UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

85 MY -7 RO:S

In the Matter of

LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Docket NG S8 432 Gl

(Waterford Steam Electric Station,
Unit 3)

JOINT INTERVENORS' RESPONSE TO NRC STAFF AND LOUISIANA
POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY RESPONSES TO ALAB-801

Pursuant to this Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
("Appeal Board") Memorandum and Order of March 22, 1985 ("ALAB~-
801"), Joint Intervenors submit the following response to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC" or "Commission") and
Louisiana Power and Light Company ("LP&L") responses.

THE NRC STAFF FAILS IN SSER-9 AND ITS MOST CURRENT
RESPONSE TC PROVIDE SUBSTANTIATION FOR ITS CLAIM THAT

LP&L HAS RESOLVED THE QUALITY ASSURANCE BREAKDOWN AND
VERIFIED THAT WATERFORD IS CONSTRUCTED SAFELY.

This Appeal Board requested that the Staff explain and
support its conclusion in SSER-7 and SSER-9 that the quality
assurance ("QA") breakdowns described in these two supplements to
NUREG-0787 have been corrected so that the safety of Waterford's
construction and future operation may be ensured. ALAB-801 at
11-13. Specifically, it requested that the Staff explain its
current position on Allegation 48, discussed in SSER-7, and Issue
23, discussed in SSER-9. 1Id. at 13.

The NRC Staff response to these two issues, presented
largely through the Affidavits of J. Harrison and D. Crutchfield,
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provide the Appeal Board with little more support than SSER-7 and
SSER-9 for the NRC Staff's current opinion that LP&L has remedied
the QA failings of the past. In most cases the NRC Staff and
LP&L have been vague as to the corrective actions taken to verify
the quality of Waterford's constructicn; corroborated Joint
Intervenors' claims that the QA problems have continued through-
out the construction of Waterford and that LP&L failed to take
any corrective action except under severe pressure from the NRC;
and placed in relief the need for adjudicatory hearings to ensure
that the past QA breakdown has not left indeterminate the con-
struction quality of Waterford 3.

Given the failure of the NRC Staff or LP&L to be specific as
to the percentage of reinspection of safety-related systems and
components; the amount of documentation reviewed; the systems
walked-down; and the problems found, this Appeal Board has no
choice but to order adjudicatory hearings. The NRC Staff has not
provided the specific basis to demonstrate that after a quality
assurance breakdown of the magnitude suffered at Waterford 3 LP&L
has done adequate testing, reinspection, re-review and engineer-
ing analysis to assure the plant's safety.

A. The NRC Staff's Claim that Allegation 48 Involved Large-

ly the Breakdown of the LP&L, Ebasco, and Mercury Audit
Function Is Not Valid.

The NRC Staff claims that Allegation A-48 involved only the
breakdown of the "audit element of Mercury, Ebasco, and LP&L's QA
programs."” Harrison Affidavit, at 16. The Staff then contends
that since audits are the "third level of assurance" there is

less need to be concerned about their deficiencies. 1Ibid.
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However, it is clear fr.r the discussion of this allegation
in SSER-7 that this allegation included a "complete QA breakdown"
which could affect the quality of all Mercury construction.
SSER-7, App. J at 96.l

The NRC Staff's contention at this time that this allegation
involved only a "partial" QA breakdown cannot be substantiated.
Harrison Affidavit at 20.

The Staff next argues that any concern about the guality of
Mercury's work has been resolved by 100 percent reinspection c¢*

the work of Mercury N-1 instrumentation installation. It states

that since no significant hardware problems were found with this

1. A draft of this section of SSER-7 makes even clearer that
Allegation 48 included a breakdown of all QA functions. 1In the
section entitled "Assessment of Allegation" the NRC Staff
described the implied significance of the allagation in the
following way:

That is, quality control inspectors did not do adequate
inspections; Mercury personnel did not have the freedom to
wiite nonconformance reports ("NCR's") and obtain effective
corrective acrtion; EBASCO and Mercury did not follow any
procedure; QA records did not adequately document QA activi-
ties; and the licensee and contractors' audit program, which
is the last defense for identifying QA/QC problems, was not
adequately implemented.

See Draft of Allegation A-48, at 1-2, attached and incor-
porated herein as Exhibit 1.

Joint Intervenors realize that this Appeal Board previously
struck a portion of their proffered reply of February 25, 1985,
which tendered this exhibit. However, the Appeal Board did not
specifically address the usefulness of this exhibit but held that
Joint Intervencor's supplemental argument on this point was un-
necessary. Memorandum and Order (March 14, 1985), Slip. Op. at
6 n.4. At this time Joint Intervenors believe that arguirent on
this point is appropriate in response to the NRC Staff's discus-
sion of Allegation 48.



safety-related work, 100 percent reinspection of Mercury's other
safety-related work was not necdcd.2

It is true that the NRC has not established set procedures
or regulations to verify the quality of a plant's safety-related
work after a plant has been completed and the Staff concludes
that the utility's quality assurance program has not functioned
over the life of its construction. However, at other troubled
plants such as Zimmer and Midland, the NRC Staff has required 100
percent reinspection of safety-related work in those areas where
the work is accessible and the QA program has historically failed
to provide the required quality check. The Staff has required
nondestructive or other types of testing to verify the quality of
safety-related work which is not accessible. At Waterford by
contrast the NRC Staff has required minimal reinspection even for
the egregious QA breakdown for Mercury's work.

In addition to the QA problems described in Allegation 48,
SSER-7, and Issue 23, SSER-9, the NRC Staff documented problems
with qualification of Mercury welders and welding procedures,
Issue 22, SSER-9; improper dispositioning of Mercury NCR's, Issue
6, SSER-9; voided or missing Mercury NCR's, Issue 13, SSER-9; and
lack of qualification of Mercury QC/QA personnel, Issue 1, SSER-
9, Yet the Staff in this "worst case" has not required a compre-
hensive reinspection of all Mercury's safety-related work. For

Issue 22, the Staff has apparently not required reinspection of a

2. The Staff also argues that all N-2 instrumentation installed
prior to mid-1982 was 100 percent reinspected by qualified EBASCO
QC inspectors. Harrison Affidavit at 19.
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significant portion of the welds done by unqualified welders, but
merely concluded that since "most of the Mercury welders re-
viewed" were qualified to make groove welds, and a welder
qualified to make groove welds is also qualified to make fillet
welds, that Mercury welders were sufficiently qualified to do
their work at Waterford. SSER-9, App. J at 82-83. This is the
equivalent of stating that "most" of the welds were done by
welders "mostly" qualified to do them. This is hardly the
rigorous standard which the welding codes for nuclear safety-
related work require.

Regarding improper dispositioning of Mercury NCR's, the
Staff allowed merely a paperwork review, redispositioning, and
re-analysis, and required minimal reinspection. Harrison Affi-
davit at 32. The Staff permitted this type of corrective action
even though the Office of Investigations ("OI") is investigating
potential falsification of QA documentation and much Mercury doc-
umentation is not original or complete.

As discussed in detail in Joint Intervenors' Reply to Appli-
cant and NRC Staff Responses to Joint Intervenors' Motion to
Reopen (Jan. 25, 1985), at 15-19, the NRC Staff applied
very lenient standards to qualify QC inspectors, including
Mercury QC personnel, and then required little reinspection of
the work of those QC inspectors who could not meet this degraded
standard.

The needed confidence in Mercury's safety-related work can-
not be gleaned from LP&L's minimal corrective action at Water-

ford. The NRC Staff has largely detailed the numerous QA fail-



ings which throw into question the quality of Mercury's work but
described little corrective action that would resoclve these
questions.

B. The NRC Staff's Conclusory Statements about LP&L's

Corrective Action Do Not Provide Adequate Assurance of
the Quality of Waterford's Construction.

The NRC Staff has repeated its conclusion that the correc-
tive actions LP&L has taken since the Eisenhut Letter of June 13,
1984, provide adequate assurance of the quality of Waterford's
construction. Harrison Affidavit at 25-30. It claims that its
conclusion that these 23 items listed in the Eisenhut lack
collective safety significance corroborates LP&L's identical
conclusion. 1Id. at 30.

