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APR 191983

Docket No.: 50-382

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Atomic Safety Licensing Board for Waterford 3
The Atomic Safety Licensing Appeal Board for Waterford 3

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: NOTIFICATION OF IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY AT WATERFORD 3
(Board Notification No. 83-52)

The attached Civil Penalty was issuec to Louisiana Power & Light Company
(LP&L, the applicant) as a result of a break down in the applicant's QA/AC
program at Waterford Steam Electric Station Unit 3. The original penalty
was reduced from forty thousand to twenty thousand dollars because the
deficiency was identified and reported in a timely manner by LP&L and LP&L
took prompt corrective action to remedy the fault. No further staff action
is anticipated.

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing

Attachment:
As stated

cc: OLE
SECY,

| OGC
' OI

Region V Administrator
S. F. Eilperin, Chainnan, ASLAB
W. R. Johnson, Member ASLAB
C. Kohl, Member, ASLAB
S. J. Wolfe, Chainnan, ASLB
J. Foreman, Mamber, ASLB
W. H. Jordan, Member, ASLB
Parties to Proceeding

C305200199 830419
PDR ADOCK 05000382

i G PDR

Contact: J. H. Wilson, ONRR
x27702

*See previous concurrence.
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Cockh No.: 50-382 '

/
TheAtomicSafetyLicensingBoardforWaterford3/MEM0 DUM FOR:
The Atomic Safety Licensing Appeal Board for Waterford 3

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director ,

for Licensing '

Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: OTIFICATIONOFIMPOSITIONOFCIVILPEt[ALTYATWATERFORD3
'

(Escard Notification No. 83- ) /
'N /

The attached Civil Penalty was issued to Louisiana Power & Light Company
(LP&L, the applicant) as a result of a break Alown in the applicant's QA/ACs
program at Waterford Steam Electric Station tJnit 3. We presently do not
consider that this civil pensity represents a safety concern because the
deficiency was identified and beported fri a timely manner by LP&L and LP&L
took prompt corrective action tbsremed However, if any change
in our position occurs, we will issue'y the fault.a further notification.

/
I

/

/ '

f Thomas H. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing
i N

Attachment:
.

As stated / 'z
1

\cc: OPE
SECY
OGC

'

OI '

Region V Administrator

W./.Eilperin, Chairman,ASLAB
S.

R. Johnson, Member, ASLAB
. Kohl, Member ASLAB

S. J. Wolfe, Chairman, ASLB
J. Foreman, Member ASLB

/ W. H. Jordan, Member, ASLB
/
/

,
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DISTRIBUTION LIST FOR BOARD NOTIFICATION

Waterford Unit 3,
Docket No. 50-382 ACRS Members

E. Blake, Esq. Dr. Robert C. Axtmann
Mr. Brian Cassidy Mr. Myer Bender
Stephen F. Eilperin, Esq. Dr. Max W. Carbon
Luke B. Fontana, Esq. Mr. Jesse C. Ebersole
Dr. Harry Foreman Mr. Harold Etherington
Mr. Gary L. Groesch Dr. William Kerr
William J. Guste, Jr. , Esq. Dr. Harold W. Lewis
Dr. W. Reed Johnson Dr. J. Carson Mark
Dr. Walter H. Jordan Mr. William M. Mathis
Christine N. Kohl, Esq. Dr. Dade W. Moeller
Ian Douglas Lindsey, Esq. Dr. David Okrent
Malcolm Stevenson, Esq. Dr. Milton S. Plesset
Sheldon J. Wolfe, Esq. Mr. Jeremiah J. Ray

Dr. Paul C. Shewmon
Atomic Safety and Licensing Dr. Chester P. Siess '

Board Panel Mr. David A. Ward
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Panel
Docketing and Service Section
Document Management Branch
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WATERFORD

Mr. L. V. Maurin
Vice President - Nuclear Operations
Louisiana Power & Light Company
142 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

cc: W. Malcolm Stevenson, Esq. Regional Adminstrator-Region IV
Monroe & Lemann U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1423 Whitney Building 611-Ryan Plaza Drive
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 Suite 1000

Arlington, Texas 76012
Mr. E. Blake
Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Mr. Gary L. Groesch
2267 Dayou Road
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119

Mr. F. J. Drummond
Project Manager - Nuclear
Louisiana Power & Light Company
142 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Mr. D. B. Lester
Production Engineer
Louisiana Power & Light Company
142 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Luke Fontana, Esq.
824 Esplanade Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 70116

Stephen M. Irving, Esq.
535 North 6th Street
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70802

Resident Inspector /Waterford NPS
P. O. Box 822
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Dr. D. C. Gibbs
Middie South Service, Inc.

