UNITZD STATES OF AM_2IC

HUCLZAR RIGULATORY CC:-iISSION April 22, 1982
BEFORE THE APDVIC SAFEDY AND LICENSING BOARD
) o
In the Matter of: ) J”Mﬂu/
HOUSTON LTGHTING & FOWER CO. Docket No. 50-466 CP

(Allens Creek Nuclear Gener-
ating Station, Unit 1)

INTERVENOR DOHERTY'S CONTENTION 58, AFFLICANT'S CONDUCT ON
REPORTING VIOLATIONS AT STNP (MCTION)

Introduction

This contention is in two parts. Dczerty S8A is below,
Doherty S58B begins at page5 , infra. The conclusion and
timeliness sections in this motion aprply To both narts of
this contention,

Doherty Contention 58A

Intervenor contends Applicant has n:: demonstrated it
is able to comply with NRC reculations., s-ecifically 10 CFR
50.-%(e) and hence should not be grantei a construction per-
mit for the the proposed ACNGS., This cor<ention is based on
Anplicant's failure to revort under this rezulation, defici-
encies found by the Quadrex Corporation iz its revort on
desirn work by the Brown & Root Compan~ a2+t the South Texas
Nuclear Project (STNP), of May, 1981, The report was ordered
released to this Intervenor, the Board ari other varties, by
Novembar 20, 1981, in an Order dated N:oveaber 10, 1981. Failure
or inability to comply with this regulati:n endangers the safety
of this Intervenor because 10 CFR 50.55 Zeals with effects on,
"ee.e85afety of overations of the nuclear cower plant."i/and de-
ficiencies found in design and coastruction., This regulation
aovlies to holders of construction permits, such as the Aovli-
cant., Intervenor asserts below that thies inability shows the
Anovlicant lacks the technical competence o construct the ACNGS,

Sunportings Material to Contention S3A

~

Corn. Revort on STN

The Tuadrex
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4740 cFR 50.55(e)
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Findings", and at Fage 4-1, ranked its "Technical Diseinline
adecuacy Assessments”. Beth lists of rankings had an iden-
tical highest ranking, "Most Serious Finiings", defined as
"essthose that pose a serious threat to plant licenseability
because either(a) the findinc would prevent the obtaining of
a license, or (b) the findiac could proiuce a significant
delay in getting a license, or (¢) the finding addresses a
metter of serious conceran to the IIRC at this time." (eanvhasis
added) The revort taen listed 120 2/ "most serious” items,
without indicatins which of the subparts (a) throuzh (¢) of
its definition of most serious finding each item fit into.
The Avplicant found three of the items renortable under 10
CFR 50.55(e) in May 1981, and a fourth was revorted in 1982.

The regulation, 10 CFR 50.55(e)(1) places reliance on
Licensees and Aoplicant's to police themselves. The rule
states:

If the permit is for construction of a nuclear
power plant, the holder of the permit shall no-
tify the Commission of each deficiency found in
design and construction, which were it to have
renained uncorrected could have effected adversely
the safety of operations of the nuclear nower
plant at any time throughout the exvected life
time of the plant...

This Board noted in its Crier of January 29, 1932, that
the findings listed in Doherty,lotion 4 through O were "sve-
cific safety related deficiencies”, 2/ 7et apnlicant 4id not
file any of the Quadrex/STNP Re-ort generic findings to the
NRC under 10 CFR 50.55(e). All of the Dohernty Motion A through
C items were from the generic findings of the report. While
this Intervenor believes this lack of filing on the Doherty
A through O deficiencies shows the Aprlicant has not demon-
strated comvliance with a signricant Comzission regulation,
it should be vointei out that Apvlicant 3id not revort but
three of the . sher Juairex/3TNP "most serious” items. It seems
very unlikely there were but three that Juadrex consiiered to

17 - ' dh Al iel IE : g -
-/ Aceording to, "An Assessment of the Findinrs in the Quadrex

Cormoration Reoncort", prepared by 2echtel Fower Coro for Aopnli-
cant, in March 1982, in Table 3-3, at ©, 4-8,

/

& At P. 6
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be "...finding(s) adressing a matter of serious concern to
the NRC at this time,"

This Intervesor would point out that the threshold for
2 revortable finding under the rezulation is low. The re-
quirement is only that the deficiency "could" affect adversely
a nuclear power plant., This certainly zmeans the Comaission
wants to get the revnorts even if some prove later deficiency
over-estimation. Aonlicant has done this on at least two
occaisions as is shownby the enclosed Attachments 1 and 2,
I'hese reveal two instances where Apolicant had filed 10 CFR
50.55(e) remorts but at the 30 day written repcrt deadline
(specified in 10 CFR 50.55(e)(2)) advised the HRC they had
determined the condition was not reportable. Put simply,
the Commission, through the regulation,wants to know what
the Licensees are deciding is not worth telling the Com-
mission about, through 10 CFR 50.55.

