. The correct disposition of

an EDN 1s to bring the subject {tem into conformance or generate )}
nonconformance for disposition.

Examples of EDNs dispositioned "accept as 1s® are:
] ,
1. EDN-EC-1648  Arc strikes and undercut

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

3. EDN-EC-]diB MT or PT on the weld root pass was bypassed.
Ref: SSER-7:A-302. |

Faflure to Establish QA Program for App11cat1nn of Nuclear Protective
Toatings-
Criterion 11 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 instructfons and shall be carried out
throughout plant 1{fe in accordance with those policies, procedures, or
{nstructions. The QA program shall provide control over activities
affecting the quality of the fdentified structures, systems, and
components to an extent consistent with their importance to safety



Notice of Violation _ - 15 -

LPLL committed to reet ANS] K101.2-1972, "Protective Coating (Paints) for
Light Water Nuclear Reactor Containment Facilities,” in their Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report (PSAR) and Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) for
coatings application to the interior of the containment vessel until
September 1983, when the FSAR was revised to {nclude only parts of

ANS1 N101.2-1972. 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, LP&L did not require Chicago Bridge and Iron (CB&I1)

- to establish a QA program for the application of nuclear protective
coatings to the interior of the containment vessel. As a result, CB3l 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 CBSI.

Ref: SSER-Z:A-ZSB.??I.

Y. Failure To Maintain Quality Assurance Records

Criterion XVI1 of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that sufficient records
be maintained to furnisnh evidence of activities affecting quality. The
records shall include at least the following: operzting 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 & minimum, identify the
{nspector 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 '
renuirements concerning record retention, surh 2s duration, location, and
assigned responsibility.

LP4L QA Manual Section QR-2.0, "Quality Assurance Program,” Table 2.1,

- states that LPL §s committed to guidance document ANS] N45.2.9,
"Requirements for Collection, Storage, and Maintenance of Quality
Assurance Records for Nuclear Plants,” draft 11, Revision 0, January 1,
1973. This ANS] standard requires that the Yicensee retain QA records in
accordance with the retention periods 1isted in Appendix A of this
standard. The following is & sample 1ist of types of records with the
retention periods indicated. :



.t
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Years After.

Record Type - Permanent Commercial Operation

Concrete Placement Records X
Soil Compaction Test Reports X
Field Inspection Report and Release b
Material Properties Reports 3
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 Materia] Reports x

Contrary to the above, thé NRC inspectors noted that the fcllowing QA
documents had not oeen maintained as rcquired 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 ANS] N45,2,9 were satisfied prior to 1982.
Ref: SSER-7:A-232

Ebasco did not maintain the following voided NCRs as part of their QA -

- records: W3-27, W3-Bl14, W3-859, W3-981, W3-1053, W3-1102, W3-1109,

W3-1228, W-1349, and W3-143¢8,

Ref: SSER-7:A-18.

/

Chfcago Bridge and Iron did not maintain records of coating materials
purchased from Carboline for applications to the inside of the
containment vesse]

Ref: SSER 7:R-256.

6E0 Construction Testing Company did not maintain quality assurance
records for the qualificetion of construction materials testing
personnel prior to 1982. .

Ref: Inquiry Team [IT]) Report, Sections 1I.A.1.e and I11.A,3.d.

Concrete placement package 593-501-16 is missing sheet 3 of 5 of the -
concrete test recorcs. ,

Ref: SSER-7:A-109.

Concrete placement package 593-S01-UZ4FHAA does not contain the
origina) concrete curing log.

Ref: SSER-7:A-112.
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vl.

G. Backfill records for the seven plarement f111s 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 1n area #5.

Ref: SSER-7:A-138.

H. Inspection documentation does not exist for several bo]ted
connections on the east and west main steam-line framing (elevation
+46 and above).

Ref: SSER-7:A-30.

1. Two common foundation pour packages (499-502-6 and 499-503-138) are
nissing approximately & pages of the in-process test records.

J. CCW system structure (cooling tower) pour package (493-804-8A1). The
top of the wall pour was {dentified as 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.1l.

Failure to Adequate1y Review Quality Assurance Records

Criterion XVII of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that sufficient records
be maintained to furnish ev1dence of activities affecting quality. The
records shall include at least the following: operating logs and the
results of reviews, fnspections, 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 appropriste to the circumstances.

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

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

A. Deficiencies existed in N1 instrument records of installafion and
inspection in zones classified under ANSI B31.1 prior to April 7,
1982. The record deficiencies included weld renorts, welder
{dentification, weiu fiiier mateiial, base material, and weld
{nspection reports. .

Ref: SSER-7:A-197.
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vil.

B. QC inspection weld records for the instrument cabinet suppdrt

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-S04-1A3 and 1A4), test values sifghtly exceeding
specification was recorded but not {dentified as being nonconforming
condilions,

Ref: CAT, Section V.B.l

Improper Welder Certification

Criterfon XYI 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,

LPAL 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 tests shall be recorded in
accordance with applicable codes, standards and specifications. Special
process control shall be retained by the vendor and/or supplied to LPA&L as
required by contract or purchase order. Qualifications records of :
procedures, equipment, and personnel associated w1th special processes
shall be established, filed, and kept up -to-date.”

Contrary to the sbove, the fb]lowing examples of Mercury welder certification
records indicated the we1ders were certified to welding procedures for
which they were not qualified. .

A, Nelder M-44 - Yas origfna?l, qualified to WP5S B but the record had
been retyped and incorrectly indicated the welder was qualified to
WPS-Y. The NRC staff reviewed the welder's qualificatfons 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, 19t2, and voided
October 22, 1983; 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
recnrd for WPS-E. This record had Kazn cavfeed *n rhyngs the
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-101 - This welder was originally qualified to W>5-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
Qua11fication record but could find no qualification to WPS-Y,

Ref: SSER-7:A-215,
V111. Faflure to Properly Identify Conditions Adverse to Quality

- Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, rvequires that measures be esteblished
to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as failures, malfunctions,
deficiencies, deviations, defective material, and equipment, and non-
conformances are properly fdentified and corrected.

LPAL QA Manual Section 16.0, "Corrective Action,"” paragraph 16.2,
requires, in part, that the major contractors and their suppliers
establish written procedures for fdentifying, 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 {ndividual
or department that identifies & nonconforming condition inftfate an
NCR. :

Contrary to the above, drawing 172-L-012-C, Revision 4, hac a handwritten
note which identified two 1ines, 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
unti) discussed with the licensee

Ref: SSER-7:A-278.

B.  EBASCO Procedure ASP-111-7, "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 anpproved
engineering drawings, specifications, or procedures, or if elaborate
engineering evaluation is required, or 4nvolves items designed ASME
Section 111. Paragraph 4.3 of this procedure defines & 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 {nadequate documentation, or deviation from prescribed
1nspection or test procedures.”

Contrary to the above, the following deficiencies were Ydentified
during performance of EBASCO Quality Assurance Instruction QAl 9,
YReview and Handling of Construction - lnstalla*inn Records:"
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C.

1. Q3-CC-1C-16 - %9.2 dated May 5, 1983, reviewed Item 1 =
$3FEGE"§?Eﬁth C1-339 was designated by field instructions for

torqueing of bolts to 90 ft/lbs, This wrench, designated for
work between 0-600 ft/1bs. had not been calibrated for use in
the lower range. Resolutfon was “use as {s" since the bolts
are esvenly torqued, but resolution did not address the problem
with the calibration of the torque wrench. An KCR should have
been issued. -

2. Q2-ST-1C 69 - 9.2 dated March 24, 1983, reviewed Item 17 - Dravo

certified materis) test report (CMTR) which indicated the piping
material specified was 376TP304. The bill of material specified
the material as 358TP304. An NCR should have been issued.

3. Q2-W3-S1-10-F/E - *9.2 reviewed Item 11 - Supplemental dats was
edded to qudlity assurance records. The additions were neither
initialed or dated, 2s required by ANS] N4.5.2.9, paragraph 3.2.6.
An NCR should have been {ssued. ,

4. QMC-HYPD P11E - *9.2 reviewed Items 43, 78, Bl - Penetration test
reports were generated as a result of the work required by CIWA
820914 and FCR 1430 R] for the installation nf seal rings in
penetrations. The work performed was not inspected. or documented.
An KCR should have been issued.

*Refers to Quality Assurance Instructfon QAl-9, Attachment 9.2,
"Construction - Installation Records Deficiency Report.”

Ref: SSER-7:A-05.

T-B Procedure TPB-I?. 'Nonconformhnce and Discrepancies,* states in
Section 6.2, "DNs are required to be upgraded to Ebasco NCRs when the
following criteria applfes . . * (as defined in Section 4.1)

"Nenconformance - A deficiency in characteristic, documentation or
procedures which renders the quality of an {tem or service
unacceptable or indeterminate. Examples of a nonconformance include:
physical defects; test faflure, inccrrecl or inacequate decumentstion
or deviation from prescribed inspéction or test procedures, drawings,

‘code and contract equirements.®

Contrary to the above, T-B fafled to upgrade DNs into Ebasco NCRs as

required. The following DNs are examples that should have been

upgraded:

1. T-B DN-5047 documented & welder using the wrong procedure to
complete 2 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
eorplation of the weld to raquirs efther tha origénally vriiired
prbcgdure or the procedure used. This DN was never upgraded to
an NCR. : '



Notice of Violation - 21 -

1X,

2. T-B DN-W-728 documents a missed ANl witness hold point to 2 PT
inspection. The inspection was redone with the AN] pr:sent
This incident was not upgraded to an NCR.,

3. T-B DN-W-4112 documents 30004 couplings being installed where
60004 couplings were required. Engineering evaluated the
installed material and determined its acceptability, but the
nonconforming material was never upgraded to 2 nonconformance.

Ref: SSER-7:A-302.

Inadequate Procedures to Control Activities Affecting Quality

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

LPLL QA Manua) Section QP-5.0, Revision 2, "Instructions, Procedures and
Drawings,” required that "Safety-related activities of LP4L 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, manufacturing,
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-IB. Issue Q, "Receiving, Storage, Issuing and
Control of Welding Electrodes end Filler Materials,” does not meet
the storage and rebake requirements for storage of AWS AS5.1 (7018),
electrodes, 8s described by AWS D1.1-1980, to which Ebasco is

- committed, American Welding Society AWS D1.1-1980 requires that low
hydrogen electrodes conforming to AWS AS5.1 be purchased in .
hermetically sealed cnntainers or be dried fnr at Yeast ? hours
between 450°F and 500°F 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 & temperature of at least
250°F (120°C). After the opening of hermetically sealed containers or
removal from drying or storage ovens, electrode exposure to the
etmosphere shall not exceed 4 hours prior to being returned to the
storage area. In the case that electrodes are exposed for a period
greater than 4 hours, the electrodes are required to be redried.
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X1.

Ebasco Procedure ASP-1V-18 requires that electrodes be stored in
ovens of & temperature between 200-300°F for approximately 8 .hours
following removal from the hermetically sealed contsiner 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 storage ovens for B hours prior to reissuance. No
instructions are given for electrodes exposed for & period greater
than 4 hours.

Ref: SSER-7:A-215.

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

Ref: 17:Sections 11.A.1.m and 1]1.A.5.c.

Failure to Contro) Conditionally Released Equipment

Criterion XVI] of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that sufficient records
be maintained to furnish evidence of activities affecting quality. . .

The records shall slso include closely-related data such as qualifications
of personnel, procedures, and equipment. .

EBASCO Procedure ASP-IV-86, 'Conditiona1 Release of Nonconforming or

- Deficfent Items,” Section 6.1, requires, 4n gart. that nonconforming or

deficient 1tems released on a conditional release basis be approved by the -
QC supervisor and assigned a QC log number. ‘

Contrary to the above, 8 1ist 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 {nvolved the reactor vessel and internals. This certification
was fssued because as-built drawings, materfal certifications, and the
fabricatfon plans had not been forwarded when equipment was delivered to
LP&L 4n 1976. This conditio. existed since July 25, 1976 until 1t was
{dentified in April or May of 1984, indicating that the «yster ysed 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 811 conditional relg;ses have been identified.
Ref: SSER-7:A-165. |
Failure to Maintain-Des{gn Control

Criterion I1I] of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be
established for the 1dent1ficat10n and control of design interfaces and
for coordination among participating design organizations for review,
approval. releace distributinn, and revision of dnriments 4runluving

design interfaces,
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EBASCO Procedure ASP-1V-58, Revisfon £, "Attachment to Sefsmic éupports.“
requires added loads be reported to engineering for inclusfion into the
'Seism1c 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 shown.-on
design documents and were not reported to eng1neer1ng 1nc1uded 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-8031 ' S
C-874 C-1428 - C-2318 : o
C-744 C-1429 33t838 :

Additionally, NRC CAT observed that six of the 15 supports 11sted above
contained loads in excess of the stated allowable and should have been
individually analyzed by engineering. These supports are:

t". g

C-1407 317% of-a11owab1e
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
Faflure to Adequately Perform Ducument and Design Control Reviews

Criterion V1 of CFR 50, Appendix B requires that measures be established
to control the issuance of documents such as {nstructions, procedures and
drawings including changes thereto, which prescribe all activities. .
affecting quality. These measures shall assure that documents, 1nc1uding
ckingrs, sre reviewed for sdequecy and approved for release by authorized
personne1 and are distributed to and used-at the location where the
prescribed activity is being performed.

LPAL Quality Assurance Manual, Section QR 6.0, Revision 2, "Document’
Control" paragraph 6.1 requires that “LPLL 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 adeqLate and
that the quality requirements are stated. . .” .
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Motice of Violation

Contrary to the above, discrepancies were {dentified 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 Group Dwg. Ho. Rev. FCR/DCN Mot Posted
ESSE Electrica) 6310 sh4 3 DCN-E-1193
- ESSE Electrical 6314 8 FCR-E-3192 R3
: - DCN-E-B25 R4~
ESSE Mechanical 6435 she 3 FCR-1C-P-602

DCN-1C-1247 Rl

2. Drawin? stick files which contained coniro11gd drawings within
the following design groups of ESSE were not kept current ‘
with respect to the latest drawing revisions,

. , Revisfon Latest
Design Group Dwg. KNo. Found  Revision
ESSE Mechanical G432 sh8 7 ' 8
ESSE Mechanical EMDRAC 2 4

4305 1893
ESSE 18C Mech. 6161 sh2 6 14
ESSE 1&C Mech. G164 sh3 8 10
ESSE I4C Mech. 6164 sh4 Missing 2

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

Improper FCR/DCN FCR/DCN Not Listed

6432 sh5 R7

Drawing Listing But Outstanding
G435 <h5 R3 _ - FCR-1C-P-602
G190 sh3 R3  DCN-MP-704 R]
6162 sh2 R11- FCR-MP-2474
G162 sh4d R1 ~ FCR-MP-2474 FCR-MP-2589
G310 sh2 R2 FCR-E-BSO
- €310 sh3 R3  DCN-E-1444
6311 shl R8. DCN-E-1023
6315 R6  FCR-E-533 . DCN-E-1345 R2
FCR-E-988 R3 ’
FCR-E-1089
FCR-E-1188
DCN-E-463 R2
_ ErR.F.O847
G319 shl R8
6320 shl R8 FCR-E-1444
€320 shl R10 FCR-E-1444
DCN-1C-1179 R2 FCR-1C-P-37
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| B. ©General Specification M(C-1, "Genera) Specificition 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 Document Control occurred because. the
originating and reviewing organirations of FLP.MH.1101 Rev. 2
and Rev. 3 did not correctly fdentify that specification MC-}
was an affected document. As a consequence, Document Control
could not properly post these two revisions against the
document. ’

2. ESSE Mechanical's controlled cdpy 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-1237R1  FCR-M-1101R3

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

Ref: CAT, Section VII.B.1.