However, the NRC Staff's reasoning is faulty in several
respects. First, LP&L's assessment was not reached independently
of the NRC staff's. LP&L and the Staff together, in ad hoc,
private conferences, developed a common approach to resolving the
23 items. As is clear from the numerous revisions to LP&L's
corrective action program, LP&L never put forward a definite
program accepted or rejected by the NRC but instead proffered a
series of continually-revised approaches to the problems. More-
over, as explained in Harrison's earlier affidavit, the NRC Staff
assisted LP&L in developing these approaches in a series of
closed meetings. Harrison Affidavit (Feb. 28, 1985), at 13-14.
Therefore, the Staff cannot claim today that its assessment of
the individual and collective significance of the 23 issues of

potential safety significance is "independent" or developed
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3

separately from LP&L's response. Harrison Affidavit at 29.

The need for the Staff to provide such intensive assistance
to LP&L in developing and implementing a corrective action pro-
gram reflects poorly on the company's willingness to identify and
correct safety problems on its own, a critical requirement for

NRC licensees. Consumers Power Co. (Midland Plant, Units 1 and

2), ALAB-106, 6 AEC 182,184 (1973).

More importantly, the NRC Staff and LP&L have failed to
support their conclusion that adequate corrective action has been
taken to resolve the 23 items of potential safety significance
outlined in the Eisenhut Letter. The Staff's claim that LP&L has
integrated the lessons learned from its past failings intc a good
Operations QA Program does nothing to verify the quality of
Waterford's construction. Harrison Affidavit at 28-30.

Moreover, neither LP&L nor the NRC Staff has ever specifi-
cally described the corrective action LP&L has supposedly taken.
In its most recent filing, the NRC Staff has stated that Issues
5, 7, 8, 11, 13 and 16 were resolved by document reviews; "recon-
ciliating and correlating records"; and statistical and engineer-
ing analyses. 1Id. at 27. Yet nowhere described is the per-
centage of the documentation reviewed; the percentage of records

reconciliated and correlated; or the amount and type of statis-

3. At the Zimmer, Midland and Diablo Canyon plants, once the
NRC Staff had documented a QA breakdown, the agency provided for
channels of public participation to ensure these problems were
adequately resolved. The public, including intervenor groups,
made useful suggestions about the reform programs. Moreover,
encouraging this public participation enhanced the credibility of
the final programs carried out by the utilities.
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tical and engineering analyses performed. Moreover, the Appeal

Board can gain little confidence in any paperwork review when
OI's investigation focuses specifically on possible falsification
of QA documentation and improper intimidation and harassment of
QA/QC personnel. The quality of all QA documentation must be
suspect at best, and totally discounted in the worst cases.
Certainly without some reinspection, the NRC Staff cannot claim
these record problems are resolved.

Further, with regard to Mercury's work, the NRC Staff has
admitted that documentation problems were correlated with hard-
ware deficiencies. SSER-7, App. 7, at 99. Therefore, even if
LP&L can somehow logically "reconcile" the QA records, it is
possible if not likely that the faulty QA records indicate faulty
construction work.

The NRC Staff has stated that LP&L has resolved Issues 1, 4,
9, 10, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22 by performing "hardware rein-
spections, engineering evaluations and statistical sampling."

Nowhere is the percentage of reinspection done of safety-related

4. In only a few instances has the NRC Staff provided
sufficient information in SSER-9 so that one can determine the
percentage of documents LP&4L reviewed. For example, to resolve
Issue 11, LP&L apparently reviewed 100 percent of the testing
records for cadwelds. However, tests were conducted on only
about four percent of the questionable cadwelds. SSER-9, App. J,
at 58,

LP&L reviewed 100 percent of the soil packages which were
questioned by the NRC under Issue 7. Id. at 36.




5
systems described in the NRC Staff submissions. Joint Inter-

venors have described the minimal reinspection required of the
work of unqualified QC inspectors (Issue 1). Joint Intervenors'
Reply, supra, at 15-19. The NRC Staff has replied that other
means were used to verify the quality of the work. However, as
explained above, methods other than reinspection are unlikely to
be adequate substitutes.

The NRC Staff has stated that LP&L performed "minor hardware
changes" to resolve (ssues 1, 2, 3, 6, 12, 15 and 19. Harrison
Affidavit at 27. Nowhere described or documented are these

6
"minor" changes or the problems they were meant to remedy.

5. Occasional references to the reinspection or document
review sample size prove the rule that neither the NRC Staff nor
LP&L document consistently the percentage of reinspection and
review LP&L performed. 1In response to Issue 1 concerning lack of
qualification of QC and QA personnel, LP&L has done a 100 percent
reinspection of all N-1 instrumentation installation, and a 35 to
100 percent reinspection of tubing and tube track supports. 1Id.
at 13-14. LP&L has conducted a 100 percent documentation review
of Tompkins-Beckwith's work, id. at 17, and admitted that LP&L
and Ebasco reinspected only about three percent of Tompkins=-
Beckwith's work. NRC Staff Further Response Pursuant to Appeal
Board's Order of February 13, 1985 (Feb. 28, 1985), at 25.

To close-out Item 4, LP&L reviewed no more than .3 percent
of lower-tier documents (900 out of 32,000) and did no
reinspection. J. Cain Letter to D. Eisenhut (Oct. 19, 1984), at
4-4.

To reso've Item 14, LP&L started with a 10 percent review of
contractors' Information Reports and gradually increased the
sample size to 13 percent because of the large number of design
control problems it detected. SSER-9, App. J, at 61-62.

6. Through review of SSER-7 and SSER-9 Joint Intervenors
determined that LP&L has done at least the following rework:

(footnote continued on following page)



Therefore the NRC Staff has provided no accountability for its
and LP&L's conclusion that the changes were "minor" or sufficient
to remedy the identified problems. Without such accountability,
this Appeal Board cannot find that the NRC Staff's glib assur-
ances satisfy its concern about the quality of Waterford's con-
struction.

C. The NRC Staff's Conclusion that LP&L Has Honestly and

Effectively Carried Out its Corrective Action Program Is

Suspect in Light of the Unresolved "Integrity Concerns"
about LP&L Managers Heading the Program.

A more basic problem with the NRC Staff's conclusion is that
it has largely relied on LP&L managers to carry out LP&L's
proffered corrective action program rigorously and honestly when
they have demonstrated they do not have sufficient integrity and
honesty to do so. See Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen (Nov.
7, 1984), at 15-32. Specific individuals who headed up LP&L's
corrective action effort, including Thomas Gerretts, LP&L Cor-
porate QA Manager, are themselves under suspicion for potential
deliberate circumvention of safety regulations. Certainly, there
exists an inherent conflict of interest for these individuals to
have headed the corrective action program since any problems they

identify will be ones for which they will be held responsible.

(footnote continued from previous page)

a) Issue 2: LP&L has reworked 18 N1 instrumentation
installations, SSER-9, App. J, at 20;

b) Issue 6: LP4&L performed rework for five Ebasco NCR's
prior to February, 1984, and two NCR's after February, 1984; id.
at 30; and

€) Issue 12: LP4L replaced 850 bolts, or about seven percent
of the 12,000 bolts inspected, id. at 57.
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LP&L acknowledged as much in its attempts during the summer
of 1984 to determine the targets of the OI investigation for the
alleged purpose of removing them from any role in its corrective
action program. Id. at 16 and Exhibit 46.

Moreover, from remarks made by NRC Commissioner James
Asselstine, in voting against grant of an operating license for
Waterford, it appears there is evidence that LP&L senior managers
have not always been candid and forthright with the agency. See
Transcript of March 15, 1985 Commission Meeting, at 107, attached
and incorporated herein as Exhibit 2.7

Given these "integrity" concerns, this Appeal Board cannot
find that LP&L's corrective action program, directed by indi-
viduals under suspicion, adequately resolves the past QA break-
down, at least prior to the completion of OI's investigation.

In an order issued on May 2, 1985, the Appeal Bozrd directed
OI representatives to appear before it in an in camera, ex parte
hearing on May 30, 1985. Notice (May 2, 1985). The Appeal Board
has ordered this hearing and prior briefings of the Board on the
status of OI investigations pursuant to the Commission's "State-
ment of Policy: Investigations, Inspections, and Adjudicatory
Proceedings," 49 Fed.Reg. 36,032 (1984)

In order to preserve their position on any possible appeal

of this action Joint Intervenors respectfully move this Board

7, Commissioner Asselstine also noted that the Office of
Investigations was continuing to investigate a number of so-
called "integrity issues" and to him "one of these items is
significant." 1Ibid.

