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Discussicn:

-

* - = -~ - -~ -, - - .-
Jh Siscussing these new (& pregrar: ans [Inlelte,
to have 2 commen uncerstanaing cf what s ~rant Dy g

arce and she responsitilities of she NED an? NED Tccer
Quality assurance, as cefined ‘n Agcer 4« I

o
L

€Y ¢t
‘
'
'

-l -

comprises a1l those plarned 2n¢ systematic &Iticr: -eteciar
to provicde adequate configence that @ struiiute, Sytter, ot
ponent will perform satisfacterily 'r tervice, Zaczz
legislation and current NRC practices, 70 Ticerszes ha.e tr
responsidility for the design, ccrstructicn, and Crerat-on
the nuclear power plart in 2czorci:isze wish 2pr7icat’e goarce
and regulations. The “RCT has the recconcilrlily to ensure ¢

the licensee fulfills its responsizilities tc design a

truct a nuclear power piart that can te Cperated "n 2
consistent with public safety. Tne cecisicr whether 2 -
or license may be issued and/or contirued rects with the NED,

This paper provides a status repor:t cn the craff's effcrts L
study the corcepts of an NRC certificaticn frogram :inC the

role of the desigratec representative. The rmair bocy cr t”
paper briefly summarizes the s.aff's acticne and plars, the
enclosures provide a more deteiled ciscussicn of tre froes 2vo

concerns encountered in expiering these mew ind ziterro Ty
program {deas.

The third Commission request, to identify the cuyrrent MW:0 "o c
points, was addressed by tre Office of Folicy Evaeluaticr (CFS
in a2 memorandum to the Comission cdatec hovember 15, 1522, 05t
fdentified four hold points which are currently erployec by the
NRC: (1) fssuance of a lisited work authcrizetion (Lws), (2)
fssuance of a construction permit (CP), (3) issuance ¢ 2 "ow-

power ogcrlting 1fcense (CL), and (&) issuen-e of autrorizaticr
for full-power operation. The staff acreec tret (5D correct’.
charscterized the existing held pointe.

Certificaticn Prograr

A certification progrem weyld rec.ire, r €5%ect, woitl07 (CF
fir=atizn by the NRC, licersee, cr bot-, cf the 4 +4%-1 RA k- :
regciness and irplementaticr of quality assurance progra~: 2t
certain points during the censtructior of & nuclear power o :nt
2s 8 prerequisite to proceeding with corstruction, Mest Nl
programs are presently orfertec tc proivice verificatior of
licensee perferrance end t¢ idert “y .~reccived Cr Trer

and iters of noncerpliance. Assurercie 1g citatrel U, U
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of significant issues

in the are2 reviewed. he Certificatege

program concept under review would reccire :n 2ssessment °f ¢
existing and prospective capadbilities :rc rezdiress ¢f @
licensee to proceed. The ccncept cf e, ting o

and reacdiness of & licerses %o proce

N 20% .
represents a significant expansicn in curre~t hRD pract-ce,

The staff h2s considered two types cf '
One approach would require 2 "for—2l"
cation at certain major milestones in &
A1l licensee activities would stcr at ea
struction activities could be continued or ini
certification to proceed is cbtained. This approach has two
major drawbacks: (1) it would prelong the constructicn rericd
between the fssuance of the CP anc OL arc (Z) the recuired “RO
certification appears to be 2 "license" uncer the Acmiristrait.e
Proced.re Act which might require the NRC %2 seek an erercment
to the Atomic Energy Act. The seccnd aporcich would recuire
reviews and certifications by both the licercee and the NRC,

This approach would consist of 2 syster or Rierarchy of controd
points which provide for statements by tne licensee cf readiness
te Inftiate new activities at major milestores in a plert's con-
struction, for perfodic reviews anc certifications by the NRC of
1icensee performance and readiness tc proceec, and for certifi-
cations by the licensee, NRC, or both, ¢ completed activities.
This approach does not have any built-in delays in the con-
struction process and does not appear to recuire any 2rmendmerts
to the Atomic Energy Act. The staff is in the process cf further
stut{in! this certification program ccncept. A brief cescripticn
of1t e three types of control peints being considered s provicec
below:

S’ .

w anc certifi-
gnsiruction,

ho con-

&d — 4
eriiviceticn Jrogracs.
5
)

L L™

e. Evalustion of preparations for degcirring 2 rew 2ctvvity,
This control point would be 2rn ev2'uatiicn at rajor
milestones in a plant's comstructicn, Eefcre tre -ott-
ation of new activities, the lizertee woy '@ Lo rec .t
demonstrate that, besed on jpast rerformarce enc on te
cacabilities anc readinress cf the licensee's st2ff anc
programs, 1t 1s reacdy to inftiate the rew activity.

Ongoing activities would normally not be effectec ty tn:c
control peint. NRC review ar¢ accertance of the 1tclemcee's
report would be required, This cortrcl point i
to s & "holag peirt.”

r"t‘r—-—‘ -
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b. Evalustion of perfor~ance cver 2 set fericc of Uime.
contral point would establish an ~rtecrates e,:27 2
(doth retrospective and prospective evz'uatiors) é-c
be ccnducted periodically (for exz~2le, ar-Lzi'v Tae

SALP). NRC action may be taken 1¢ tre reviem
deficiencies. This control pcint
“review point."

3
e
‘s referresd %0

c. Evaluation and acceptance c¥ a cecmpietec activity, structure,
system, or component. This control pcint, of which ther
would be many, would be a continual and ongoirg eva’. tien
process. This effort would be basically an extensicn of
inspection and observation of work activities, coupled wizth
a certifization of acceptance of the completec activity,
This control point is referred to 25 2n "azctestance ;o°-t.