P. O. Box 61000
New Orleans, Louisiana 70161

<
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Docket: 50-382/S2-14
EA 82-109

.

U"Louisiana Power and' Light
ATTN: L. V. Maurin, Vice President

Nuclear Operations -

142 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174 .

.

Gentlemen:

This refers to your letter of January 4,1983, which responded to the Notice of
Violation and Proposed Civil Penalty of December 6,1982. This actior( was based
upon a significant violation of NRC requirements as-illustrated by your failure
to adequately control activities affecting the quality of safety-related work.
The circumstances are contained in NRC Inspection Report 50-382/82-14.

.

Based upon careful consideration of your reply, and for the reasons given in the
Appendix to the enclosed order, we have concluded that the violation occurred
as set forth in the Notice of Violation and the Proposed Imposition of'' Civil
Per:al ty. We have also given careful consideration to your request for additional
mitigation of the civil penalty and have concluded that no adequate reasons
have been stated as to why the penalty should be further reduced or mitigated.
Accordingly, we hereby serve the enclosed Order on Louisiana Power and Light
Ccmpany, imposing a civil penalty in the amount of $20,000.

_

In accordance with 2.790 of the NRC's U' Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10,
Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures will be
placed in the NRC's Public Document Room..

Sincerely, -

" Original Signed By-

R. C. DeYour;*
_

1
1

Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosures:
,

! ~1. Order Imposing Civil Monetary
Penalty

2. Appendix - Evaluation and Conclusion

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
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In. Ore 'Si!!er Of ) . Cocke; No. 50-332t

) Constructi:n Permit No.-
LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY . ) CPPR-103
(Waterford Steam Electric ) EA 82-109

Station Unit 3) .

~

-o

ORDERIMPOSINGACIVILMONETARYPINALTY

. -

.

4

.

..

Louisiana P.cwer and Light Company,142 Delaronde Street, New Orleans,

Louisiana, 70174 (the " Licensee") is the holder of Construction Permi: CPPR-103

(the "CP") issued by the Nuclear Reguia ory Ccmmission ("NRC" or the "C:cmis.sior.").

The Construction Permit authorizes.congtruction of the Waterford Steam Electric

Sta, tion Unit 3 facility in St. Charles Parish, Louisiana. The Construction

Permit was issued on November 14., 1974, and is cue to expire on October 31, 1983.
II

|
.

,.
4.

I

! .

|

| An inspection of the licensee's activities under the CP was conducted at the

Waterford plant by NRC Region IV inspectors during the period May 16 through

July 15, 1982. As a result of the inspection, the NRC inspectors determined

L that the licensee had not conducted its activities in full compliance with
1

.wi n NRC regulations. A written Notice cf Violaticn and Pr:pcsec : :csiticr. f

~ivil Fer.al:y was ser.ec u:cr :ne 'icanses :y letter ca:e: :ece :er 5, 'P52..
t
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ti:ns vio'.a sc, and -he amoun Of ne civil.;ena'. y 4 posec for ne vi lati:n,,

The licensee responded to the Notice of Violation and Proposed Impesition of4

Civil Penalty in two letters, both dated January 4,1983.

:
.

.

; III
t

'

Upon consideration of the licensee's reply to the Notice of Violatien and ar;;-

ments for remission of the proposed civil penalty, the Director of the Office of

Knspection and Enforcement, for the reasons set forth in the Appendix to this

Order, has determined that the penalty proposed for the violation desi;r.ated '-

. the Notics of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty shcule be
.

imposed.
. ,

.

-
.

.

IV
.

.

:r. view cf -he fore;;ing ar.c pursuant to Section 222 Of the A :ric ' Er.er;y A- -.

of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2282, FL 96-295), and 10 CFR 2.205, IT IS .HERE3Y
'

.

ORDERED THAT:
,

The licensee pay a civil penalty in the amount of Tw'enty Thousand Dollars

(520,000) within 30 days of the date of this Order, by check, draft, or

Ter.ey Order, ;ayable :: the reasurer :f the L'nitec 5 a es arc ra' =: :

ne Cirec:or of -he Office of !r.scettien arc Er.#:rcerent, '.'5.'.:.:, ..as-' .; : ,
i

DC, 20555.. .