X111.Failure to Implement an Adeqyaie 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 {nstructions, 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 hdequate
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
condufts, 1isted in Table I-1, which do not maintain the
required separation between divisions.
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This
Raceway

C205B-NA
C206K-NA
C106-SA
L202B-S8B
L20iB-5A
~ 3]1551K-SA
P104-SB
P-104-5B
P104-58B
P104-SB
C1060-NB
L201B-SA
C205M-NA
C205M-NA
L203B-NA
C205L~-NA
L201A-5A
C201A-SA-
- C201A-SA
C201A-SA
C201A-SA
C202-SA
35261-58
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-5A
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-SA
C102-5A
€102-SA
C105M-NA
C205-NA
C203-58B
32847F-NA
3FD30A-NA

Violation - 26 -
TABLE 1-1
SEPARATION VIOLATIONS
Violates Hith This This - Violates With This
Separation Raceway Raceway Separation Raceway .
- €202-SA 35073B-KB €202-SB
L202-SB - 3001D-PA 34324-KA
Cl14-NB . 3H051BA-SB 3HOS1AA-SA
C206M-NB 3HO51AB-SA 39148-KNA
C205E-NA 37855-SM8 36231-N6
315517-SB 37666-SMB . 36379-SMA
30285-NA 32596B89-5A 3112981-SB
30285C-NA 31246A-SB 31243A-SA
32087E-NA 312468B-58B L208-NB
30287C-NA 31243B-SA 31246A-SB
Cl102-S8 31243B-SA 35223-NB
C205M-NA 31246A-SB 35D51A2-NA
C2018-SA 326610D-SB 37709-NB
P201B-SA 39956-S8B 36225-N8
C201B-SA 39956-S8 36226-NB
L201-SA L201D-SA 30203L-NB
C205E-NA L201D-SA 35210H-NA
P204B-KNA 39559-SA 3:004-NAB
L204-NA 39787-SA 398228-N8B
37798-NA C202E-SB 3100x-N8
31172K-NB C202D-S8B 311004-NB
P204B-NA €202D-SB C201C-SAB
C102-SA 39578-SA 39821-SB
C103-58 38743-SMC L203-NB
32807R-NA 38743-SMC L203D-NA
328075-NA 35369-SB L203D-NA
32810X-NA 37963-KA C201-SAB
32810Y-NA 39851-SA8B -~ 3CPRO05-NA
32810H-NA 39521 -SMA 39516A-SMD
32810S5-NA 37243-SMD 37691-NB
32812N-NA 37172-SMA "~ 30199M-NA
Cinic..cA . C204A-SA 36941-N&
C202-5SA C204A-SA 36942-NA
" €202-SA 37666-5SMB 37901-NA
C202-5SB
31509K-S8B

Ref: CAT, Section 11.B.1.

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

‘Ref: CAT, Sectfon 111.B.2.

fo ensure that HAV( restraints were inspected to the actual as-built
configuration,

Ref: CAT, Section 111.B.3.
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These violations ha'e been categorized in the aggregate as a Severity Level 1]

problem (Supplement 11). ; "
(Cumylative Civil Penalties - $130,000 assessed equally among the violations.)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.20) 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, & written statement or explanation in reply, including for
each alleged violation: (1) admission or denfal of the allejed violation;

(2) the reasons for the violation, if admitted; (3) the corrective steps that
will be taken ard the rosults achicved; (4) the corrective steps tiat will be
teken 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 suthority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232,

- this response shall be submitted under cath or affirmation.

Within the same time 2s provided for the response required above under 10 CFR 2.201,
Louisiana Power and Light Company may pay the civil penalties fn the amount of
$130,000 or may protest imposition of the civi} pena?t1es in whole or in part by

¢ written answer, Should Louisiana Power and Light Company fail to answer e
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 1isted in the Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating .
circumstances; (3) show error {n 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 sectfon 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 1n 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 1s 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
- 4n accordance with the applicable provisfons 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. 2282.

FOR JHE KUCLEAR REGULATQRY COMMISSION

Regional Administrator

Datcd at Arlington, Texas
g » N H v ant
\.nna.}){day ol 1385
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Docket Nos. 50-390, 50-391
License Nos. CPPR-91, CPPR-9?
EA 91-19 :

Tennessee Valley Authority
ATTN: Mr. D. A. Nauman-
Senior Vice President
Nuclear Power
6N 38A'Lookout Place _
1101 Market Street , ‘ : « .
Chattanooga, TN 27402-2801 . , :

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MARCH 12, 1991, TVA/NRC MEETING ON CORR[(TIVE ACTIONq
FOR WORK CONTROL AND WORK QUALITY 1SSUES

This refers to the meeting conducted at our request in the Region Il 'Office

on March 12, 1991. The purpose of the meeting 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 contvols

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

ShouldAyou have any questions concerning this matter, please contact us.
Sincerely,

Original Signed By
BRUCEA wiLsen.

57 910403 _ - ‘Briuce AL Wilson; Chief
35852986 CK 05000330 ~ TVA Projects

A

Enclosures:

1. List of Attendees
2. Meeting Summary
3. Handout

;

cc w/encls: (See page 2) o ’ | T e
- o | , }\f\



ENCLOSURE 1

LIST OF ATTENDEES
TVA/NRC MEETING ON WATTS BAR WORK CONTROL

MARCH 12, 1991

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Ebneter, Regional Administrator, Region Il

S. D.

J. L. Milhoan, Deputy Regional Administrator, Region Il
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 Engincer

Tennessee Valley Authority:

D.

J

M.

WML X

E. Nunn, Vice President, Nuclear Projects

. H. Garrity, Vice President, Watts Bar Site :

0. Med{qrd, Vice President, Nuclear Assurance, Licensing and
Fuels

. Bellamy, Projects Manager, Watts Bar

A. Scalice, Plant Manager, Watts Bar

. G. Wallace, Acting Watts Bar Site Licensing Manager

. W. Crowe, Watts Bar Site Quality Manager

L. George, Engineering and Modifications Manager



ENCLOSURE 2
MEETING SUMMAZY -

TVA/NRC MEETING ON WATTS f R WORK CONTROL

MARCH 12, 19%1

A management meeting hetween the NRC and Termnessee Valley Authority was held
in the NRC's Region Il Office on March 12, 1991, to discuss the status and
plans for activities associated with the December 1990 Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
Stop Work Order. The obiectives of the meeting included discussions of the
status of activities, conditions necessary “ur 1ifting the.stop work order and -
resuming normal work activities, and TVA's olans for conducting limited work
actlivities under controlled conditions pricr to lifting the order. The
enclosed handout provides the detailed tezhnical information which was

preqented at the meeting.

The NRC Reg10nal Administrator, Mr. Stewart [bneter, opened the meeting by
briefly summarizing the NRC concerns. The Watts Bar Site Vice President,
Mr. John Garrity, then introduced TVA's formal presentation with an outline of
the objectives to be covered during the meeting, and stated that permission
would be requested to undertake limited catle testing activities under the
control of the Operations organization rather than Construction.

Following - the opening remarks by Mr. Garrity, Mr. Dw1ght Nunn, TVA's Vice
President of 'Nuclear Projects, provided an cverview 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 providing 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 techn}ca] support and proper procedures,
He indicated that major management changes would be made in order to improve

performance.

Mr. Nunn a]so addressed the sizeable back]og of open issues at Watts Bar,
which includes both incomplete corrective e¢:tions and a number of unassessed
quality concerns. HNumerous open items exist in the construction area. Mr,
Nunn ctated that the schedule for resuming construction is uncertain, but TVA
anticipates the stop work order will not bp Tifted until at least Aunust 1991.
TVA plans to resume construction at a low level, and monitor activities closely

for quality. ;

An overview of recent actions, and manaqemert ob)ortlvos prior to restart,were
presented by Mr. John Garr]ty Mr. Garr1t/ ,tatnd that TVA would domonstrate
1hat they ~understand issues from the pas<:, and will show that they-

won't recurr, Principle corrective action quPCtIVO’ included having improved
workplans and procedures in place, having zpproximately 36 training modules
written and pilot tested by one training clzss, more management involvement at .
the work site and with QA and QC on a reguler basis with feedback to improve .
performance. and resolution of the back]og of problems bearing on coastruct10n~
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quality or records.  Mr. Garrity stated that there would be a number of
urganizational changes to clarify responsibilities for quality-related
activities. A matriv will be developed to ensure that all quelity-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 -
feports, Corrective Action Tracking Documents, and other sources of previously
identified problems to assure all issues are adequately addressed.

Mr. Garrity noted that recent TVA efforts had produced a definite decrease in
the backlog of open issues. When reviewing documentation processed under
various previous corrective action pregrams, for rollover into the rew program,

VA personnel evaluated the quality of the closure and the work itself. He
steted that open item closures are now recewing a higher 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. ,

Poot 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 actions. Watts Bar managers have been
charged with ensuring that work qnality is acceptable, that workers are
properly trained, that procedures are adequate, and that data sheets are
correct.

The Engineering Modifications Manager, Mr. Ronald Georqge, and the Plant
Manager, 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 conducted with appropriate approved procedures, and with adequate
coordination to assure the quality of the data. Mr. George stated that
indepencdent Quality. Control inspections of the work had yielded favorable
rosults, The second type of near term discovery werk included visual
inspection walkdowns involving craft support for insulation, sca‘folding, or
operation of equipment. TVA emphasized that walkdowns do not involve a1ter1ng
hardware, although the results of the walkdowns can be used to cetermine if
hardware conditions are acceptable,

The NRC Senior Resident Inspector for Construction, Mr. Clean 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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Maintoenance Heauests after the CP) update process was put on hold as ¢ result
af the <top work order, There was also some question whether work may have

hean performed cutside of the scope of Meintenance Heauest instructions., TVA
was aware of these issues but additionai information was needed before any

fina!l conclusion could be reached. :

TVA requested NRC approval to conduct hi-pot testing of spare and abandoned
cables as part of their continuing discovery work. They stated that they were
not asking for approval for other types of work at this time. The planned
testing activities will include a minimum of wet testina, and work quality is
~te be ensured through pre-job briefings, extra in-process management checks,

cnhanced technical support of testing, coordination, immediate review of
completed packages with orqoing feedback to maragement, management partici-
petion in closeout and resolution of issues, and quality control at higher
levels of manggement,  Procedures used for this testing will be up-to-date,
self-contained, and supported by completed and approved engincering
evaluations. If a cable fails the hi-pot testing, it will he removed and sent
for laboratory analysis, but will not be reinstalled without NRC approval.
NRC agreed to the hi-pot testing of the spare and abandoned cable and to
remcval of cables which fail the testirg, with the understanding that KNRC
would have the opportunity to review the .work controls prior to commencement
of testing.

The NRC Regional Administrator reiterated that TVA would he expected to
demonstrate design and construction adequacy before obtaining 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 commitments concerning the conduct of .cable testing,
the licensee agreed to the following specific actions prior to lifting the
stop work order and 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 performed in accordance with up-to-date

" procedures and current requirements,

- As part of a continuing self-e55¢
of Maintenace Recuests and ensur
used. ’ )

soment, TVA will reevaluate the use
e that up-to-date standards are

. Before resuming construction work, TVA- will demonstrate that each
Corrective Action Tracking Document {(CATH) is either closed or will
not affect quality. Specifically, CATD 11 200-09 will he closed,

- TYA will review all CPIs and ensure that they are acceptable before
plant activities will resume. '
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INTRODUCTION

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES
PRIOR TO RESTART

OVERVIEW OF RECENT ACTIONS
SHUTDOWN ASSESSMENTS
ROOT CAUSES

CORRECTIVE ACTION STATUS
NEAR TERM WORK ITEMS

SUMMARY
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" JOHN GARRITY

MIKE BELLAMY

RON GEORGE/
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DWIGHT NUNN




 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
HEEW WORKPLAN FORMAT & PROCEDURIES, RELATED PHOCEDURES
SIMPLIFIED & COMBINED
TRAINING

QUALITY MONITOHING PIPELINE & QUALITY PEIT ORMANCGE INDICATORS
N PLACE

BACKLOGGED PROBLEMS A[')DHESSE-[) '
OTHER PROCESS vaﬂ’l'i(')VEM(Tf‘-fa"S
ORGANIZATION CU/\I‘J(}[ES

CENGINEE mNG AHEAD OF COMNSTRUCTION

AGSURANCE THAT HISTORICAL PROBLEMS ARE UHDERSTOOD & WILL
NOT REPEAT

PLANS FOR CAREFULLY MOI"JI.I'(")FH':'D, SLOW RESTART




OVERVIEW OF RECENT ACTIONS
Stop Work 12/21/91

Self Assessment

Work control
Other work areas
Past issues '

Root Cause Analysis ol Work Control &
Corrective Action Programs

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

Corrective Actions for Corrective Action Process
New Procedures and Training .
Management Review Committee
Senior Management Gommittee
Backlog Team for. CAQR Closure -

~Self Assessment Fqllow-up

Interim Schedule
Logic for Restart
Merge with Master Project Schedule

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

DOCUMENTS WERE REVIEWED TO

RELATED FINDINGS.

IDENTIFY WORK CONTROL

.