Detail on the basis, rationale, and imple~ertal

these points is identified in Enclesure 1 tc this paper. Tre
implementation of this system of control points (hold points,
review points, and acceptance pofnts) between the issuance cf
the CP and OL would reduce the time intervez's between NRC
evi'vation of the adequacy and quality of plant constructior
and of the Yicensee's capability to proceec. The shorter ti-e
intervals for review should increase the Tikeliihood of early
detection of problems affecting the quality cf the constructicr,
as well as provide a stronger base from which the ARC can erci-e
that the plants are adequately buflt.

The staff 1s currently expanding these concepts of hclc, review,
and acceptance points into § more definiti e program. Tre

] t on resources, both NRC and licensee, must be evaliztec,
Possidle milestones and frequencies for each of the control
points must be fdentified and coordinated witn othar KRC Dffices,
especially ELD, NRR and the Regional Offices. The progra~ cor-
cept and ideas will be discussed with industry.

In develcpment of this fssue, staff will examire the peiicy,
practicelity, and legal problems 2s well 2s the time frare
required for implementation of these control points, icenti-
fying those concepts that can be implemenied in the shore term
and those that may require an extenced pe-ioc of time (fer
example, rule change). The staff plars tc carry out the etce
ectivities over the next few months enc recrl facw 10 17 e
Commission by July 31, 1983.



Cesicrzted fecrecentat ve

The concept of the desigratec represert2tr.e (05, :°
that em.loyed by the Feceral Aviat:cr Ag—r tirgtlizcn (R4

a Quality assurance initiative that tne st29°% rae

a¢ Loa Ly 'Enm

fcr a number ¢f months. The cdesigratec -er-esentet ve 27 ey
ted in this paper weulg be an incivic.al e-;loyed Sy & " Tlemfes

architect/engineer ,A/C), applicant, cr cthe= firm woo woylc L¢

assigned by the NRL to perform certain specified actitvities or

beralf of the NRC. The cesignatec resresentative woyuld rep-
an extension of the NRL inspection program and woy'id carry oot

activities that are clearly delineated anc that woulc De eve
against specific criteria.

diTferences between the FAA and NRC. 3oth acercres rezi’2te @
private industry, but the FAA regulates an incustny trat rez o-
cates many similar finished products. The LR evali:tes anc
certifies, for the FAA, completed activities at certain peintis
in the production process. The NRC regulaticrn of nuclear pomc-
plant construction, while having many intermecizte rilesteres,
involves the production of one unigue product by each utility.
The NRC certification of this product may be consicered to b=
the OL, compared to the FAA certification of the airworthirecs
of each airplane produced. To make the FAL NRC anzlogy more
exact, the would have to expand its certification activities
to include, for example, the concept of acceptance points (c-c-
cussed above) which basically would then create a role for tre
DR in the NRC 'rogran. In this capacity, the DR would act for
the NRC in evaluating and certifying ccmpleted activities. Tre
DR would represent an extensfon of rescurces availerle to tre 'ro
to carry out inspection activities.

As described in more det2il in Enclosure 2, there 2re s° .7 9 i7"

An sdditiona) point to consider is the lorc lead t:me rec.'rec
to {mplement 8 DR program. The staff est mates that 2t Tcocf
three years would be required to make the recetsary Cherces

te the Atomic Energy Act and the hAC reguletions, cevelcp @ OF
certification program, and select ang cert’fy the cesignaticc
representatives. Given the current talarce of nuclear plarse
under construction and anticipated completion cates, this
program implementation may not be & near-te~ practice] rev-
to prevent deficiencies in tre quality c¢f censtryction Su.”
experienced recently in some facilitres,
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Some of the iceas anc concepts identified in the
possibly be implementec more in tre near term the
vear lead time noted for the DR prograrm. e
irplemented by adding or revisirg conciticr
permit or amencing the regulaticrns, '
implemented by revising existing AR

example, SALP). The staff's assessment

required to implement these corcepts will
July 1983 report.

The studies of a certification pregram and 2 desiorated rerre
sentative program are initially focused or the ceonstruct cr
phase of a nuclear power plant. The staff recognizes tre

-

concepts may a1so have applicability to the operaticns pras
nuclear power plants and the staff plans tc pursue this tsc
upon completion of its review of the construction phate, K

that the quality assurance Yssues discussec in this care~ ¢re
closely related to the issues fcentified in the 1CSE2 i

-y

Authorization Act (Ford Amendmert). It is the st2*f

=4

P 5

to coordinate this review with the qua’ "1, :c¢
required by Congress.

//
Gl

Certification Frogrem
Desicrzted Regresertative Fr




Saceground

During the September 29, 1582 briefirg cn SECY-EI-32C, “Fosurance of Quality,’
Cormissioner Gilinsky reguested that the s<aff pursie the 1Ce2 cf 2 progra-
recuiring NAC certification of licersee cuelity essurance (QA) programs as &
prerequisite for going beycnd certair hold poirts. He 2lso requested 2% this
briefing that the staff determine NR(C's current recuirements for certifyirg the

imglementation of a licensee's QA program during certain staces ¢f constructiczn,

Earlier in July 1582, Cormissioner Gilinsky requested the Cffice of Folicy and

-

Evaluation (OPE) to identify the steps in power reactor corstructicn arc rit g’

testing where NRC control points could usefully be established.

