UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 206560001

June 19, 1997

Lois E. Bailey
51 Hanover-Versailles Rd.
Baltic, CT 06330

Dear Ms. Bailey:

I am responding to your letters of April 23 and 30, 199/, to the Chairman of
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). In your letters, you expressed
concern over statements made by senior Northeast Utilities (the licensee)
management , the selection criteria for the contractor of the Independent
Corrective Action Verification Program (ICAVP). the conduct of the ICAVP, and
the NRC's policy regarding public participation. In addition, you provided
the Citizens' Regulatory Commission’'s 15-point agenda, which you felt must be
accepted by the licensee and made part of the NRC's agenda for evaluating
Milistone in order to demonstrate readiness for restart. 1 have forwarded
éour concerns about NRC performance to the NRC Inspector General for
isposition.

On August 14, 1996, the NRC issued a confirmatory order to the licensee
requiring completion of an ICAVP before the restart of any Millstone unit.
The purpose of the ICAVP, as stated in the order, is to confirm that the
Qlant's physical and functional characteristics are in conformance vith its
1censing and design bases. The ICAVP audit required by the NRC i, expected
to independently verify, beyond the licensee's quality assurance and
mana nt oversight, that the licensee has identified and satisfactorily
resolved existing nonconformances with the design and licensing bases:
documented and utilized the licensing and design bases to resolve
noncenformances; and established programs, processes, and procedures for
effective configuration management in the future.

On April 7, 1997, the NRC conditionally approved Sargent & lLundy for the
conduct of the Millstone Units 1 and 3 ICAVPs (Enclosure 1). In the
conditional approvél, the staff stated that the NRC decided to adopt a
ractical standard of independence between the ICAVP contractor and the
icensee. In making the determination, the staff balanced the need to ensure
adequate financial independence with the need to ensure that the contractor
had the necessary skills and experience to effectively conduct the ICAVP. The
staff found that Sargent & Lundy was sufficiently independent from the design
and operation of Millstone Units 1 and 3 because, with some minor exceptions,
it has not been involved in design activities that would affect its ability to
perform the ICAVP. In areas where minor exceptions exist, controls have been
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established to incorporate a party other than Sargent & Lundy in the review.
Although Sargent & Lundy does not meet the strict definition of independence,
as you and other members of the public have pointed out, the NRC has
determined that Sargent & Lundy has sufficient technical and financial
independence, and the nuclear design experience necessary to conduct an
objective review.

On January 3. 1997, the staff sent a memorandum to the Commission outlining
the process and approaches 1t would use to oversee the corrective action
programs at Millstone (Enclosure 2, with an updated NRC Restart Assessment
Plan). As part of this memorandum, the staff outlined the scope of the ICAVP
and submitted its ICAVP oversight inspection plan. The ICAVP contractor will
conduct a detailed review of at least four safety-related or risk-related
systems at Millstone Unit 3 (tier 1 review). In addition, the ICAVP will
review portions of many other systems (tiar 2 review). The objective of these
system reviews 1S to identify and review some critical design characteristics
that are important to ensure that these systems can perform their specified
functions. The ICAVP contractor will also review examples of the
implementation of various processes used by the licensee to change or modify
the facility (tier 3 review). As such, tier 3 reviews are likely to result in
the examination of portions of additional safety-related or risk-significant
systems. The tier 3 review will gain insights into the effectiveness of the
1icensee's processes that control the plant’'s configuration. By using this
approach, the conduct of the ICAVP will support the NRC's restart assessment
erocess by providing important insights regarding (1) the effectiveness of the

icensee's root-cause analysis process, (2) the effectiveness of the
licensee's corrective actions. (3) the licensee's compliance with the
Ticensing basis, (4) the effectiveness of the 1icensee’s design and
configuration control processes, and (5) the licensee's process for deferring
completion of certain corrective actions until after restart.

The ICAVP and, as appropriate. all of the NRC activities relating to Millstone
oversight will be open processes. The Nuclear Energy Advisory Council (NEAC)
and the State of Connecticut have been invited to observe ICAVP implementation
at the Millstone site. The NRC plans to continue to meet periodically with
the public on the status of the ICAVP and other NRC activities, thereby
providing a forum for public comment.

With regard to the Citizens' Regulatory Commission’s 15-point agenda, we have
reviewed the agenda and find that some of the 15 recommendations cover topics
which are related to those included in the NRC's Restart Assessment Plan (see
Enclosure 2). We believe the Restart Assessment Plan consists of the major
elements that require resolution before plant restart. We also note that
several of the agenda recommendations are outside of the NRC's purview, such
as item 7 (concerning outage costs), item 9 (concerning the licensee taking an
oath to abide by State and Federal ethical standards), and item 15 (concerning
the State performing a study on its dependance upon nuclear energy). Please
be assured that the NRC's main focus 1s protecting public health and safety
and that restart will not be recommended until the NRC determines that the
11censee can operate and maintain a Milistone unit safely.
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The NRC appreciates the comments and concerns expressed in your letters. The
staff believes that the current ICAVP and Restart Assessment Plan processes.
as detailed in the enclosures, provide an open and comprehensive review of the
licensee's corrective actions. I trust that you will find this information
responsive to your concerns.

Sincerely,
OrTgion)

) Samuel 9. CoTFili5Rekino,

; Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, and 50-423

Enclosures:
1. NRC Letter dated April 7, 1997
2. SECY-97-003
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The NRC appreciates the comments and concerns expressed in your letters. The
staff believes that the current ICAVP and Restart Assessment Plan processes,
as detailed in the enclosures, provide an open and comprehensive review of the
Ticensee's corrective actions. [ trust that you will find this information
responsive to your concerns.

Sincerely, .
Samuel J. th%.l’; aector

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, and 50-423

Enclosures:
1. NRC Letter dated April 7, 1997
2. SECY-97-003




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 208650801
April 7, 1997

Mr. Bruce D. Kenyon

President and Chief Executive Officer
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
P.O. Box 128

Waterford, CT 063850128

Dear Mr. Kenyon:

This letter provides conditional approval of your proposed contractor, Sargent & Lundy (S&L),
for the conduct of the Milistone Units 1 and 3 Independent Corrective A ction, Varification
Program (ICAVP), pending completion and submittal of the enclosed wrtif cations of financial
independence by S&L and the Licensee's corporate officials On the bas's of the information
pres in your submittals of December 18, 1996, January 15, February 21, and March 26,
1867 and the discussions at the meetings of February 5 and March 18, 1897, we have
concluded that S&L has the technical expertise and nuclear design experience necessary to
conduct the ICAVP review 2t Millstone Units 1 and 3. We have also concluded that S&L is
sufficiently independent of Lie Licensee and its design contractors for the conduct of the
ICAVP.