As late as liarch 9, 1982, the Commission stated a pur-
sose of the NRC's enforcement crogram was "obtaining oromnt
correction of non-ompliance". (47 Fed. Rer., at 9939) "Could"
as used in 10 CFR 50.55(e)plainly means a renort should bhe
made at the aopnearance of a deficiency and it is undesirabdle
to have a licensee decide whether in fact the deficiensy
would have an adverse effect on safety before revorting it
to the agency.

This Intervenor urges that these regculations apnlied
more strongly to Applicant at the time of the Quadrex/3TNP
R2oort, than to other licensees, because of the history of
Al&P's verformance at the STHP and resultant svecial concern
that nuclear project has been to the Cormission. This con-
cern is shown by Doherty Zxhibit 4 & 5 in this proceeding;

a Show Cause Urder from the Comzission to the Apolicaat for
violations which later resulted in the maximum permissible
fine (CLI 80-32), and the findings of the Zystematic Assess-
ment of Licensee Performance lleview Group, which rated the
STHF "below average"., Of the 42 oraojects under construction
at the time of the review, only seven were "below averace",



-“-

In addition, the NRC Director of Operations, William
Dircks, stated in a Congressional Hearingz:

Briefly the Quadrex Report found that Brown &

Root a-varently failed to »ronerly implement =

Quality Assurance procram in the desigzn area but

also failed to oroperly implement an overall

design orocess consistent with the needsof a nue-

lear power vlant. ...Though we were aware of tual-

ity Assurance oroblems at South Texas and hed

cited the licensee for a breakdown in their Quality

Assurance nrogram in April 1980, the marnitude of

potential oroblems was not fully aporeciated until

we first reviewed the renort in iuzust, 1981,

(Testimony of William J. Dircks, zxecutive Director

for OUperations, NRC, before the Subcommittee on
Enerzy and the Environment »f the House Interior
Committee, lovember 19, 1941)
This testimony, while later than May of 1981, shows what
Aoplicant had the oosportunity tc know in May, namely that
there were serious problems.

The order to 3how Cause of April, 1980, and the Quadrex/
STNP report placed Aoplicant on notice that the NRC was esvec-
ially concerned about Quality Assurance at the STNE. But,
in May, 1981, when the Quadrex/3TNP report was received by
the Aoplicant, and desvite the fact its "Generic Fiadings"
listed items that were part of the Juality Assurance effort
(Tr. 21,852, 21,861, 21,867, 21,372) and desnite the low thre=
s2old for 10 CFR 50.55(e) renorts as exolained above, the
Aoplicant did not renort any Quadrex/STN? "Generic Findings"
under 10 CFR 50.55(e).

This Intervenor is not saving that he knows as a fact
that the Tuadrex/STNP revcort gave problems which would have
resulted in an adverse effect on safe overation of =he STNP,
but rather, that amoag the many zeneric and technical disei-
pl.ne adeguacy assessments, the Aoolicant found so little re-
portable material that its competence to comply with the intent
of this inoortant safety related regulation is called into
cuestion, In the case of Tuality Assurance itens, the evidence
that items related to it should have been reported is streng-
thened by the clear previous NR. involvement, and the fact
that Mr. Gerald Goldberg of Apvlicant testified thet cuality
Assurance was involved in at least four of the Generis Items
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from the Quadrex/STNP report which this Intervenor placed
in controversy in the "Doherty A through O issues" which
were the orimary subject of our Aoril 12 - 14, 1982 hearings.
However, this Intervencr maintains it may be iaferred
tzat Applicant could not comply with rer:lations and require-
meats in 10 CFR 50.55(e) for reasons whizh will be extant
for the AClHGE as well as the STNP, because at both STNP
ari ACNGS, the licensee will be the same entity with very
lizely the same policy for both units, and the same exec-
utive leadership for bot} units. (See Arolicant's Zxhibdit 30)
This failure to re.ort is not a matzer merely of his-
torical significance at the STNP, iir. G:ldbeqs,Vice-Pres-
ident for Nuclear cnrineering and Construction,(Applicant's
Exaibit 32) testified in this oroceeding that he was per-
scnally involved in naking the decision oa what to report
sursuant to 10 CFR 50,55(e), Tr. 21,570. He further tes-
cified that he was involved because the “indings were of
a sechnical nature reouiring his involvezent, Tr. 21,838.
Presumably, if a similar situation arose at ACHGS, lir.
Geldberg's involvement would once again "e required to
ezide whether reports should issue ¢o the NRC. If Mr,
c.iberg is not technically comoetent to recognize revort-
able deficiencies, then his technical quzlifications to
verform a significant role in the construction of the ACNGS
is called into question.
Given the ~eneral and svecific oblications set forth
arove, the failure of Applicant to revort more than three
of the findines vromptly demonstrates at a minimum, an
irnebility on the oart of Applicant to recornize significant
szfetv-related deficiencies and to comply with oblizations

