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The Honorable Huntio J. Palladino
Chairman

U.S. Huclear Rgulatory Coemiggion
1717 8 Stroet, U,.U. .

Mashington, D.C. 20555
Dear Mr. Chairman:

Oa Saptebar 21, 1963, I wrots to you regarding my concern that
draft reports coacarning qualisy assurance at nuclear plants under
nstruction had been shared with liconsees. 2y lottar notad that in
- case, Diablo Canycn, the licansse was asked to commant on the
aft report and was told by tha URC staff that any comments would be
considered in connection with f£inalizing tha report.

In your Octcber 7, 19683 responsé you enclosed a copy of
Pacific Gas and Elactric's (PGE2) Septembearxr 21, 1983 coaments on the
draft report and a "revised draft-working -papar” -dated September 19,
1983. The September 27, 1983 cover le ter to the revised (and final)
draft report states that “...it does not.reflect licensee comments on
the July 19 draft.” ! :

The original draft report, dated July 19, 1983, that was provided
to PGSE for “review" purposes criticized PG:il's quality assurance
efforts in blunt, uncompromising terms. In PGEE's September 21, 1983
letter to the HRC, it rajected much of the criticism..  The final
report contains few of the draft report's strongly negative conclusions
and those which remain ars couched in less critical language. These
circumstances are documented in the enclosed .chart, "Changes From
Draft to Final Case Study C Which Resulted in More Positive or Negative
Treatment of the Licsnsee,” prepared by one of the parties to the
Diablo Canyon proceeding and furnished to the Subcommittee.

According to this enclosure, there are literally dozens of
instances of changes that have been made to the final report. Of far
: reater concern is the fact that changes in the final report, despite the
&claimr in the September 27 cover letter, appear to cater to
concerns expressed in PG4E's September 21, 1983 letter. A large
number of altered or deleted statements correspond to PG&E's
criticisms of the draft report. Furthermore, virtually no change
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that appeared in the final report portrayed PGSE in less favorable
light than in the draft.

While I have not raoviewed it in detail, the circumstantial evidence
documanted in the enclosed chart would appear to indicate that PGSE's.
comments were in soma way cormunicated to those who reviged. the draft.
Even {f thia were not the case, it is digsturbing to ma that vircually
all the changes between the draft and final ropo:t had the effect of
treating the licensee more leniently.

As I stated in my original letter to you on this subject, the
NRC's practice of sharing draft reports to liconaaea under scrutiny
has the potential of compromising the agency's objectivity. At the
very least it has l2d to the appearanca of impropriaety in this
particular case. I believe that the changes madae in the preparation
of the final report warrant a full investigation. Specifically, I
would like to know why the draft report was consistently altered to
reflect more favorably on the liconsee and whather the licensee's
comments were gean by, ‘'or otharwise communciated to, those who
revised the report. Additicnally, I would lika to be provided as soon

possible with all edited or “"marked up” copies of the original draft,
quther with the identity of the iadividual or organization that
ggested the change.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

&

EDWARD J. )
Chairman, S ittee on
Oversight and Investigations

Enclosure
EJM:ibm
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% CHANGES FROM ORAFT TO FINAL CASE STUDY C

WHICH RESULTED IN MORE POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE
' . TREATMENT OF THE LICENSEE

Draft- FPinal Page Reference
-Language Languago in PGSE Latter{
1. The Licensee had devael- Deleted Zp.§) 1

oped a f£alae seonse of
security with respect to {ta
engineering capabilities. (p.6§)

2. The Licensee's staff! Daleted (p.6) 2
resistad the {mpositicn m

of managemant controls

tequired for assuranca of

quality that were applied
elasevhera in the cczpany

and/or on it3s contractors.,

A .contrcibuting factor

may have baeen that

sany of the Licensce's

top managenment had come

out of the engineering
. function. They had con-

fidence in it angd aig.

not {rpose the manage- )
ment controls required K
by the nuclear process. (p.S§)

3. Purther, and asc previously. Deleted (p.6) 2
stated, the Licensee
was frequently within
a matter of months of
bringing the plant into
operation, As pressure
mounts to coamplete a
project, shortcuts are
often taken. Actions that
the Licensee might take
over a longer run would
be different than those
taken when it appeared
that the project would
be conpleted in a short
time, 'or if additional
nuclear plants were planned.