Concemns were raisad by the Nuclear Energy Advisory Council (NEAC) for the State of
Connecticut and by members of the public on the independence of the contractor. The NRC
has chosen to adopt a practical standard of independence between the ICAVP contractor and
the Licensee. In making our determination, we balanced the need to ensure adequate financial
independence with the need to ensure that the contractor had the necessary skills and
experience to effectively conduct the ICAVP. We found that S&L was sufficiently independent
from the design and operation of Millstone Units 1 and 3 in that it has not been involved in
design activities that would affect its ability to perform the ICAVP, with the following exceptions.
(1) seismic qualifications, specifications, standards, and procedures for Millstone Unit 1 and (2)
interactions between nonseismic Category 2 systems and seismic Category 1 safety systems at
Millstone Unit 3. On the basis of our review of the information submitted, we find that these two
areas represent a conflict of interest and shall not be reviewed by S&L during the ICAVP. If
review of these areas is necessary during performance of the ICAVP, it shall be handied by &
party other than S&L.

Regarding S&L's financial independence from the Licensee, we found sufficient independence
in that, organizationally, S&L, its subsidiaries, its Retirement Plan, and its Savings Investment
Plan do not directly own any Licensee stock, bonds, or other financial instruments issued by
Northeast Utilities (NU), Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO), or other entities named
on the Millstone Units 1 and 3 operating licenses. In addition, each of the proposed ICAVP
team members will be required to provide a written statement regarding conflict of interests that
includes financial interests.
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As previously described, we have concluded that S&L has sufficient technical and financial
independence to conduct an objective review. However, this approval is conditioned upon the
submittal of the enclosed certifications of financial independence by the corporate officials of
the NNECO and S&.. (Enclosure 1). A detailed discussion of the basis for our approval is
provided in Enclosure 2.

To ensure the continued independence of the ICAVP team, a communication protocol will be
established as part of the contractor's audit plan. This protocol shall include the reporting
procedures discussed in the Confirmatory Order of August 14, 1996. The stalf will approve the
protocol after discussions with the contractor during the staff's review of the audit plan.

As we discussed in our letter of January 13, 1997, and subsequent meeting on February 5,
1887, we will withhold final approval of individual team members until completion of our
interviews in conjunction with our review of the proposed audit plan. The staff will conduct
interviews with each team member to verit, that he or she is technically and financially
independent and to determine whether the member's technical qualifications and experience
are consistent with his or her assigned role as defined in the audit plan. In addition, we request
that all team members complete the enclosed Conflict-of-Interest Statement tc document their
financial and technical independence (Enclosure 3). These statements will be coliected from
S&L when the NRC staff conducts the interviews.

Please contact Eugene Imbro at (301) 415-1480 if you need any additional information or
clarii\.cation of the enclosures.

Sincereiy,

Ay

William D. Travers, Director
Special Projects Office
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:

1. Certification of Financial Independence

2. Results of the Staff's Review of the Proposed
ICAVP Contractor for Millstone Units 1 and 3

3. Conflict-of-interest Statement



Certification of Financial Independence

1, , being first duly swom, depose and state:
Thalluanidont.Saroom&Lundy(ﬁnConuactor).

Mlmmmmmmmmmmmnumcmawm
the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

That the Contractor does not own stock, bonds, or other financial instruments issued by
Northeas: Utilities or its subsidiaries, the organizations that performed the original design for
Milistone Units 1 and 3, the suppliers of the nuclear steam supply systems for the Units 1 and 3
and other entities named on the operating licenses for Units 1 and 3.

Date

Enclosure 1



Certification of Financial Independence

I, Bruce D. Kenyon, being first duly swom, depose and siate:

That | am President and Chief Executive Officer, Norineast Nucicar Energy Company (the
Licensee).

That | am authorized to provide the following certification on betralf of the Licensee to the ). S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

That the Northeast Nuclear Energy Company and the oth a7 co “wense holders for Millstone
Units 1 and 3 do not own stock, bords, or o'her financial instrume '3 issued by Sargent &
Lundy or its subsidianes.

Bruce . AKons on
Presi dent ar4 Chicf Executive Officer

Date



RESULTS OF THE STAFF'S REVIEW OF THE PRNPOSED
ICAVP CONTRACTOR FOR MILLSTONE UNITS 1 AND 3

INTRORUCTION

On August 14, 1996, the U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a Confirmatory
Order to Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO, or Licensee) requiring completion of an
Independent Corrective Action Verification Program (ICAVP) before the restart of any Milistone
unit. The order directs the Licensee to obtain the services of an organization independent of
the Licensee and its design contractors to conduct a multidisciplinary review of Milistone

Units 1, 2, and 3.

The purpose of the ICAVP, as stated in the Confirmatory Order, is to confinm that the plant's
physical and functional characteristics are in conformance with its licensing and design bases.
The ICAVP audit required by the NRC is expected to provide independent verification, beyond
the Licensee's quality assurance and manage:ent oversight, that the Licensee has identified
and satisfactorily resolved existing nonconform inces with the design and licensing bases:
documented anc utilized the licensing and desig~ h=ses to resolve nonconformances; and
established programs, processes, and procedures for effective configuration management in
the future.

BACKGROUND

The Licensee submitted information regarding the proposed selection of Sargent & Lundy (S&L)
as the contractor for the Unit 3 ICAVP on December 18, 1996. The submittal included the
principal criteria used in evaluating the contractor bids, a discussion of the methodology used in
the bid selection process, program elements to be covered by the ICAVP scope, and guidelines
for the communication protocol. The submittal also included resumes of the proposed ICAVP
tearn members. In its submittal, the Licensee stated that S&L is financially and organizationally
independent of Northeast Utilities (NU) and its co-license holders, and its subsidiaries, and the
design contractors for the Milistone units. Additions and corrections to the proposal were
submitted on January 8, February 21, and March 26, 1897.

The Licensee submitted the proposed selection of S&L as the contractor for the Unit 1 ICAVP
on January 15, 1897. This submittal included additional resumes for proposed team member
substitutes.

On February 5, 1987, the staff heid a public meeting with the Licensee to discuss the contractor
selection process and to respond to staff questions that were provided to the Licensee by letter
on January 13, 1897. The staff also held an evening meeting with the public on February 5,
1897, to obtain comments regarding the proposed contractor.

On February 21, 19397, the Licensee submitted additional information regarding the proposed
selection to respond to questions and comments from the meeting on February 5, 1897. The
submittal included responses to NRC questions regarding the financial independence of S&L,
previous work performed by S&L for the Licensee, restrictions on future work for the Licensee,

1 Enclosure 2



ICAVP team member substitution. S&! '« differing professional opinion process, quality
assurance program requirements, the !CA\VP organization, and ICAVP staffing and expe ience
levels

During the staff's evaluation »f the submitted information, the staff raised additional questions
regarding the financial independence of S&L. On March 12, 1997, the NRC requested that the
Licensee provide additional information regarding the financial holdings of S&L's retirement plan
and restrictions on S&L from performing future work for the Licensee. On March 26, 1997, the
Licensee submitted additional information regarding these issues.

STAFF EVALUATION

The staff conducted a review of the information submitted by the Licensee regarding the
proposed contractor, S&L, to ensure that the contractor selected to perform the ICAVP is
technically and financially independent of the Licensee and its design contractors, and
technically capable of effectively performing the ICAVP.

To complete this task, the NRC's ICAVP oversight staff performed the following activities:

1. Evaluated whether the proposed contractor has any financial intere st or had any
technical involvement with the design or construction of the subject Millstone units.