.

.
e %

,

* -
, ,
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.e li ar.see may within 3C days Of the date,0f this Ceder re:Les: a hearing. Ar

request for a hearing shall be addressed to the Dire: tor, Office of Inspection

and Enforcement. If a hearing is requested; the Commission will is' sue an Order.

.

designating the time and place of hearing. Upon failure of the licensee to
'

request a hearing within 30 days of the date of this Order :he provisions of

this Or:er shall be effective withcut further prbceedings; if payment has no:

,been race by :ha: :ime, the matter cay be referred to the A:torney General for

collection.

.

VI
.

_

, -

In the event the licensee re' quests a. hearing as provided above, the issues to

be considered at such hearing shall be:
.

-

.

P

.

(a) whether the licensee violated NRC regula:icns as set forth in.

:ne Notice Of ','icia:icn and F :pesed *. ;:siti:n of i.il :ena'.:y.

(b) whether, on the basis of such violation, this Order should be

i sustained.

) FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
'

.

-QW:K .7
Ri: nard C. .Cef:ung, ;,i rec::r

. Office of ins:ection anc Enforcement
1, .

Cated at Bethesda, Marylanc
this 15 :ay of March 1983

.

t -
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::: - e .': 1:':- an: ass::'a e: :h'' :ena" y i:enti.#ie: i- ne'::':s:#
. : ati: at: ":::se: : :csi-i:n Of Civi'. : era' #:e .:.isiana ::wer_ane

'

Lfgn ":m;a y's ~JL?iL") Waterfer: 3:eam Elec ri: Sta:ier (.ni: 3) catec-'

Jecem:er 6,1982, :ne original viola:icn is restated, tne licensee's responses
dated January 4, 1983 are summarized and the NRC's evaluation and conciusions
regarding this response are presented.

-
.

Statement of Violatien
.-

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion II, requires that, "The,' quality assurance
program'shall provide control over activities affecting the quality of the
identified structures, systems, and components, to-an extent consisten: with
neir im:or:ance :: safety. Activities affec-ing quality shall be ac :::lisnec

u.n=er sui a:iy c:ntrollec c:ncitions."

Centrary o the above, L:uisiana Fewer and Light Company failec to acequately
control activities affecting the quality of safety-relatec werk. Spec 4fically,
LP&L failed to ensure that Ebasco Services Inc., as construction manager, was
adequately controlling the quality'of safety systems and providing the comple:e
and accurate documentation of quality required for these systems. This failure
is illustrated by the fact that on April 30, May 20, .v y 22, and June 22, 1952,a

Ebasco QA signed four ASP-IV-50-6 forms indicating that four safety systems
were reacy for turnover to LP&L. These safety systems were containmen; spray,,

low pressure safety injection, safe.:y injection tanks, and high pressure safety
injecti:n. The pertinent fabrication Ind installation records specified that
these systems were ready for turnover. Subsequently, the LP&L c.cnstruction QA
and startup organizations rejected all four system turnover packages due to
numerous findings which the quality records and exception lists did not

.

accurately identify. These findings included previously unidentified instal'.a-
tien errors, as-built drawings that did not match actual ' field installati:n,
field installat :ns which 'ecluded werk that was e,ct in c cc1'ance with4

Or:cecures anc s: sci #icati:ns, CC inscections tha rac not i'en-i'iec
unac:e: a::e #iel:

'

instal:at ens, and CC rec rds tha were n c:nsisten--wi .-d

curren as-cui;: crawings. These deficiencies in the c:n:r:1 Of ac-ivities
affecting quality should have been identified by LP1L prior to system turnover.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplemen,t II')
Civil Penalty - 520,000.

Evaluation of Licensee's Res:ense
.

.The licensee's rescense acknowledged that there was a partial breakdcwn in the
Quality Assurance Program at the Waterford Unit 3 sub -ier levels involving
c:ntractor/subcon:ra :or org!*t 1:icns.

.

e

6

.

.
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e '':srsis a ;.it in t s ts- s-s Of Jan.a y 2, 19333 -Pa a :ivi'. :s.al y was
-:- .1 -- a . 6 : . ; s.::: ' ! :isi-i:n, ni li:enses F ;.5: ra Civ ' er.a -its~

a-s .ct 90-tail Isssssac for Saver' y Leve I'* viola-t:r.s. TPs '.icersss l'.s
ar;tec na since i- icentifisc tne ceficiency, reper se it to ne NRC, ::ck
;r:mpt corrective action and the violation was not the subject of any prior
No: ice of Violation, complete mitigation should be allowed.