NUMBER

WORK

PERCENTAGE

REVIEWED CONTROL WC RELATED
~ RELATED
1990 CAQR'S 607 203 30%
ALL CATD'S 566 69 12%
NRC 74 43 58%
VIOLATIONS _ J
NRC IFI'S 163 30 18%
NRC URI'S 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, AHND
PROCEDURAL HNON-COMPLIANCE HAVE RESULTED |IN
NUMERQUS 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 PREVIOUSLYIDENTIFIEDUNACCEPTABLE WORKCONTROL
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 BE‘LIEFS 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

i -MANY MINOR RECORD ERRORS i -ENGINEERING CHANGE NOTICEZ CLEANUP

-DATA MISSING . I .PROCEDURE COMPLEXITY i -NEW WORKPLANS /SAFETY NET ;
-HARDWARE DAMAGE -PROCEDURE CLARITY | _PROCEDURE /PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS :
-HARDWARE DEFICIENCIES | -WORK CONTROL CENTER .
. : T e B e |
| -MANY MINOR RECORD ERRORS PROCEDURE NON-COMPLIANCE ! .PERSONNEL ASSESSMENTS
: -MISSING SIGNATURES ANATTENTION TO DETAIL | -ACCOUNTABILITY/DISCIPUNE
-EARLY HOLD ORDER RELEASE i .QUALITY TRAINING EMPHASIS

-DATA MISSING -PIPELINE REVIEWS/REPORTS
| .PO0R QUALITY REVIEWS - | .CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

| -HARDWARE DAMAGE j
HARDWARE DEFICIENCIES : I

|

-MISSING INSPECTIONS _ i -NEW TRAINING MODULES
H
|

T T T TR




 WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX
MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

i : -
] 1 ¢
i : . - i . !
| PROBLEM CATEGORY CAUSATIVE FACTOR- j CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
B ; v :
; 4 | _ORGANIZATION/MGMT CHANGES
: - | .3ETTZR TRINDING REPORTS

§ -MANY OLD CAQR'S/NOV'SETC | MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF SCAR'S
-PREVIOUS FAILED RESOLUTIONS -FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT RESP f AMPROVED CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM
-BACKLOG TOLERANCE -INADEQUATE FOLLOW THROUGH ! -DEDICATION 7O BACKLOG :

: : | ‘ ) :

WRONG QA LEVEL MATERIALS -INATTENTION TO DETAIL | -MATERIAL FILES REVIEW (100%) :
-ENGINEERING INTERFACE ! .WEST./TVA INTERFACE CHECK ’

! -WESTINGHOUSE DESIGN INTERFACE | -INTERNAL ENGINEZRING INTERFACE REVIEW |
| | | QUALTY REPORT CARD PROGRAN! :

| -DAILY SCHEDULE MEETING ;




WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT

'PROBLEM CATEGORY

CAUSATIVE FACTOR

> o

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

O

ANADSQUATE RESOURCES
.SCHEDULE FOCUS OFF PROS.
-DISTRACTIONS FROM ISSUES

-ORGANIZATION STRUCTUAE
-CHANGING ENVIRONMENT

ot aeri ey

CRESPONSIBIITY MATRIX

-POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

NEW CONSTRUCTION ORGANIZATION
-PERSONNZL CHANGES

-NEW SCHEDULE CONTROLS

R Cart

o T

et

TR




i

WORK CONTROL
PROBLEM MATRIX
INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE COMPONENT

PROBLEM CATEGORY

IR ST

CAUSATIVE FACTOR CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

" .RELUCTANCE TO CHANGE

-NARROW FOCUS ON PROBLEMS -OLD QUAUTY BEUEFS

| .PERSONNEL ASSESSMENTS
! .ORGANIZATION/PERSONNEL CHANGES

i -ACCOUNTABILITY /DISCIPLINE




HARDWARE DEFICIENCIES

= 1
i HARDWARE PROBLEM RESOLUTION |
!
! 1 : i
| HANGER MISSING CLAMP | REPLACE i
' INSTRUMENT INCORRECT SPAN | REWORK
. TUBING B | i
| HANGER SHORT WEDGE | USE AS IS )
i BOLT g ;
. . |
| PIPE SUPPORT GROUT MISSING | REWORK |
| CABLE SPLICE INCORRECT SHIM | REWORK
SIZE ;
8
I CABLE DAMAGE (3) MILD | REPAIR i
' CONDUCTOR ENV. ; i
| PIPE .6 INCHES) | INCORRECT QA | REPLACE :
LEVEL ! o b
| FLEXIBLE CONDUIT | LOOSE FITTINGS | REWORK
: AFW FLOW WRONG SETPOINT | REWORK
. CONTROLLER g ;
| AFW VALVE NOT INCLUDED IN | REPLACE |

MOTORS EQ PROGRAM |

HEX NUTS (6) WRONG QA LEVEL | REPLACE ;
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" CURRENT AND PLANNED

WALKDOWNS

INVOLVING NO CRAFT SUPPORT :
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@ TAGGING
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Docket Nos. 50-390, 50-391
License Nos. CPPR-91, CPPR-=92
EA 92-047

Tennessee Valley Authority

ATTN: DOr. M. 0. Medford
Vice President,
Nuclear Assurance

Licensing and Fuels

38 Lookout Place

1101 Market Street

Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

Gentlemen:
SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT N0.>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 Enforcemént 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 contro] this
notification of the NRC warrants management attentlon

} PR
9204030099 920316 . \>
05000390
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Tenhessee Valley Authority | 2

An NRC investigation -of the apparent violations discussed in the inspection
report is continuing. An enforcement conference to discuss these apparent
vieclations will be scheduled by separate correspondence. The purposes of this
conference are to discuss the apparent violations, causes and safety
significance; to provide vou 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 not support vour 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)
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‘ UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1§
" 101 MARIETTA STREET N.W,
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323

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
InspectionAConducted: -Februa?y 10-14 and.17-20, 1992

/) T
Team Leader: 7Vor, JQ§L/{b/
Ron Gibbs, Project Engineer

Inspectors: G. Walton, Senior Resident Inspector .
K. [veyy Resident Inspector :
Approved by: j;;?§§2555;3£44> ' K ﬂlﬂhﬂﬂlox/?72-

K. P. Barr, Section Chief Date Sigred
Reactor Projects Branch 4 _
Division of Reactor Projects

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 progranmatic problem which allowed material of unknown quality to
be installed in the plant. In addition, one procedure was issued fn the
materfal 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 vio]atidn was 1déntified for failure to establish adequéte
measures to prevent material of unknown -quality from being installed in
safety related app]icat1ons in the plant (See paragraphs 4.A.1 and 4.A.2).

One apparent violation was identffied concern1ng 1nadequate records for
document1;g material that was installed in the p]ant (See paragraphs
4,A.1,a-¢

204030102 920316
gng4voocx 03000390



One apparent violation was identified concerhing’fai]ure to verify the
critical characteristics of a commercial grade item as required by the
associated eng1neer1ng commercial grade dedication package (See paragraph
4.A.3). -

One apparent violation was identified concerning the failure of M[P
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
inspegtions 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 M]P

sanitization rece1pt inspection procedure (See paragraphs 4.8.1 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 involiving fa11ure of -the site's
corrective action program (See paragraph 4 cl.

In addition, one unresolved item was issued pending the review of actions
concerning loss of -approximately one hundred old receipt inspection
reports.




Docket Nos. 50-390 and 50-391 -
License Nos CPPR 91 and CPPR 92
EA 92-218

Tennessee Va]]ey AuthorIty - T
ATTN: Dr. Mark 0. Medford, Vice Pres1dent

" Nuclear Assurance L1censlngA&_Fuelsh e
3B Lookout Place o U*T'17””371“3v ST T
1101 Market Street : o . LT
Chattanooga, TN 37402- 2801 |

Gentlemen: o _
SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOS 50 390/92 29 AND 50 391/92 29

This refers to the NRC team 1nspect1on conducted by E. H. G1rard on September 28.;~ -
through October 21, 1992. The inspection included a review of activities . - . i
authorized for your watts Bar facility. At the conclusion of the 1nspection, the .~ 7
findings were discussed with those members of your staff 1dent1f1ed in the. . ..
enc]osed lnspectlon report. ‘ IR

Areas examined during the 1nspect1on are 1dent1fied in the: report W1th1n these_fﬁjjf -
areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations -of procedures and. .-~ -,
representattve records, interviews w1th personne] and observation of activities =~ -

in progress. S s L ' TR ffﬂ* R
One apparent vio]atton, w1th mu]tip]e examp]es, was identified and is be)ng o
considered for escalated enforcement in accordance with the "General Statement
of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions" (Enforcement Policy), ,
10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, 57 FR 5791, February 18, 1992. The apparent.violation
involves failure to estab]ish and 1mp]ement an adequate corrective action program
for conditions adverse to quality. ' We are concerned about this apparent
violation because an effective program to identify and correct conditions adverse
to quality is vital to plant safety. Accord1ngly no Notice of Violation is -
- presently being issued for these 1nspectlon findings. Please be advised that the . - -
~ number and characterization of apparent: violations described in the: enc]osed e
inspection report may change as a result of further NRC rev1ew

An enforcement conference to d1scuss th1s apparent violation has been schedu]ed o
for December 9, 1992. - The purposes of this conference are to discuss the . -
apparent vio1at10n, jts causes and safety significance; to provide you the -
oppu. wunity 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 “No
o response regardlng this apparent v10]atlon 1s requ1red at thlS t1me o i

T
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Tennessee Valley Authority R 2 S N

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC’s "Rules of Pracfice,ﬁ a copy of this

letter, its enclosure, and any reply will be placed in the NRC Public Document
Room. : - ' o : v _

Should you have any questions cpncefning this letter, please contact us.
{ ' - ‘

I e
AP Sy =

‘Sincerely,

~ (Original signed by J. Johnson)

el Ll

 : E1lis W. Merschoff, Director
_ Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
NRC Inspection Report

cc w/encl: (See page 3)
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e _um*reo STATES :

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION~ S
"REGION I1.: o

101 MARIETTA smesr NW.

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323

Report'Nos . 50- 390/92 -29 and so 391/92 29
Licensee: Tennessee Vaiiey Authority
~ 6N 38B Lookout Place
1101 Market Street - .
Chattanooga, TN 37402 2801 - . v
Docket Nos . 50- 390 and 50 391 ' License Nos " CPPR-91 and CPPR¥92A
Faciiity'Name. watts Bar 1 and 2
Inspection Conducted: September 28 through October 21 1992

Team Leader &Q{W L : //¢/¢ﬁ‘

. Girard, Team Leader - . Dafe S4gned

Team Members: .
: : .  Ivey, Resident Inspector, Watts Bar
Ignatonis, Technical Assistant, RII
Little, Senior Project Inspector, RII ‘
arden, Resident Inspector, Browns Ferry

L , I /2¥ Y2

ection Chief Date Signed
Division of Reactor Projects

'C‘JU)L-O>

Approved by:

sxccurlvt soMMARv

This special, announced team inspection was directed primarily to ~xaminatfon and
assessment of actions taken by the licensee in resolving adverse conditions that
had been previously identified in relation to QA records. Particular attention
was directed to conditions addressed by Unit 1 Significant Corrective Action

_Report (SCAR) WBP870036SCA and to the process whereby it became a collector of

adverse conditions from various sources.  Current records retrievability and
contro] of design documents were also briefly examined. o

In regard ‘to the resqution of adverse conditions, the team concluded that the'ﬁg
licensee’s resolution process had not been adequate. The corrective action .
" program had not been conducted in accordance with regulatory requirements. This .
was supported by a number of examples of inadequate corrective action identified“f“ :

by the team. which are reported below as an apparent violation.

9212140084 921127
PDR" ADOCK 03000390°

walton, Senior Resident Inspector, Watts Bar f,'afg,nﬁ f
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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 fo]1ows

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 1} and Common
items were assigned to.Unit -2 reports for resolution. As. a
“consequence,. they are in a "hold status” and not requ1red 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 Sectlons 3.1, 3.1.4, 3.1.5, 3.1.6, and 3.1. 8]

(3) Incorrect transfers of CAQs found by QA mon1tor1ng were not promptly
identified on CAQ reporting documents (
[Report Sect1on .2]

Conditions similar to those identified in (1) above have been prev1ous]y c1ted
in NRC Violation 91-03-05. Add1t1ona11y, the licensee had previously identified
conditions similar to those in (2) in Significant Corrective Action Report (SCAR)
WBP8I0481SCA. 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. : ' :

Siqnificant WeakneSS‘

The team found that the licensee had a continuing large backlog of Sign1f1cant
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 current]y
open and the average age was 4 years : 4
[Report Section 7. 2] : :

IO ¥} ke b At

i3
b
A
i

FEC )

4
4
“t
>
-4
3
{

]

1

}




| Unresoived Items

Three unreso]ved items (URIs) were identified invoiving deficiencies reiated 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 items. are properly addressed. - »
[URT 390, 391/92-29-02, S&L and TVA Followup Reviews of Open Records Probiems
May Be Inadequate. Report Sections 2.3:1, 2.3.3, 2.3.5, and 2.3.6]"
[URI 390 391/92-29-03, TVA. Construction Engineering Evaiuations of. Missing n
- Records, Report Section 2.3. 4] - SR ~*¥¥f*;,“g
{URT 390, 391/92 -29-04, Adequacy of Sampling, Report Section 3 1. 9] : fr'*i’;;i R

A fourth unresoived item was identified to evaluate the licensee’s determination fgﬁf;glﬂﬁ
that a defiCiency identified for the Unit 2 HVAC was not programmatic ‘and,.
therefore, potentially-also existing in Unit 1. Licensee personnel stated that
'additionai information in support of the determination would be proVided for NRC
review in a future inspection. Sy
-{URT 390, 391/92-29-05, Appiicability of Unit 2 HVAC Missing Vanes to Unit 1,

C Report Section 4, 3] CaE

Inspector Fo]]owup Item

_Because of deSign weaknesses, the licensee dispOSitioned three Unit 2 bei]ows
_type containment penetrations 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 Reevaiuation FolloWing
- SSE or LOCA, Report Section 4, 4] ( :

N

[P T




)y 00)

~
< &
DR

. a
4

t

140 iiz
ADOCK 03000358

Ehpdetiase e
SONNEIR T

 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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Victor Gilinsky 62 K12 P40
John F. 4hearne -
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James K. Asselstine - AR b

. SERVED NOV121582

In the Matter of

CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY - Docket No. 50-3%58

Construction Permit No. CPFR-88
(William H. Zimmer Nuclear EA 82-129
Power Station) :

\

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE AND -
ORDER IMMEDIATELY SUSPENDING. CONSTRUCTION
(ch-8§-33)

(.

The Cincinnati Gas and}Electric Company (CG&E) holds Construction
Permit No. CPPR-88 which was issued by the Commicsion in 1972. The permit
authorizes the construction of the Hi]]iah}H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station
Unit 1, a boiling water reactor td be used for the commercial generation of
electric power. The Zimmer E1ant is located on the licensee's site in

Moscow, Ohio.

II.

A. Initial Identification of OA Problems

In early 1981 the NRC conducted an investigation into allegations made by
present and former Zimmer site employees and by the Government Accounta-

bility Project. The'NRC investigaﬁion.revea7ed a2 widespread breakdown in
CG&E's management of the'Zimmer broject as evidén;ed by numerous examples

of non-compliance with twelve of the eighteen quality assurance Criteria of

—~

o7« OL1
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Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50. Consequently, CG&E paid a civil penalty of
$200,000 for the faiiure to implement an acceptable quality assurance program,
false quality assurance dotuments, and intimidation énd harassment of quality
control inspectors. (See Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of

Civil Penalties, dated November 24, 1981 and Investigat1on Report Ho.
50-358/81-13.) In addition CG&E agreed to take actions to correct

ident{fied 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 IIl oﬁ March 31, 1981, and the utility
agreed to implement tep actions to correct quality assurance failures
identified during the January - March 1981 investigation and fo preclude
their recurrence. These actions included: (1) increasing the size and
technical expertise of the CGYE QA organization; (2) taking action to assure
independence and separation dﬁ 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
.inspectfon procedures; (5) training QA/QC personnel on new and revised
procedures; (6) reviewing for adeguacy, and revising as appropriate,.the
procedures governing the fdentification, reporting, apd resolution of
deviations from codes and Fiﬁal Safety Analysis Repbrt (FSAR) statements;

(7) reviewing for adequacy the procedures governing ncnconformance

reporting and justifying the disposition of each voided nonconformance




«3 .

report;.(8) establishing an adequate progfam %or control of QA and QC
records; (9) performing a 100% review of all futufe surveillance and non-
conformance reports written by contractor personnel; and (16) 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 commitmenté 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, CG4E agreed to estab]isﬁ 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 stéef; (2) weld quality; (3) trace-
ability of heat numbers on piping; (4) socket weld fitup; (5) radiographs;

(6) electrical cable separation; (7) nopconforménce reports; (8) design

control and verification; (9) design docﬁment 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 deffciencies have been identified by the licensee

during the conduct of the QCP and other quality reviews and reported to



the NRC bursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e);which-cou1d havé béen pfevehted or
identified in a timely manner.by the 1jgen$ee and its contractors had there
been a properly managed QA program. Majof construction deficiencies
identified to date by the quality rev%ews are listed in order of

identification and include the following:

¥elds 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'qf 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'dfiye system.qre of indeterminate
quality. | |

Both weld and radiograph quality defiqiencieS‘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
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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.