2. Evaluated whether the proposed contractor has adequate technical and managerial
qualifications to conduct the ICAVP.

3 Evaluated whether the proposed specialists have the appropriate technical background
to participate in the ICAVP. The evaluation inciuded a preliminary review of individual
tear member resumes.

The staff will conduct interviews with each team member during review of the audit plan. This
effort will also confirm that the individual specialists have no financial interests in NU or other
entities named on the operating license, the nuclear steam supply system (NSSS) vendor, or
the architect-engineer (AE) for the subject Millstone unit by means of a Conflict-of-interest
Statement. In addition, the statement will require the team members to confirm that they have
had no prior technical involvement with the subject Milistone unit.

RISCUSSION
1. Company's Technical Experience

As stated in the Confirmatory Order of August 14, 189€, the Licensee was directed to obtain
the services of an organization, indepencent of the Licensee and its design contractors, to
conduct a multidisciplinary review of the Milistone units. The purpose of the ICAVP is to verify
the adequacy of the Licensee's efforts to establish adequate design bases and design controls,
including transiation of the design bases into operating procedures, maintenance procedures
and testing practices; verification of system performance; and implementation of modifications
since issuance of the initial facility operating licenses. The review must be comprehensive and
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incorporate appropriate engineering disciplines so that the NRC can be confident that the
Licensee has been thorough in identifying and resolving problems. Therefore, the contractor
must have sufficient breadth and depth of technical experience in nuclear power plant design
requirements to perform an adequate review.

The Licensee's submittal states that proposed contractor S&L has corporate experience that
includes the design of 13 boiling-water reactors (BWR) and 14 pressurized-water reactors
(PWR). For example, S&L was the AE for Braidwood (PWR), Byron (PWR), Clinton (BWR),
Dresder (BWR), Fermi (BWR), LaSalle (BWR), Quad Cities (BWR), and Zion (PWR).

On the bac's of the st=2*'s review of the resumes in the proposal, it appears that, in general, the
engineering disciplines needed for the review are being provided by the contractor. Some of
the proposed team members have expertise in several areas. The 37 proposed team members
possess adequate expertise in the areas of mechanical engineering, electrical engineering,
civil/structural engineering, nuclear engineering, instrumentation and control engineering or
design, reactor plant operations, and probabilistic risk assessment. The NRC will give its final
approval of the S&L proposed team members following interviews conducted in conjunction with
NRC review of the ICAVP audit plan.

The staff has previously reviewed a similar independent design review conducted by S&L. A
S&L vertical slice review (VSR) was performed in 1988 and 1989 at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
The VSR provided an independent, systematic, structured, and comprehensive evaluation of
the adequacy of the design and construction ot Watts Bar structures, systems, anci
components. The VSR reviewed the component cooling and emergency auxiliary power
systems. The VSR also compared licensing requirements and design-basis documents with
design output documents (e.g., drawings and construction specifications) and with instaiied
hardware and associated quality records. The VSR was conducted in accordance with a formal
plan that the NRC had reviewed. The VSR identified approximately 500 discrepancies. An
NRC team inspected the VSR effort and the results were documented in Inspection Reports 50-
360/88-09 (February 27, 1988) and 50-390/88-02 (May 2, 1888). The team inspections found
that the VSR review performed by S&L was thorough and adequate. A summary of the NRC
inspection of the VSR is provided in NUREG-0847, Supplement No. 17, "Safety Evaluation
Report related to the operation of Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2,” dated October 1995,

In addition, S&L performed a review similar to the proposed ICAVP on the Hope Creek facility
as part of the Independent Design Verification Program (IDVP) requested by the NRC pricr to
the issuance of the facility's initial operating license. A summary of this effort, which was
performed with direct NRC inspection oversight, is contained in NUREG-1048, Supplement 5,
*Safety Evaluation Report related to the Operation of Hope Creek Generating Station,” dated
April 1886.

S&L has recently been selected as an NRC contractor to conduct similar design-related
inspections at nuclear power facilities. This competitive selection provides additional
justification to conclude that this organization has the technical experience to conduct the
ICAVP. (Details of the contract between NRC and S&L are provided in Section 6 below.)



On the basis of the information in the Licensee's submittais and the staffs previous experience
with S&L., the staff concluded that the proposed contractor has the technical expertise and
experience to conduct this compiex, muttidgisciplinary review.

2. Company's Technical Independence

During the selection process, the Licensee established an essential criterion that the supplier
must be independent of NU and its design contractors. The Licensee's submittal states that
S&L was not involved in the original design of any of the Millstone units. The staff's review of
NRC records indicates that S&L was not the AE for any Milistone unit. The AEs for the
Milistore units were as follows:

Millstone Unit 1 Ebasco
Millstone Unit 2 Bechtel
Milistone Unit 3 Stone & Webster

The Licensee's submittal also states that S&L has received approximately $707,000 in
revenues from the Licensee in the past 10 years. The staff requested additional details
regarding the work performed by S&L to determine whether a potential conflict exists.

The Licensee provided additional details at the meeting of February 5, 1997, regarding the
contractor's work activities at Millstone as a primary contractor or as a subcontractor. The staff
reviewed the summary of the work performed by S&L and found several areas of potential
conflict. In 1986, S&L assisted the Licensee in developing seismic qualifications, specifications,
standards, and procedures for Millstone Unit 1. In addition, in 1885, S&L conducted an
analytical study regarding interaction between nonseismic Category 2 systems and seismic
Category 1 safety systems at Millstone Unit 3. S&L has also performed work pertaining to a
standardized fuse control process and life cycle management. To address these potential
areas of conflict, the staff requested that the Licensee provide the specific actions that would be
taken if ICAVP audit plan activities resulted in the need to review the adequacy of previous S&L
work. In the Licensee's submittal of February 21, 1997, the Licensee stated that prior
involvement of S&L wouid be handied on a case-by-case bas:s, and that the NRC's ICAVP
oversight team would be notified of the circumstances of the involvement and how each case
wouid be handled before proceeding with the work.

The staff concluded that, in general, the case-by-case approach would be acceptable. The staff
found that S&L's work pertaining to the standardized fuse control process and life cycle
managemer.. does not affect its ability to perform the ICAVP. However, because of the
involvement of S&L in the development of the seismic qualifications, specifications, standards,
and procedures for Millstone Unit 1, and its involvement in an analytical study regarding
interaction between nonseismic Category 2 systems and seismic Category 1 safety systems at
Milistone Unit 3, S&L shall be excluried from conducting reviews of these two areas during its
performance of the ICAVP at the re_pective Millstone units.




3. Company's Financial Independence

To effectively balance the need to have an organization that has the required technical
capabilities to perform the ICAVP with the need for that organization to have adequate financial
and technical independence, the NRC has chosen to adopt a practical standard of
independence between the ICAVP contractor and the Licensee. This standard recognized that
relatively few organizations have the necessary technical capabilities to perform the ICAVP,
and allowed NNECO sufficient latitude to propose for NRC approval, a contractor that has the
requisite experience and capabilities to conduct a credible technical review as set forth in the
Confirmatory Order issued by the NRC on August 14, 1996. Thv financial independence
criteria discussed by the NRC staff with NNECO at a publicly held meeting on September 24,
1996, stated that (1) the proposed contractor should have no ownership interest in NU, and (2)
the proposed contractor should have no current involvement with the unit being reviewed.