11



that they be allowed to participate in any such briefing of the
Appeal Board under restriction of any appropriate protective
order to prevent public disclosure.

Joint Intervenors understand that the Appeal Board is bound
by the Commission Policy Statement but interject their objection
to an in camera, ex parte proceeding at this time in order not to
waive their objection to this Commission procedure.

D. The NRC Staff's Reliance on NRC Efforts to Ensure
Waterford's Future Safe Operation is Unwarranted.

The NRC Staff has argued that its inspection efforts; its
walkdown of safety systems; and its oversight of LP&L efforts
have guaranteed the safe construction and will assure the future
safe operation of Waterford. See, e.g., Harrison Affidavit at
35-38. Clearly the NRC Staff has neither the resources nor the
responsibility to guarantee that an unwilling licensee will com-
ply with NRC regulations. It is only a willing and honest
licensee which can ensure Waterford's safe operation.

The NRC Staff also argues that once deficiencies are identi-
fied, LP&L has corrected them prior to turnover of systems. Id.
at 49. However, LP&L's history at Waterford is the opposite. It
failed to correct problems identified in the December, 1982
Notice of Violation ("NOV") and failed to acknowledge, much less
correct, problems identified by the NRC's Inquiry Team and CAT
Inspection effort. See Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen, at
32-34 and Exhibit 9.

Further, how can LP&L's QA program be credited with identi-
fying the problems with systems' turnover, Harrison Affidavit
at 49, when LP&L did nothing to correct the problems either

12



before the NRC NOV or after? As late as June, 1984, LP&L had

still failed to take adequate corrective action to resolve the QA
8
breakdown documented in December, 1982.

II. THE NRC STAFF HAS PROVIDED NO SUPPORT FOR ITS ASSERTION
THAT LP&L CAN BE TRUSTED TO MANAGE WATERFORD SAFELY IN
THE FUTURE GIVEN ITS LONG HISTORY OF FAILING TO MEET
COMMITMENTS TO THE NRC.

In addressing the Appeal Board's question about LP&L's
current capability to operate Waterford safely in light of its
past failure to implement adequately its QA program, ALAB-801 at
13, and Joint Intervenors' charge B(4), the NRC Staff provides no
support for its current endorsement of LP&L management.

Dennis Crutchfield states merely that LP&L has responded
adequately to Issue 16 by employing a consultant and establishing
its own team to follow up on empluyee interviews begun in
January, 1984. Crutchfield Affidavit at 7-8. He also notes that

the NRC has no requirement that utilities set up a formal pro-

gram to survey QA personnel to determine QA problems. Id. at 10.

Mr. Crutchfield misses the point of charge B(4). LP&L
committed to this interview program in order to identify QA prob-
lems, and to satisfy the NRC's growing concern about Waterford's
QA breakdown. Certainly, LP&L's failure to resolve problems once
identified reflects poorly on the company's initiative and its

basic management capabilities. It was only after the NRC forced

8. The NRC Staff relied on LP&L and contractor walkdowns
following the 1982 NOV to assure proper turnover of systems to
Ebasco and LP&L. Harrison Affidavit at 35-3€. However, it is
clear from the CAT inspection findings alone that these walkdowns
were not sufficient to ensure that nonconforming conditions in
safety systems were fixed prior to turnover to LP&L.

13




on LP&L a corrective action program that the utility began to
resolve the problems. NRC licensees are expected to resolve all
potentially safety-significant problems, whether they come to
light by means of a voluntary or a required program.

NRC inspector Raymond Mullikin supports Joint Intervenors'
claim that LP&L failed to correct QA and construction deficien-
cies although it had previously committed to do so. Mullikin
Affidavit at 2-3. However, he claims this is not of current
concern to the NRC because eventually LP&L did correct many of
the deficiencies. Id. at 3-6.

Yet again the NRC Staff misses the point that the NRC had to
identity the problems over and over again to LP&L before it took
appropriate corrective action. Moreover, the NRC Staff continued
to find that the corrective action which LP&L took was deficient.
Id. at 6-8. The Staff found discrepancies in a field inspection
of 50 pipe supports and restraints which led to a second LP&L QA
walkdown. That inspection discovered that fully 400 supports or
restraints required some rework. 1In addition, the NRC Staff
found that LP&L had violated site procedures in its maintenance
of safety-related motors. Although the Staff found the deficien=
cies were minor and not of safety significance, it is disturbing
that even though the NRC had pointed out these problems in

several inspections, LP&L did not implement corrective action

which fully satisfied all requirements. Id. at 57.




III. THE NRC STAFF HAS NOT SUBSTANTIATED ITS CLAIM
THAT LP&L'S HISTORIC FAILURE TO MAINTAIN
ADEQUATE QA STAFFING HAS NOT AFFECTED THE SAFETY
OF WATERFORD'S CONSTRUCTION.

The NRC Staff, in response to Joint Intervenors' "charges"
A(l)(b) and B(5), has admitted that LP&L historically failed
to maintain adequate QA staffing, which led to the QA breakdown.
Harrison Affidavit at 46-47; Constable Affidavit at 3-6. How-
ever, it also claims that QA staffing, both Construction and
Operations, increased dramatically starting in 1982, when LP&L
began to realize the potential detrimental effects of inadequate
staffing. Harrison Affidavit at 48; Constable Affidavit at 9,
15-16. The Staff also contends that LP&L and NRC's reinspection
and review efforts since June, 1984, demonstrate that LP&L's
chronic failure to maintain adequate staffing has not impacted
the safety of Waterford's construction. Harrison Affidavit at
48; Constable Affidavit at 10-11.

However, Joint Intervenors believe that the Staff has not
proven that LP&L's minimal reinspection and review efforts show
Waterford's safe construction. Moreover, the Staff has failed to
address a second central point of Joint Intervenors' charges:
LP&L has since as early as 1978 ignored repeated warnings that
its chronically understaffed QA program was endangering the safe
construction of Waterford.

Constable, for example, states that it mattered little that
LP&L ignored a 1978 internal memorandum which called for the
addition of a QA engineer. Constable Affidavit at 9-10; Exhibit
7 to Joint Intervenors' Motion to Reopen. Moreover, Constable
claims that the NRC did not require LP&L to conduct the MAC audit
15



and so it matters little that LP&L ignored the audit's recommen-
dation for increased staffing. Constable Affidavit at 7.9

The NRC Staff does not address the central issue that LP&L
either negligently or deliberately ignored repeated warnings that
its deficient QA staffing was affecting the quality of water-
ford's construction.

The NRC Staff's claim that QA staffing increased drama-
tically since 1982 means little unless one determines whether
this additional QA staff was devoted to construction QA or opera-
tions QA. It is inevitable that the staff for Operations QA
would increase at the end of construction to work on procedures
and testing. This staff would not serve to verify the guality of
the plant's construction or ensure the yet-to-be completed con-
struction was safe. Without knowing the specific number of
additional construction QA personnel and their specific func-
tions, the NRC Staff's claim that QA staffing increased drama~
tically since 1982 tells the Appeal Board little about the
quality of Waterford's constriction or LP&L's attitude toward QA.

The Staff appears to excuse LP&L's failure to deal with
Mercury's failings until 1983, when LP&L terminated Mercury, by
stating that LP4L needed first to replace Mercury with a quali-
fied ASME "N" Stamp Holder. Harrison Affidavit at 7. Certainly
LP&L and Ebasco's primary concern should have been that Mercury

do the instrumentation work in compliance with all NRC and job

9. Constable states also that the NRC Staff learned of the
MAC audit for the first time in a Cambit newspaper article. Ibid.
It appears that LP&L should have disclosed the report to the NRC
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e) since the deficiencies noted dis-
closed a breakdown in the QA program and potentially affected the
safety of the plant's construction.