In response to Commissioner Gilinsky's request, OFE prepared a rezort ent tic:
"Regulatory Review and Associated Mold Points During Nuclear Power Flant Con-
struction and Testing,” dated November 15, 1982, whiclh the staff hzs used in
exalilin' the concept of establishing a system for certification of 2
licensee's implementation of the QA program. There are four formal NEC hold
points currently assocfated with the construction and cperaticn of a ruclezr
power plant which evgluate the Vicensee's grograms. cepebilities and commit-
sants related to nuclesr !lftﬁl These hold points are: (1) the issuance of 2
linited work authorization ( 5. (2) the fssuance of a constructicn perm::
(€2), (3) the issuance of a:':‘:rntin? 1icense (OL) for fuel lcading ard low-
power ﬁllti:,. and the horization for full-power operation. A procge
assessment of a licensee's capabilities and readiness to proceed with ccr-
struction activities 18 characteristic of NRC evaluations for issuing of tre
LMA gnd CP. A retrospective assessment of the licensee's performance curirc
construction and tasting forms, in pert, the besis for issuing of the OL. Ir
this psper the term "1icensee” 1s used in an 2l] inclusive serse to inciuce
epplicants for an LWA, CP holders, snd holders of an OL.

-
-

Between the CP end OL fssuances, the :'C routinely corcucts two types of evi'o-
ations - the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) and the
*$2300" evaluation (nemed after the IE inspection prccedure). These evelu-
etions provide input to the Vicensing cecision-raking process. The SALF < ¢
annual evaluation conducted by the Regicnal Cffices for ruclear power plart
sites, under construction or operating. The SALP progre~ retrosrective’,
eveluates the licensee's coverall performance up %0 the ti-e cf tre eve Lot

A retrospective focus 1s elso characteristic ¢f the S2I00 eveluet in.

'€



82300 evaluation results are transmittec in @ memoreriun ¢rom ne Regt
2eé-inistrator to the Director of NRR fcllowing sregceratictal testing cf & “um
5lant and prior to NRC authorization to lecad fue' arc coriuce 1Cw=pCat” 205"

- SV eV

The memorancum compiles and summarizes the resulis of the routitne Tnoiect

procram and provides a status on the implementasicr ¢ tre licersee's (-

program,  This memorandum identifies each cpen item, witn gtatus 0F reci Lt
anc significance, status of the inspection program, status c7 the licensee §
testing and systems acceptance programs, ané the cenditicns t0 de MpTsec °F

v @ W wE Tlh.pseSe

the licensee. The memorancdum is upcated monthly until fuel loading. Ir

examining the certification program, tre staff consicerec that :*e’S:E?:
memorandum represents, in effect, a "certification” by the Regicnal Agmini-
strator of the status of a licensee's QA program implementation and perfecrrance.
A third evaluation, the Near-Term Operating License (NTOL) evaluatior, has recertly
been implemented as an interim measure 1O assist the licensing review effcrt ir
compiling and evaluating licensee performance in preparation for fsc.znce ¢t

the low-power operating license. The NTOL evaluaticn is ccnducted orly Cnie

ard that occurs toward the end of construction and precperaticna’ testing.

There is a long interval between the issuance of the CP and the low-power ...
in some cases as lceg‘:s 10-12 years. Although mary insgections cf parzizuler
technical areas and P evaluations occur during this time period &7C reseit §°

reports of spectfic findings, before 1682 there were no Cocumenter
"in ted” evaluations performed. Integrated evaluatiors incluce a retr:-
spective assessmont of the licensee's performance to date end 2 prospeciine
assessment of the 1icensee's capability and readiness tc proceed to subsecuent
stages of coastfzisﬁln and testing. Recently, the staff initiztec Constructicrn
Appraisal Team (CAT) and Integrated Design Assessment Tearm evaluations which
include both a tivg and prospective assessment of licensee progre~s.
However, these evaluations are just beginning, stil)l being tested, &nd with 1%¢
Vimi NRC resources available to carry out these reviews, have limited zppli
cability to the total number of sites presently under constructicn. 't shoulc
be emphasized that it is only at the time of the evaludtions 2ssocieted witn ©
{ssuance that the current programs approximate the performance cf an
integrated evaluation.

The choice of appropriate control points or milestores is an impertart elerent
in considering {f and when «dditional integrated evaluaticns are agpropriate.
paditiona) evaluations might be considered when, (1) censtruction has progrecs
sufficiertly to provide meaningful assessments of elements critical to ccr-
struction quality, but when construction is still 2t a point where necester,
corrective action may reasonably be underteker, and (2) when 8 significi-t
transition occurs in the mix of activities, ekills, and recuirements 2eccl”
with further construction and testing.
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Ouring the review ¢f the current NRC practices with rezarg o hcic/centro!

points, of certification of a licensee's implemerticn of CA progrems and

CPE's aralysis, the staff recognizec several predlems which are ciscussec

below. |

Cyrrent Practices - Problen Areas

The current NRC licensing system includes four formal regulatc-y hoic peints
(LwA, CP issuance, low-power OL, and full-power 2uthorizeticn, which provide ‘-
formal NRC certification of licensee programs (including CA programs). The

complexity and extent of problems that have dbeen identified in the past few

years at units now under construction have raisec questicns about the Quality ¢f
the design anc construction of certain nuclear projects and the effectiveress cf
KRC's reviews and inspection and enforcement programs.

A recent aralysis of the experience at problem sites resultec in the icentifi-
ce:‘on of three prirary problem areas: (1) failure of the project ranzgemer:

tean to provide adequate man2 nt controls to prevent a significart breakcowmn \
in quality from occurring; (2) failure of the ovner's quality assurarce progre”

to detect the treakdown in a timely manner and to obtain the 2roropriate cor-
rective actiony and (3) fatlure of the NRC's programs to recognize the true

cx::nt and nature of the problems in order to take appropriate enforcement

action.