The Confirmatory Order of August 14, 1996, directs the Licensee to obtain the services of an
organization independent of the Licensee and design contractors. The Licensee stated in its
submittal that S&L did not own or control Licensee stock and had no financial interest in the
Licensee, any of its subsidiaries, or its design contractors. The Licensee's submittal on
February 21, 1997, included a "Centification of Ownership Interests" in which S&L affirmed that
it and its subsidiaries did not hold, directly or indirectly, stock or other ownership interests in any
of the entities listed on the Units 1 and 3 operating licenses, the respective NSSS vendors
(General Electric and Westinghouse) or the respective original AE organizations (Ebasco, now
owned by Raytheon, and Stone & Webster). The "Certification of Ownership Interests” also
stated that although S&L had no ownership interest as indicated above, its Retirement Plan and
Savings Investment Plan (including its 401(k) plan) may have direct or indirect ownership
interests in one or more of the entities previously discussed. However, the investments made
by the Retirement Plan were made through a Trust Fund and S&L did not participate directly in
the selection of individual securities in which the Trust Fund invests. The staff requesied further
information on both the Retirement Plan and the Savings Investment Plan. A summary of
holdings of the Retirement Plan dated February 28, 1997, indicated no ownership interest in
any of the above-mentioned entities. The investment options from which employees
participating in the Savings Investment Plan can select were provided, along with prospectuses.
The staff reviewed these items and concluded that the investment options are managed
independent of S&L and each individual investment option is widely diversified. Therefore, the
staff finds S&L to be sufficiently financially independent of the Licensee and design contractors
to conduct the ICAVP required by the Confirmatory Order.

The other criterion for independence discussed by the s*aff at the meeting of September 24,
1996, was that the proposed ICAVP contractor should have no current involvement with the
Licensee at the unit being reviewed. S&L had no current involvernent with either Units 1 or 3
before it was proposed by NNECO as the ICAVP contractor. In addition to the NRC criterion,
the Licensee further restricted the selection of a contractor to one that had limited past
involvement with NNECO. The Licensee's submittal stated that while S&L has annual revenues
of more than $200 million, it had only received approximately $700,000 in revenues from the
Licensee over the past 10 years. The Licensee concluded that these small revenues in
comparison to the annual revenues of S&L did not comprise a sufficient financial interest on
which to question the objectivity of the contractor. The staff agrees with this conclusion.
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The Licensee's submittal stated that S&L did not provide for any restrictions on future work at
Milistone. To ensure an objective review, the staff requested that the Licensee further discuss
restrictions on future work. At the meeting of February 5, 1997, the Licensee stated that the
contract will preclude any future S&L work within 6 months of completion of the ICAVP to
resolve discrepancies identified in the ICAVP review. Although this course of action would
knpmosmmmaiom.thostaﬁmmmmmcwmmmopmml. The staff
was concemned that followup work, even 6 months after completion of the ICAVP, could call into
question the objectivity of the ICAVP review. During subsequent discussions, the Licensee
agreed to a 12-month restriction on future work for S&L at all NU facilities. These discussions
were the subject of a followup letter dated March 12, 1997. The Licensee's response dated
March 26, 1967, stated that S&L will be restricted from performing or seeking new work at any
NU facility for the duration of the ICAVP contract and that S&L will not seek work at any NU
facility for 12 months followina the completion of the ICAVP project fo. Millstone Units 1 and 3.
This restriction is similar to that imposed by the NRC on its contractors. Therefore, the staff
finds (his restriction acceptable.

4. Technical Experience of Teamn Members

As previously stated, the staff's review found that the appropriate technical disciplines are being
provided by the contractor. However, the staff intends to review each resume in detail and to
conduct interviews of each proposed member at a later date. The resume review and
interviews will be conducted concurrent with the staff's review of the proposed audit plan and
team structure. This separate review and approval is necessary so that the NRC staff can
evaluate the adequacy of each team member's expertise and experience, with an
understanding of the specific tasks that the ICAVP team members will perform during the
review.

The Licensee's submittal states that S&L's proposal did not discuss a plan for possible
substitution of team members. The submittal also states that the need for a stated position
regarding substitution of project team members will be factored into the contract award so that
new members and substitutions will be made using an approved process. The staff requested
that this issue be discussed further at the meeting of February 5, 1997. At that meeting, the
Licensee stated that the S&L procedure for substituting personnel would be provided to the
NRC for approval. The procedure for substitution of personne! will be reviewed and approved
during NRC's review and approval of the audit pian.

§. Technical and Financial Independence of Team Members

The Confirmatory Order of August 14, 1996, states that in evaluating the independence of each
team member, the factors the NRC staff will consider include, but are not limited to, whether the
individual has had prior involvement in design reviews for the Licensee and whether the
individual has any financial interest in the Licensee. The Licensee's submittal stated that all
proposed team members had been screened to ensure that they have n~ prior involvement with
design reviews for the Licensee.
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members have not had prior involvement in design reviews at Millstone. On the basis of a
preliminary review of the resumes, the staff detrmined that none of the proposed team
members had prior involvement in the design, cesign reviews, operation, testing, or
maintenance of Milistone Units 1 and 3.

As discussed at the meeting on February 5, 1897, and in an earlier letter of January 13, 1897,
the staff will withhold final approval of the individual team members until completion of inc" ‘dual
interviews and review of the proposed audit plan. The staff will conduct interviews of all team
members to verify that they are technically and financially independent, and to determine
whether the members’ technical qualifications and experience are compatible with their
assigned roles as dafined in the audit plan. In addition, the staff will request that all team
memuers complete a Conflict-of-Interest Statement to document their financial and technical

independence. These statements will be collected from S&L when the staff conducts the
interviews.

6. Public Comments

The Nuclear Energy Advisory Council (NEAC) and the public have expressed concems,
regarding the independence and objectivity of S&L. at meetings heid by the NRC with the public
and at meetings of the NEAC at which the NRC has been asked to participate. These
comments can be grouped into several categories: (1) S&L derives a substantial portion of its
income from the nuclear industry, (2) the ICAVP contractor will be seiected and paid by the
Licensee, (3) S&L has been proposed by the Licensee to conduct the ICAVP at more than one
unit, (4) S&L is currently under contract to the NRC to provide technical expertise in the conduct
of design-related inspections, and (5) S&L has previously performed work at Milistone. The
staff has considered and weighed these comments in its evaluation of S&L as the possible
ICAVP contractor.

The NRC staff has responded to these comments in the public forums previously noted and its
responses are summari~ed as follows:

a. S&L involvement in the Nuclear Industry

The review of the design of a commercial nuclear power plant and its operating
procedures requires specialized knowledge of NRC regulatory guidance, design
standards, and facility operation. This knowledge is heid by those individuals and
organizations that work in the commercial nuclear power generation industry. A review
performed by individuals and organizations without this specialized knowledge would not
give the NRC and the public a sufficient level of confidence that NNECO programs have
been effective in identifying and correcting problems.

b. S&L Payment by NNECO
It is the responsibility of the Licensee to operate its facility in a safe manner, maintain

the facility in compliance with its licensing bases, and identify and resolve any problems.
Therefore, it is appropriate that the Licensee assume any cost associated with the
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ICAVP. Further, the ICAVP process will impose rigid communication protocols to control
the NNECO/SEL interaction, and it will be closely overseen by the NRC, with NEAC
observing the NRC oversight function. These actions provide substantial assurance of
an independent objective review by the contractor.