pr N

to renort such deficiencies to the N C.

Doserty Contention S8B

By revorting but three findings {rc= the {uadrex Report
uzier 10 CFR 50.55(e) by May 12, 1981 1/. the Applicant de-
liserately orevented the NRC, and the Board and parties in

1/ .

<’ Staff Resvonse to Intervenor Dorgrsett's First Cet of Inter-
rocatories, Item 5, March 24, 1932, =. &,
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this oroceedins from learninz the true significarce of the
Quadrex/STNP Revort's findings, and their imolications

for juiging the Aovplicant!s techaical competence, and
whether the Applicant can be held to an "extraordinary
resronsiblity for safety”.i/

Suonorting Material to Contention S8B

This pert of the contentioz is based on first, the
attached, "Chronology Pelated t2 the Quadrex Report on
South Texas", dated December 15, 1981, a !lemorandum to then
Commissioner Braiford, from William J. Dircks, NRC Executi ve
Director for Operations, (Attachment 3), which was Doherty
Marked for Exhibit 8 in this proceeding.g/The Attachment
3 was denied admissibility in these proceedings as it was
deemed to exceed the scope of the issues then in controversy,
Tr. 21,725. ¢When it is coxpared to the "Chronology" atta-
ched to this Intervenor's Mareh 29, 19282, "Intervenor Doherty's
Motion for the Board to Call as a Witness, Donald Z. Sells
(NRC) for TexPIRG Additional Contention 31 and Quadrex Re-
lated lMatters", differences are insignificant in terms of
the question when the IIRC first received a cooy of the Quad-
rex /STNP renort for full review. In fact, this Intervenor
is awere that wWilliam Dircks, ¢f the I'RC, also sent a memo=-
randum to the Commission on Januzry 11, 1982, in which he
concurs with this Intervenor's zssertion the two chronologiles
are insignificantly different. This Intervenor dces not

have a copy of this memorandum to attach, since it is not
vet in the oublic document rocm in Jashington D. C. How=
ever, this Intervenor fully exdects the Staff will provide
the January 11, 1332 memorandux on discovery if this conten-
tion is adnitted.

1/In the Matter of Atlantic Research Corporation, CLI 80-7,

Farch 14, 139803 CCH 50,459, at 29,50c.

g/Produced by Staff in its arch 24, 1982, Reply to Inter-
venor Docgett's First Set of Interrosatories and xenuest
for Documents.




- %

Next, the contention part is supported by the conclusion
of lr. Dircks in ittachment 3 at nid-page, where he states,
"ees.the notential siznificance o7 the findinrss was not made
4#nown in a tinely fashion." Mr. Zirecks was plainly sveaking
of the NRC not getting the inforzation in a timely fashion,

Prom these two Chronologies, the appearance of a deliberate
attem>t to orevent the RC, and this Board and parties from
learning the true significance of the Quairex/STNP Report
energes, .hether in fact such an atten~t was maie can onlv
be determined through 4iscovary, testimony, and cross-examin-
ation of witnesses,

Conclusion

Intervenor therefore preys ta2at his Contention 58, con=-
sisting of parts A and B be admitted into this proceeding
pased on the information provided. There is substantive
eviience the Applicant cannot comply with 10 CFR 50.55(e)
because it lacked the ability to perceive in the Quadrex/
<TNP Report what it had to do wit: regari tc regulaticns

or, in the alternative Aopnlicant recognized the signifi=-
cance of the report, but failed t> inform the NRC in any
way, causing it not to investizate or obtain a enpy of the
renort until a nuch later time. Iais delay or failure to
report Juadrex/STNP Report findinss hamvered two Licensing
Board efforts to judce its comrecence, and this Intervenor
ins ais rightes with rerard
to TexFIRG Adiitional Contention 21, and the nost recent
issues we've had in hearing, the =5 called "Doherty A through