The first two probles areas have been attributed to a lack cf tctal owrer
menzgement comaftzent to Tnlity st the inception of nuclezr projects tocetrer
with a lack of understanding of the role of quality assurance in project

E] and what 18 required personnel at all levels of the project. Tre
QA initiatives proposed in SECY-B2-352 are geared toward 2lleviating thece

problems .

The third groblll has been attributed to shortcomings .f KRC's progrems in not
sufficiently examining project management controls at sites uncer constructic
and rot addressing design Quality as specifically and extensively 2s ctrer
arsas. While NRC performs numerous fnspections tc. ~d estabitcning adecuzcy
within major technical and functional areas (e.g., concrete, e'ectrical,
welding), and severa) evaluations during nuclear power piant cesign, con-
stru-tion, and testing, there are no docurented evaluations crirnted towerd
prospectively assessing that the licensee has the cepabilities to continue mit”
ectivities.

P

It can be argued that the NRC fremework of regulatory contrel zoints, con-
sidered together with evaluations anc the inspecticn progrem, °¢ aleCLete’)
designed to provice for assessments at a sufficfent nurter cf ciratectc Tooet
thet support the primary KRC mission of ersuring that

. .
~ » opupr Alapse ’
NUCi€8™ SCwer Di2NA35 ¢




desigred, censtructed, and cperated 'n 2 mitTer Coto ¢grs w1tR ThE NE2

safety of tha2 public. Furthermcre, NRC has sufficiert catutliry 2070 ..
saie appropriate action at any time *hat licercee T~ fersi—:irle 27C
are assessed 2s inadequate. It can 21s0 be argcuec tnit the TUETEmCTR

nec not been sufficient to prevent quality assuratcie o : Lot
an: perzisting over leng periods cf time before effeciive Ccorreltlive 210
taken,

The actions initiated by SECY-82-352 have accressec the ferie’.

e es prce. e ’
however, there is no specific acticn tO assess ~rogcectively tme capehilitis
of a licensee to proceed with speci€ic activities. The concapt of a cevt
£ication program is being evaluated 2s & mezrs to provide grespective
essessments of a licensee's capability and readiness to proceed with sr2Citic
activities. The concepts and ideas for a certification progre” 2re@ azcressec
in the section below.

Certification Frogram
Most NRC programs are criented to provide verification cf litentee < 1ad - ler &

an¢ to identify unresolved or cpen items and items of ncrccmplience. 2
which Commissioner Gilinsky asked the staff to explore anc tne programatl’
ideas and concepts addressed in the discussion below recresent 2 sigrifica
change in current NRC practice. The icea of prospective evaluations concrr-
trates on NRC assessment of 2 licensee's capebilities and requires eiiner 27
:;2\1c1t (formal or written) or fmplicit (lack of objecticn) accepterce .y the

The staff has explored various methods of corbining a certificetion fro.me” '
present NRC practices to {ncrease confidence in the quality cf constructicn ¢
nuclear power plants. One approach would recuire 2 nEormal” NEC review 272 Cf
fication 2t certain major milestones in a plant's constructior. A1l Ticersee
activities would stop at each milestone. No constructicr acsivictes ceule te
continued or initiated until NRC certification to proceed is cotatrec. T4
approach has two wajor drawbacks: (1) 1t woulc grolorg the construzticr Ter
tetween the issuance of the CP and OL and (2) the recu.irec Kol cers:f-cat”
gppears to be @ “Jicense” under the herinigsrative Brececire At wTTCT T
require ihe NRC to seek an amencment to the Atc—ic Erercy scs. Tre &
approsch would require reviews an¢ certificaticrs by BeLh 4the liCense

LEC. This approach would consist of & system cor hiererchy of corsrel gt
which previde for statements by the licensee of reaci-ess to initiate ree-
sctivities at major milestones in & plant's constructicn for periccic -

and certifications by the NRC of licensee perfc—arce &nC re2ciness %

and for certificatiors by the licensee, NRC, cr t2im ¢ ceentetel eo°

This epproach does nct eppedr 1O recuire ary g-esomente 10 LTE s

«
(-

-
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ts resources and celays impacts apcear ¢ e

fcmal certificaticon process . The cdevelopment cf *hic ¢orur 1 po et o
eriy 2% an early stage; the concept will be pursied wisr 25, T.7 and of
rezicrel Offices in evaluating its practicality, usef. -ess, 2r2 "ezz’ -

fications.

The staff
foilowing:

e.

The three

is presently studying a certification progras ¢ ;rovide “oir the

Eveluztion of preparations for beginning a new 22tivity. This ¢
point would establish an evaluation at major mi'estcres in 2 :
construction., Before the initiation of new 2ctivities, the 'ic
would be required to demonstrate that, based on past perferrmarc
on the capabilities and readiness of the licensee's st29¢ anc prog
it is ready to initiate the new 2ctivity, NRC rev ew 2r2 zizegt:nc
of the licensee's report would be required. Thigs ccntrcl s2imt i
referred to as & "hold point.”

Evaluation of performance over 2 set perioc cof time., Tnis cortre
point would establish an integrated evaluaticn (beth retrossective
and prospective evaluations) and would be corducted periccicelly [for
example, lnaual}{). NRC action may be teken 14 the evaluaticn icert v ec
deficiencies. is contro) point is referrec tc 25 2 "review poire.’