. Conduct of an ICAVP at Units 1 and 3

The conduct of an ICAVP by a single contractor at more than one unit does, in the view
of some members of the public, create the perception of  ased outcome. However,
as previously described, the staff is confident that the ICAV P process, including NRC
oversight, will provide substantial assurance that the review of each unit will be
therough and of sufficient scope and depth to provide insights into the effectiveness of
the Licensee’s corrective action process.

. Current S&L Work for the NRC

The NRC awarded contract NRC-03-86-028 10 S&L on October 1, 1896. The total
estimated cost for full performance of the contract is $1,845 431. The contract is for
nuclear AE technical assistance for design inspections. Under this contract, S&L will
provide a PWR team of five design specialists. These specialists will perform design
inspections to assist the NRC in determining whether operating nuclear power plants
meet their original design bases. The period of the contract is 2 years, beginning from
October 1, 1896, with two 1-year renewal options. The fact that S&L was selected by
NRC to perform design reviews indicates that, in the staff's judgment, it is a technically
capable organization.

The NRC contract restricts S&L, during the term of the contract, from entering into
consulting or other contractual arrangements with a nuclear power plant to perform any
work that results from the inspections. Since S&L has been selected by the Licensee to
perform the ICAVP at Millstone Units 1 and 3, S&L will be restricted from participating in
the NRC's design inspections of these units under NRC's contract NRC-03-96-028.

The ICAVP process was modeied after the IDVP nrquired by the NRC of Licensees in
the 1980s before the NRC would grant an initial ope: ating license. The IDVP was not
independent of the NRC but relied upon a design review conducted by a contractor
independent of the original design organization and overseen by the NRC. Similarly, the
ICAVP was not intended to establish independence from the NRC.

. Prior Work by S&L at Milistone

Proportional to its total annual revenue of $200 million, S&L has had minimal
involvement with NNECO ($0.7 million over the preceding 10 years). This represents
0.035 percent of S&L's gross revenue during that 10-year period. Further, the NRC has
restricted S&L from directly reviewing prior work or work performed under programs
developed by S&L for the Licensee, for exampie, Unit 1 seismic qualification.




7. Other Issues
Differing Professional Opinions

Bocamcoﬂhohistoryo!omployueonoemsiummMillstono,tm:uﬂnquomdmmo
proposed contractor provide a description of the process used to handie diffening professional
opinions (DPO) that may arise among the staff performing the ICAVP. In its submittal of
February 21, 1997.anmanethheDPOprocouwouldmdudoamptonoﬁfyme
NRC of the initiation of a DPO and its resolution. In addition, the S&L process instruction
covorimthoDPOproooumindudodinthoauditphnsubmittodforNRC'sapprwalon
March 18, 1897. The NRC staff's review of the audit plan will include a review of the S&L
process instruction covering the DPO process.

CONCLUSION

On the basis of the information provided in the Licensee's submittals of December 18, 1996,
January 15, February 21, and March 26, 1897, and the discussions at the meetings of

February 5, 1897, and March 18, 1997, the staff has concluded that S&L has the technical
expertise and nuclear design experience necessary to conduct the ICAVP review at Millstone
Units 1 and 3. in addition, the staff concluded that S&L has sufficient technical and financial
independence to conduct an objective review but restricted S&L from performing reviews of (1)
seismic qualifications, specifications, standards, and procedures for Milistone Unit 1, and (2)
interactions between nonseismic Category 2 systems and seismic Category 1 safety systems at
Millstone Unit 3. However, this approval is conditioned upon submittal of the certification of
financial independence by both a corporate official of the Licensee and S&L.

As discussed in a letter of January 13, 1997, and subsequent meeting on February 5, 1997, the
staff will withhold final approval of the individual ICAVP team members until it completes
individual interviews and reviews the proposed audit plan.




CONFLICT-OF INTEREST STATEMENT

MILLSTONE - Independent Corrective Action Verification Program (ICAVP)

Proposed Consultant Consultant's Employer

My participation in the Millstone Unit _ ICAVP [( ) does () does not] involve situations or
relationships in which | had direct previous involvement with activities at the plant that | will be

nvmmgandl[()have()donothavo]eonﬂncungroluMmoghtbmmy]udgmntmmlabontomy
work on the ICAVP. In aodiuon

1.0

()

2. ()

()

3 ()

()

()

()

I have not been previously employed by Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) or any
of its predecessors.

| have been previously employed by NNECO or some of its predecessors. (State the nature of
the employment.)

I have not previously provided design or engineering services to NNECO for the subject
Millstone unit as a contractor or a subcontractor.

| have previously provided design or engineering services to NNECO for the subject Millstone
unit as a contractor or a subcontractor.

| have no other business relations (member of NNECO's Board of Directors, member of an
Offsite Review Commitiee, etc.) with NNECO for the subject Milistone unit that may create the
appearance of a conflict of interest.

I have other business relations with NNECO for the subject Millstone unit that may create the
appearance of a conflict of interest.

I have not been previously employed by the subject Millstone unit's architect-engineer (AE)
( ), the nuclear steam supply system (NSSS) vendor (
or any of their predecessors associated with design or construction of the subject Milistone umt.

| have been previously empioyed by the subject Milistone unit's AE ( ),
the NSSS vendor ( ), or one or more of their predecessors
associated with design or construction of the subject Milistone unit. (State the nature of the
employment.)

|, and my immediate family, do not own or contro! financial interests (stocks, bonds, mutual
funds, etc.) in NNECO, the subject Milistone unit's AE ( ), or the
NSSS vendor ( ).

I, or a member of my immediate family, own or control financial interests (stocks, bonds, mutual
funds, etc) in NNECO, the subject Millstone unit's AE ( ), or the
NSSS vendor ( ).

10f2 Enclosure 3



Proposed Consultant Consultant's Employer

6. () Members of my immediate family are not employed by NNECO, the subject Milistone unit's AE
( ), or the NSSS vendor ( ) @ssociated with
design or construction of the subject Millstone unit.

() MﬂnbutdmymumnynnomployodbyNNEco.hubjodMMmunit'sAE
( ), or the NSSS vendor (. ) associated with
design or construction of the subject Milistone unit. (State the nature of the employment.)

7. () My close relatives (aunts, uncles, first cousins) are not employed by NNECO, the subject
Millstone unit's AE (__ ), or the NSSS vendor ( )
in a management capacity.

() My close reiatives (aunts, uncles, first cousins) are employed by NNECO, the subject Milistone
unit's AE ( ), or the NSSS vendor (. Jina
management capacity. (State the nature of the employment.)

€. Have you been promised any additional compensation, reward or anything of vaiue, contingent
upon the position you take on any issue being considered by you in connection with the subject
Millstone unit ICAVP? If yes, provide a detailed description of the circumstances.