The licensee's assertion that a civil penalty is not normally assessed for a -

Severity Level III violatier, is incorrect. The Enforcement Policy states that
civil penalties are considered and usually imposed for Severity Level III
violations (see Paragraph IV.B. , 47, FR 9987, 9991 (March. 9,1982)). The base
civil penalty for a Severity Level'III violation is usually assessed at $40,000.
Hewever, in reviewing the circumstances associated with this violation, the
s aff considered mitigating circums+.ances in making a'determinaticn as to tne
: ciel of civii ;enalty to be procesec. The staff cerclucee -hat :ne br:ac'

cor'rective action taken by the licensee and the licensee's role in identifying
anc repor-ing a breakdown in the quality assurance program were such tna a

50% mitigation of the civil penalty was warranted. The staff rejects.ehe

argument that additional mitigation is appropriate since this violation has
not been the subject of a previous Notice of Violation. The Enforcement Policy
provides for up to 25% escalation of a civil penalty where a licensee has
:rior notice of similar even s. It does not provide fcr mitigation where a:

licensee had ne prior notice. Had a similar breakdown in quality assurancei

pr: grams cecurred earlier, it too, could have been the subject of a civi4
:enalty and, when repea ed would have (pused the staff to seek stronger
sanctions in the instant case, up to and including an order. Indeed, in this

case, two out of three levels of the licensee's quality assurance pregram
broke down before the problem was identified by a third level. The licensee
should have kncwn' of the breakdown earlier. Therefore, further mitigation is!

not appr:priate.
,

cr:lusicns

l ha li:ersee's is- ers cf January 2, 1953 ::n a'. c informaticn regar:' ;
ne vioia-icn -hat was not previcusly known by the NRC curing tne enfor:eren-

conference or during the spe'cial site visit by R2; ion IV and Office of
| Inspection and Enforcement staff. Accordingly, the staff concludes no further

mitigation of the civil penalty is warranted.

.

i
-

!

.

|

|
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DEC, 6 1S32 |.

~

Docre- he: 50-382
'

EA S2-109

|

Louisiana Power and Light Company
ATTN: .. V. Maurin, Vice President

Nuclear Operations
142.Delaronde Streeto

New Orleans, Louisiana .70714 -

Gentlemen:
,

.

This refers to the inspection conducted under the Resident Inspection Program
; by Messrs. G. L. Constable and J. E. Cummins of our staff during the period
! May 16 to July 15, 1982, of activities authorized by NRC Constrution Permit

CPPR-103 for the Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3, and to the dis-
cussion of our findings with Messrs. D. B. Lester, G. Rogers, and other members
of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection. These findings were also

, discu.< sed durin*g the enforcement conference held in your corporate offices on
August 20, 1982, and during a subsequent conference held at the.Waterford facility
on November 23, 1982.

This inspection identified a significant violation of NRC requirementIs as illus-
trated by the numerous deficiencies and discrepancies noted by your startup

~

and QA organizations in both the as-built condition of systems offered for
startup testing by your prime contractor, and deficiencies in the supporting
quality documentation. As noted by Mr. G. D. McLendon during the November 23,
1982, meeting, the principal cause of this breakdown was insufficient participa-
tion by Louisiana Power and Light Company (LP&L) in the implementation of
quality assurance programs. LP&L'.fatled to exerc.ise adequate oversight and
contro.1 over contractors, to whom implementation of quality assurance programs

: had been delegated, and dedicated only minimal LP&L resources to quality assur-
| ance programs.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission places great emphasis on the need for licensees
to maintain proper control over all aspects.of safety-related activities. This
includes the implementation of a quality assurance program that identifies and

.

corrects construction deficiencies in a timely manner. An effective quality
1 assurance program must operate at each tier, from subcontractor through contractor

to the owner. While we recognize that the quality assurance program did not
totally breakdown, there was a breakdown in the subtier programs of your contractor

; and subcontractor. This violation is categorized at a Severity Level III as
. described in the NRC Enforcement Policy published in the Federal Register,

; 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982). According to this policy, for a Severity Level III

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED.
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DEC 6 1982'

'ouisiana Power anc L1gnt ' Company -2-.