Evaluation and acceptance of & completed activity, stroctire, syste-,
or componeat. This control point, of which there wcu' ¢ be many,

would provide a continual and ongoing evaluatien process. Tros

effort would be basfcally an extension of inspecticn end ciseriaticr
of work activities, coupled with a certification of acceptarce cf tre
completed sctivity. This control peint {s re-erred 1o 2c 27 "ac epter-
point *

sections that follow provide & deta’’ec ciscussicr cr eacn of tre

three control points fdentified above.

Hcl! Pgints

Current KRC regulations provide for four held points Curing wo P an evaliat ce
is mede cf 2 licersee's programs, capabilities and ccvitments related to
nuzlear safety and QA compliance. The issuence of a pe-=:t cr lirerse by ¢
N%C can be considered as & form of certificaticn, Certificaticn ny tre 1t

or the other hand has only recently beer requested fr correzts - with tre '
pragram, whereby the 1icensee certifies that the faci’ 1, rar teer corots
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in azcarzance with FSAR commitments. &S w2s €3S
b Bl Lol

4 0L hold points are 20 far apart in tite (¢

Ty M

ieeroc.cing additicnal hold peints of the (P cr Do t:1e =2

2144ic.ties with regard td Doth statutory recuireterte ar
“he ez:-omic impact of a hold point ard the ccsts tC tre

pAySAg S

<ir.ous Quality conssruction cf the nucliedr piws= [ ant.

et Lt

must be cansidered in determining if anc wren hold pItnts Ty

The hcld paints should be selected so th2t the rew 7202 ;¢

unwarranted delavs in the plamt comstruction, ~rhe circert

sregram is being studied and considerec 2c 2 resu’t of e

petween CP and OL {ssuance.
Also, as OPE points out = its report, it may be difficult

*cr impesing accitiona) holde on further plant censtructicn

the outcore of the reviews. However, thne primary Concerr °

possitle new hold points would be, of course, to increase
the quelity of the ruclear power plant being cocrstiructed.

i

»cld pcints in every case, in advance of evicdence cf stec’’

.
-

-----

-

The concept of hold points would 2pply to both prospective anc retritiectise
evaluetion - an assessment of demonstratec performance 2s well &s ar gececse
of the capabilities and readiness of the licensee to proceec.
_between the issuance of the CP and OL, presently being ccreide ec,
established at certain major milestones in a plant's censtruction.
before each hold point, the licensee would be required to cemcnstirzie tret,
tased on past performance and the capebilities and readiness cf the licensee's
staff and programs, it 1s ready to proceed tc the next hold poirt.
concept for ilgtunnuting of the hold points s that ongoing comstruction
activities id continue at the hold point, but that the new corctiryction
activities planned for initfation at that construction milestene weule rct te
initfated unt!! the WRC has reviewed and accepted the licentee s report,
1t i3 assumed that the licensee’s report would be submittec 1n gc.2nce of tre

planred dete for inftiating the activity, so that delays irn piarre

ties ~cul¢ Do minimized in implementing the hold point.

A rgjor goal in developing the concept of held peirte o o7
woul¢ be %0 g2in prospective essurance cf licercee co7p “ef

é’-‘ Ope

rerteticr of the QA program in the pericd between the CF

geints cculd be established whenever a corstructicn rilestcoe

The hold ¢
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wmich recoires the Inftiation of a new major activity such es
electrical catle, pouring of concrete, and installaticn of tromery
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Mote points could also be estab.isnec w
¢ CA personnel or &2 major change in QA organizat:
¢21icming nine hold points, of which four are alre
~resently being ccnsidered and under review: )
(2) she start of concrete anc steel comstruction, sears ¢
lezion of electrical cable, (5) the start of the imstai at-cr cof ¢
conlant pressure doundary, such as pressure \esseis 272 pi;
srecperational testing, (7) btefore initiation of hot f.nct

) sefo~e fuel loading at the issuance of the Tow-pomer Lo,
issuance of the full-power authorization.*

*er there

-

new hold points, numbers (3) to (7), have been e¢ 2t thi
merely as candidates for hold points. With the develcpmerst of the con
of hold points, these and/or other holc points may be determirec 1o te
priate cendidates.

-
-
~

r
»
-
-
-

-~

Im~slementaticn of the hold point concept will be pursued with IE, AR,
Regional Offices, and ELD in eva\uat‘n? the practicality of the varicus
milestones considerad. It may be a relatively simple procedure to 2cd held
pcints (2) to (7) to the CP in the form of conditions of the cocnstruction
permit or a more till-CORSUM1ﬂ' rule change to NRC requla*ions may be recuires
Aicitionally, major effort will be required to fdentify the details of wnat
constitutes acceptance and what criteria are to be evaluzted at each held
point. ¢

‘ra

The following are examples of current practices which include a form cf
certification and, to some extent, represent current appiicetion of so~e

of the concepts envisioned for hold points. One example cf 2 current practice
which resembies the hold point concept fs the review of (A implermentaticn ir
the Licensee Contractor and Vendor Inspection program. Regicn IV inspects
the implementation of QA programs of nuclear steam supply system desigrers
end architect/engineer (A/E) firms which have been submitted to anc 2prrovec
by NRR in the form of Topical Reports or Standardized Programs. LUpen comple-
tion of inspections confirming satisfactory implementation of QA programs,
N2C fssues & confirmatory letter to the nuclear steem Systie” supplier cr A/E
fire which indicates the NRC satisfaction with the implerentaticon cf tre (5
prog-am.

.