Concrete and steel coating program not in accordance with the QA

ﬁ}ogram and the Sargent & Lundy specification requirements.

Design changes made to the Fire Protection System piping in the cable

spreading room 1in 1979 were inadequately contro11e”

The Sargent & Lundy (architect engineer) dynamic stress analysis of small

bore piping is questionable.

Cable separation problem with regard to division sépar;tion between
non-essential cables being bundled with essential cables of different .

divisions.

Pipe support installation procedures did nnt 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
def1c1enc1es). As of September 30,v1982 the 11cens;e's continuing quality
confirmation program reviews had identified appfoximate1y 4,200 nonconformances
of which about 800 have been "dispositioned”, i.e., the licensee had made a
determination as to resolution. (Inspectfon Report No. 50-358/82-12,
report pending.) The large number of noncomformance reports and the
significance of the matters being {dentified corroborate the staff's

1981 finding of significant breakdown in the licensee's quality

assurance program.

\-

| B. Findings Subsequent to Licensee Actions Taken to Correct QA Faflures and

Prevent Recurrence
Since the Immediate Action-Letter was issued on April 8, 1981 and quality
assurance and management deficiencies were brought to the attentioh of the
licensee, hardware and programmatic QA/QC problems have been {dentified

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

fmplementing 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 authoritieé

and duties of all QA Department personnel, (2) the failure to provide




adequate certification of qualifications df all QA Department personnel,
and (3) the failure to provide adequate procedures. The licensee failed
to adequately address the provisions of Regula;ory Guide 1.58 (ANSI
N45.2.6-1978) concerning personnel tp the QA Department. Additionally,
inadequately qualified personnel were reviewing and approving quality
_ proﬁ;dures controlling electrical activities, which cdntained deficiencies.
h
Furthermore, as a result of the licensee reviewé 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 inspectors.
During an inspectio:r conducted in March and April 1982 (Inspection Report
No. 50-358/82-05, i-sued on July 1.'1982) two items of noncompliance were
fdentified. The findings concerned the lack of implementation and timeli-
ness of corrective actions afid the failure ﬁo adequately review and |

documant potentially reportable matters.

Quring an inspection conducted in April, May, and June of 1982 (Inspe;tion
Report No. 50-358/€2-06, issued on November 2, 1982)‘two items of npncom-
pliance were identiied. The findiﬁgs concerned (1) the performance of
quality activities required of the welding engineers by inadequate1§

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. Thése concerns were disﬁussed with the licensee on
July 9, July 15, August»ls;'and October 19, 1982. Four significant items
of concern (potential items of noncompliance) were identffied:

(1) the inadequate control and documentation of welder qualifications;

(2) the fai]ure,to take corrective actions folléwing the identification of
1nadequate records to support welder qualifications; (3) the unauthorfzed
correction, supplementation, and alteration of quality Eecords} and (4) the
failure to fol1oy.procedures controlling weld filler metal control, logging
and control of requests.for information/evaluation, and imposition of
reporting requirements'gn contractors. fhe NRC findings concerning

welder qualifications resulted in the requaljfication of approximately

100 active onsite we]derg.and the need for the licensee to develop a-

4 .
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 (SWO0) 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.

Cl 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, repoft pending), significant
concerns were fdentified regarding the implementation of CGRE's
quality assurance prdgram and its mahaggmentvprogram established

to control and monitor the activities of Catalytic, Inc. (CI).

The concerns involved the areas of (1) the'description‘of organization

\
and functional interfaces, (2) training of CI personnel, (3) design

"contro1 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

'essentjal work by CI on'Qgtober 11, 1982, pending resolution of the

programmatic problems identified by the NRC and licensee reviews.

The 1icensee has initiated Stop Work Orders in addition to those
affecting CI due to inadequate quality assurance in the areas of
application of coatings (October 12, 1982), electrical &able installa-
tion (October 12, 1982), and special process procédures (November 1,
1982). The Stop Work Orders involve ongoing activities. The Novem-

ber 1, 1982 Stop'work Order involved procedures rot meeting require-

‘ments notwithstanding that the procedures had been specifically
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reviewed by CG4E for adequacy subsequent to the 1ssuance of the

April 8, 1981 Immediate Action Letter.

Additidna11y, during the week of October 10, 1982, the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (ANI) for the H-stamp holder (H. J. Kaiser) recalled
ASME work packages ihe? being used in the field because of the per-
formance of ASME cdde work (hanger attachmeht removal and piping
cutouts) was outsfde the approved QA Program procedureﬁ. The ASME
code work was being controlled and performed utilizing an H. J.

Kaiser administrative memo which bypassed the ANIfs required involve-
ment in the code activities. The NRC was apprised of the required
corrective actions during a meeting involving CG&E énd H. J. Kaiser

on October 15,'1??2. 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 qpio, have been onsfite since‘March 1, 1982.
The National.Board has issued three interih reports documénting
findings regarding ASME code activities. The thiona1 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 u result of the information obtained from the 1icensee'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 stee]iwelding. The
.feinspéction and rework of structural steel welds located in a number
6¥ 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\stee] wé1ds and beam/hanger
materials. The rgwork of these welds prematurely may result in the
addition of new weld material over unacceptab1e weld material or
beam/hanger materials. Following completion of tﬁe quality reviews unac-
ceptable areas may réqu1re additional rework activitie;. This approach
to rework activities 1nd1fates a lack of a compréhensive management
prograﬁ to address rework activitieé and the safety 1mbact'of those

activities on the facility.

II1.
The foregoing information indicates that: 1) the Zimmer facility has
been constructed without an adequage quality assurance (QA) program to
govern construction and to monftor 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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\
fdentified and are continuing to be 1den£1f1ed such that both reanalysis
.and rework will be‘required to bring the facility iito conformance with
the application and regulatory standards oh the basfs of which the
construction permit was originally fssued; and 3) rework of deficiencies
identified by the Quality Confirmetion 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
furthér 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 coqformance with the terms
of its construction permit and 10 CFR Part 50, Apﬁendix B, and that
there {s adequate management control over the Zimmer project to.ensure
~that NRC requirements are being met.

The verification qf the facility's qualityJand appropriate actions
to correct deficiencies in construction are of utmost 1mportance 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 1t$ construction activities have been propér]y carried out
in accofdance 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'importaqce to
safety of construction verification and corrective actions and the past
pattern of qua11ty assurance deficiencies, the Commission has concluded
‘that safety-related construction, including rework activities, should be
suspended until there is reasonable assurance that future construction _
activi;1e§ wii] be appropriately managéd to assure that rework

actiy1t1es and all other construction activities will be conducted in




accordance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, and other Commission
fequiﬁements. jhe Commission has further determined that in 1ight}of
the foregoing considerations the gublic health, safety and interest
require suspension of construction, effective immediately pendihg
fyrther authorization. | |

\ | Iv.

Accordingly, pursuant ;o sections 103, 1611, 182 and 186 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the Commission's regulations
fn 10 CFR Parts 2 and 50, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: |
A. Effective immediately, safety-related construction act{vities,

including rework of identified deficient construction, shall be

suspended. |
B. The licensee sha]l show cause why ﬁafety-reléted cpnstruction

-activities, including reworking activities, should not remain

suspended until the licensee: |

(1) Has obtafned an independent review of its management of the

Zimmer project, including its quélity 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 regulat{ons and

construction‘permit.

(a) The 1ndepéndent organization conducting this review shall
be.know1edgeab1e 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 necessatry steps

to ensure that the construction of the facility can be

completed in confgrmance 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 ghe same time as they
are submitted to the licensee. Inxmaking
recommendétions. the 1ndepenaent organization shall
consider at a minimum the following alternatives for
maﬁagemgnt of thg 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 Qfganization reporting to
the chief executive officer of CG&E.

3. Cféation of an organizational structure where the
qua]ity_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



(b)

organization reporting to the chief executive

officer of CG&E.

The licensee shall.submit to the RegionallAdministrator
the*]fcenseéfs recommended course of aﬁtion on the basis

of this independent review. In evaluating the -
recommendations of the fndependent organization, the
licensee shall address why it selected particular
alternatives and rejected ofhers. The Ticensee's
recommendationé and its schedule for implementation of

those recommendations shall be subject to approval by che

Regional Administrator.

(2) Following the Regfonal 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 Zimmer facility and the Regional Administrator of
NRC Region III has approved such plan. In‘prgparfng this
updated comprehensive plan, the'jicensee shall review the
ongoing Quality Confirmation Program to determine whether
its scope and depth should be exbanded'fn 1ight of the
hardware and programmatic problems identified to déte.
The updated plan shall include an audit by a qualified
outside organizatfon, which did not perform the
activities being audited, to verify the adequacy of the

quality of construction; and



(b) Has submitted to the Regional Administrator a comprehen-
sive plan, based on the results of the‘verificafion |
program, for the continuation of construction, fincluding
reworking activities, and the Regional Administrator has
confirmed in writing that there fs reasonable assurance

~ that construction will proceed in an orderly manner and
will bg conducted in accordance with the requirements of
the Commission's regulations and the Construction Permit

No. CPPR-88.

(3) The RegTonal_Administrator may.relak 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 Commiss16n's_regulat10ns and

the provisfons Gf the construction permit.

Within 25 days of the date of this order, the licengée 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 providedvin 10 CFR 2.202(d),
the licensee may answer by_consentfng to the order proposed in sectibn 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 gécretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

: Q?mmissfon. N;shington, 0.C. 20555. A copy of the request or answer
shall also be sent to the Director, Office of Inspection and
;Ehforcement. and to the Executive Legal Director at the same address,-
;nd to the Regional Administrator, NRC Reg{on I1I, 799 Roosevelt Road,
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137, A request for a hearing shall noi stay the

immediate effectiveness of sectfon IV.A of this Order.

If the licensee réquests a hearing on this order, the Commission will
issue an order de;ignating the time and place of hearing. If a hearing
is held, the 1s$ues to be considered at such a hearing 'shall be whetherA
the facts set forth in sections II and IlI of this order are true and
whether this order should“be sustained.
Commissioners Ahearne and Roberts dissent from this decision.

Their diséenting views are attached.}

It is so.ORDERED.

REG For the Commission '
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Dated at Washington; D.C.
this 12th day of November, 1982.
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cret1on cons1dered changes in, the enforcement pol1cy and. cons1dered ;the_amount
“th iV p ies. |

Inter1m Enforcement Po11cy pub11shed in the Federa] Reg1ster 45 FR 66754
(October 7, 1980). i
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‘Cincinnati Gas and Electric =3-

Company

The resutts of th1s 1nvest1gat1on and our revrew‘of your:. 10 CFR 50 Append1x
The results

>

concern to us. This matter concerns 1nadequate correct1ve actions.
of our normal" 1nspect1on programﬁfor the constructlon and., testlng of Zimmer.
~indicate .you were. found .in noncomip1iance forty-four't1mes since December 1979
w1th th1rteen of the e1ghteen d1fferent criteria ‘of Append1x B to 10° CFR 50.

1980, we expressed concern with’ your relat1ve1y poor performance in this area.
Th1sipoor h1story‘ofﬂcomp11ance with 10 CFR 50 3, :when cons1dered with




g° goqual SiranceTprograms,
nsibiTity<ofs assur1ng*the effect1ve,execut1on ‘of

quour fa11ure}manj

1980), "the ¥y’ Commi s pro “to impose .civil
pena]t1es pursuant to Section 234 of the,Atom1c Enengy Act of" 1954 as amended
("Act") 42 .S ;282 ‘,10 )

1i , :

.3_,..1_.w -$Isometr gpdraw1ngs weld
.+ -:not,.furnish evidence of 3 "actuc It ins i - _
,Q;hewll;pipelines in the diesel. generator ollng'water start1;g air
- -and. fuel:oil Systems, in_that.the ‘heat numbers recorded on the
. draw1ngs or weld 1nspect1on records did. not match the heat numbers
- - ... or color cod1ng marked on the respect1ve components. The 11 pipe-
; » : 11nes ‘were: :

ooeeay
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Appendix A (Continued) -2 -

1DG28ABL .- .  _..1DGC5AA3/4. . . 10628A51;1%5¢A . ]
10G27ABL: .. 1DGF6AAL/2 - . 1DGZ5AC2' . s

10G01ABl .. . - . 10GC5BA3/4 . . 10G11AA3 L
10GF2AA1/2 R AIDGFGBAl/Z‘ e ‘ '

was ;ob _ ‘ 0 ,
was no’ other record. of th1s report.in- the Noncomp]1ance Report
4 (NR) system.

: and E¥2466;(vo1d3 Y6730

10 CFR 50 Append1x B, Criterion”1 states in part*’"The persons Lo
performlnquuak1tysassurance funct1ons st al, ve suffd e

as*members of QAD (Qua]1tyﬂAeSUrance~ 3V 9;:and:
states, in part, "QAD has been ass1gned suff1c1ent
freedom to identify quality problems..."
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Appendix A (Continued) -3 -

Contrary to the above SQC Inspectors?djd not have sufficient freedom

Lo A o ey

i ntly 1ndependent

,,,,,

QC Inspectors were: (a)-‘harassed by construEtion workers and super-”
:visors; (b) not always supported by QC mandgement; and (c) intimidated.
The fo110w1ng arerexamples of insufficient. freedom of QC Inspectors,
incliding insufficiént ‘freedom: from“cost andEsohedu]e wh1ch occurred
between Summer 1978 and March ‘11, +1981: i ' S R A

ey

»hey ‘Were . doused wrth water (wh11e engaged

P I ST

ﬁa1nspe t1on d‘

et e T
D A 4 "

QC? nspec 1on superv1sor cla1medfthateover h1s obJect1ons

Py ”‘_;“ LTI

h ;wer

. TwoﬂQC‘Inspectors*executedas1gned’sworn-statements»where1n they
' ”tﬁéy h§

5

1

TR U

L

T

B

L= S e T

B R T

- iInspectorrexecuted;a s1gned SWorrh- statement where1n he )
c4a1med he w *struck By a~straam>ofiwaterifrom.a firevextin+ -
-whi: p' fo'mlng an 1nspect1on

L T

6. ; P axacy e
f~c1a1med het. wasﬂthreatened w1th bod11y harmﬁby a. construct1on
person 1f he did not pass a
: s f;;""":?ti ﬁ{@f‘wﬁﬁs : L K FosIs ; N
7.u A Lead QC Inspector executed afs1gned sworn: s\atement where1n he

c1a1med ' :

‘ (

 Was” accused by theiQA Manager for ho1d1ng up a concrete pe
" pour” when®in”fact the’ delay was”caused~by the concrete ' -7 s
strucks being- 1ate. : e V ok A

B i £ AR S U

%.