( YNO ( ) YES. Explain.

8. Do you know of any reason, whether or not inquired about in this questionnaire, that would affect
your ability to be completely objective in performing any of the tasks assigned to you in connection
with the subject Milistone unit's ICAVP? If yes, provide a detailed description of the circumstances.

( )NO ( ) YES. Explain.

10.  Are you aware of anything that might create a perception that you would not act with objectivity
in performing any of the tasks assigned to you in connection with the subject Milistone unit's
ICAVP? If yes, provide a detailed description of the circumstances.

( )NO ( ) Yes. Explain.

I certify that the statements | have made on this form are true, complete, and correct to the best of my

knowledge and if the circumstances surrounding the responses change during performance of the
ICAVP for the subject Millstone unit, | will inform the NRC of those changes.

Signature Date
in the above statements, the term “employed” is construed to mean any form of employment, either direct, as & contractor, or @s a

subcortractor The term “immediate family” includes the interviewee's chiidren, stepchildren, spouse, parents, stepparents,
mother-n-iw, father-n-aw, brothers-in-law, sisters-in-law. or any person kiving with the interviewee
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20865-0001

March 24, 1997

~
Mr. Bruce Kenyon /./4 TEST LeVision
President and Chief Executive Officer ——
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company ‘ R —
P.O. Box 128

Waterford, CT 06385-0128
SUBJECT: RESTART ASSESSMENT FLAN
Dear Mr. Kenyon:

This letter is to inform you of a recent revision to the NRC's Millstone Restart Assessment
Plan. This will be the second revision to the plan since it was initially issued. The Restart
Assessment Plan was initially issued in September 1996, and subsequently revised in
December 1996, to reflect an NRC reorganization which had established a Special Projects
Office for Millstone oversight. The Restart Assessment Plan was revised to make the plan
applicable to all three Milistone units rather than just Unit 3 and was based on your
decision to allow all three units to focus on restart in paraliel, ‘ather than the previous
circumstances in which most resources were applied to a Unit 3 restart. The revised
Restart Assessment Plan is enclosed to this letter.

The NRC Manual Chapter (MC)—0350, "Restart Approval” chec clist, will be the same for
all three Milistone units. However, in addition to the Unit 3, the Significant Items List (SIL)
for Unit 3, which was already in the Restart Assessment Plan, S L have been added for
Units 1 and 2. Also, the Unit 3 SIL has been revised by the addi‘ion of more items to the
list, and to show what items have elready been addressed and closed by the NRC through
our inspection process. Editorial changes were made to each SIL 12 aliow for cross
referencing between the SIL and the MC-—0350 "Restart Approval” cvhecklist. The SiLs
for each unit are living documents and will be periodically revised. We wvill inform you by
letter when there are significant revisions to each SIL.

Inspection of items listed in the Restart Assessment Plan will require significant NRC
resources. So that we may efficiently schedule the use of our resources to verify that
items listed on the plan have been completed, we request that your staff carefully review
the enclosed plan and provide to our staff scheduled completion dates for each item In
addition, you should give us sufficient advance notice of your readiness for restart of each
unit so that we may plan the use of our resources for other planned NRC inspections, as
noted in the Restart Assessment Plan.



Mr. Bruce Kenyon 2

if you have any, questions please contact Mr. Wayne D. Lanning at 610-337-5126 or
Mr. Jacque P. Durr 8t 610-337-5224.

Sincerely,

YA
d&u D ™,
William D. Travers, Director

Special Projects Office
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Restart Assessment Plan, dtd March 1897

Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, and 50-423

cc w/enclosure

N. S. Carns, Senior Vice President and Chief Officer

R. T. Laudenat, Acting Director - Regulatory Affairs for Millstone Station
M. H. Brothers, Vice President - Millstone, Unit 3

J. McElwain, Unit 1 Recovery Otficer

M. Bowiing, Jr., Unit 2 Recovery Officer

D. M. Goebel, Vice President, Nuciear Oversight

J. K. Thayer, Recovery Officer, Nuclear Engineering and Support
P. D. Hinnenkamp, Director, Unit Operations

J. F. Smith, Manager, Operator Training

F. C. Rothen, Vice President, Work Services

L. M. Cuoco, Esquire

J. R. Egan, Esquire

V. Juliano, Waterford Library

Department of Public Utility Control

S. B. Comley, We The People

State of Connecticut SLO Designee

Citizens Awareness Network

T. Concannon, NEAC

E. Woollacott, NEAC
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MILLSTONE
RESTART ASSESSMENT PLAN

1.0  BACKGROUND

The three Millstone units are shut down to formulate responses to a series of

10 CFR 50.54 (f) letters requiring them to affirm their compliance with the
conditions of each unit’s license and the regulations. The NRC performed a series
of inspections at Units 2 and 3 with a 20—person Special Inspection Team (SIT) to
ascertain the extent of their compliance. Currently, the results of those inspections
are under assessment by the team and NRC management. The licensee initiaily
focussed on Unit 3 as the lead plant for restart. However, as a result of a licensee
reorganization which occurred on October 1, 1996, each Milistone unit was
assigned a recovery manager who was an executive on temporary loan from
another nuclear utility. Resources originally assigned to Unit 3 from the other units
were returned to their respective units. Each unit has been tasked with establishing
their own restart plan and whichever unit is ready will apply to restart first. Hence
this restart assessment plan has been expanded to include Manual Chapter
(MC)—0350 evaluations (see paragraph 3.0) for all three units.

On June 28, 1996, the Executive Director for Operations (EDO) issued a letter to
the licensee that stated the Commission had decided to make the three Millstone
units a Category 3 on the Watch List and would vote on the restart of the Milistone
units. It is the intent to implement the appropriate aspects of NRC Manua! Chapter
0350, "Staff Guidelines for Restart Approval” for the restart of all three units. The
NRC will schedule and implement its inspection program after the licensee has
indicaied that the individual activities necessary for restart are complete and ready
“or inspection.

Tne NRC has been dealing with Northeast Utilities on broader performance issues
which go beyond the 10 CFR 50.54(f) concerns. These broader concerns are
considered contributory causes for the current poor performance, which the 10 CFR
50.54(f) issues are a subset. These issues have been formalized by the licensee in
8 program titled “Improving Station Performance” (ISP) and are topics that will be
addressed by the licensee and reviewed by the NRC Millstone Restart Assessment
Panel. A meeting was conducted on April 30, 1886, and disclosed that the
licensee was not adequately managing the program or tracking progress.

The salient concerns embodied in the ISP include leadership, communications
{employee concerns), the corrective action program, procedural adherence and
procedure upgrades, work planning and control, and operational enhancements.
The NRC Restart Assessment Plan will focus on the broader issues of the ISP and
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2.0

3.0

licensee self—assessments and managernent oversight, recognizing the necessity to
ensure adequate closure of the 10 CFR 50.54(f) process. The NRC plan for
inspection of the Improving Station Performance issues is discussed in more detail
in Section 3 of this plan.

On November 3, 1996, the agency established the Special Projects Office (SPO) to
consolidate NRC efforts under a single Senior Executive Service (SES) manager,
who reports to the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR). The
Director, SPO assumed the authority and responsibilies of the Regional
Administrator and the Associate Director of Projects.