As time went on, the
@D Licensee abandoned plans

for additional nuclear
generating capacity.
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The Case C nuclear station
would be {ts only nuclea:
capability {n the near
tera., (p.6)

4. Control of Putchaaedh

Material, Bquipment, and
Services [was deficient].
(p.8)

5. These factors include
« « o an atmosphecre of
contention batween
engineering and quality
assurance. (p.9)

6. As a faclility necars conm-
pletion or {8 in a pre-
startup condition (as the -
Licengee's station was
in the mid-1970s8) and

new or changed require-
ments arise, there ig an
ever present tandency to
shortcut procedures and
to formalize action
later. Such conditions

- increase the possibility
of error. (p.9)

7. The Licensee and its
consultants and con-

. tractors were just far
enough removed from the
custonary level of
informality to promote
the possibility of error

and misunderstanding,
(p.10)

®

Contzol of:éé:vice
Contracts ([was
dofictient]. (p.8)

These factocrs {nclude
e o o« the resistance
by engincaering of the
application of formal
quality assurance
procedures. (p.9)

Az a facility neacs
cczplotion or i3 in a
prostartup conditicn
(23 the Licensee's
station wac in the
mid~19708) anrnd naew or
changed requirements
arise, thore i3 a
tondency to accomplish
the activity and to
fornmalize action later.
Such conditions, couplad
with informal interface
procedures, increasc
posaibility of error,

Deleted (p.10)

(p.9)
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8.

11,

While the Case Study Tean
was unable to establish

the attftudes and relation=-
ships betweoen enginecaring
and .the new quality ’
asgurance director {in
1977, it i3 suspacted

that the relationship was

‘something less than con-

structive (The naw quality
aggurance director was
reassigned in Pebruary
1979). (p.12)

The Licaonsee had a false
sense of security with
respect to {t3 engineering
capability., (p.12)

Puzrther, and as previously
atated, the Licensee was
within a fov months of :
bringing the plant on line
on saveral cccasions,
Thus, actions that the
Licensee might take in a
longer run would be 4{f-
feraent when it appears
that project ccmpletion
would be imminent, and no
auclear plants were anti-
cipated in the near tern.
(p.13)

The Licensce's past exper-
ience with construction
enabled them to proceed with
the necessary controls in
place and qualified people
to keep them that way.
Construction of power
plants was "old hat" and
they knew how to stay out
of trouble and get

the job done., New

QA/QC requirements were
accommodated (referring to
the Licensee's “failure to
understand cnd appreciate
the potential merit of -a
formal QA program®}. (p.l4)

The case study team was '’
unablae to eatablish the
attitudes and relation-
ships beotweoen engineering
and the nov qQuality
agaurance dizector during
those yeacrs [late 1976 and
19771 [ (po 12’ '

The Liconsees had a high
degree of confidence with
raspect to {t3 onginecr~-
ing capability. (p.12)

Daleted (p.l3)

Deleted (p.l1l3)
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12, Thete was no great expec-~

ience {n seismic mattars

in the Licensge's organi-
gation, and thore was no
detailed gcope of the work
that the Licensec specified
for {ts congultants, (P.l1l9)

13: He (the Licensee's Vice

®

President of Bngincering]
sald these things wero
good for his gtaff to
experience and it will be
batter for it when the
project {s ccaplated,

(He coamonted on a nunber.
of problems, mostly pocr-
sonnel related, that had
acisen a8 @ regult of this
integrated patriz organi-
zation [the Project Coaple-
tion Team]). (p.17) -

14. In the past, he {the

Licensee's Hanager of
Nuclear Pcuwer Operations)
said, there had been much.
vheel refnventing. Thay
started with a few of the
requicted procedures and
then flocoded the place with
records without having
people to take care of
then., The QA guidelines
had seemed to restrict
the conduct of assuring
quality and, thus, it was
registed. (p.1l7)

15. The fact that the Project

Completion Team adopted the
A-E's quality assurance
program {3 indicative of
the Licensee's lack of
understanding (or perhaps
procedures) of how to apply
quality to the design/
construction process for
nuclear plants. (p.l9)

Deleted (p.l15)

1

Hoe gsaid ‘these things were
gcod for the staff to
expacrionce and it will
‘bo better for it when.
the project i3 coampleted.
(p.16)

Daeleted (p.l6)

-

The fact that the Project
Completion Team adopted the
A-E's qualit¥ assurancae pro-
gram may be indicative of
the judgment that the
Licensee's methods of
applying QA to the design
process for nuclear plants

" needed improvement.

(p.18) ”
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16. The Licensee, he [Project Deleted (p.1l9) --
Completion Engineering
Nanager] said, had gocd
quality {n each tipe franme
since the job began in
1966. As each of the -new
quality aasurance {nitia-
tives occurred, the
Licennee reaponded, but it
¥ag more or legs reaction,
(p.20) N

17. It was adnitted that the Deloted (p.21) 9
Licensee was gslow to - ’
adopt all aspects of
quality asgurance. (p.24)

18. Purther, the Study Toan Deleted (p.21) 9
‘made the cocsnent that {t
appeared to then that the

r\ Licensee's engincering

1 organization appeacaed as

‘ “prisa donnas. This was
not disputed by the
Licensce's upper manage-
ment, ‘poz‘)

19. Based on the regults of Daleted (p.22) -

the IDVP reported by the

Project Completion Team,

one would not aexpact to

find large numbers of

quality-related probleas

in the design procasss.