‘“onnstruct1on management frequently approached QC Inspectors
and cha]]enged the1r 1nspect1on f1nd1ngs and quest1oned the1r
“judgement’: ‘

A e b oo £
5
p

SR RIS i
f R S
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-Apgendix A (Continued) -4 -

c.. The QA Manager. said th]ngs Tike, "our. job here is to accept, )
not reJect and we.are here to get th1s p1ant bu11t o ' -

8. A Lead QC Inspector executed a s1gned sworn statement wherein he S
“claimed: he was:.relieved 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 prev1ous1y to]d

9;‘» A QC Inspector;executed a»s1gned ‘sworn ‘stat
claimed he was. to]d by. QA management to accep i
that were unacceptab]e. )

,,,,,,,

‘Thls is a Sever1ty Leve] III v1o1at1on (Supp]ement II)
(Civitl Penalty - $50, 000)

t Y ~ f p
cedures, or instructions, a quallty assirance program which comp11es
with the requ1rements of Append1x”B for atl. act1v1t1es affect1ng the

e pOrts) o noncon
’Contrary‘ tothe p!‘oif'igionse ofﬂ: QACMI‘ G:'4“', i
"" R % t § o

1nd1cate significant def1c1en~
f ; :




Appendix A (Continued) -5-

b. - One“NR related ‘to nondestructive examination of a T-quencher
" 'weld 'had: ‘bee Terroneous]y ‘closed: {not: voided) by adminis-
trat1ve error (NR E- 2996 c]osed 3/17/81)

EISE :",

) ngnvorded by personnel other than the
(CN 5122 vo1ded 1/2/8} CN 5476 votded 2/27/81,

e. In one‘case’ durlng revisions of the report some nonconform1ng
items iwereremoved:. fromuawNR without’ adequate Just1f1cat1on
(NR E 2466 v01ded 6/30/80) “‘,;%fjie 7 - -

958
" 'CN=4959 -
CN-5122 - .

'a‘ngrtpspec on” construc ion,ﬂor tesd1ng,w
K: Ly,

ﬁrocedures to assure “that

“weld qualuty ahd address slag,‘ 'Vb]owho]es

_and undercut

poros1ty,

Contrary to the above the fo]]ow1ng nonconform1ng cond1tlons were
not 1dent1f1ed and corrected:

a. Based on an 1nspectlon of the 25 structural hanger support
‘beams -described in Item C.4 below:

1250




Append1x A (Cont1nued) -6 - . fne‘w‘:-;3= Ty ans

(1);=.Several:welds on .nine beams did. not conform“w1th AWS
D1:1-1972 .requirements :in:thatthey. contained -unaccept- ‘
able s]ag, we]d prof11es vblowholes . porosity, and/or =

L undercut . F sk her o LTt T

(2) F1ve beams d1d not conform w1th AISC requ1rements in ' h 3
that the re-entrant corners were notched, creating
potent1a1 stress r1sers%_1nstead of be1ng;rounded w1th

1cant on&h

PRy wra b

4~and. corrgcted~5 In the:case oﬁ%s1gn1ﬁ
; xtha

S

y ' : L 1y o _,1.*)'1:\ § ; :%M ' ; i\ﬂ’f’ 3({ p .
The Wm.i:H. Zimmer.QA Manual, Section 16.5 states, in part, R
"Vendors, contractors and«subcontractons§3r 3§equ1red to; determingsy -
i .preventirec 10f ¥ Wh1ch‘¥£f
By

4

‘nocess
jri )

o eta]

151 | |
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Appendix A (ContinUed) =T

7AS ect1on'{II 1971 Ed1t1on Art1c1e NB-3661.5(b)
and the cond1t1on was not corrected in. that the corrective
' act1on was not commensurate w1th the ASME Code The welds

Te cond1t1on

D’ f“et ar. ;
6 ‘on_was not

'fwaSMnot corrected’1n*that ‘the, cén‘”

1978

51& “Undy - 1dent1f1ed repet1t1v€’prob1ems coneern1ng
S&L not performrhg‘cerharn des1gn ca]cu]atlons, rev1ews

" 10"CFRE50

?3:‘isH:Ll“be 8¢ ab11shed?for ‘the’ 1dent1f1cat1on'and“control of

3 mate eri ls?? These measures sha]l“assure that 1dent1f1cat1on of

outzfabr1cat1on erect1on and 1nsta11at1on. The identification-
is” ma1nta1ned and%usable in the operatron and ma1ntenanceﬁprogram !

t’}ugl,‘;‘

s

in March 1981‘of approx1mate1y 25, trurt ‘a] hanger support beams
located®*in“the Blue Switchgear Rood&an tﬁ‘ CabTle Spread1ng Room,
the 1dent1f1cat1on of ‘the mater1a1 Tn"Athe of those beams ‘was not

ma1ntarned<to enable’ ver1f1cat1on of qua]wty ’

5. " 10 “CFR¥'50, “Appendix Bf‘Cr1ter1on 111 states, in. payi “iifjeagires
shall be estab]1shed ‘to assure that” app11cab1e regu]atory requ1re-
ments and the design basis...are translated into...drawings..

‘Thé Wm. ‘H.”Zimmer’ 'FSAR): Sect1on 8, provides ‘the design basis for
electrical cable separat1on that includes the following:
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- Appendix A (Continued) | o - 8-

Assoéiated cables (Green/White, Blue/White, and Yellow/White)
from more than one Division cannot be routed in the same
racewaynv (FSAR Paragrapﬁ 8 3. 1 13 2) SRE ;

.Vert1ca1'separat1on of three" feet or mors: must be'ma1nta1ned
between:cables’ from d1fferent D1v1s1ons . (FSAR Paragraph
'8 3 1?11 2 1 d) R

Instrument (1ow-1eve] s1gna]) cab]es cannot be routed in
£ Y wi H] A i@ :

ign basis
ced #into
a]]at1on

r+m-a"

drawings and th1s resu]ted in the fo]low1ng cabT
jﬁﬁfggjépe1esi1nﬁthe«Cab]e Spread1ng‘Room'}_ y

A RRE:

two=1inch

nct dufﬁ
Assoc1ated Cabfe”gB[”;/w t.)“No. RE058 for
d.CaBle Ieas 580 0 FEiaC

[ oy

L‘D1v1s1ons

e -ewa! )
(B]ue/Wh1te) No. TI192, Cable (Ye]]ow/Wh1te
;.-Cable. (G een/Wh1te)ﬂNo. I

e. Many Assoc1ated Cab]es (Ye11ow/Wh1te)
e .routed-in the same .raceway (White:
-Assoc1ated Cab]es (B]ue/Wh1te) for Di




‘Appendix A (Cdﬁtinued) -9 -

Q;lO CFR 50 AppendlxiB Cr1ter10n:III‘states, in. part '”Des1gn
the de]1neat1on of

6.

The Wm. H. £Z1mmer‘QA5ManuaI §é¢€ﬁoh‘3 13'1”%t5té§“‘}h part,
”Deswgn contro1 measures a]so apply to de11neat1on of acceptab]e

1n.part MTest

‘and” struc-
ed,and
nstructions

,,Append1x IX,
'V"The sh1m¢‘h1ckness shall be
i 7 r

F A

M w Ke]1ogg Co. (p1pe manufacturer_and“agepcy perform1ng the

: prefabrdcated

““total‘t ‘
- thickness ‘of. the base meta] p]usﬂt
5re1nforcement "
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Appendix A (Continued) - 10 -

No. ES 414 or the AaHE Code.: - Th1s def1c1ency was . 1dent1f1ed dur1ng“ L
the NRC review of approx1mate]y 800 : radxographs 1nvo]v1ng 206 pre-

fabricated: pipe welds .in.such systems as ma ) ,feedwater and

diesel generator support systems.’ * e '

“These

10 CFR 50 Append1x B Cr1ter1onnIII states .1n part,

 The wm.qH Z1mmer bA Manu'

dev1at1ons.




-1-

As of March 1981, design control measures had not been
estab11shed‘by Sargent Lundy to prov1de for ver1fy1ng or

v S d

A 0‘f,.»"po\,,e,.“'Cab‘]e‘s1eeves'and the phys1ca] we1ght 1oad1ng of
cable’ trays : -

'standard .
1t & Lindy Spe ~_a ion 1 HE2713, Suppﬂement 7,

2% e N
Ka1ser<Pr9cedure
&'.n £

i,n‘S Paragraph

1%+ -1972f ode Sect1on-3*iO;1:
and accepted before pa1nt1ng o

qL ‘
wwcab1es routed:"from the Cab]e Spread1ng Roometo the Control
“Room:" ~‘An ‘example-of a: nonconform1ng cond3t1on -that, shou]d
have been identified by such a program was Blue ‘CabTes RI103
Tﬂtand CM111 that_had been»routed 1ntoeIray’R1ser (Green)
3025A, ‘whic ' :

‘:gf we]ds“on 180@cab1e tray. hangere Tocated i“’the Cable
, g«;oom were not executed as requ1red,1n'the AWS
01. 1-1972 Code. Spec1f1ca11y, the f1na1 ‘weld 1nspect1ons

:%*were made after the we]ds were pa1nted (Ga]vanox)

LT T SNy ] B,
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Appendix A (Continued) -A12 -

10.

.‘procedures or draw1ngs
and shall be accompllshed 1n accordance w1thw1
procedures or drawings." .

d1spos1t1onedfwerewﬁﬂégt1'1edvrn?1j"”’
P29, Uasngarg D05

H,xw e bl sl

30 days and were not traqsferreq to No conformance Reports)

....

subcontractors sha]] be assessed*byﬁthe app]qcant“or

’{» e M“u?s ?Vﬁ

beams.; Spec1f1ca]1y, eva]uat1ons;ofwt
-Supply,-.PBI_Steel-Exchange; .and.Frank::Ad:

structural beams were not performed.

I-57-

t‘:‘i’dl spos1t1 oned w1’th1 n

11. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Cr1ter1on VII states in part

dams ompany)
assurance programs for control of mill certifications and

53gn. change

(the original

"The

“effect1veness ofs the=contro] Sof quality by : contractors%andﬁfp“"

fde

ooa11ty*‘ S




42 U.S.C.: 223? (th1s

Appendix A (Continued) - 13 -

12.
2 be ma1nta1ned "t furnish ev1dence of activities
-ecords- shall 1nc1ude...mon1tor1ng of
1nc1ude c]ose]y-re]ated data’ such as
\f procedures and equ1pment "

A_Secttonﬂl7 1. 4,states 1n part

1n“part‘5"A com=
igshall be carried

xA', XVIII states_

.alnc1nnat1 Gas and EIectr1c
1s off1ce W1th1n,30 days of the

further v1o]at1dns,}: . ‘when. fu]] comp]1ance will. be ach1eved
Any statement or exp]anat1on may 1ncorporate by spec1f1c reference (e. g.,

Apr11 85 1981£ﬁ?' n
for good cause’ sho

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII states in part, “Sufficient

SR TNIERYC. 3 It




Appendix A (Continued) | -,14';

Within the same time as provided for the response required above.under 10 CFR.
2.201, Cincinnati-Gas and Electric Company.may pay the civil penalties. in the. -
cumu]at1ve amount of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars or may protest’ 1mpos1t1on oo
of the.civil penalties in whole or in part’by a written answer. Should
Cin¢innati Gas and.Electric Company fail to answer within the time spec1f1ed
this office will issue an Order imposing. the civil penalties in the amount .
proposed above. Should Cincinnati Gas and:Electric Company elect to file - .
an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205v protest1ng the civil pena1t1es
- such answer may: (1) deny the violations 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 pena1t1es should not be im-
posed. In add1t1on to protest1ng 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 from =
the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may ~ .
'ncorporate by spec1f1c reference (e.g.’,. giving page and paragraph numbers)*:
to avoid repet1t1on Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company's attention is - 3
ected to the other provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure g

r 1mpos1ng c1v11 pena1t1es

<

<2

Upon fa11ure to pay any civil pena]t1es due which have been subsequent]y
ermined in: accordance with the app]1cab1e provisions of 10 CFR 2.205,.
s matter may.be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalties, o .. =
ess comprom1sed remitted, or mitigated, may be co11ected by civil
ion pursuant to Sect1on 234c of the Act, 42 U.S. C. .2282.

TV

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONs

B

ed at BetheSda,fMary1and
this 24 day of November 1981
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 111~
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

'AUG n 9 1083

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 Wm. 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 othersfddring the“inspection[and on February 4, 1983.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
- the inspection. Within these areas, the 1nspect10n consisted of a select1ve
iexamlnatlon of procedures and representative records, observatlons, and .
. interviews with personnel. R

compllance with NRC requirements, as described in the ‘enclosed Append
With respect to 1tem 1, the 1nspect10n showed that act1on had ‘been take:

These f1nd1ngs are considered to be 51gn1f1cant. The f
failure to write a nonconformance report (NR) - item 2
spec1a1 processes - item 3, inadequate corrective: ac
fallure to adequately report s1gn1f1cant def1C1en

ovember 12, 1982, the spec1f1c 1tems of noncoﬁpl1encewmust be corrected and

1.B-3




Cincinnati Gas and Electric 2 - AUG 2 O 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 -~
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of: -
"the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re- i 73
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,.

Original sigred by
James G. Aepolcr

Lot James G. Keppler
vl e ,Reg1onal Administrator

Enclosures: . -.
1. -Append1x,~N0t1ce
~of.Violation -
2. Inspection Report
No. 50-358/82~12(0SC)

cc w/enCIS°<'zv ) t

J. R.: Schott, Plant Superlntendent

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.. Harr1s, State of Ohio , '

Robert H.. Qu1111n, :Ohio Department of Health o

Thomas, Applegate A

Thomas Devine, Assoc1ate D1rector,
Institute for Policy Studies

Dave Martin, Office of Attorney General

Mark Wetterhahn, Esq.