16



requirements, and the cost and schedule concerns should have been
secondary. Apparently, the NRC Staff is willing to excuse
Mercury's shoddy work during the interim time when LP&L was
obtaining a new subcontractor. This Appeal Board should not be
as willing to tolerate LP&L or Ebasco's placing cost and
scheduling concerns before safety.

The NRC Staff also points to a March, 1982 ACRS Memorandum
which suggests that LP&L's prior staffing shortages were
resolved. Constable Affidavit at 15 and Exhibit 5. However, it
is clear that given the NRC's continuing concern about inadequate
staffing up through June, 1984, the ACRS' hopes in March, 1982,
that the problem had been resolved were simply wishful thinking.

More importantly, it appears that despite whatever increases
in construction QA and operations staffing Ebasco made beginning
in 1982, LP&L did not significantly increase its construction QA
staffing until much later. Constable Affidavit at 6. Without

such increased staffing LP&L could not assume effective control

over Ebasco. This did not occur until 1984, when the NRC
required of LP&L a formal corrective action program. It is
precisely this refusal or chronic inability of LP&L to heed early
warnings of safety problems which Joint Intervenors argue show
LP&L's lack of character to operate a nuclear power plant.

The NRC Staff also argued that the QA breakdown noted in its
December, 1982 Inspection Report 50-382/82-14, was "partial"
because it occurred in the subtier between Ebasco and Mercury.
Constable Affidavit at 5; Exhibit 1. However, during this time,

LP&L had abdicated effective control over QA to Ebasco so that

17




the failure of Ebasco adequately to control Mercury's work demon-
strated a lack of any QA controls over instrumentation installa-
tion. Therefore, this subtier breakdown was in effect a "total

QA breakdown" for the installation of instrumentation.

IV. CONCLUSION.

In light of the foregoing arguments and documentation of the
serious and as-yet unresolved quality assurance breakdown at
Waterford, this Appeal Board should grant Joint Intervenors'
motion to reopen the record of these licensing proceedings for
litigation of whether LP&L has constructed Waterford safely and
whether LP&L has the requisite character and competence to

operate Waterford safely in the future.

Respectfully Submitted,
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George Shohet

Government Accountability Project
1555 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 232-8550

Attorneys for Joint Intervenors

DATED: May 6, 1985
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-r.h:( "

staff (4~6 Wb m mmm on EBASCO Construction management

o T
for onsne/£onstruchon QA"‘. In turn, EBASCQ %{19‘ auditorsy audited QA
. ,

programs of other onsite contractors and.because these audit.ors had additional

( 3 '
duties mm limi tec& ;hear effectweness/\ LP&L s anm.n of

EBASCo included a review of 143 audits conducted by EBASCO QA M'mg 1981.
L _
The audit summesy concluded that, EBASCO audit program was adequate but frr!

measures should be established by EBASCO tedetermine the effectiveness of the ¥

AR - - -
‘contracto& QA progranj. EBASCO @ respomse did not address the summeny

- » R ', n: . ‘l."'/ -
comments. . 4. e'c< oDl 1 2
-
he p o> -
The reporti-meferencedabeve stated that in early 1982 EBASCO submitted 9 A+~

ECCS systems to LP&L for turnover. LP&L audit of these turnover packages
v

included QA records review and w walkdown inspection of systems. A11~4—4, ,
/

systems vm—u-_}oe«m LF&L reported this QA breakdown to tae NRC on

Sl v

Ma, 26, 1922, WRe* erMoe. Fotentially Repcrtasle Incicent No. BOTater
: Al

<tahged—to significant Deficiency Report 57, "Inadeguate Instrumentation

and Control Installations and Turnover Documentnmb 7/Because of serious
problems with "IS built drawing and defici. nt installation of I&C systems,’
J:’

tie NRC imposed a civil penalty 1%&4&%
December 6, 1982.

3A nuJ ¥
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LP&L (LetterMIN 0001 and 0015’0&“ January 4, 1983, and Apri) 8,

1983, rospe.twﬂg -nponaed to ‘e NRC laspectionfeport—ant NUTITR of
Wmvn—-h., ackno.ledgn theme—mas a partial breakdown in the
Waterford 3 QA Program "at the sub-tier levels and involving contractor/

subcontractor organizahons identified in USNRC Inspection
- te@: ', 2 A

Report 50-382/82- 14‘__. m the violation was steted 4o @
caused by: (1) insufficient training nf inspectors, QA reviewers, and

craftsmen, (2) inadequate staffmg. and (3) inadequate walkdown of completed
\~ l.,' + fa. J 'S { & ~, J/ .

systems. M—u‘u outhned = take, Mﬁm by
April 4, 1983; hOwwe' the last LP&L letter Gatad April §, 198). stated

thatql/ "fina) review of corrective action documentation is scheduled to be
completec in late May 1984. The Final Report will be submitted to the NRC
on June 15, 1984."

Because of the above quality assurance anc enforcement history tle NRC

determineq thot MLMM this allegation, 9‘0»36 e
meW HQPCury,“M—MW

te y

5”5C0)“m and 3 pvasuate LPAL QA )rogng M—-&g audits

P s

eProgremé and resultant corrective actlog‘itf espec ] e
at —pPtl Was
ef th ry. <% additional

W 4 7y '3-7’/_“
problems were idtntifiod, o audits of other contractors

corttbe—evaluated for similar QA pregmea deficiencies.
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W&WW NRC staff reviewedaans

ovﬂuato? A Manua) (QM) Sections 1 through 18; procedures QCP'3020'/3060

a i
ang SP-664, saudit log; matrix of all construction procedures, 8 auditor
qualification files; 64 ;?“' al waiu 11'13 1979 through 1963 q‘udits. and I",Uc
' N3da =4 &
QA Annua) Iopo{ July 1981-83 ‘Sovonl ormer Mercury cmpw es and other

site personne) having direct hn6~1odg¢ of the company. wese [intervieweg The

following is a summary of these interviews and evaluations,

‘"4 Irnterviews and Evaluation of Mercury Management

The Mercury Company was plagued by poor and ducontmuows managementy
AP L Six
uu!»n, there were § project supcrinunmnu l product engineers and
% 1) way!
6 QA site supervisors from mig 1978 ey mid 1983, Site QA/QC
‘_ﬂ o rne

personne] receivedpeer,support frorr corporate QA management am-l,n -

rosu‘.smany QC inspectors resigned. Several QC inspectors wrote
Tetters of resignation describing these poor conditions anc were

threatened with immeciate cismissal 1f these letters were not withdrawn.

..w\n ?
QA/Q¢ porsonnﬂ constantly wem§ overridden by cost and schedule concerns
¢ e garks e Q0 fanen

because EBASCO and Mercury management nrc) “in bed together" and ran

* rough X shod over QC. There was a high turnover among QC inspectors.
EBASCO management was aware of these problems shortly after Mercury
came on site. More than one source stated that LPAL and EBASCO did
not properly control and :és.uro that Mercury QA records were retained

T2 4
onsite but I”MOA to "haul"” away Waterford Project records that
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should have remained on site. NRC staff members also found that LP&L
we
weee s11)) unsure as to exactly what records were on site and what

records should be on site. EBASCO and LP&L management £4metdy became
“%.

fully aware of ’s‘:;fous Mercury problems in 19611982 o ﬂmost ihrey %

years after m came on site and after almost B0X.of the wor 1ﬁ;y

Mm@ CThasce wanenen Ak suvplimentied mereue qq\*-.o..\‘

Apb’arcnny assumed that it was too late to obtain corrective actlon or ol

.‘M.a‘imposnbnt s,

= ' O ’“,,(
- '

‘o, Retiey ane Evaluation of Corporate Annual Report
A e

,.‘4“ A% ",
pes formen 4o haing

r

-

mrcu, Irurnn Audit No. 1-9-80 (Jcnuv{ 8, 1980) finding No. .15

documented that u Mercury unlgomnt nviu’ﬂ the QA program hes-been

w
r@eme since September 1578 (mnmmm-ﬂtm

s wnderway). The audit log showed this finding to be cIoud the same date

; however, EBASCO Audit CBB/AEZ-83-2-3 determined that

".-

the aucit was not signed off as closed and only one annua)l review.er o
vl p

POt hat Deen SCcompiianed-and Lhis was for the-pe=sor July 81;\82. ~ prate

- p e _y' wh s e ‘
The NRC staff found no additiona) annua) rcviws and’ zm one review

i ' /~’

referenced was neither a® acceptable nor ldcqultn
WL Ll ol bbb - il - B G b v som—b L1 E STalus and adequacy
of the Mercury site QA program. The staff further concludﬁf that this
failure to perform effective QA program reviews has significantly

contributed to all the Mercury conditions identified as adverse to
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_/,.‘ Condition u.c‘»dn/