(p.25)

20. The Manager of Nuclear Deleted (p.22) -
Power Operations high-
lighted the problem this
way: he said that the
idea was perpetuated that,
if one had the paperwork
correct, one had a proper
QA program. (p.25)
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21. While some of the top Deleted (p.26)° -

quality control managecs
felt that Licensee employed
{sic] may have been less
aggressive than desired,
it {8 doubtful that
certification of these
{quality "agsurance/quality
control] personnel would.
have changed the situa-
tion, (p.30) =

22. Many of the management . Deleted (p.A-l)

|\

decisions over the years
{ndicate an attitude of
. ®"do anything and every-
thing to expaedite bringing
the plant on line.” The
current Independent Daasign
Vecification Program (IDVD)
and establishing in 1982
the Project Coapletion Tean
under an architect~
engineer's direction
reflects this attitude; .
however, the extent to -
which thege changes reflect
4 real cozmitment to as-
suring quality rather than
providing “cosmeotics® is
not totally clear. The
appactent imbalance between
“congtruction” and “"engin-
eering® in assuring quality
is considered to reflect
some lack of commitment at
the top levels of corporate
manageaent. (p.A-l)

23. There 135 evidence that Deleted (p.A-l)

v
B
-

when the Licensee initially
set up its QA/QC program,
they appointed an old line
congtr: “tion engineer to be
Manager position. Also,
the individual at the
.Licensee who knew the most
about quality philosophy
wag transferred to another
function., (p.A~-2)
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24. Cocrporate QA does audit Corporate QA audits -
facilities on a pericdic construction activities
basis; however, genecal on a pericdic basis, but
undecstanding by upper there did not appear to

management would indicate ’'be the sama atteation
that they would not gee the given to enginaering
need to audit froa & man=- activitiaa. (p.A-1)
agement standpoint, Thaere

was much talk about .

engineering taking care

of its own prodbleas as

they arose, but did not

indicate a formal pregran

for cocrrective action;

mainly a paersonnel function.

(poh-z)
25. Company perscnnel seem toO At one time, QA sppeared 11
‘be afraid of the concept to be a taerm used to
of QA or QC having accoess daccribe an organization
‘to top management. They tequired by regulations...

don't see any benefit/ (P.A=1)
reason., They do not undaeg~ .
stand the concept. “QA°

is.a tern used to describe

the organization that they

were required to organize,

but really didn't need.

(P.A-2)

26. In the early days, cost/ Deleted (p.A-l) 11
schedule did override
QA/QC functions. The
Licengee had much pride
in their abilities, how-
ever, and felt that they
were doing everything
correctly. There is much
evidence to indicate that
they were willing to admit
their limitations and seek
help for seismic work.
(p.A-2) :

A

| .
*

B







®

Draft
Language

Final
Language

Page xeferenc:}
in PGLE Lette:

];3!
»

27.

28.

There {5 evidence that
this is one area [clearly
defined and properly
implemented responsibility
and authority] that was
very weak in the early
stages, and {3 one of the
teasons for the Liconsce's
pregsent predicasent, .
There ate no obsecvations
for the present organiza-
tion, other than t aga
awace that this s 4 have
been more formal i{n the-
early progran. The
Licencee's formar QA
manzger made the statement
that the esarly requirecmonts
for cesponsibilitics were
laft to the ozganization
reaspeasible for work, .
This was a goneral con~-
census. Bverybedy ng.. ‘
posedly undegatands .the
requirezments, but chase to
take care of ‘his own zog="
ponsibilities. (p.A-3)

The Licansee did not
undecstand tho. need for

trained quality people
in the beqginning. itany

pe:gle weze put into
quality functicns without
training., The Enginaering
Manager’s philosophy is
that the pecple responsi-
ble for.the task are the
only ones capable of

teally getting it-done.

He refuses to accept an
independent organization
watching his activities.

He dodan't understand the
concept, In fact, the
opposite of quality manage-
ment seems to have happened,
The Corporate QA Manager
does not appear to be

There are no observa-
tions for the present
organization; .the
licensea {8 awara that
engineecing QA should
have boen mora formal
in the early progranm,
(poA-Z’ . '

”

LN

The Licenseq apparently
did not fully approciate
the importance of staff-
ing with experienced QA

pecrsonnel in the beginning.

‘p .A.3) .

11

11
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29.

10.

al.

32.