Jerome A.. Vennemann, Esq. L

Gretchen Hummel, Ohio Consumers' Counsel

James R. Wlllxams, State Liaison Off1cer,
Oh1o Dlsaster Services Agency

Paul Ryder, Ohio Governer's Office

R. E. Buerger, The Dayton Power and

L1ght Company
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Appendix

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company - v Docket No. 50-358

‘As a result of the 1nspect10n conducted from October 1 through December 4,
1982, and in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Pol1cy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9,
1982), the follow1ng v1olat10ns were 1dent1f1ed

1. f10 CFR 50.7(e) states, "(e) Each licensée, permittee’ and each app11cant
‘shall post Form NRC-3, "Notice to Employees," on its premises. Posting
must ‘be at locations’ suff1c1ent 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 app11cat10n is
docketed ‘and remain posted while the application ‘is pending before the
Commission, during the term of the license, and for 30 days following
license termlnatlon." '

~=g'“;

Contrary to- the above requ1rement the postlng of Form NRC 3 was 1nade-
. ‘quate in that the form was only accessible to individuals‘who’ normally
" work in or frequent ‘the Service Bu11d1ng and the Control Room.~ R

Th1s is a Severlty Level v v1olat1on (SupplementhI)

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Cr1ter10n V states-in‘pa
. quality shall be prescrlbed by documented 1nstruct10ns procedures, or

p11shed 1n accordance w1th these 1nstruct10ns

Y b

procedures, or draw1ngs.

" CG&E QA Mannal, paragraph 5.1 states, in part "Constructlon, fabr1cat1o

" accomplished in accordance with” written® 1nstruct10ns, procedures, and;
- drawings which prescribe acceptable methods ‘of carrylng out those acti-
vities."’

‘H. J. Kaiser Procedure ZAPO-5, Revision 2, states, in part, "A Noncon-
: formance Report shall be 1n1t1ated in the follow1ng 1nstances.'

3.4.1 Whenever material equlpment or construction work dev1ates
from the specified limits of a drawing, specification,’ code,
standard, procedure or an approved Inspectlon Plan.m,

3.4.3 Whenever a process or actlvzty places the ex1st1ng plant
systems or equipment in an 1ndeterm1nate cond1"onUL i

A3.4.4 When &. piece of equipment or installed materialithat has ‘been
accepted is damaged."

'"Act1V1t1es affectlng

drawings, of a type appropriate to’the ‘circunstances and shall be accom-.'

and’ manufactur1ng activities which affect ‘the quality of the facility are




3.

- 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.

Th1s is a Sever1ty Level IV v1olat10n (Supplement II)

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion IX states: "Measures shall be establrshed
to assure that speC1al processes, including welding, are controlled and
accompllshed by qualified procedures in accordance. w1th applicable codes,
standards, spec1f1cat10ns, criteria, and other spec1al requirements".

The . Wm H. Zlmmer Qua11ty Assurance Manual Section 9 Control of Spec1al
Processes (Criterion IX), requires procedures, audlts, and quallfled
personnel , for. . ;control -of . special processes.

The Wm. H. Zimmer Quality Assurance Manual, paragraph 5.1, states:
"Construction,; fabrication, -and manufacturlng activities which. affect the
quality of the facility are accomplished in accordance with written
1nstruct10ns, procedures, and draW1ngs wh1ch prescribe acceptable methods
of carrylng out those act1v1t1es.

" ASME Section IX - 1971 W1th Addenda through the w1nter of 1973 addresses
controls of spec1al Pprocesses.

ANSI N45 2 9 1974 addresses supplementatlon and alteration of records.

Contrary to the above requlrements, 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 h1stor1cally (GTAW utilizing argon.:shield gas with volt-
,ages of -18-26) .
1) SPPM 3.1.19, Revisio_n. 2, WPS, Carbon Steel Piping
" (ii) SPPM 3.1.21, Revision 2, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe
(iii)SPPM 3.l.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

1.B-6
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(vi) SPPM 3.1.53, Revision 1, WPS, Carbon Steel Pipe
" (vii)SPPM 3.1.56, Revision 1, WPS, Austenitic Stalnless(éteeliPipe

Additional procedural deficiencies were identified involving procedure
_changes, alterations, and inadequate procedural 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 qua11f1cat1on test, classi-
fication of A-588 material, Weldlng position. added, w1th no .
qua11f1cat10n heat not controlled and preheat temperature‘
reduced.

(ii) SPPM 3.1.21, Revision 0, WPS Carbon Steel P1pe - no travel
speed 11sted whiteout on essent1al varlables, and supplement
change 1ssued with no requalification.

(iii)SPPM 3.1. 21, Rev1s1on 1, WPS Carbon Steel Plpe - Voltage, ;
amperage, and travel speed not llsted whlt‘ ut on procedures,
procedure supplements not in, vault and qua11f1cat10n thrckness
in excess of code allowable..v '

(iv) SPPM 3.1. 51 Rev1s;ons 0 1, and 2, !
D1.1-1972 Ed1t1on - clas51f1cat10n of ‘A-588' mater1a1 travel
speed not listed, 26 p031t10n,not_qua11f1ed Weldlng _progres=
sion for vert1ca1 weld1ng, an : '
quallflcatlon (Rev1s1on 2)

This is a Severity Level IV violat{dn”(ﬁhpplEEent Il).

10 CFR S0 Appendix B, Cr1ter1on XVI states; "Measures shall be establlshed
to assure that cond1t1ons adverse to quality such as failures, malfunc-
tions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and equipment, and
nonconformances. are promptly 1dent1f1ed ‘and corrected L

The ASME Code, Section III, Paragraph NA-4800 states, in.part: '"During
manufacture and/or 1nstallat10n, measures shall be establlshed to assure
that conditions adverse to quality such as "deviations . . . and noncon-
" formances are promptly identified and reported to the approprlate levels
of management." 3

The Wm. H. Zimmer QA Manual, Paragraph 16.1 states, in part: "The QA
Division of CG&E is. rbspon31ble for evaluating QA program deficiencies,
identified by project participants . . . The correctlv/ act" ,requ1red
to eliminate the deficiencies, assurance that the corrective action is
taken and appropriately documented . ..1is th?:?#§?%%%?k&l%$¥»Q£~Q-ﬁw

1.B-7
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Appendix 4 - v A ‘ | - B

Contrary to the above, deficiencies with the Kaiser weld procedure
specifications and weld procedure qualification records were identified
by the llcensee as early as September of 1981. Corrective actlon to
date, did not assure that cond1t1ons adverse to quality, i.e., def1C1-
éncies in essential. var1ab1es were corrected to prevent deficiencies in
welds produced by these procedures or to address the quality of the
welds produced subsequently’ by these deficient weld procedures.

Th1s 1s a Sever1ty Level IV v1olat10n (Supplement II)

5. 10 CFR 50. 55(e)(1) requlres,‘?lf the” perm1t 1s for constructlon of a
nuclear power plant, ' the holder of the pe

of each-deficiency found in design and construction, which were it to
have remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of -
operatlons of the nuclear power plant at ‘any time throughout the expected
lifetime of 'the plant, ‘and’ which represents..". (iii) a significant
deficiency in construction of or: 'significant damage to a structure, system,
or component which will ,require extensive evaluatlon, extensive redesign,
or extens1ve repa1r to meet the criteria’ and bidses stated in the safety
ﬁ‘““1y51s”report or construct n permit’or - btherwise' establish the
“adequacy of the structure, system, or‘component’ to perform its intended
safety function. (2) The holder of ‘a Constriiction permit shall within

24 hours not1fy the approprlate Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inspection
and Enforcement Ref : I‘Offlce of each reportable deficiency."

U

Contrary to the above requ1rements, the construction permit holder did
not notify the Comm1551on in the’ prescribed manner and time period for
deficiencies identified in Weld Procedure Specifications (WPS) and Weld
Procedure Quallflcat1on Reports (PQR).

Deficiencies were identified in the following applicant/contractor
documents:

(1) CGSE Corrective Action Request (CAR) 81-11, "Essential Variables
for ASME Welding Procedures changed in an incorreéct manner," dated
August 17, 1981. .

(2) "Rev1ew of H. J. Kaiser Active welding procedures for the
o Wm._H Zlmmer 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) CGSE Managemént Corrective Action (MCAR) Request 82-02, dated
September 22 1982.

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

-1.B-8




‘Appendix ’ . ﬂU,vjﬁi‘j'._v[S .

“The NRC acknowledges issuance by the abpiﬁéant of 10 CFR 50.55(e) repo:gh‘“
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. : : S :

’
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N UNITED STATES
&% NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION v

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE woo
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011
March 23 1983

Docket No. 50 482
A 83- 18

Kansas Gas and E]ectr1c Company - = .- e
ATTN Glenn- L. Koester ... _ .
e s Vice! PreS1dent - Nuc]ear‘, E Lo T e
: P Ou Box 208 - RE R e
.~W1ch1ta, Kansas 67201 ‘ TS _—

»fGentlemen,u;b ;,r'

Th1s refers to the Jnspect1on conducted under the Res1dent Inspect1on Program

by Mr. W. S. Schum of- this office durifig thecperiod-of January *1-315 1983, “of

fact1v1t1es author1zed by NRC Construct1on Perm1t No. CPPR’ 147, and to the
sour . fi Jat *the -¢6

; n i
i our Reglon IVQoff1ce ‘Gh - Februa
s fof; the NRC*staff and Mr:oG ik

1 related-system turned OVer to your,startup rgan1z t1onpa enc
1 . These1d1screpanc1es were d1sco‘

afterwthe4system had passed¢< 3
required: by::your Qualiity Assurancei e
apparent: breakdown was*1nadequate$atte
Company: - KG&£) managementﬂto ensure*tha

¢h1s safety related system turned
27y : nization wa

- The apparent breakdonn 1n qua11ty assurance programs has been‘ev1denced,by
& :tyfAssurance

‘sédtio

p1pe e
' nd 'six”of" 333ﬁ‘“"
one. of wh1ch ;Wass that a: temporary hané%r was“found
~ installed where:the- qua11tchng1neer1ng group had’ S1gned”’ff~for a permanént*‘

,hanger. This; aud1t .alsovrevealed numerous:documentatio ef1c1enc1é§*that

were carrled on a. 11st separaterfrom the- systemuexcept1on'11
11st was-r eferenced -on- -theexception-1ist as a“s1ng]e ‘1ine ‘entry t
d1screpanc1es with BN (refueling-water-storage: 'system: des1gnat r)-.tra
The except1on 11st stated that the traveler dlscrepanc1es were\”""‘“g c

SRR

TR

hangers rth d1screpancaesa

T

2T ETY

CERTIFIEDMAIL- . . ... o o oot
EIUﬁN RECEIW REQUESTED A Lo

s
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 Gas and Electric Company -2-

W [ ¥

did not affect hardware. Your aud1t however, discovered that some hardware
discrepancies (lack of some heat numbers) ‘were included in this d1screpancy
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 two-additional:audits by your QA
-surveillance group, wh1ch uncovered additional anamolies in safety:Systefis turn
~over from construct1on was brought to our attention. - An:audit’ (S-605A) comple
on"February 15, 1983, conducted on instrument tubing connectors reévealed that
nearly half were not tightened to specification, many tube’ ends weré not' debirre
and some ferrules were installed improperly. A second audit (S-618) dated ;
February 15, 1983, :conducted: on. aux111ary feedwater hangers revealed three hange
with some hardware “discrepancies: in a- samp]e of n1neteen hangers 1nspected
hangers had. .received-final:QC acceptance: .’ Y
your 'S artup»groupw1n Jlate vember, 1982u :

d e implemen tion;of:
e rrects, iconstruction-deficiéncies’ i amt1me1y manner. s
"'effect1ve qua11tyeassurance program must-operate at each-tier, from subcon-"
tractor. ‘through:contractor, to the owner. The aspect of your quality assurance.
program,,wh1ch :should:have: assured ‘that-system:and documentation: def’”wenc1es
were 1dent1fhedw tracked,uand resolved,has-brokén down: i In7addition; 'sect1on
14.2.4.2 of. the Nolf Creek Generat1ng Statlon Eina¥ Safety Ana1ys1s”Report
(FSAR) stateswnnA ey i

“_d‘bd construct1on;‘a documented reviewis: conducted~by”“5
‘ersonnelmto ver1fy that the phys1ca1 1nsta11at1on 1s in

4 : E R

"as Turnover and, may be performed on. a,system or subsystem bas1s k
Upon comp]et1on of the Turnover review, custody of::this :system or-
subsystem w111 be transferred to the KG&E startup organ1zat1on._”_

Append1x%B and theﬁcomm1tments 0 your FSAR is' a s1gn1f1cant v1olat1on of NRC

'h1ch; n" : ‘jl» 2 ThlS
c

c ry leO CFR 2; nAppendlx C.: ,The base va]ue for'a" Sever1ty
Level, III v1o]at1on is+$4035000.. The Enforcement Policy permits® thé: considera-
tion. of factors -in:mitigation .or-aggravation of the.proposed penalty. Based on
our rev1ew of the c1rcumstance5msurround1ngfth1s violation; we determined that
yourruntlmely notif1cat1on of i the condition-under:the’reporting: cr1ter1a of 10
CFR 50:55(e) was:also.a: .violation: - .We-consideredithis -violation asia"factor
that would.cause: us%toxra1se the amount .of ‘the proposed penalty. ' Weé.decided,
however, because the violation 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 temporary ‘stop ‘work
order on system turnover you instituted, that a further increase in the amount-
of the civil penalty was not warranted.

1:A:246-



Kansas Gas. and ‘Electric Company -3-

After consultat1on with the D1rector of 'the Office of Inspection and Enforce-

ment, I have been authorized to issue the ‘enclosed Notice of Violation and
Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty in the: :amount :of. .$40,000 as set forth

in the Notice appended- to this letter. This action is being taken. in order to

emphasize the importance, that the NRC p]aces on.your quality .assurance program

. and {our respons1b1l1ty to ensure that it is properly. 1mp1emented at a]] o
./leve S. 4 ‘

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.. actjons planned or. taken which would ensure "that -work: comp]eted
Jnr1or.to the identification. of th1s breakdown. wasaproperly accomplished. ; This
-sh0u,‘u1nc1ude a complete review of safety -related: systems :which have.been O
turned,over from(construct1on to startup,- These actions. should. include -veri- .
fication of as-built p]ant conf1gurat10n and review .of related quality docu-
mentat1on Your response should. also address measures- taken-or. planned- to:

ensure that your qua11ty assurance procedures'are adequateaand that -asz bu1]t

3008

ﬂL,Ru]es of Pra¢t1ce;" Part 2

e ‘; ,v;n
d1rected by th1s 1etter and the enc]osed Append1x are not subJect.

By

The responses




NOTICE 0F VIOLATION .