Exomples of e .

quhty.“b—oo failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations,

defective material and cqmpmnt_,and other nonconformances that were not
promptly identified and corrected EBASEO-ant—tRbi-managencat—beardirect

v
such QA program breakdowns &o-&nm»‘m Tamagement

at the appropriate ieve) to-fhsure ecorrective-—sction. Although s Y """'f
7
3ignificant-eonsiruction—deficioncy was identified o urly as January

1980, EBASCO audits did not identify the same problem unti) February 28,

ks-twc

19833»-0-00\@.?\" significant and similar prob'lms”won idenhfud in

EBASCO Audits NE-79-6-4 NE-B0-8-3, and Sw-B82-6-1 which should have

— —

alerted management to these problems as early as September 197?) but not

later than June 7, 1982. Not only was this deficiency never specifically

reported,but it was never corrected.

¢ )
~

’

Rewiew a7W Evaluation of Mercury Interna) Audits

7
Mercury Internal Aucit No. 1-11-80 eated January 11, 198%:35 cumented o

(%
thatmnternn audit on QAM Sections 10, 11, 14, 15, and 17 e noth W

P S SR IO, PSS V| Bl
d‘u at lnst once ol yur w-ulﬂm Inwrnn Audit

Aﬂ\

No 5-11-82 Mnay 11, 1984 documented that._ch‘om 2, 7, 12,

13, 14, and ISM not deem audited during 1981. 12 Corrective Action \“J/

Request (CAR) wagyinitiated as a result of the 1980 nudits but CAR

No. 44 was Tssued May 11, 1982, more than two years after the same

finding in Internal Audit No. 1-11-80ysee-—paragraph6-belowd
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l’ .

The NRC staff W/ Section 5 Procurement (wee LELET A0 lel

“
by Mergury from 1978 through 1983 because, they staudatha' they /.f':/
vy

purchased no naterialsg flowever, Mercury Letters WQ-1216 and 1225
ﬂgn;oecembor 15, 1982, and January 4, 19837}discuss Mercury's
issuance of a8 purchase order to velders Testing Laboratory in late

1878, remamw in effect as of January 1983. LP&L acknowledged this

finding and whesaskel ii-ether—serviteswere-punchased stated that -
,caHbration services were—punchased. The NRC staff member reviewed

- "" ‘0‘;

M,?ﬂes %% Mercury ana determined that QAM Sections 5, 12, 17,
and 18 were not audited in 1980. Thc failure to audit Section 12

'homor‘o*mng Items and Corrective Actvon" 1s significant becausc?

e s /l L 7:
,-(»-B apparent failure to take corrective action regarding WP

Yol Lile s
)! management reviews and internal audﬂ.s ‘W and (-?-)-—ihh—-om

ra R S ISE A -'{ /)o}
Section 12 was not audited in 1981. QAM Sectwns 5, 14, and 16 were

> A7) AL
net audited in 19&’.. QAM Sections 5. 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 were

not audited in 1983
{
' l" 'o.'l r
AResponse letters to audit findings describing corrective action wase
ro~-
feunc in the file for calendar year (CY) 1979, 4wt responses were met

,
found for CY 1980-1983.
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defietencypiie. partial QA program r'eakdo~";(has never specifically
Deen repc C, ' 1 the-eentyecteor identified the deficiency in

January 1980 and S identified the problem in June 1982 Even mcre
. ™
serious, Mercury mever correcté® the problem after 1t was 1dentified by

~—

Mercury and EBASC(

eV

¢ o "PA
Showes adequate lification

— -] 4
vit, ,que
e s

) o - -

Ome. were given written exams.

oral exam was wa'ved

”

-~ N

Encies ef-miner—nature—but they peint—tv

AP L4
. - (\J FoVvivildl o
v

WO PrOTeOUNEe wat Ne

ro¥

LB BTG ARG cate he "ag’,Qua"“PC as le: augditor en

January 22, 1579, a month after he performed the audit M

GiveTT E-poiate—under LMananement Awsraed Horats —wrthout-any-
Yo ¥ ' - ' {0l =y

- 3 -
eIt Mis eye examination was dated January

AN,

well after his fircet audit
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GaC IO heve documentation tm—dile to show that he had
9 G _‘/“f‘

)

LT,

Vuwvw |

; e <4
L <y S .
1Nation secumentation in.file

red L4 | ol

ned Yreecordancewith paragraph €

+

OL recCeive

10

review of Mercury QA, §onstructior
-

o , :
that Mercury,newes audited the following procedures ST,
4 ‘ / .

MCP-2140, 2170, 2175; $P-650, , 652, 653, 654,

657, 658, 661, 662, 663, 668, 670, 672; WPS-B, P, G: B

' )

WPS-W3-4 EBASCO Audit No

-

\
SwW-82-6-1 daled June 7, 952,7¥%e-&o+~1_LL

documented a—71nC*ﬂg that Mercur

Yy im;1ementing procedures had not beer

avdited




The NRC staff fi not audited

1s particularly effective
2 51

e * . 5 . o - p! - 3 :

correCtive actio 25 R TIOAAPOALAL- o NOte—tRSL many
t 7 P

documentation and hardware e j identified were related

h.. 4 -

7 g & ’ ) )

to the procedures which wond

}‘;";1__\ "
ylone-year gach

/7

3

- 1 i d 270y 4

UTes were—fop Lo lawl

rective action,

lementing procedures a

> been identified in
t*e corr -‘1, ~t - * kK a ] nr : :
ective actio spon 0 the previowsli ddentifiod-NRE civi)

pena / et ‘epresents inadequate corrective action
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Rs issued by Mercury Company from
b

~Jnrit-4

g, 1983. A1l CARs relat

- ~ - -
ough August ting to audits”

T

lﬁ,ﬁ~é~c*«c&96»- 3«g<ﬁ¢9 Yog-was TEVIEWET for “aUe Tt ey e — ¢

SCO should have been aware of adverse trends

as December

res ' Py 'jz"
were isq ed

nagement and
1
a"

"as bui

£29 CARs 019, 020, 021, 022,

-

SJ:e'\fscw)f&4*44¢w4f%~—

weETE

3l ar
all vuTy—otvs

“ievka p°

inspect welds because eofcraft 1qnor’ng hold pointt anc QC fai
Pt s s e simd
Nm————————=

lure to
inspect weld joint fit-

!

\ .
ups. yThese trends are only examples es—theme—wene
-L_

:,u.& L ST ewg cwmyow
oMpr, adverse conditions whieh were identifiedaearly, but effective” " dir .
Jotin AV gbes 2
corrective action was not asseveed by the—conds®eide, Mercur,,or LC&L:§‘
— ) .
peegram.

P




( Praft 1

5/30/84 (TSK4)
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\

. € Review of Mercury Auditing., Nonconformance and Corrective Action

Procedures
- ,oe ﬂ. o - > ~/ ‘-‘ . "
'l"“*)"j i _fw,::',,,.' L j/ ¥ Jar, .,
R 4 Ayguwngi-?ﬁlurﬁﬂ qudnts of vendor serkedfigd services, such as m7""“
Yendere Luslivah e pl 4\

SeEFITe weigames by Welder's Testing Laboratory of Metarie, ﬂm

p—

-4-..-——..-_

('* not described w& &Mﬁw The— At oot

\"..