0 issues",

Timeliness Recuirement for this Filing after the Record is
Closed

A. There is rood cause for the lateness in filing th.s addi-
tional contention for Board cornsideration.

By srantinc this Intervenor's Renewed Motion for Addi-

tional :Zvidence on Taex”IRG Additis= contention 31, (Aopli-

,.J

W

% 3
W

cant's Technicsl Tualifications), t Soard recosnized that
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issues related to the Quadrex/sTNP Report were considered
legitinately excluded from timeliness bhars because the
recort did not become available until verv late in this
oroceeding, .

The Board's Order of January 28, 1982, re-odening this
nroceeding indicated the Board itself was concerned with
whether HI&P informed the Board in a timely fashion of the
reort, (p. 3,6). The Boari Order of ioril 8, 1982, indi-
cated the issue of disclosure was at least marginally relevant
and denied without orejudice this Intervenor's motion to
subooena an NRC witness on this matter.

From the Board's two Orders cited above, this Inter-
venor exnected to be able to exolore both issues set forth
in this motion during the hearing convsned on Anril 12, 1932,
This exoectaticn is demonstrated by interrogatories to Arnli-
cant of both the 10 CFR 50.55(e) issue and disclosure in
general, These Interrogatories included: in Set #1, items
8, 9, 10, 11, 14, and 17; in Set #2, items 33, 34, and 35;
in Set #6, item 2; and in Set #7, item 6, 20, and 32,

The discovery process for the Aoril 12 hearing resulted
in attachment 3 coming into the possession of this Intervenor
‘or the first time on aporoximately lMarch 27, 1982, as part of
the Staff's resconse to item 7 of Doggett's Interrosatory Set 1.

At the A»ril 12-14, 79832 hearingzs, the Boari restricted
questions on these issues to narrow areas of faect, Tr. 21,638
line 7 et seg.; 21,696, line 23, et sec.; and 21, 834 line 19
et sec. The Board svecifically denied this Intervenor the
oonortunity to cross examine recariing Attachment 3, Tr.21,727.
Similarly, the Board denied this Intervenor the onnortunity
to cross examine rezardiing an apnarent lIRC investication on
whether Aonlicant deliberately witheld the Juadrex/3TNFP Renort
from the NRC,

Only by actually attemntins to cross exami.ue on these
issues relevant to Doherty Contention 53 as set forth above,
could this Intervenor know whether the 3card's Orders of
January 23, 1982 and April 8, 1932 would permit such issues
to be raised and fully litigated., HJow that the Board's po-

sition on them is clear, this motion is being filed eight days
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from the date of the close of the hearings at a tize when this

Intervenor is in the midst of findings of fact on that hearing.
For the above reasons, there is good cause for tae lateness

in filing his additional Conteation for Board consideration.

B. Assuning good cause for lateness is established, the bal-
ancing of the five factors in 10 CFR 2,714(a) (i-v) determines
whether the issues should be admitted for hearing.

According to orevious rulings of the ’ommissicn, late
filed issues are first examined to see if there is rood reason
for lateness and then a balancing test is c:-nducted of the
five factors in 10 CFP 2.714(a)(i-v) to determine if the issues
should be adnitted, Pacific Gas and Zlectris Commnanv (Diablo
Canyon lNuclear Fower Flant, Units 7 and 2), CLI 281-5, 13 NRC
361, 364 (1981).

The five factors are:

(1) Good cause, if any, for failure to file on time.

(2) The availability of other mezans whereb
interests will be protected.

(3) The extent to which the netitioner's participation
may reasonably be exnected to assist in developing 2z sound rec-
ord.

7 petitioner's

(4) The extent to which the petitioner's izterest will
be reoresented by existing parties.

(5) The extent to which the petitioner's carticipation
will broaden the issues or delay the oroceedings.

1. The new issues are filed for consideration on tinme.

The events creatinz the basis for raising these iscsuiz2s in a
sevarate motion occurred the week of Aoril 12, “=32, in which %the
Board ruled regarding the scone of the hearins convened that
week, This motion is filed as quickly as possible zfter the
close of that hearingzg.