10 CFR 50.54(f) Activiti

Each Millstone unit has been requested to submit information describing actions
taken to ensure that future operations will be conducted in accordance with the
terms and conditions of the operating license, the Commission’s regulations, and
the Final Safety Analysis Report. In a May 21, 1996, letter, the NRC requested
Northeast Utilities (NU) to provide for each unit its plan for completing the licensing
bases reviews.

To aid in NRC understanding of how deficiencies were identitied and dispositioned,
the NRC's May 21, 1896, letter also requested that NU provide for each Millstone
unit a comprehensive list of design and configuration deficiencics and information

related to how each deficiency was identified and will be dispositioned.

On August 14, 1996, the NRC issued a Confirmatory Order establishing an
Independent Corrective Action Verification Program (ICAVP). The independent
effort will verify the adequacy of NU's efforts to establish adequate design bases
and design controls, including translation of the design bases into operating
procedures and maintenance and testing practices, verification of system
performance, and implementation of modifications since issuance of the initial
facility operating licenses. The NRC oversight of the ICAVP and activities will be in
addition to the gctivities described in this Restart Assessment Plan. The results
from this program will be incorporated into this restart ~lan and considered a
significant part of the decision regarding recommended restart. The deficiencies
found by the licensee as a result of the 50.54(f) letters will be evaluated by the
Millstone Restart Assessment Panel to identify restart issues.

MC 0380 Process

Millstone Unit 1 entered a routine refueling outage on November 3, 1995. On
December 13, 1895, the NRC sent a 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter requiring the licensee
to certify compliance with the regulatory requirements before restarting the unit.
At the January 1996 Senior Management Meeting, the site was placed on the
“Watch List” for various reasons, including a concern for regulatory compliance.
Subsequently, Millstone Units 2 and 3 were sent similar letters which required
responses before restart.
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3.2

The NRC Inspection Manual, Manual Chapter (MC) —0350, "Staff Guidelines For
Restart Approval”, provides guidelines and & list of tasks and activities that must be
considered before a plant that has been shutdown for cause can restart. Because
of NRC concerns relating to the licensee’s management effectiveness, the
appropriate aspects of MC 0350 will be applied to the restart of Units 1.2, and 3
to ensure applicable requirements have been met (Enclosure (4).

The Director, SPO, in coordination with the Deputy Executive Director for
Regulatory Programs, and the Director of NRR, will make a recommendation
regarding restart. NRR and the SPO will inform the Commission of the staff’'s and
licensee’s restart activities through Commission papers, or communications to the
EDO. The Commission will then vote on whether to approve the restart of each
Millstone unit.

SPECIAL PROJECTS OFFICE

The SPO was created on November 3, 1996, to oversee the restart of the Millstone
units. The plan was to consolidate the NRC resources devoted to the restart efforts
under one SES manager. The office is organized into three primary elements,
licensing, inspection, and independent corrective action oversight. The Licensing
Branch will administer the typical licensing actions performed in NRR; the Inspection
Branch will implement the inspection programs, normally managed from the region,
and the Independent Corrective Action Verification Program Oversight Branch will
oversee the licensee’s licensing and cesign bases review process.

Within the SPO, the Restart Assessment Panel (RAP) will meet to assess the
licensee’s performance and their progress in completing the designated restart
activities. The RAP is composed of the Director, SPO (chairman): the Deputy
Directors of Licensing, Inspections, and Independent Corrective Actions Verification
Program Oversight; the Project Managers for the three Millstone units; the
Inspection Branch Chief, the Senior Resident Inspectors for the three Millstone
units, and the appointed Division of Reactor Safety representative. The function of
the Millstone RAP is described in MC—0350.

MILLSTONE OPERATIONAL READINESS PLAN

On July 2, 1996, NU submitted the Unit 3 Operational Readiness Pian, which was
discussed at the July 24, 1996, meeting and updated at the August 19, 1996,
meeting. However, the licensee has replaced all of the line managers (President,
Vice Presidents, and two of the three unit directors) in the recent past. With this
replacement, the submitted plans for Unit 3 and the proposed plans for Units 1 and
2 are being changed substantially. The RAP will review these plans and hoid
periodic meetings with NU, open to the public, to discuss the schedule for
implementation and coordination of NRC restart activities.

The deficiency lists associated with the restart plans for each unit, which will be
updated periodically by the licensee, includes restart and deferred items, and will be
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audited by the NRC to verify the acceptability of the criteria used to defer items
from the restart list,

CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM

The NU corrective action program has been weak in ensuring comprehensive and
effective corrective actions. There are many instances of narrowly focused
corrective actions that failed to embrace all aspects of the underlying problem,
Additionally, the licensee has failed to follow up on corrective actions to ensure
they were effective. Consequently, the RAP has determined that any restart effort
should examine the current state of the licensees corrective action program.
Because of the large number of Adverse Condition Reports (ACR) being identified
by the licensee’s staff, the resident and regional inspection staff will concentrate on
issues for each unit identified by the ACR process and audit the licensees corrective
actions for completeriess. The vtai! is periodically selecting ACRs for review, based
on the licensee’s assigned level o1 iinportance, or their risk significance, as
perceived by the resident staff. Additionaily, other ACR’s will be examined to
provide a spectrum of safety significant and lessor risk issues. These selected ACRs
will be added to the SiL for each unit, which are Enclosures 1, 2, and 3 to this plan.

The intent is to primarily assess the corrective action program while dealing with
the safety significant technical issues. Examination of the corrective action
program needs to review the Action Requests (AR) from the Action item Tracking
and Trending System (AITTS) program, which is an extension of the ACR process,
and commitments regarding violations and inspection items. Further, a significant
input to assessing the licensee’s corrective action program is derived from the
normal inspection program where valuable insights regarding the effectiveness of
corrective actions are routinely collected from the technical safety inspections.

Additionally, the NRC Independent Corrective Action Verification Oversight Branch
will assess the licensee’s corrective actions for degraded and non-conforming
conditions. Finally, the Operational Safety Team Inspzction (OSTI) will audit
portions of the corrective action process during the course of its activities.

Demonstration of improvements in the process will be judged by the completeness
of the licensee’s corrective actions for each of the inspected ACR’s. There must be
a high ratio of successfully completed ACR's to the total population inspected.
There should only be minor comments regarding the processing, evaluation,
directed corrective actions and ciosure of an issue.

WORK PLANNING AND CONTROLS (C.4.)'

Work planning and controls are other areas that the licensee has shown a
weakness. The ability to plan, control, and complete work is fundamental to

' Reference to applicable MC-0350 section
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achieving adequate corrective actions. Effective work planning and controls are
prerequisites for reducing and managing backiogs. Weak work planning and control
was demonstrated during the Unit 2 outage, wherein, tagging boundary violations
resulted in an extensive effort by the licenisee to correct. Work contrel and
planning were also issues at Unit 1, which resulted in a management meeting.