'mcorporate the recuwementi of ANSI N45.2.12 Draft 3 Rev. 4, é«u

sk
’) /February - 19741 ”@;oﬂowp action "h"’ CAR

N ——

§ is not issued and references to other applicable standardsjas

| r«; -b(-“'(

spec}hec in paragraph 1. 5 Re‘eren ed Dowments ' Tm-eoem did, QCF-1s

-— 'Q 2~ Take v/ %)

a8t require a pre-audit comerence,m the ANS] standard stated

that a conference "shall be conducteM

—2-%.  Nonc c"‘o"ma'\ es and Co're tive Action;= QAM Section 12 and SPP-664,

]/ P ,. J‘ J’IJJ -
kevisiont 4, mw "\n”\er the suspected nonconforming

l

1

material
y ! hie-desigaee to be nmco“ormng, o%&oncaa&owport— =
y Wmﬁmmm%e
: taken from-the -Noaconformance Log maintained—oy—GA—(Exr T N %)
and—shail-beinetetET ON the NRonconTormance Repent.” The NRC Staff

determined that draft/‘onconformance ‘ porn(NCRs)fsubmit’ed By any vai ik
j b Gu n.m~ e

, items ancd services are determined by the QA Manager -er

+0

m.,the QA managerg/could reJect' the-draft-NCR
dgt\“c L/ ‘l""".uw 0) .-‘VC‘bQ

andthiswourtdbe aTTEptabie; (owever) 4t was/found that draftlNCRs

bLAE mtuNe &S

were not #A-the QA records. Therefore, the disposition gm o¥ ie
g VLR

justification for rejection was not auditable because the draft,NCRs

&%

12



( Draft 1
5/30/84 (TSK4)

were destroyed. The NRC staff interviewed former Mercury personnel=_
and other site personnel who had direct knowledge of the NCR system.

They acknowledged that such a system may have impeded project
e

personnelaprocessing NCRs. An LP&L QA engineer stated that LP&L had
be EC0et
acddressed this problem when Mercury management was supplemented,$n

"
1882. Mercury personnel were,encouraged to write NCRs and as a I
0"
result the number increased from several hundred to more then 3000. .
/_4 , e vl M
This happened n—about 80% mp-louon-ofm Herc r
pp / u y ?ob,l owever,

the NRC staff commented that tms w0u1d not necessarﬂ'y solve the
/ o /-NI) v A
problem of failure to process or document rejection of draft NRC's ev-+

o e that were submitted by personne1 who 1eft the site pnor to ﬁ%:&f-&*—
" R Y ' SRR d’ U o P M.
aetion. ; Y .’ sl P /

//"

’ - r ’fu."J F-J . Noar
j// I/ / ' %

L
Review 0¢ EBAS"O Audits and Correctmg Actwn -\he NRC staj_ o Rl
P 4‘-& o - ; J] s ML !

/ reviewecd Al EBnSCO audits of all QA recordm &
/ ——— i ————— n e
: rmq EBASCO = Force Account,,QA Re ords Depar.,ment QA ;
| N Fv b

| Records HVA Tompking-Beckwith, B&. Eowe-ry GEO Test'lng, and

‘\ EBASCO Servvceg'ﬁi%:j :EI ! 4
/\—

audit fmdmgs and responses for'€ audits which contained findings. /

LJ F
C'an 1982 Sudlts of F1shchbach Moore (19)..&.7.’11&0 (20)?/ and /

ncl uded review—of<

Tompkins-Beckwith (23) were reviewed for areas audited, findings,

and responses in file. Eight EBASCO auditor qualification files

4 #
JJ e ; . - [}
\Lre,revwved.‘\?zv&rm B L e
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(‘TLL MELC <4ufe ;-wfrtﬂ“"‘.v— o4 el £

\_;ﬂ'ﬂl\iBASCO audits of the Mercury Company (833~performed duming ‘,7').""
1978‘],1982 were—reviewedand-evaltuveted to determine if breakdowns in
the QA program between Mercury and EBASCO existed. The following is

-—

a summar)"\r ef ARt rewrest © LV

? E’. Management Breakdown
Ko trad Mo

=
& breakdown between EBASCO and Mercury‘-management; ‘rctoTine

A/

Yot el ‘*‘-“"‘ .
Pl TMWW..M LP&L and EBASCO to
supplement Mercury management with E-EASCO management to

complete the project.

£ g:. Audit Program Breakdown

- / B e -
lu J,-‘ &5 . . ‘-0 e 'y K
s EBASCO aucit and corrective action systems 4 c “-Gowr

0 tetweertE2EBg; in tﬁa:fESASCC audits NE-79-9-4_; NE-80-8-3, ovd
NE-81-5-1,performed dumimg 1979, 1980, and 1981’vm
Mercury audited each section of the QA manual’despite the fact
that the Mercury CAR Log and two or more audits stated that
internal audits were not conducted annually on each section of
the Mercury QA Manual. EBASCO Audit Sw-82-6-1 MGune 7,
ISSéMinaHy identified & Mercur;;‘faﬂure to audit their QA
programg;i—e——Aterniland-manegement—eudtts—(Seeprevious

q —giseusstons—under—paragraphs ¢, 3, 4, and 5 above-described—
= . i ng Corrective Action*——

14
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ﬁﬂ@f Nonconformance and Corrective Action System Breakdown

r

- ViV

A ¢ ot ﬂ "

Peragraph f e‘-%-abouwwm-‘ breakdown
in the corrective action system between Mercury and EBASCO

o -y 1 \n

: | management;?p evidenssd the inability of either Company to

; o ]
obtain corrective actiorl, Both companies apparently failed to
review, recognize, or take action on trends which should have
been apparent shortly after Mercury implemented their site QA
program. It also appears that the Mercury nonconformance

- .

system impeded the freedom/to initiate NCRs which could have

been tmenzez—ame upgraded to CARs as.a result of EBASCO

==
management involvementf- thereiore—Lthiempperetobea B ,\‘ s
s ¢
S /*’-\_\, beeetdown-between the two COmpanied
u ,&_‘d,gw f’
’ 3 LP?L /IJJ_CA S (o~ e Ct.ru*'v' a(/"lcns

) Mw»ﬁ—tw—hspmnﬁmbﬂ\ The

/4 NRC staff reviewed the LP&L Audit Program requirements,

' procedures audits (internal and management),and interviewed

5 ol LD

S - ‘ ceoTpUTRte ﬂ s1te QA manager and, QA engineers involved with
The review includsk 17

the audit program. , $esenteen management and 16 site audits
95
of EBASCO Mm—-by-tﬂr*—m-usiaud.} forty—five—tf&t -

site surveillance reports -uene—nemd- /he LP&L site audit
sl

schedule,l-or 1979 through 1984 wes—reviewes— Special emphasis

was placed on LP&L responsibility for management of the overall

audit program. Since this is a primary and important funct‘ion)

15
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P TS = e
o€ LP&L |concerningparticipation— n-the-project siace-they—nely

/
heavily on EBASCO for design, const.ru_c,t'ion. procurement,

quality assurance, and other functions' E‘. was extremely
Lpec
important for +hem to review and assess the adequacy of the QA

program,as required by 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II and"ﬁ—
o d
establish and implement n comprehenswe system of planned and
periodic aud1ts to venfy compllunce with all aspects of the
_/\

guelity assumante program »and to determine the effectiveness L

L "‘

TOuN N 2l Lt
of &he program. The following $s—a—summenys C « mmavigsl TH,

-
- P—

%,/7 Beview of Site Audits Scheduled Versus Audits Performed

Pl
The NRC staff reviewed audits scheduled and performed

Frem “+hew T
Go=+ng 1679, :938——:98-1—}982—19531—%&& 1984. ijhere\\

/’__——v__\
P [ were & audwtcrs in 1879 who were scheduling aucht.s, \
. \
- ;( however, the number of full time audnors scheduling \

|

u )
/ ﬁf')k audits appears to de:hne to-3 during much of 1980. The |
\ | |

number of site auditors appears to rise back to 4 in 1981

e
or sligh more in 1982. The number scheduhng auda‘ts

83 appears to be about 4. [ The eetw=® number of \\

. aud1 fomd declined from appron _ 60, 53, }
— 91, 42, and -ao during “the resMQ?S J
1980, 1981, 1982. 1983, and the first few months of 1984,

—

m The foTTouinEP the monthly audits scheduled versus 7L

auditsg performed: -80-performedof—193 scheduled—60—of—

...f_:—.— Slada e Pi v Far~—ah
|Q7q ."3 : ——
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o r /h_}f)”,/j 1,{..‘4 }',./ 221 Al , L}': /zflgﬁ/
AT ) et td" i ‘P' 2 d 9/’//”’@61 “3‘13~'l

mmmmﬂ Mmed 4

. s exvstmy-ynﬂ—ms-m-ammvﬁ
e %Nms (AFR E-88) deem —.-?hﬁ
(‘-/')Q' é\uausf 2Nk A qwst ‘t“ 7) ) Veceaher