"Trcicates current NBC regulatory hol




confirmatory letter also states:

Continuing acceptadilisy cf *mple=entaty
is contingenst upon yocur mairtainir
program impiementation, cert:fs
inspection, throughout all corp

€
C

program implementation at ary tirme be
will be notified by letter and recuest
deficiencies promptly. In the event you

. the applicant and licensee ... will te rot-“iec that the
gereric implementation cf your program is nc lcrzer ecceptat’e
to the NRC,

09O 0Oy v

m &1 3L W

This paragreph in the confirmatory letter pddresses, in part, 2 prog;
eveluaticn of the vendor's QA program.

Another example of current practice is the ASME-administerec certificea: ¢
manufacturers of pressure boundary components (pressure vessels, pipes, ve ver,
pumps, etc.) via the ASME/NB accreditation (N-stamp) program. It ciffers ro-
the vendor inspection program in that a third party, ASME, provides the cert’-
fication that the vendor's QA program requirements are met. This process cf
accreditation of vendor capability s accepted worlcdwide, &nd allows the h=D,
as well as licensees to devote limited inspection effort to these areas. Tre
ASME program 11lustrates the possibility of using & qualified third party ‘cr
the evaluations and certifications associated with a new hold point syster,

The United Ki (UK) practice employs three types of hold points that are
controlled by Nuclear Installation Inspectorate (NII) which regulates
construction and commissioning of nuclear power plants. The constructics
perrit includes )icenss conditions that provide for three types of direct
actions by the NII. se actions are: (1) the requirement for a “Consent,”
which essentially prevents the licensee from carrying out 2 tpecific operaticn
on the site unless the WII agrees; (2) the "Approvel” procedure, which recu res
the 14 to 1sh 1ts procedure for carrying ocut a specific activity tc
(] O?glisobic to 1) prospective QA requirements and test ' rc

$)s ) *Direction® (used rather infrequertly), which cirect:
¢0ﬂ=,l to chrry out an operation the NII corsiders escential in tre
interest safety. The implementation of these hold poirts cepercs cn ver,
capable resident inspectors (and their staffs) and on thre full cooperetior
the licensee.




The examples of hold points, briefly ciscussed so fer, c:¥fer *n part from tre

present practice of NRC's construction inspection progrerm. The sresent irsgestior

program focuses on review of quality assurance procec.res ang reccrs, 20
chservetion of work in progress, and completed werk for tre purpcce o€ @
cerzliance with regulatory requirements. Assyrance s obtairec oy tre 2
of significant noncompliance in the area inspectec. In cortrast to this
pregram, this discussion of hold points focuses on re.iew Lzsec cn performarce
and a prospective review of the capability and readiress of the Ticensee; in
otrer words, on management's commitment to the estatlisrment ¢ an effective
organization ~taffed with qualified manpower, supportec by 207rocrizte equiprer”
end detailed procedures.

As 2 result of the recent difficulties experienced at some constiruction sites 1%
should be clear to the industry that 1t would be in their best interest to have
a viable, effective, and responsive QA organization at all times. [NPO's self-
eveluation program is moving in this direction. New NRC ecuirements for “ele
points, as suggested above, could be promulgated by rule change or ccrtained ir
certain conditions of the CP and would provide the incentive to the Ticensee *C
establish a viable, effective and responsive QA organizaticn. KA deficiency
finding at any of the newly considered hold points between the CP and the Ol
would not necessarily stop the ongoing construction, but would primarily affect
the initfation of a new construction phase. It may be in the best interest cf
the 1icenses to ensure that this new phase in the construction program will meet
the NRC requirements for QA compliance before inftiating the activity.

Revi i

For the purpose of this paper, review points refer to the milestores selectec
for the of wu‘ and documented review by the hRC to retro-
spectively assess t:: trated implementation of the CA progrers since the
Tast review point, and to fvely appraise the capability cf the licersee
and the | 's son continue., Review points contract with hold

points in that the alvll: point 1s & periodic review (perheps annLelly) while
the hold point 15 an evaludtion and decisfon point that occurs enly at designatec
milestones in a plant's construction.

The frv?\mcy of review points could be on an annual basis, like the anryal SALP
evaluations, or the review points coulcd be tied to the percent completion of
construction., A disadventage of selecting review points on the basis of percert
completicn s that the elapsed time between review points may vary sfgrificartly,




Cecerding on the licensee's cormmitment (or leck thesecd ) o2 eriel®:
In such a case, the review poinis may de 00 frec.eat o= ¢ :
¢ -e2ni=gful purpose.
n racy respects, the SALP program has similar cd_ectives 0 tmIse "tert reg
fc- review points. SALP program cbjectives (reference &l Yar.al Treg ¥
are &5 follows:

ldertification of unacceptable licensec perfirmince,

Improverent of licensee perfcrmance;

Improvement of NRC inspectior program;

Rationale for NRC's allocation of manpower;

Achieving regional consistency from a naticnal perspect’.e,

e » o o o

The SALP assessment is intended to be sufficiently diagrestic %o provice &
retiona) basis for allocating NRC resources and t0 provice rearing®l’

- - -

to licensee rmanagement,

SALP does not apply to QA alone but attempts to 2ssecs the cveral’ perforrac. e
of the licensee on an annual basis. The SALP program as presently structurec
fs primarily a retrospective evaluation. SALP has ro prespective comperent for
QA. The staff is pursuing the ides of expcnd1n? the sccpe of the SALP program
to include a prospective review of the licensee's capability and rezcirecs sic”
that an expanded SALP program could serve 2s the review point being corsiceres
in this study.