®

very dynamic, and the
former QA manager, who
appears to be very know-
ledgeable, ‘was transfecrced,
(P.A-4) ‘

Many changes {presgsantly]
are made at the facility
or plant ‘that atre ot
made on drawings., This
{ndicates a potential
problen with drawing
changes, and a pogsaible
design change/revioy -
problem. (p.A=S)

\

This factor ([proapt
reporting cf QA pregran
deficiencies] seems to

be atrongly and ottecéiveiy'

gupportaed at .the cocastruce=.
tion site. .Thore-is.s - -
concern, houever, absut -
the offectivoness.of
earlier inapections:and -
audits of matecialgs:”
suppliers, notably'one .
supplier of. electrical: '+
systen supports. (pJA=6)

In the eatiy;dayni?fhis -

[prompt reporting] was not'
done. The Licensce:fully
understands the neod now,
(p+A-6) T

Changes are made at: the
facility/plant as required.
The Licensee seems to™
justify thig by the fact
that QC people are .
engineers, and are often
the péople who did the
design. Therefore, they
are capable/justified.
Many instances reflect
that early-on engineess
did not have their designs
reviewed, Changes are

Deleted (p.A=d)

Thig factor. gecens to

be strongly and affac-
tively s gted at the
construction site. (pP.A-¢)

.
" * He
-,

.
»
-

.

eloted (p.A=4)

Deleted (p.A-4)
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made as required and
appear to be done .
informally. (p.A-7)
33, QC functions are performed- QCvtunctionn are per~ 12

by the departments respon-
sible for the task, This
can work, but it {3 not a
compon practice in most
organizations and 18 not
in corpliance with the
intent of 10 C.PP.R. 30
Appendix B. (p.A~7)

34. This case is a claasic

'of "haste makes waste.”
The engineering problems
which have been so costly
appearc to have resulted
at least in part fcom

@ vecry heavy schedule
pregsures, This was
extended to the initial
efforts at a design
verification progran
which produced an addi-
tional set of problems,
There were no indications
of lack of regources cur-
rently. (p.A=8)

3S5. Early stages of the design

of the Licensee'a plant -
were poorly docurentad,
There is an underatanding
within the Licensee that
this was a bad mistake.
Pregsent-day practices not
reviewed., (p.A-10)

36. There appears to be no
formalized program of
audits, The audit program
has been very extensively
strengthened during the

- past year, reflecting in

o all likelihood that it was

lacking previously. .

(P 0&-10)

--w  BE & w wivowi- ? s gmemer e e v Ay o w @ mw s

formod by the departments
resgonaible for the task,
(PQA-S)

The engineering problenms -
which have baen so costly :
are suspected to have

regulted, at lcast in

pact, frea very heavy

schedule praegaures.

Whether these pressurae

{sic) were real or felt -

was: not egtablished.

There was no indication

of lack of resources

applied to the project.

(P «A=5)
Deleted (p.A-7) - -
- The audit of the design 12

process was probably not

a strong emphasis or the
design control procedure
deficiency would have been
noted., The audit program
has been very extensively
strengthened.during the
past year. (p.A=8)

- 10 -
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37. Ia the early days, audit The Licensee had a QA/QC 12

activities ware probably
not perforamed. The
licengee had a qualiti
program, but the problams
they have experionced
would {ndicate that a
continued system to verify
implementation was non=-
existent. There is alazo
evidence that early HRC
audi{t repocta gave the
licensee goccd reporcts on
quality progzam implemen-
tation when, in fact,
this wvag not the case,
based on a review of
cocrrespondenca. (p.A-10)

program, but the problems
they have expaerienced would
indicate that they did not
have an ag?cessivc system .
to verify impleamsntation

{n the design contzol

areca. UHRC gudit roports
gave the licensee good
gaports on construction
quality program implemen-
tation. (p.A=-8)
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' ALLEGATION DATA FORM U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Instiuciions on teverse 508

1. Focllitylies) Involved:

{f mote thand, or M
generic, wiite GENERIC)

{Check sppropriate boxles) )

3. Description:
{Umnt 10 100 characters)

4. Source of Allegation:
[Check appropriste box)

6. Name of Individua!l
Receiving Allegation:

7. Office:

o PiaBre Qamyén

2. Functional Arsa(s) Involved:

‘5. Date Allegation Received:

RECEIVING OFFICE .
0 Docket Number {If applicable)

olsSjollolol2i1715

{Name)

operations onsite health and safsty

construc.tion offsite health and safety
safeguards emergency preparedness
other (Speclty)
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contractor employes
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| |

security guard

| ticenses employee news media

private citizen
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organization {Specity)

other (Specily)
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8. Action Office Contact:

8. FTS Telephone Number: *

10. Status:
{Check onea)

11. Date Closed:

.. Remarks:
(Lima 10 50 chatacters)

ACTION OFFICE

Porr paters ¥
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(First two initials and last nama)
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Open, if followup actions are pending or in progress

Closed, if followup actions are completed
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