PRS-

~ §LdFAFomBA238 and EBD-15 (AFR E-122
bece~‘°€"l6,|ﬂ a) ( )

F2436480.C Corrective actlon vas apparently not taken and_..__'

He ™ NET s 12& f"‘ﬂ‘.‘.‘—‘;—’
-n appears that,audmors gave up n MSS Aud\t Report fr—

T —SNes EE81-12 reported the conduct of QA Audits and QA e ".
Construction site aud1ts sahsfactory when only 53 of 178 :} j, P
(- &u¢l+ Q-(.Pe T
" scheduled were pe;'formed.mmﬂar]y £82-15 c-oadue%edv- /
{ LRAL S " . .. d
/ e Decerber 27, * LY az i
December ¢ te sy cons1deredx normal when 91 of 203 were
T HJ rea IR s | A £ s

conducted. The—actwsl-pumbes per?ormed/ verees scheduiec

-
may—be—tees since thewdde figures include reaudits and

may include QA surveillances,which are not to be
s
(¢ P -
considered ap audit per ANSI N45.2.12; paragraph—a-2yR_
ug : ST RUL 4 QAP ¢ 3 5

~Arents." This condition was discussed with the LP&L Site i
g o "V‘J
QA Manager,who did not consider uy—of"tm t6 be a problem.

M it <ol
H-sppeanc—taat [P&L mnagement,\h s chosen to beHeveﬂt’hey
can delegate aﬂ‘ﬂ/responsibﬂity for their QA program

to EBASCO.

17
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Review of LP&L Audit of EBASCO QA Program

The NRC staff reviewed LP&L audits of EBASCO site activitgics

AA
fPeofer=® ducimg 1981, 1983, and 1984. Nine audits were conducted in

. ,, 1.

Dl /}/;2.«’;1/ -'(‘J. J.,,L’ el
1981/,4 in 1983 Qnd‘e.durmg the first several months of

2 e L0
1984. S1nce LP&L has chosen to delegate the functfon eé
+e 42 eyt wide L
audilels s 1le contractors ABR& design, constructwn

procurement and gquality assurance funcuonsge auchts of
A

(J\ e ' ’Jl )i.s
EBASCO should be comprehenswe.and e -gepth-auese of thein

rentire Quahtx\as,sunnce manual and implementing procedures.

o~ ., L2 s
ltl/-é\b.uc ‘—-\—-c C '—CL ; C“r'})\" V— [/
‘ sign, procuremeqt

copStrudtion ineeri res ou €

- annua)l amwr{sAs" C The S

L i
MWM appear to be -

PRI
‘ Sufﬁcwent]y corrpreheﬂswe to meet tne requirements of

10 CFR 50 Appencix B and LP&L QP 12.3, Revision 3/,'
W}ebruar& 8, 167€, which states, in
part, "Site audits shall verify that safety ’r'e"l‘ated
activities associated with LP&L N}clear‘Power Plants are

performed in accordance with applicable regulatory

requirements, specificatfons, instructions, procedures,

and drawings. Th audits are necessary to assess the

effectiveness-0f the Quality Assurance programs of the

Architee? Engineer, Construction Manager snd contractors

N\
atthe construction site." :
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(U é@ A Management of We Aud1t Program
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i

t Sy v
The NRC staff revwwed Mercury aud1t7'ahd etermined that
-T

W failed to audit some key quality control and

construction procedures where deficiencies occwred It

-/ “
is obvwous that audxt)oﬁ these procedures during—the
N IL
peeile 1978 1983 M have J4kely prevented these
Ik
deficienc‘.es Mercury Company.
« ¢ ol e | i €. :

7 pin i procedures which had
' = { ' 4 )/ r"

or had nc' beiux..mdn.ggL the NRC recogmzed several cauee

‘,".“. i _.) 'J-hvu.

and-efients of documentat on and hardware deficiencies at

Mercury Com;:any in addition to several slgmhcant break-

downs in the Mercury QA programjm audit, nonconformance
e —~MEC Shapr vepuc 4l
anc corrective action system. & LP&L management was
" ’M existing matrices, logs, or other documents
Q;mu..&—sk
which wo.’.c&w all of—the contractor procedures which
had-been audited by LPAL, EBASCO and other site contractors.
The LP&L site QA manager and QA/COnst.ruction engineer
stated that they d1d not. know what procedures had been
audited during h constructwrrmi !ang_%Me \
/Bﬂ:r:urxi the -advantage of mana

\ Mercury {ompany had audited {he mp
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/| . obvious. Also in this case Mercury—and—E£BASE0-touie not
WY N ; i agen oF
Lﬁ S A ‘ , properly apply audit renmii_mi‘s_sm

o‘L gt | freguency of-audit of thecenstroctionandquatity tontrol
g/‘) procedures; -i.e., one procedure may he ouer audited to the
. detth_g'_immm
- . wetding. LPAL stated that they éiu. not managed’the audit
wAen

function in this manner,but simply monitored the—suatt—et
-

activities in beroad sense;ang, ere was no reqguirement
-
= Y Y
to know what procedures were audited.w
r

":><A- o . et S 1 b el
-This Philosophy is contrary to-Eriterion I1 of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B which states, in part, "This program shall be
gocumented by written policies, procedures, or instructions
and shall be carried out throughout plant life in
accorcance with those policies, procedures and ;$§x/ ,yll
\

w; 4’ /AJ'- ’;a‘,Jﬁ’)"'-' % ’J:'"

instructions." To aSSUTe-&het,the NRC maintains that

» » - » h‘ ‘+ »
procedures which control work activities «est be monitored.

The NRC review of Tompkins-Beckwith, Fishbach aas Moore,
and NISCO audits revealed that:/;H procedures had me4 been
audited for these companies. Because many of these audits
did not appropriately identify the QA manual sectioni.oﬁ"
procedures, and construction procedures, it became almost

wmine -
impossible to awest what procedure was audited.
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7
9 @Q'ﬂeview of LP&L Management Audits of Site QA Program
r /

The NRL staff reviewed these audits to determine if LP&L
had regularly reviewed the status and adequacy of the QA
program on site. The audits performed at‘:f;‘ite between

1972 and August @/1979?’»” not comprehensivejwﬁé-f

~ 14 (o :
were puperﬂcwﬂ paper reviews.

-
e

— e —————

/ also appears that these audits were strictly limited to
O ! LP&L organizatiovr;s" and, therefore, the audit would not /
' t

extend to EBASCC and their QBr’kﬂctivities. Under this /

-
-

I circumstance it is hard to understand how the\success of /
|
|

e ¥
LPE&L site QA can be measured against EBASCO performamce. /

¢ b & Lo B84
3 w"b"“""‘"‘ C\u-‘éa"‘ C\-CM."‘; |
<. (HANRE)

- :ﬁ 1, Review 0f Mznageme~t Analvsis Companv (MAC)

The NRC staff reviewed portions of MAl—cemswibad evaluations
L WAL of .
/ J ,of LP&& waterford 3 sesageneit<mdOrm Tt neprstes in 1977,

1979, and 1980. The Executive Summary of the 157 report
< ‘L /

outlined many problems which “can critically impact the )
b dal ol . o =

Waterford 3 Project." Mf particular 3 e -
(o towine—aveter onpeges—d b Sraid-famre-as 0 lows:

(1) "The long-held policy of Louisiana Power and Light has

21
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Audits after this date were more comprehensive,but still
do not appear to be comprehensive enough to cover all
! Telements of the QA Manual and implementing procedures. /C\

!
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been to conduct their business related to engineering,
construction, and operation of power plants by utilizing a
Pawat (/‘\',;;r;‘{lee".'fm-house organizationl/uith almost total
( \;{‘AQE' /\Yl\ . . . T .
i w&p‘ reliance on the Arcmtecr-Engmeer»for engineering and
\* ,{ construction, and heavy use of consultant and outside
service organizations during plant operations. This
DOECy'\Of '1ean-ness'?/and almost tota)l reliance on the
;:( is, in MAC's opinion, one of the basic root causes of
many of the problems associated with waterford 3 .
?rfavy reliance on outside consultant and service
crganizations during the operat-;on of Waterford 3 will,
in MAC's opinion, cause additional problems once the plant
is in operation . . . . The designated role of the LP&L
site project is currently that of liaison and is not
sufficiently involved in the planning, monitering, and
contrel of site activities . . . . The existing LP&L
project and site organizations are lacking in numbers and
in commercial nuclear power plant experience necessary
to effectively monitor and control the Waterford 3
project . . . The LP&L Quality Assurance organization has
recognized basic fundawerta’ problems related to quality

but in some cases has rul taken sufficient positive action

to have problems nsoIvodejd‘Ll’he 1979 MAC Report to LP&L

W states, in part, “The QA group

22



( Draft 1
5/30/84 (TSK4)

overall is strong . . . but few in number. . . it is MAC's
recommendation that additional manpower be obtained. LP&L
should monitor, audit and watch all of the critica)
activities . . . as they are accomplished at the site .
Aaditional QA manpower should be applied to ensure

contractor QA records are in auditable and buyable order."