Acceptance Points

For the purpose of this paper the term acceptance point inccrporates retrc-
spective verification that a certain activity, structure, syste~, cr componert
kes been completed in accordance with applicable QA program recuirements. I
practice, acceptance points would be comparable to presert quality cortrcl
sctivities. Acceptance of a product or process by a licensee's inspecicr car oy
viewed 238 a form of certification. Fo- example, typical accepterre poonte ~
include & check on rebars and forms before pouring concrete, the 'rste’ :t o
of o piece of equipment that had to be qualified uncer ccecified com it o o,

e mocification of a pipe-run that required zpprova’ Ly cesicn review, T 'S
generally recognized that for any continuing process, iike the constructior cf
8 nuclear power plant, quality engineering selects mary such acceptance pcir'e,
often running into the thousands, to essure that the finished product rmeete =
the requirements. The focus of evaluation 2t these pcirts i¢ retresjects,

fs on quality cortrol activities rather tham on cua’ iy eccurence fer of




Tre reason for consicdering the concept c€ acceptance fo'rtis "§ 2 [-ivile
incrrasec conficence in the cuality of censtryction, Manmy activitres, fo-
exer:le, the place=ent of reinforcing tar, have 2 very sm2’’ wincow “or tre
epacmsunity to verify correct placement. The licensee 1s exzected o have
evailadle & sufficient number of qualified QC personre’ %0 sign off on the mar,
scceptance points during the progress of constructicr ang testing, [t 'S nct
possible for the NRC to match this orgarization at ary cne site, and even less
$0 on every construction site. As a result, NRC's precent practice of con-
struction inspection, can only hepe to audit a judicicus sarole ¢f the many
acceptances.

it is because of the magnitude of the inspection task that the cencept of 2
designated representative, as employed by the Feceral Aviation Acmirigtratice
(FAA), has attracted the staff's attention, Enclosure 2 of this Cemmission
peper eddresses this concept in greater detail, especially as it acpiies tc
verification and certification of acceptance points. [f the staff were to
restrict the study of acceptance points to quality assurance ectiv ties, rathe
than to the ruch more numerous quality control azti,ities, 1t would te more
difficult to employ designated representatives. The reascn s that 2 OR woulc
nct be expected to make subjective determinaticns as woulc Le recuired for (A
activities, but merely be expected to verify and certify the accepteti’ity of
sctivities or products to specific criteria,
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T-e “ederal Aviaticr Agministraticr (FA4) wtililes & ¢,5% ¢
represertatives (OR) to act for the FAA in the examiraticr, 'rig o

testing necessary for the fssuance of afrcraft cert-“izates &y tne 227
trator. Nomingces meeting the requirererts for 2azii-rimert re o thir i

represent the FAA in determining the comaliance ¢f ar-ore®t, arromatt co=-
ponents and their repair or alteraticrs ~ith the reciirements (¥ tre FAS
reculations. The DR serves as a direct 2gent of the FAR ne perforrerce &°
certificatior duties and is guided by the same quality assyrance recyutretco o,
instructions, procedures, and interpretations as FAR empicyees in tne fe--
formance of their certification duties. Ouring the time tre LF rerfor=:
certification duties for the FAA, salary anc employment berefits cortre e *
provided by the representative's full-time employer.

-
.

"

The FAA does not maintain an engineering staff ir sufficiest romtens 0 ro oo
211 the details associated with the design of an afrcraft, “oweier, tre 2c0r

~

rust be certain that each design for a new aircraft meets 277 the recu’ator,
recuirements. To meet this commitrent the FAA cepencs cn the rescusces [ro, oot
t‘tcircrlft company employees called Designated Engineering Represcntatives
(DERs) who review cnz:noorin‘ reports, drawings, anc data %0 ersure corpitance
with 211 aspects of the regulations on behalf of the FAX, During the cecigr of
en efrcraft, the DER acting for the FAA will certify cesign cempliarce with 15
FAA's regulations. The DERs are usually senfor engineers, empicyec by the
ranufacturer, who possess detailed knowledge of tre design, based cn a civiy
involverment that 1s not practical for FAA perscnnel to achieve,

Once the FAA awards a Production Certificate for an atrcraft, government chers
sight of production 1s maintained by a system that couples airect FAA reviem o,
2ssigned inspectors with the work delegated to Des'gnated Marufaciuring lrcpess
Representatives (DMIRs). The DMIRs certify, cr deral® of the FAR, that airce
anc ‘or components are manufactured consistent with tre afTrCyeC CeLTER LT F
specificaticns, Upon final inspectior, Aimwcrinireis lertificetes are

fgs.24 for eech afrcraft and cen be fssued yncer suthintt
OMiZs, OMIRs are fndividuals who have many yeers ¢ ¢
spez 2l procetces end inspection and have been fourc

~

y celezetec 18

certerce 1n rarufactye
e cudlified by tre

FAR,
The certification process employed by thre FAA yrer o certer of »old poiots
*he design erd menufacturing processes proceed 10 sreftiiecs ¢ 18 S51P3t o

she review 27¢ 2CCED2ANCE Cetermiraticrs dre racde Ly e FRL e oorler




srocess to continue. During the past “ew cecedes, 28 tre . vien ingust
increased in size and technical complexity, large marpiwer Je™:iri§ were ©

on the FAA to provide more inspectors 0 meet the Increasel 'rifeltigs
Delays in the manufacturing process caused By nct ha.ing .r “rifelicr &,
when needed are expensive to the manufacturer. Implementaticr o the (R
program provided the FAA with an immeciate increate 1n the ro=ler of Gudltf