'
.

violation a base civil penalty of 540,000 is normally assessed. However, the
Enforcement Policy permits consideration of mitigating circumstances. Based
uoan a careful review of the circumstances associated with this violation, we
h've concluded that' mitigation of 50% of the civil penalty is appropriate.a
The bases for this mitigation are the corrective action you have initiated (the
extensive revision of your tystem turnover process) and your role in identifying
and reporting the breakdown of quality assurance programs to NRC. Therefore,
after consultation with the Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
I have been authorized to issue the enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed -

Imposition of Civil Penalty in the amount of $20,000 as set forth in the Notice'

appended to this letter. This action is being taken in order to emphasize the
importance of your participation,in quality assurance activities and your
responsibility to ensure that contractors are properly implementing quality
assurance programs.

,

-

You are require'd to respond to this lette and should follow the instructions 4.0,

'the Appendix when preparing your response. Additionally, your response should-

address actions planned or taken which would ensure that work completed prior
to .the identification of this breakdown was properly accomplished. Tliis should
i.nclude work performed by other subcontractors as well as the subcontractors
already identified as having deficient inspection programs. Tnese actions .

should include verification of as-built plant configuration and review of related
quality documentation. Your response should also address measures taken or'

planned to ensure that your quality assurance procedures are adequate and that
as-built verification requirements are clearly stated. Your reply to this letter
and the results of future, inspections will be considered in determining whether*

further enforcement action is appropPiate.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Feder.a1 Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosure
wil,1 be placed in the NRC Public Document. Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Appendix are not subject-

to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget otherwise
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

ohn T. Collins
.

Regional Administrator
i

Encl.osure:
Appendix - Notice of Violation and Proposed

Imposition of Civil Penalty.

cc w/ enc 1:
F. J. Drummond, Project Support Manager
T. F. Gerrets, QA Manager
D. B. Lester, Plant Manager

,

.

__
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PPENDIX

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
AND

PROPOSED IMPOSITI F 0F CIVIL PENALTY
, -

,
'

Louisiana Power and Light Company Docket No. 50-382
Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station Construction Permit: CPPR-103

'

EA 82-109 -

During April, May, and June 1982, EBASCO submitted four Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) to the Louisiana Power and Light Company (LP&L) for turnover.
Following an LP&L audit of these systems, they.were rejected by LP&L. LP&L
reported its audit findings to the NRC. LP&L found that records for these
systems did not* represent their true as-built status. As a result NRC conducted,

an inspection during the period May 16 to July 15, 1982.

During this inspection a significant violation of NRC quality assurance requirements
was identified. As discussed in inspection report'50-382/82-14,'the four ECCS
systems were not QA/QC acceptable. Installation of safety-related instrument
impulse piping was found to have been improperly conducted and documented. Further
NRC and LP&L reviews identifi,ed hanger weld and orientation problems involving
these safety-related systems.

"

In order to emphasize the importance.of your participation.in quality assurance
activities and your responsibility tt ensure that contractors are properly
implem,enting quality assurance programs, the NRC proposes to impose a civil
penalty of $20,000 for these matters. In accordanc.e with the NRC Enforcement
Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), and pursuant to
Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended ("Act"), 42 U.S.C. 2282,

, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.205, the particular violations and the associated civil
' penalty are set forth below: ,

|
VIOLATION ASSESSED CIVIL PENALTY

10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion II, requires that, "The quality assurance
program shall provide control over activities affecting the quality of the
identified structures, systems, and components.to an extent consistent with
their importance to safety. Activities affecting quality shall be accom-

|
plished under suitably controlled conditions."

Contrary to the above, Louisiana Power and Light Compr.ny failed to
adequately control activities affecting the quality of safety-related

' work. Specifically., LP&L failed to ensure that Ebasco Services, Inc. , as
construction manager, was adequately controlling the quality of safetyj
systems and providing the complete and accurate documentation of quality:

l required for these systems. This failure is illustrated by the fact th&t
on April 30, May 20, May 22, and June 22, 1982, Ebasco QA signed four
ASP-IV-50-6 forms indicating.that four safety systems were ready for turn-

t

over to LP&L. These safety systems were containment spray, low pressure

&. gM o4%D'
'