The 1580 MAC Report deals mainly with startup and operation;

\
however, the theme of under-experienced and inadequate
Tstaffing is a recurring theme and should be evaluated by
NRC staff who are responsible for operational startup,

testing, etc.

NRE\Sta‘;\h§Qt1g§jégﬁ\\

v

e B o Hs WMEC thupx fuoni CorilmtN tuidima  ndicwtay
r SR ¥ TS v

S -’

AThere was a significant breakdown in the QA program both at EBASCO and

Mercury, and between EBASCO and Mercury,to the point that EBASCO management

D |
was subpited to supplement Mercury managemen Chty & Bravbdowa o T
6'% Py )rmm— w -l AviMrrd (n T hot

JLP&L did not thoroughly evaluate, determine all the causes, and identify

the entire egt;;t of the QA breakdown at Mercury Company even after receiving 2 & _
t > NAL yoa
civil penalty/on December 6, 1982. This represents a failure to adequately

evaluate the original Construction Deficiency Report No. 57 and report the

h
L I
full extent of the QA program breakdown and :eprcsents a failure to take

J
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effective corrective action eeacesning determining the cause of the QA

breakdown at the Mercury Compa"); Gnd

1%

(;) LP&L did not implement a program to increase +R4L manpower and involvement

with the wWaterford 3 Project This failure to implement these MAC recom-
C’\; el .
mendations are,the root cause of QA problems experienced in the past and

present.
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/
/ /
LP&L should obtain a 1ist of Mercury personpel and contact appriopriate

personnel to determine if they still have copies of draft NCR which were
’ \ I

|
1

; \ / /
not processed and dey consider to be significgAt deficiencies which“they

thi e not been identified and corrected’

mewn PO s ——— . -

o /
}@&L management shoii¥ w;wmnem
74
Imalemenies 46 regularly ass\s the status anc adequacy of t-‘/he QA Program [

- ) / oAl N T yew! g mgey Ak
mm untten P, cv _procech.re;1 msadequate manpower to

.'J’

1m~1ement Such é system LP)./ management +houdd assure NRC staff that
O e W S i
they have such-a <5s.em dmuuw*. '

- "‘*“F‘w»

o On )

\%

References /

PSAR Quality Assurance requirements.
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EBASCO QAS-1, Revision &, 6-30-82, Planning QA Activities.

EBASCO QAS-2, Revision 4, 6-30-82, General Audit Procedure

EBASCO Procedure QAS-2, Revision 4, 6-30-82, Processing Audit

Reports

EBASCO QAI-2%, Revision 0, B-22-83, Instruction for Auditing

EBASCD QAI-7, Revision 2, 2-21-84, Instruction for Surveillance/

Corrective Action.

Mercury QA Manual Sections 1-1€, Revisions and Dates Various

Fischbach and Moore QA Manual Sections 1, 2, 3, 10, 15, 16, 17, and

18, various Revisions 4-1-81.

Fishbach and Moore QAP-103-W3, Revision 0, 6-10-77, Processing and

Controlling Nonconformances.
Fischbach and Mocre QAP-106-W3, Revision 0, 6-10-77, Auditing.

NISCO QA Manual Section 15, Revision C, 6-6-78, Audits.
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16. Tompkins-Beckwith QA Manual Section V, 8-1-81, Audits
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All those in favor indicate by saying aye.
COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Aye.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Aye,

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Aye.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Aye,

Opposed?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: No,

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right, Now, does any

Commissioner -- well, let me announce that the vote means

| that we are authorizing the staff to allow this plant to
| proceed towards full power based on the Commission's
| deliberation, and we will issue the draft OGC order, the

| target being to issue it yet today, if we possibly can.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: I was going to ask, will it
issuve today?
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That would be my intent,

MR. DENTON: Mr. Chairman, I think this is something

| my understanding is, we need to see that before we proceed

| with the actual issuance of the license.

MR, MALSCH: It should be ready for signature within

:a few minutes .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right,

Now, do any Commissioners have additional comments

ithoy would like to make?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I have just a few, I
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| want to'say at the outset that this is a close case for me,

| and I think probably the closest one since I have been on

the Commissicn,

On the positive side I see a pumber of things,

First, the utility has made some management changes over the

| past few years, and I think not the least of those was:a

new chief executive officer and a new plant manager,

Another positive sign is that the CEO of this

company is very actively involved, and I know that the staff

| has been strongly supportive of Mr. Cain's contributions.

Third, I would say that performance seems to be

improQing over the past couple of years under the new
management, and I éertqinly hope that that trend continues.

| And finally, the start-up testing program seems

to have gone fairly well for this plant,

But I also see some things on the negative side,

| First, this plant has had its share of difficulties in
construction, Twenty-three items identified by the staff

| in 1984 were significant problem areas in my view., And my

sense is that the utility did not always respond to those

| problems in as vigorous and forthright a manner as we would

? have liked,.

Second, the seismic adequacy of the basemat to me

is still open to qguestion, and I would like to see some

further analysis which would address at least some of the
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| concerns identified by Dr. Chen and Dr. Ma. And I just add

at this point that I for one very much appreciate their
efforts in bringing tlese matters to our attention, It is a

difficult thing for a member of the staff to do, and I think

| they are to be commended for their efforts in making their

views known,

The third item on the negative side is that there
are a number of integrity issues that are still being
investigated by our Office of Investigations, and at least
one of these items is significant in my mind.

Fourth, With respect to senior managers of the
company, there is evidence that the company has not always
been as careful, forthright, and é;ndid in its statements to
the NRC as is necessary.

And fifth, I am uncomfortable with the fact that
the utility is using for the operation of the plant two
former operators at TMI-2 who are now under investigation
by NRC for their possible role in the falsification of leak
rate tests at TMI-2 prior to the accident.

I believe that there is sufficient basis now for
baring them from operation of the Waterford-3 plant until
this matter is resolved, And their continued duty as
licensed operators at Waterford raises questions. in my mind
about the safe operation of the plant,

None of these items individually is sufficient to
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cause me to vote against the license, But I have to say that
when I lock at them in the aggregate, I reached the conclusion
that there is not now a sufficient basis for me to conclude
that this utility is ready to receive a full power operating
license,

For that reason, T am voting "no."™ Thank you,

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, let me make a statement.
I fully support the judgment that Waterford Unit 3 can be
operated at power levels up to full power with reasonable
assurance that the public health and safety and common defense
and security are adequately protected,

On the matter regarding former TMO-2 operators at

Waterford which Commissioner Asselstine has brought up, I .

would have preferred that the two former TMI-2 operators at
Waterford be separated from actual operation of the plant
pending the outcome of the Hartman hearing. Nevertheless,
I think this plant can go forward at this time.

Any other comments anyone wishes to make?

COMMISSIONER ZECH: I would just like to say, I
think the plant can be operated safely, I think we have
reviewed it carefully, I think the staff has made a very
diligent and forthright effort to look at all sides of all
the issues, and I think they have presented themselves to us,
as has everyone else, in a very candid manner,

I am satisfied that the plant can be operated safely
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