2. Only admission of the additional contention can pro-
tect this Intervenor's interests.

The only available forum for determininz wkhether Aoplicant
should receive a construction ver=it for tae ACHES is this pro-
ceeding., This Intervenor filed for aznd
intervene in this oroceeding in order to contest the granting




of this construction »ermit. Only by gra:ting the instant
motion can the Zoard assure thi: Intervenor am oddortunity
to litigate the contention raisei in the context of the ACNGS.

3. Absent the admission of this new contention, the record
of this proceeding will be seri-usly flawed.

Both the failure to recort oursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e)
and the possible deliberate failure to disclose rezise very
serious cuestions relevant tc whether the ~oolicant should
be granted a nermit to build the ACNGS. Muca of the faith
of the NRC in Anolicant's innroved performance rests on the
credentials and exnertise of Jerome Goldverg, Tr. 22010, line
12, The central firure in the ‘ailure to report Hursuant
to 10 CFR 50.55(e) an? the possible delibe-ate non-iisclozure
is the same Mr., Goldberg. As Vice President for Nuclear
Enrineering and Comstruction, lir. Golibers is obvicusly a
central ficure in the A»nplicant's effort at ACNGS., The
fact that the events forming a -asis for the new ccantention
took olace at another nuclear »lant is irrelevant since the
same nerscnuel are involved as in this proceeding and the
events took place while t:is nrcceedins was under way,

Aside from the 2eople invo.ved, Conterntion 58 raises
a question regarding the technical r~ompetence of Apdlicant
which is already in issue ia thiz proceedins, TexPIRG Addie-
tional Contention 31,

Getting to the facts on this issue would strerncthen the
record.

4, The issue of this Intervenor's interests beine ren-
resented by existins varties is =00t.

This Intervenor is alread~ recornized as represeating an
indieoendant viewnoint. Factor four, is uni-~uely apolicatle
to a netition for leave to intervene, In addition no other
varty has assumed as much of the ourden in the Tecanical
Qualification Issue as this one.
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5. The issue of technical cualifications, nart of Corten-
tion 58 is among issues currently before the Board as witain
TexFIRG Adiitional Contention 31. The issue in Contention 58B
is of much importance to the ultimate decision which must be
reached by this Board on the sualifications of the Applicant.
while admission of this contention will lengthen the construc-
tion pernit proceeding, the primary resposibility for delay
rests with the Aoplicant.

As arpgued above, a failure to recognize and report a de-
ficiency reoortable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e) demonstrates
a serious lack of technical conpetence.

Contention 53B raises a very serious cuestion about Appli-
cant's willingness to conform with both the snirit and the letter
of the XRC's self-policing regulatory process. The issue goes
even furtuer in suggesting Apolicant aicht deliberately obstruct
the NRC in the conduct of a full regulatory review., Issues of
such importance are clearly relevant to this Boerd's determin-
ation on whether Apvlicant has the sualifications to receive
a construction permit for the ACHNGS.,

Obviously to aimit these issues wouli lengthen the cone
truction oermit oroceeiianss, but this Intervenor maintains that
these issues exist because the Apolicant Zelayed in communica-
ting the significance of the findings in the Quadrex/STNP report
to the NRC. The Applicant's delay should not fora a basis for
ieaying an Intervenor's moticn for a new Contention,

Conclusion on timeliness

Wwhile the fourth relevant factor weigias acainst admission,
there are aitizating circumstances. The other three factors
suonort admission of this Contention. A balancing of the four
relevant faztors in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(i-v) favors the admission
of Contention 58 and a reovening of this droceedinz to litigsate
it.

L]

Resvectfully,



CEXTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certii, that copies of the attached, "INTERVSNOR DOHERTY'S
CONTENTION 353, AFPLICANT'S COIIDUCT ON REPORTING VIOLATIONS AT
STNP (MOTIOL)" were served on the parties below via First Class
U. S. Postal Service, this 2}!7 of Aoril, 1982, from Houston,

Texas.
sheldon J. Wolfe, Zsq. Administrative Juige
Gustave a. Linenberger Admi.aistrative Judge
Dr. E. Zeonard Cheatum Administrative Judpge
Richard Black, Esq. Staff Counsel
J. Grezcry Cuveland, Esq,. Arplicant Counsel
Jack 2. Newman, Esaq, Applicant Counsel
Docketins & Service U.8.N.R.C.