. -

'

| , _ __ __,
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Notics of Violation -2-

safety injection, safety injection tanks, and high pressure safety injection.
Tne pertinent fabrication and installation records specified that these
systems were ready for turnover. Subsequently, the LP&L construction QA and
startuo organi.zations rejected all four system turnover packages due to
numerous findings which the quality r.ecords and exception lists did not.

accurately identify. These findings included previously unidentified .

installation errors, as-built drawings that did not match actual field
installation, field installations which included work that was not in
compliance with procedures and specifications, QC inspections that had ..

not identified unacceptable field installations, and QC records that were
not consistent with current as-built drawings. These deficiencies in the
control of activities affecting quality should have been identified by LP&L
prior to system turnover. *

-

This is a Severity Level III Violation (50ppTement II)
' Civil Penalty - $20,000

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, the Louisiana Power and Light~

Company is hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, USNRC, Washington, D.C. , 20555, within 30 days of the date of this
Notice a ' written statement or explanation, including for each allegcd violation:
(1). admission or denial of the alleged violation; (2) the reasons for the
violation if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been taken and the
results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further
violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will be achieved. Considerationi

may be given to extending the response time for good cause shown. Under the
authority of Section 182 of the'Act,6U.S.C. 2232, this response shall be sub-
mitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under
10 CFR 2.201, the Louis'iana Power and Lig.ht Company may pay the civil penalty in.
the amount of $20,000 or may protest imposition of the civil penalty in,whole~or
.in part by a written answer. Should the Louisiana Power and Light Company fail
to answer within the time specified, the Director, .0ffice of Inspection and
Enforcement, will issue an order imposing the civil penalty in the amount pro-
posed above. Should the Louisiana Power and Light Company elect to file an
answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 protesting the civil penalty, such answer

| may: (1) deny the violation listed in this Notice in whole or in part;
(2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice, or'

(4) show other reasons why the penalty should not be imposed. In addition to.
protesting the civil penalty in whole or in part, such answer may request mitiga-
tion of the penalty. In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalty, the five~-

factors contained in Section 10(B) of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C should be
addressed. Any written answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set

~

-
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' t.c-ice :' Viciation *2-

fortn separately from tne statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.20~_
out may incorporate by specific reference (e.g. , citing page and paragraph numoers)
c avoid repetition. The Louisiana Power and Light . Company's attention is directec

. to the other orovisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a
civil penalty.,

'

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which have been subsequently determined
in accordance with the applicable provisions of.10 CFR 2.205, this matter may be
referred to the Attorney General, and the benalty, unless compromised, remitted,.

.

or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant to Section 234c of the
Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

hj7'I W-

.

John T. Collins
Regional Administrator

DEC 61982
''

Dated at Arlington, Texas
thistaday of December 1982
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Louisiana Power and Lignt Company

Distribution
PDR
NSIC
LPDR

*

ACRS

SECY.

CA .

RCDeYoung, IE
JHSniezek, IE
JAxelrad, IE -

JLieberman, ELD
VStello, DED/ROGR
JCollins, RIV

'

Enforcement Directors -

RI, RII, RIII, RIV, RV
. _

FIngram, PA -

JCummings, OIA -
JFitzgerald, OI-

'

HDenton, NRR
Resident Inspector, Waterford

''

JC ks, AEOD
raig, IE

IE/ES
IE/EA
DCS

William Guste, Jr., Attorney General.
-

Department of Justice - 6

P.O. Box 44005
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

.

Ed Kennon, Chmn.
Public Service Commission

|
'

. 1630 One American Place
Baton Rouge, LA 70825

.

4

O

+

_ _ , , , . . y ,, ,- - , , - - - - -



. . ..
-

.

BOARD NOTIFICATION APR 191983

BN 83-52
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-

~ Document Control (50- 382)*
'NRC-PDR*
L PDR*
TERA *
NSIC*

LBf3 Reading
G. Knighton
Project Manager * JWilson
J. Lee
T. M. Novak
M. Stine
D. Eisenhut/R. Purple
M. Williams

> H. Denton/E. Case *
PPAS
J. Youngblood
A. Schwencer
E. Adensam
C. Thomas
R. Vollmer
H. Thompson
R. Mattson
S. Hanauer
Attorney, OELD*
E. L. Jordon
J. M. Taylor

.

Regional Adminstrator
Resident Inspector
W. J. Dircks, EDO (3)
E. Christenbury, OELD
J. Scinto, OELD
A. Bennette* (1)
S. Black
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