" Kansas, Gas ‘and ETectric:Company « - . - -  -Docket-No. 50:482
Wolf Creek. Generating: Station.. = - Construction Permit: -CPPR-14
: EA .83-,1,8 -

fite t ‘certain p1pegspools and pipe:
as,not be1ng properlywa11gned not be1ng*1nst IIed"or

3. Documentat1on review, and sy§tem wa]kdown 1nspect1on pr1or to turnover
4. Qua11ty assurance»act1v1t1e$*affect1ng construct1on and: turnover

In order to emphas1ze the 1mportance of- your part1c1pat1on in qua11ty assurance
activities and.your responsibility-to ensure. that. contractors are properly
implementing quality. assurance, programs, the NRC :proposes to impose a civil

penalty for these matters. ' In‘accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy B
(10 CFR-Part 2, Appendix’ C) ©47:FR:9987- (March 9, 1982)\ and pursuant'to )
Section 234 of:the-Atomic.- Energy Act-of 1954, as amended ("Act"), 42 U.S.C.
22824+ PL-96<295,,:.and 10: CFR-,2: 205;: the part1cu1ar v1olat1ons and the assoc1;ted i

c1v11 pena]ty,are set, forth. beIow-

IVIOLATION ASSESSED CIVIL PENALTY

.10 CFR 50 Append1x B, Cr1ter1on IT, requires that; "The quality assurance
program shall” prov1de .control ~over-activities affecting.-the quality of the
identified structures;-systems,: and components to an extent consistent
.with their importance to safety. Activities affecting quality shall be
accomp11shed under suitably- contro]led cond1t1ons.“

1.A-248



~Notice of Violation : ,£i2“3? P . I T A T S

".Contrary to the above, the Kansas Gas and Electric Company ‘failed to,
“adequately controliactivitiés affecting’the” quaI1ty of ‘safety- reIated -
© work, Specifically;’ the Borated Réfueling Water Storage System: and the -
- Puxiliary Feedwater System were turned over from*the’conStruction =~
contractor to the KG&E’startup organization ‘on October 283 1982;- and e
. November 23, 1982, réspectively; following final” quality assurance checks
with qua11ty documentat1on and hardware d1screpanc1es wh1ch were not '
listed: on- the turnover except1on 11st R '

Th1s is a Sever1ty LeveI III V1oIat1on (Sdbblgménttil?}‘?,};i;jf”ff
C1v11 PenaIty '$40, OOO ks L LA

we ,Ls" £y '“} B £y H .\." I PR S

f‘VIOLATION NOT ASSESSED A’CIVIL PENALTY

10 CFR 50 55(e) requ1res that the hoIder of ‘a construct1on perm1t shall .
notify the Commission of each deficiency" *found” ir ‘design and construct1on,
which if uncorrected ‘could adverser.affect the safety of pIant operat1ons _
‘The regu]at1on further réquires . that 6 - f the construct1on perm1t
“'sha¥l notify the-appropriate “NRC” reg1ona1 off1ce w1th1n 24 hours after’the
deficiency was found.

turnover pract1ces that were“d1scovered dur1n
"+ +.completédon ‘January 413791983, *IPréliminary noti tion . 10 1
office was not provided until January«21,#1983; "+ v 0% F

This s a Sever1ty LeveI IV v1oIat1on (Supp]ement II)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2. 201 the Kansas Gas and EIectr1c Company
is hereby required to submitito the" D1rector Office of Inspection-and
Enforcemént, USNRC, wash1ngton, DG, y 20555 *within 30 days of the date of this,.
Notice a wr1tten statement tion;’ 1nc1ud1ng ‘for ‘each alleged - o
violation: (1) admission or’denia "thé alleged violdation; (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 Wikt be'taken to- avo1d
further violations; and (5) the date when full comp11ance 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. 2234, this’ response shaII
be submitted under oath or affirmation. :

IR E TR
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Notice of VTQ1ation -3 -

Within,the same time as, provided for.the response requ1red above under .
10 CFR 2. 201 the. Kansas Gas .and, Electric: Company., may; pay the civil. penalty in
the. émount of $40 000 or: maywprotest imposition . of. the.civil. -penalty in whole
or’in part: by a. wr1tten answer. . Should the. Kansas, Gas and.Electric. Company
fail to, answer w1th1n ‘the. t1me spec1f1ed .the. Director, Off1ce of Inspection
and, Enforcement, will.issue.an order, 1mposqng the:civil penalty in:the amount
aproposed ab;ge.,,Should.the Kansas Gas .and E]ectr1c Cpmpany elect to file an
answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205. protest1ng the civil penaltys-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 requestingsmitigationiof:the proposed.penalty,
the five factors contained 4n Section IV.B of :10°CFR" Part 2, Appendix C ‘should
be ;addressed... Any wrltten ,answer-inraccordanceswith- 10 CFR»Z .205°should be set
.forth{separately fromathe statementvor exp]anatlon 1n“rep1y pursuant to -
- R.2.20) i .eference -(es g., c1t1ng page and

i

Ioné of 10 CFR 205 regard1ng)the

able provvs1ons of 10 CFR 2. 205 “this

e A General,:and.the-penalty; unless .
; ted, -on;mitig wimay-be collected. by c1v11 action pursuant

to “Section 234c of the Act 42 U S C 2282 b v )

o inm oo FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

e n e , John :T..- Co111ns
AT Reg1ona1 Adm1n1strator

_Dated at Ar11ngton PTexas
eth1s,42 day of.. March,1983
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, _ UNITED STATES
‘ ":NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 1000
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011

 Docket: STN 50‘482/84 22
EA 84107 -

card .‘?

Kansas Gas and Electric Company
ATTN:, ;ﬁ]enn L. Koesterf,,

P.0.7Box 208 *
Wichita, Kansas

w67201fxw°
Gentlemen:.

susaeéiﬁ.?&btlcs;Oﬁ7fio£Aff0ﬁ”Kﬁb:ERO#O&ED fMPOSITIONforfeiYIgfPENAgTY

X W_G ~Taylor and other Reg1on IV
rough September 28cm1984 of activities
..CPP

Penalty in:the amounteof event -f1ve Thousand Dol]ars (575 000) for thi’s
v1olat1on.réTheev1olation ‘hascbeen:categorized::as.a, Severity:Level 1l violation
G nforcement Policy,. 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C,
The'b .€ivil penalty for a. Sever1ty Level III

A §1nce you failed to take adequate corrective
actions for the problemS‘identif1ed ‘by Corrective Action Requests CAR
Ko. 1-W-0029 (initiated on March 22, 1983) and CAR No. 1-W-0031
(issued August 16, 1983); the’ base civil pénalty is being escalated by 50%.
Violation Il has’ been categorIZed as a“Sever1ty Level v v1o1at1on for which
no civil pena]ty 1s proposed '

You are required to respond to the enclosed Notice of V1o]at10n 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
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

I.A-144



TKansas Gas.and'Electric Company 2

Ty

In accordance with 10 CFR 2. 790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
"Title 10, Code of Federal. Regu]at1ons, a copy of this letter and the. enc1osures
gw11] be placed in the: NRC s Public: Document Room, v e ‘h_ay.aa\:xa

=

i?’ ,,,,,,

The responses d1rected by this letter and the. enclosed Notice are- not. subgect
“to the clearance procedure of the Office of Management and Budget as. requ1red
by the Paperwork Reduct1on Act of 1980 PL 96 511 o : T

Slncere1y, B

'ﬁgMalS@nc4;y

MFaurc‘“

if | Robert D. Mart1n Reg1ona1 Adminjstrator‘
-RegionIV .« vooe Eeoady -

zEnclosure: _
" Notice of Violation and
Proposed Impos1t1on of C1v1] Pena]ty

“eea *w/enclosure P T AT S
Kansas Gas.and Electric: Company P O

iATTN.A\Gene Pi:Rathbun,:Manager ..o .. - it

: - of Licensing

;P 0. Box 208

‘Wichita,’ Kansasvﬂ67201 £ : N

g e int .- : { { Coh R BRIV TN UL IS S BEPINL S N S Py

“ Forrest Rhodes, P]ant Super1ntendent . .

“Wolf:Creek: Generating: Station.: ... - cTC ol dmesoen DTS

~P.0. Box 309 L
:Burlington, Kansas 66839 ’ ‘
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'NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY

Kansas - Gas and Electric Company = = " Docket: . 50~482/84-22

Wolf Creek Generating Station Permit: CPPR-147
EA 84- 107

As & resu]t of an- NRC 1nspect1on conducted durlng the per1od of June 11 1984
through September 28, 1984, two violations were identified:one of which repre!
a significant breakdown in the licensee's program for the inspection and corre

of defective safety-re]ated structural steel we]ds To emphasize the need f

a civil. penalty in the amount of Seventy-five Thousand Dollars ($75, 000) for’
th1s v1olat1on :

In .accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, as
rev1sed 49 FR 8583 (March 8, 1984), and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atom1c
Energy: Actﬁof 19545 asxamended*("Act")“”42~ 7S.C. 2282, PL'96-~295 and 10 CFR

- 2.205, the particular violations and :the;@associated c1v11 penalty is set forth
<A n Sectlon I be]ow.

L

bC1v11 Pena]ty~V1o]at1on

ented 1nstruct1ons, procedures, and draw1ngs for"CCOmp]1sh1ng ﬁgi
the’ “activity.” 7 S i

Cr\ter1on XVI of Appendlx B further requ1res that measuresebe establashedkh
to assure that nonconformances are promptly 1dent1f1ed and corrected
fCr1ter10n XVII requ1res that suff1c1ent records be ma1nta1ned to furn1eh”
evidence of “activities. affect1ng quality. . Fls

Dan1e1 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 American:Welding Society (AWS)-D1.1.-75: Appendix I ‘in
Revision 4 of this procedure invokes- a proh1b1t1on w1th respect to lack of
}fus1on over]ap, s]ag, arc str1kes, and-weld splatter. ' Paragraph 6.5.1 of
AWS' Dl 1-75° requ1res ‘inspector’ ver1f1cat1on ‘that ‘thé size and length of
'welds conform to the draw1ng requ1rements and that no specified welds are
om1tted ‘

vContrary to the above the ‘inspection program for safety-related structural
steel welds was not adequate]y 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 were identified, no actions

were taken to correct the deficiencies. This inadequate 1nspect1on program
and the failure to take corrective actions is evidenced by the following:

I.A-146



Notice of Violation 2

1. ‘A ‘random’ re1nspect1on ‘of 241 structural steel’ safety-related welds,
" which were made" in accordance with Revision 4 of QCP-VII- 200; was
performed by DIC and documented in Corrective Action’ Report (CAR)
No.. 1-W=0029- dated March*22;-1983. S1xty-two percent’ of*the °
inspected welds were found: by the DIC: inspectors® to ‘hot conform
to the requirements of Revision 4 of QCP-VII-200.: The reported
defects that resulted in reJectlon by the DIC inspectors included
i ' arc str1kes s]ag, lack of fus1on over]ap, and weld sp]atter.‘

Another re1nspect1on of a samp]e of structura] members w1th the
Jowest design safety margins: was initiated on’ September-14;11984.
The results of the licensee re1nspect10n act1v1t1es (ver1f1ed by NRC
inspectors)-as of. Septemberv28 1984, were as fo]]ows RS

a. A missing weld was found at the same locat1on in each of
six pressur1zer support‘connections. = In'addition; five 'of 14
fillet welds in one pressur1zer support connect1on were

* _undersized by 1/8-inch -to"1/4-inch’with respect to* the""é
drawing-required size of ‘5/8-inch:"and two of these we]
- were*also - ‘under: the’ required~ 1ength “iie.4¥ 3= inch ant
5-inch ‘1engths; respectively; versus a- draw1ng-requ1red
Tength of 8 inches. The weld dimensions of the: rema1n1ng
ion were not 1nc1uded in

RV

five~pressurizer support connecti
-the NRC verification activity:

~b3 ,Re1nspect1on of~n1ne structura““
o ’“;aux111ary bu11d1ngl1dent1f1ed t*’2
02 connections Inwadd1t1on we]d s1z ,
o were 1dent1f1ed in each of th ’

A =under51zed by 1/16-1nch to= 3/16-1nch w1thﬁ espect tor‘f-r'gi o '
: draw1ng-requ1red width:- “Two of” the: unders1zed:we1ds were: also
‘~'under the requ1red 1ength i.e =1/ e '

«An%add1t1ona1¢n1ne we]ds wer :a]so under’the*f
'draw1ng-requ1red ‘dengthvofi'3 inchéstby" 1/2-1nch 107 1-inch.
Examination of 54 weld returns“in the nine connect1ons found 26
to be undersized by 1/16-1nch to 3/16-1nch ‘With: respect to .

. -draw1ng-requ1red widths! %' Onecof the undersi? “weld 'returns was

- al$ 0! unders the’ required- length “ive: “in¢ 'yersus a drawing-

‘required size” of 3: 1nches.’ ‘In: add1t1on 36-weld réturns exceeded
the draw1ng-requ1red maximum Tength of 5/8-1nch by 1 5/8 inches
to-3:5/8 inches:. ' “Anvadditional’ e1ght weld returns: séxcéeeded the
-drawing-required: max1mum‘]ength "6f3/4-inch by *17/2=inch"to 21/8
1nches.

o S SR o ' <o

vThe absence of requ1red M1sce11aneous Structura] Stee] Weld Records
(MSSWRs) for document1ng weld1ng and 1nspect1on of safety-re]ated

1-C-0031: As a resu]t of thws 1dent1f1cat1on, it has"been established
that approximately 16 percent of MSSWRs could not be located, which
precludes positive:verification of control of welding and performance
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Notice of Violation 3

of. required. inspections. Approx1mate1y 80 percent.of the MSSWRs ;

§ app11cab1e to:the activities:described in paragraph 2..above- could ng

;be Jocated. Records were-not available to- indicate that: an. 1n1t1a]
1nspect1on was performed of either. the pressurizer support .

wconnect1ons or. the aux111ary bu1ld1ng structural connect1on

7Wh1ch 1nd1cated acceptab]e welds. However re1nspect1on of these'
...four;copne¢tions: showed: 6ne- unders1zed:me]d dn.one connection and:
;unders1zed and: over]ength we]d;returns in: the four connect1ons.
;,;.\\} P

ey v B

o Th1s‘1s a. Sever;ty Leve]_III'V1olat1on. :(Supplement II C)
C1v11 Penalty $75 000

II.

f;requmres that act1v1t1es affect1ng-
;win»accordance w1th appropr1ate 1nstruct1ons?
¥“=proceduresg. and

draw1ngs contain,

P kR

’”! xwf:.

g N mUm; . S€ bet %ass;lE condu1t systems -and non
jsglecondu1t systems sha]] be 1", _..Separation shall be: measured

: b tween the»out ide edges of -the conduit". R

T SEEAA G et L Dt

v'ﬁ*v_-01013(q) .Rev1s1on 11, requ1res the fo110w1ng

~1 6?- "W1th1n the control boards and.-other panels
ith: protect1on&systems +circuits:and-instruments of

,td1ffereht#separat1on groups. shall be - independent and physically
sseparated: hor1zonta11y and vert1ca11y by a-distance of 6
1nches" SxTi Le s e e Co s

-

._" sJContrary to the above*«the fo]]ow1ng act1v1t1es affectmng quality were
‘ not- accomp]1shed in accordance with. appropriate draw1ngs*

1. There were seven cases noted where condu1t to- condu1t separatlon i
-7 was. less: than one: 1nch *%me~ e - RE

- t.