inspectors. The aviation industry readily accepted the UF zrogram since wd
¢inercially berneficial to the indu “ry to have availedie & c.a'1fied persin wie
could represent the FAA when needed. The FAA's LR progres cortonues to be an
indispensable technique in assuring that afrcraft ore ces‘crec and manufactures
in accordance with the rules and stancards set fortin n FAZ rezilations,
A recent study by the Natfonal Academy of Sciences, entitied “improving Afrcrafe
Safety, FAA Certification of Commercial Passenger Afrcraft” (weshington, 0.0
1960), investigated the DR program employed by the FAA. The stucy conclued
thet, given the thousands of drawings, calculations, reperis anc testis trat tre
FAA must be certain meet applicable recuirements, the desigratec refreseriel . ¢
program which augments the capability of the FAA to review and certify the
aircraft ‘.six: and productian, 1s not only appropriate but irc cpensalle,
The National Academy of Sciences study also found that the ces’grated re, «-
sentative position 1s a sought-after assignment. The DRs gererally hola vey
technical or supervisory positions in private firms and typica’ly have 1°5-00
years exparience. The study observed that the individual agpointments evicent’,
contributed to & high degree of dedication and motivation ‘n the indivicue’ ¢
ormance. This motivation {s apparently based or a numier of factors
including peer recognition in being selected, special salery szale, and tetter
promotion potential.

One negative aspect of the DR program s the question or corcern that car be
rafsed that the licensee's employees are regulating the Ticensee - a 700 guarc
the chicken coop” perception. Close scrutiny and aucit cf the progras ane R
personne] would be required to ensure that this form of se'“-re; . "ation wovis,

KAC Programs

In early 1982, TE staff met with representatives cf “2& =coo prters wd 7 ret
D.C.) and FAA New England Regioral Office (Burlingtcs, Wi  to Crscuss tr0 ©as
OR program and to see how & DR program concept cou'c te dop oo °0 & . dctidy

Visits were 2150 made to two private fir=s which are reg. etic
emplcy Desfgratec Manufacturing Inspection Representatives.

“he general guidelines and qualificaticns for o OR %o be used by
be similar to those presently used by thre FAA, A prel = rury 1
cuicelines and qualificaticns 1s given telow:
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Sualifications. NAC woulo esteliiih Deo

For each techrica) ares. The licensee ¢ C : :

115t of personne) meeting NRC's reguirerent: * v o v 4
would select perscrrel from trat Tist,

2, Term of Duty. NRC woul€ Yssee appoinirerts
Tatistacsory performance and tontinued ree® f

in NRC renewal Of the appointments 7 fwl year rgrener oo et
factory performance Or persona’ regquest by the [F wo o result v
termination of the appointment at any time,

_ 3, Supervision. The Sentor Resicent Ingpector (SR1 wou'c v
u"%szﬁltﬁz DR 13 carrying out NRC responsitilit o It

the DR would spend a fraction of nig/her time carryirs ot W

In the absence of the SRI, the UF would be supervice. o 77

Regional Section Chief,

a4, Trlia]i|. Before parforming any worwk as & OF for tre o 10y
Ve & specified amount of training, The trarirg oo crierted

DR wou'd be standardized.
|

each
L P , For the pariod of time the DR 1y performire in aegigres oia
benefits would be continued by the DR's fui'-time empicyer.
m and holf :oi would 0180 Do the same as ¢ fpu ated by e
working agreement with the full-time emplcyer, A spe:ta) talery

scale (for example, an additiona) § percent salar, frivease’ moy o

sppropriate in roco,n1t'on of the Importance ¢f the [F | it

the Ticensen’s staff,

£, Report! fgio0n g, Results cf ‘repect o it mly \ »

v nin SRI trgpet L repnrtly,
nen-compliance would be reportes to the 5P ‘o
net the intent of this program to put tre °F 1 0
with the ’U“'t‘" "‘p’p,.r' But rather o g ¥4
chiective rasuits of the [R's cojertise.




e~arti2i0n of 0 OR pregra weuld require an ererc=ers = %*p Aig=ig
evigiong to the NRC regulations. The lesa) ramif c2ticms of the &

dre prece~tly deing studied. The staff corservatively est mates v

2 reguire 2 minimum of three years t0 develop 27C wr'te the e

3

€3 $ ¢%ive changes, submit the changet for congressicna’ :ipzrave’, e
£5.2 he new recylaticns, and select and train perscrre’ t¢ perfor= 25 dei®
1368 represertives, Within that time frame, mcst plants currertly uncer
CIPITrLItiin w0yl have received an operating ifcente. This Torg time pericd
te ‘rriement the prigram will nesate 1ts use for these plants unce” construce
the progre~ could be applicadble te f.ture plants ang peesitly %2 cpera

:centence Pci~ts and Designated Representative

E=.'csure | ciscusses the concept of establishing cerctain pccestarce points
c.rirg the corstruction phase of nuclear power plants as & reans 2f ‘reren:
“al's CCR‘1¢¢'te in the quality of construction. 1f tre Nl were %0 veri¥y
ceriify sczepterce poi=ts, & large increase in resources wo.'c te o3 irec
celtys in ~rc»idx'g an NRC inspector to verify the ecceptance zo'rts czule be
c28:1y t0 the licensee. Implementation of a program utilizirg NRl's cesigrates
resresentatives could provide the required NRC verificaticon of accestance

Since t'e IR

ct2.1d verify and certify acceptance peints for both the NRC arc
t e specific tire an activity has been ccmpleted, delays ‘n thre Ticensee s
srezess should be minimized assuming the specific activity hes teen cor-
rectly cerpleted.

roists witheut & major increese in present NRC staffing leve's.
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