The Intervening rarties
Atomic Zafety Licensing and Aopeal Board (ASLAB)

Respectfully,

John ¥, Doherty
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S e V[ Housion Lighving & Power PO Box 1700 Housion, Texas 77001 (T13) 228991 |

M3y 2, 1980
ST-HL-AE.457
SFN: V0530

Ofrector, Region v

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive

Suite 1000

Arlington, Texas 7610

Dear Sir:

South Texas Project
Unfts 1 & 2
Docke: Nos. STH-483, STN-49¢
Lineal Irdication in the ¢4 Stean
fenerator Cold Lea Nozzle - Unis o)

On April 3, 1920, -suston Lighting & Powar Company notifiod
Cur offfce of a potent 3! caficiency fnvolving a linea} indicaticn
en the Unit 1, ¢4 stecr sencrator cold leg nozzle. The determination
¢35 _boen made that this event does not meet tha critoris of 10 CFR
$0.55(2) and therefore '5 not reportable.

Very truly yours,

¥ -

E. A. Turner

Vice Presidont

Power Plant Construction
§ Technical Services

MNP /mm?

gouvhlveds)
Ro-4a( /1 ©698920 4S5y
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Hausien Ly G Prwer Company

ST<HL-AZ.457
Page 2

W. Oproa, Jr.
G. Barker
L. McNeose
R. Dean

L. Waldrop
B. Painteor
. Granger
. Frazar

Gordon Gooch (Baker & 1.
-R. Newnan (Lowanstein, Bu
frector, Office of Inspec. ..

J
A
.D. Schuarz (Baker & Bott:) .
R
r

i, ligis, Axelrad & Toll)

a4 & Enforccment

Nuclear Rogulatory Ceonmission

Washington, D.C. 20533

M.L. Borchelt

Executive Vice Presidont
Central Powar & Light Cempany
P.0. Box 2121

Corpus Chr sti, Texas 78403

R.L. Hancozck

Director of Electrical Utilities

City of Austin
P.0. Box 1028
ARustin, Texas 78767

J.B. Posten

Rssistant Cenera) Hanager of Operations

City Public Service Board
P.0. Cox 1M
San Antonio, Texas 78296

R.C. Becke

City Public Service Coard
P.0. Box 1IN

San Antonio, Texas 78296

M.C. Nitcholas
City of Austin
P.0. Eox 1023
Rustin, Texas 78767

R.L. Range

Coentral Pcwar & Light Ceapany
P.0. Lox 2121

Corgus Christi, Toxas 70403

Charles Cocicafor, Eccuire

- Chafroza, Aloate Safety & Liconsing Eoard

1.5, teslcar Lzgalatory Cemmis

t.ashir3ica, 0.€C. 20333

- ————
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mmy Houston Lightung & Power PO, Box |7oo Houston, Texas 77001 (713) 229211
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September 14, 1981
- ST-HL-AE-729
¢ SFN: ¥-0530

Mr. Karl Seyfrit " '
‘Director, Region IV .
Buclear Regulatory Commissfoa -

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000 "
Arlinqtm 'lms 16012 -

»

. fa o i oL
Dear Mr. smm.: gt X GO 45 5.
. m et " y e AT YN . T
L7 0 south Texas Praject
3 5L Units 1 8 2
~ 7" . Docket Mos. STM 50-498, STH 50-499 5
: Final Report Concerning a . SRR -
! . Breakdown in Drawing Comtrel o < v
- — - "‘ *,,’.
" On August 10, 1981, pursuant to 10CFRSO.55(e), Houston umn a R
- Power Company not"ud your office of an {tem concerning an apparent |
breakdown 1a the control and 1ssuance of drawings. An evaluation Pus
been performed which shows that this ftam does not meet the criteria of
10CFRS0.55(e), and, thtnfon 1s not nporublo. nm. this 1tem 1s PR e
considered closed. 2t . “

If there are any mtim coa:ming this item, pluu contact Wr.
Michael E. Powell at (713) 676-8592. - :

i< .

MEP /syt _ {
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Houston Lighung & Power Compam
cc: J. H. Goldberyg
J. G. Dewease
D. G. Barker
C. G. Robertson
Howard Pyle
R. L. Waldrop
H. R. Dean
0. R. Beeth
J. D. Parsons
J. W, Willlams
J. Briskin
J. £. Gelger
STP RMS
H. 5. Phillips
J. 0. Read
M. D. Schwarz
R. Gordon Gooch
J. R. Newman

MEXO»©xr
.

(NRC)

September 14, 1981
ST-HL-AE-729

SFN: Y-0530

Page 2
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