2: ~x:i~.There werezf1ve areas in; the contro] pane]s and cab1nets where
- e]ectr1ca1 cable separat1on was: 1ess than six 1nches.

tsThls is a Severlty Level IV V1o1at1on (Supplement II)
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Notice of'Violation

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:Inspection-and.: .-
Enforcement, USNRC, Washington, D.C. 20555, with a copy to this office, within.
30 days. of the date of this Notice, a wr1tten statement: or: exp]anat1on Hqn
reply, 1nc1ud1ng for each alleged v1o]at1on (1) admission or “denial of the
. alleged violation; (2) the reasons for the violation, if admitted; (3) the’
¢ corrective steps that will. be taken and the results achleved (4) the - .-
. corrective steps that will be taken to avoid further: v1o]at1ons -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 requ1red above under

“10 CFR- 2.201, -Kansas:. .Gas -and-Electric Company: may:pay ithe c1v1]ﬂpena]ty in:

,the amount. of $75,000 or may protest. 1mpos1t1on of the civil. penalty -in-

.whole or in part by a written answer..- Should Kansas :Gas -and :Electric: Company. :
ail to answer within the time spec1f1ed the Deputy Director, Office of
nspection and Enforcement, will .issue.an order:imposing the.. c1v11 spenalty .in
he amount proposed above. Should Kansas Gas and Electric Company elect to file
n answer in accordance with 10. CFR-2. 205 protest1ng the«c1v1dppena1ty, such
nswer may: (1) deny the v1o]at1ons listed in the 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-
‘rotest1ng the: civil penalty. in- whole; or; in jpart,:-such-answer: -may..request .
‘emission or m1t1gat1on of the penalty. In request1ng mitigation of :the
roposed penalty, 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 shou]d
e set forth separately from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to
0,.CFR 2.201,. but may.-incorporate:.by:.specifiic. reference: .(e.g- ,&c1t4ngﬁpage andx
,uragraph numbers) to avo1d repet1t10n & Th attent1on of Kansas -Gas:.and:

o
u
&

e

on fa1lure to. pay any c1v11 pena]ty due which has been subsequenbl ‘
termined..in -accordance with the app11cable provisions of:10. CER 2. 205, th1s
tter may be referred to the. .Attorney :General,..and, the. pena]ty, un]esst T
mpromised, remitted, or m1t1gated may be co]]ected by c1v11 action pursuant
Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282..

. FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

. , Robert D. Martin

: ‘ Regional Administrator
-Dated at prlington, Texas

is 11{ ay of November 1984
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UNITED STATES
o:NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

L S ReGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 1000
- -ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011

MAY 0 8 1985

Bockets: . STN.50-482/84-57.
.. STN 50-482/85-11 .-
EA 85 27 . SRS E

Kansas Gas and Electric Company
ATTN: Glenn L. Koester

Vice President - Nuclear
P. 0. Box 208
Wichita, Kansas 67201

Gentlemen:

R A b N TR ek

Permit No. CPPR-147 conducted by Mr. W. G. Guldemondtand otherf embers :
Creek Task Force including Messrs. M. Farber and D. Williams of' the -Region'
office. These two inspections were conducted under the preoperat1ona1 test
inspection program during the periods of October 1 - December 20;-1984 “and
February 1 - 28, 1985 at the Wolf Creek Generat1ng Station. The results of
these- 1nspect1ons* ‘»é?d1scussed w1th you and\m*‘bers of your staff at an

Enforcement Conference ' ‘sité“on’ '
was attended by Mri R.
M3 C.~ Mason™and’ other ‘member's of'your
1985. S

21 membeérs® o the”NRC st
5__'@3:” él?fi_éﬁ’f?f*itf‘*’Méé}*j},‘”?“’g on Fel

v1o]at1ons 1nd1cated weaknesse in your preoperat1ona] test” program V1o]at
in the enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed™Imposition of Civil ‘Penalty
involves three examples which your test program failed to prov1de verification’
of design safety features.” Violation IB involves two examples in which your
test program failed .to demonstrate component performance during 11m1t1ng accidents:
conditions under which-the: component is expected to operate. Violation IC
involves three examples in wh1ch your test program failed to ensure the use of
proper testing methods -an ropér equ1pment Violation ID involves one examplé
in which your test program 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 d1screpanc1es had been identified

previously. In addition, during previous inspections we found a, number of

completed preoperational test packages that were voided during the f1na1 review’

. stages due to administrative errors. These violations and other concerns

involving your failure to provide adequate acceptance criteria and to ‘adequately
evaluate anomolous test results were discussed with you previously.. . Since simil
violations were identified subsequently, it appears.that your. 1n1t1a1 ‘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
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company -2-

eport 50- 482/84 57, these violations ‘and toncerhs indicated that a breakdown
n' the execution of your preoperational test program occurred '

[0 emphasize the 1mportance the NRC: p]aces on the execution of your preoperational
test program to ensure that the program demonstrates the functional capab111t1es
structures, systems, and components’ and after consultation with the Director,
ffice of Inspection and Enforcement, "I have:been author1zed to issue the enclosed
1 ce of Violation and Proposed Impos1t jC1v11 Penalty in _the amount of
5, 000 ““This violation‘has ‘been categorized as

everity Level IIIViolation'in' acéordance with the "General Statement of Policy
rocedure for NRC Enforcement Act1ons,“ 10 CFR Part 2 Append1x C 85).

However the Enforcement

base value for this type of violation 1s $50 000

ddress’ these 1tems and prov1de an updated status on, comp]et1on of those
scribed in your December 11, 1984 letter. Your response should also i
specifically the corrective actions which you discussed with the Region IV -
ind’ which you have 1mp1emented to preclude recurrence of this type of
on during the power ascension and operat1on phases at Wolf Creek. You
‘arence. prev1ous correspondence concern1ng these v1o]at1ons. ,

dance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
0,Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of th1s Tetter and 1ts enc]osure
p1aced in the NRC Public Document Room. _ A

ponse d1rected by this letter and the dccompanying Notice is not subject

‘clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
e Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company .  =3-

Should you have any questions concern1ng th1s 1nspect1on we w111 be please
discuss them with you. e T

Y 48 T

; Nolf Cr‘ek‘Gqurwt1ng Stat10n
? P. 0. Box 309 o
Bur11ngton Kansas ;756839_

angqs Radi@tiOn@QoﬁﬁtdhpﬁnggnamuDirectonw

A e S SRRSRSTRET AT A
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND
PROPOSED IMPOSITI—N_OF CIVIL PENALTY

nsas Gas and Electr1c Company ' ‘ Docket No -:‘504482
f Creek Generating Station: - " License No.. CPPR-147
: T B SR ‘EA '85-27 : . St

ing October and November:1984 and--February 1- 25‘ 1985 members of the - NRC
conducted a routine inspection of preoperat1ona1 test1ng activities at the

c requ1rements were 1dent1f1ed

t1ona1 test program to ensure that thevprogram“demonstrates the
ona] capab111t1es of structures systems, and*components the NRC: :

- ‘ «and>components perform sat1sfactor11y in serv1ces1s'
_ed and performed 1n accordance w1th wrwtten test procedures:"h1ch
i An {

esign documents.~ Whe test programnws to 1nc1ude,;as appropr1 te;”proof
~prior to 1nsta11atlon preoperatwonal tests, and.operational. .tests -

jucldar ‘power iplant or sfuel: reprocessing: plant ‘operation;: oﬂ.sa

tures;systems:: :and::components:: Iestsprocedures,are*to 1nc1ude

sions for.assuring:that all prerequ1smtes\for=the given:test have been

that adequate.test instrumentation.is.available and .used, and: that

“jig performed under su1tab]e env1ronmenta]fcond1t1ons* Jest*resu]ts

The test program 1nc1udes preoperat1ona1 tests

s rvvce. f?,” ,
and spec al tests,

tests surve111ance tests, pump and va]ve tests

Crieek Generating Station: (WCGS) As ‘a: result ofAthis 1nspectjong vjolat1onsf L




~«wspec1f1cat1ons codes, standards, and regulatory requirements. Test program

:to be estab]ishedAby*the Director, Nuclear Operations to
est1ng demonstrates 1tem or: system performance Test1ng is to

3 nical Spec1f1cat1ons draw1ngs, 1nstructlons, procurement documents,

procedures control whenea-test 18 requ1red :and. how it is to.be performed

.;.

lx,.}" LR

Test adm1n1strat1ve procedures test procedures and check11sts emp]oyed dur1ng
tests are to include, as app11cab1e prerequisite conditions; material.-and - i
test equipment requ1rements mandatory ‘hold points; testing method 1nstruct1on5'

11m1t1ng cond1tJons and acceptance/re3ect1on“cr1ter1a,,data co]lect1on method e

Contrary:tonthesaboueasa
E]ectric;Companxﬁhadenp*

{ *;as VR
] ;Procedures 'SU3-AEOL, 'Main :Feedwater :System," : ..
_;team System; ‘and--SU3- NF01 Mi.oad -Shedding -and :Load -
fnotu1nc1ude prov1s1ons to- ver1fy that safety system

Sequencer failed: to demonstrate component performance under
11m1t1ng acc1dent cond1t1ons -

C. Ne1ther the use of proper test1ng equ1pment nor the use of proper
testingsmethods was:ensured-in :that: . (1) .a pressure gauge-of “improper
range was used to measure the performance of Residual Heat Removal :
System pumps in test SU3-EJO1, "Residual Heat Removal System", (2) a
pndféduﬁéfSU3?NEOI$ﬁ”Diese1aGeneratoriElectricali"&did“not specify .

‘;'adéquate‘ConditTOns'for'test ‘performance ~in ‘accordance ‘with-FSAR .

:Section+B.1.4.3; ‘and :(3) the::test:program-did not spec1fy adequate
test1ng of the fa11ure mode of a1r operated va]ves. .

D. Preoperat1ona1 Test Procedure SU3 NK01 125 VDC Class 1E. Electr1ca1
: System,": did'not “incorporatera: comm1tment from FSAR Section:8.3.2.2.1
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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Notice of Violation -3-

V1o]at1ons Not Assessed a C1v11 Pena]ty

A..

10 CFR Part 50, Append1x B Cr1ter1on V requ1res that act1v1t1es
affect1ng qua11ty ‘be accomp11shed -in.:accordance withinstructions,
procedures, or drawings. Kansas Gas and Electric (KG&E) Adm1n1strat1ve
Procedure ADM 07- 100, Revision 23, also requires -in.Section 3.1 that
the plant be operated and ma1nta1ned 1n accordance w1th approved

procedures. - S , ,uev L

Contrary to the above the fo]]ow1ng fa1]ures to perform act1v1t1es
in accordance w1th procedures occurred

1.

Th1s 1s a Sever1ty Level V v1o]atnon (Supplem nt~1

‘Work Request 02783 85,K'P

R R SR aCA

The sh1ft superv1sor fa1led to obta1n eva]uat1on of 1mpa1rments

*-;,,..A

to: fire protect1on systems' by the fire protection specialist

prior to issuing Impairment-.Control Permits85-47 and -85-87 as
required by ‘KG&E: Adm1n1strat1ve Procedure 13 103y+Revision 1,
Sect1on 2 2 i

On February. 12, 1985;-12"

B

the aux111ary bu11d1ng prOpped open«r”‘ﬁ' ) Gm1nspector

observed Fire Door 31041 from the aux111ary bu11d1ng to the

health physicsi:access+area: open-with the: 1atchsngwmechan1sm

disassembled. In both s1tuat1ons, no 1mpa1rment control perm1t
ned ‘and: posted- as’ : ; GE oS

Due to the response already rece1ved and d1scussed in Inspect1on

10 CFR Part- 50 Append1x B Cr1ter1on XI requ1res that ‘@ test progr m*ﬂ

iReport 50~ 482/85-11 no written’ response to th1s 1tem 1s requ1red
Th1s v1o1at1on 1s c]osed ”i“;:-

be estabTished ‘to assure’ that ‘a1 testing requiredto idemonstrate that

structures systems and ‘components will perform sat1sfactor11y
service'is ‘identified ‘and perforfied in' dccordance with writti
procedures‘which ‘incorporate the’ requirements and acceptanc“
conta1ned 1n app11cab1e des1gn documents. A

s

Sectwon 17. 2 11 of the Wolf Creek Addendum to the SNUPPS FSAR requ1res
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 Verification," was inadequate in that Data
 Sheet:8.16," "Safety~Injection: Hot Leg Flow: Balance;" spec1f1ed an:
1ncorrect formu]a when convert1ng test data 1nto flow rate /

Th1s is: a Sever1ty Leve] V V1o]at1on (Supp]ement II)

Due to your response a]ready rece1ved and 1nc1uded in. Inspect1on
Report 50 482/85 11 , N0 wr1tten response to th]S 1tem is requ1red.

1rat ve ~rocedure ADM: 02-101 Revision:idl,;: “Temporary
A aragraphsB 1 6 requ1res that lf the procedure

‘va’yes andwthe test: f]anges were not tagged as a
~mod1ficat1on 1n accordance w1th ADM 02- 101

Th1s is a- Sev_
Pursuant to the prov ions: of 10 CFR 2 201 Kansas Gas and Electr1c Company is
hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, US Nuclear:.Commis lon,QWash1ngton, D.C. 20555, with-a copy to the
Regional Adm1n1strator US: Nucaear“Regulatory Commission, Reg1on IV, within 30
t o ‘ .en; statement: oraexplanatlon in. reply,
including for each: alleged viol ( (1): admission or denjial.of the ‘alleged
violation;: (2) the:-reasons for the violation if- adm1tted . (3) the’ correct1ve
steps wh1ch 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
comp11ance will be achieved. If an adequate rep]y is not received within the
time specified. in this notice, the. D1rector Office of. Inspection:and. -
" Enforcement, may issue: an. order to: show..cause why the 11cense should not be
modified, suspended or. revoked or why. such other. action as my be proper should
not be takenr Cons1derat1on may be .given. to. extend1ng the response time for
good cause shown. Under the author1ty of Section 182 of the Act, U.S.C. 2232,
this response sha]] be subm1tted under .oath or affirmation.
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Within the same time as provided for the response required above under

10 CFR 2.201, the Kansas Gas and Electric Company may pay the civil penalty in

the amount of Twenty-F1ve Thousand Dollars ($25,000) or may protest imposition

of the civil penalty in whole or in part by .a written answer.  Should the Kansas

s and E1ectr1c Company fail to. answer. within_ the time. spec1f1ed the Director, -
Office of, Inspect1on ‘and Enforcement, will issue an order imposing the civil :
nalty in the amount proposed above. Should the Kansas Gas and Electric Company
ect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR .2.205 protesting the civil
nalty, such answer may: (1) deny the violation listed in this Notice in whole

n part (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this
‘ ' t'.be imposed. In

such answer may

questing mitigation of the proposed pena]ty, the f1ve'factors :ﬁtained in
on V:B of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1985) should 'be addressed.” “Any ‘written
r in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth .separately from the
. - 3 ' b,:-g A ) -

ilure to pay any civil pena]ty due wh1ch has beén subsequent]

ned in accordance with the app11cab1e provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, this

may be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty,.unless.

ised, remitted, or mitigated, may be co]]ected by civil action” pursuant
228 : ,

fwon 234c of - the Act,:42.0,5.€

,Ar]ington;LféXaé
day of May 1985

g
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