There will be 8 complete review of the Automated Work Order (AWO) process by
the resident or regional staffs. The automated work order process is an integral
part of the work planning and control system and is instrumental in establishing the
scope of the work, providing the appropriate procedures, and establishing the
tagging boundaries. Consequently, the Unit 1 resident staff has been directed to
use the available initiative inspection hours to do a comprehensive inspection of the
AWO process, which is 2 site—wide process.

The OSTI will assess the engineering and maintenance backlogs during its
operational readiness inspection. The OSTI will determine if there are safety
significant issues that must be resolved before restart.

PROCEDURE UPGRADE PROGRAM (C.3.3.e)

The quality and adherence to procedures has been a chronic problem at the
Milistone site. The issue was an element in "Improving Station Performance"” and
was one of the subjects of discussion at the periodic meetings between NU and the
NRC. In response to NRC concerns, the licensee developed the Procedure Upgrade
Program in the early 1990's to improve station procedures.

The resident inspectors will relate procedural inspection findings back to the
procedural upgrade program (PUP), identifying whether the procedures reviewed
during the course of an inspection have been upgraded and characterize the guality
of the document. This will establish a basis for assessing the effectiveness of the
licensee’s PUP. The NRC staff will develop an inspection plan for examining
selected portions of each unit’s individual efforts.

QVERSIGHT (C.1.4 )

The licensee has identit ed its oversight function as deficient through self—
assessments and external and internal audits and as a contributing factor in the
licensee’s declining performance. The report of iveress
of Independent Oversight by the Yankee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC),
examined the failure of Quality Assessment Services, the Independent Safety
Evaiuation Group, and the Nuclear Review Board (NRB) to identify the defizient
FSAR control process and the radiocactive waste conditions. They found that
management did not support these functions adequately.

In addition, the Joint Utilities Management Association (JUMA) issued its report on
July 17, 1896. One conclusion was that the quality assurance (QA) program audits,
surveillances, and inspections were not effective in the implementation of their
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mission and resolution of identified problems. In addition, the JUMA audit found
that recommendations for improving QA effectiveness identified in previous QA

internal and external assessments have not been addressed.

The NRC assessment of the nuclear oversight function is addressed as part of the
RAP’s review of the ISP program and through insights gained from the normal
inspection program. In addition, the NRC will perform a special inspection of the
oversight function using the services of its Human Factors Assessment group. Late
in the restart process for each unit, there will be an inspection to evaluate the
effectiveness of the oversight groups and management’s utilization of the oversight
process. There should be positive indications that the oversight function has been
made an integral part of the licensee’s management team assessment process. The
oversight function should result in meaningful findings, have access to line '
management, and provide assessments of process and program effectiveness
through periodic reports. There should be evidence that the reports are forwarded
to the responsible manager and that they have dealt with the contents
appropriately. Oversight should be adequately staffed with qualified and
experienced personne!l. The audit and surveillance programs need to be clearly
defined, proceduralized, and impiemented with established schedules.

ENFORCEMENT

Outstanding enforcement items will be reviewed by the resident inspectors to
determine if any issues require ciosure before plant restart. The agency is currently
accumulating escalated enforcement items concerning the spent fuel pool and
design bases issues which may require licensee response before recommending
restart of each unit. There are also potential enforcement items that will result
from the efforts of the Office of Investigations, the allegation process review group,
the Office of the Inspector General, the Special Inspection Team, routine resident
and regiona! inspection efforts, and the 10 CFR 2.026 petition process.

A Pre-decisional Enforcement Conference was held with the licensee on

December 5, 1996, to discuss 64 individual apparent violations. The licensee did
not contest any of the violations at the conference, and the staff is in the process
of finalizing the enforcement package. Once enforcement actions have been taken,
the NRC will evaluate the licensee’s corrective action to those enforcement actions
which are determined to impact restart of each unit.

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS

The Milistone site has had a chronic problem in dealing effectively with employee
concerns. The NRC continues to receive an inordinate quantity of allegations from
the staff at the Millstone site. The current series of 10 CFR 50.54(f) letters were
initiated due to NRC concerns regarding design basis issues at Millstone, as well as
an allegation, and a subsequent Milistone 10 CFR 2.206 petition, dealing with the
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Unit 1 spent fuel pool. The NRC has issued two enforcement actions for
harassment and intimidation to NU in the past three years and has a current
escalated enforcement action pending.

The NRC initiated two task groups to examine the Northeast Utilities handling of
employee concerns, and the recent layofis that affected several previous allegers.
The task group examined NU's handling of employee concerns and identified a
number of root causes for the licensee’s problems in this area. The task group also
concluded that past problems and their root causes still remain. Subsequently, the
NRC issued an order, dated October 24, 1996, requiring NU to establish a
comprehensive program to address employee concerns, and hire an independent
party to oversee the implementation of the program. The output from these two
task groups and the licensee’s response to the order will be reviewed for restart
Issues,

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES LIST

The technique to be used for the restart will be to reach agreement with the
licensee on its restart issues list, have it impose controls on adding or deferring
items from the list, have the resident inspectors review the list to ensure it includes
issues of interest to the NRC, and have the residents review the deferred list to
ensure appropriate rationales for deferral have been documented (see item B.4.3. of
MC 0350). As a result of the 10 CFR 50.54(f) activities, the licensee initially
determined that, for all three Millstone units, hundreds of items did not meet criteria
for inclusion as a restart item. The resident inspectors, augmented by headquarters
staff, are reviewing these lists periodically and confirming that the licensee is
performing an adequate assessment of the discrepancies. This process will be used
in the restart assessment of each unit. The RAP will determine that licensee's
restart issues list includes appropriate restart items from the licensee’'s programs
such as ACR, AR (AITTS), engineering work requests, and commitments.

The enclosed NRC Significant Issues Lists for all Millstone units (Enclosure 1, 2 and
3) contain some of the items that are being used to audit and evaluate licensee
programs such as the corrective action process and significant safety/regulatory
technical issues.

Restart issues will meet at least one of the following criteria:

1. Resolution of the issue is required to ensure safe operation of the facility to
include satisfaction of the technical specifications or licensing basis.

2. Inspection of the issue ill provide an insight to an identified programmatic
deficiency such as the corrective action system.

3. Inspection of the issue will provide assessment of management effectiveness
or personnel performance.



3.10 RESTART INSPECTION

Selected portions of NRC MC—83802, "Operational Safety Team Inspection,” will
provide the framework for & team inspection of each unit during the restart process.
The procedure scope will be modified to address the pertinent issues at Millstone.
The inspection will cover self-assessments by the licensee, the licensee’s
implementation of its startup p'an, control room observations during the approach
to criticality and power ascension, selected systems readiness inspection and
observation of management oversight.

The resident inspectors will provide close monitoring of each unit during mode
changes to ensure compliance with each unit’s technical specificaticns and FSAR
design bases.

3.11 PLANT PERFORMANCE REVIEW
On March 19, 1997, the Milistone Oversight Team conducted a Plant Performance
Review (PPR). The PPR was used to identify the issues that needed to be inspected
for the Milistone station. The review identified several issues that warrant NRC
inspection before plant restart of the unit. The unit specific issues, as well as
staticn wide issues identified by the PPR, are contained in the SIL for each unit as
inspection items.

3.12 LICENSING ISSUES
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