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Octeter 29, 1,952
,

remo For: Harold Harty, Pf1L Project Manager
Harley Kirschenmann - EG&G Project Manager -

( Frcm: L'illard Altman, NRC Project Manager

[ Subject: Draf t Assessment Methodologies, Site Visit Case Studies ,

i Long-Term 0A Review

( I have reviewed the Assessment Plans prepared by PNL and EG&G and presentec

| at car joint meeting on October 28, 1982. , Based on what was presented, we

still have some work to do to cet the plans to where they directly address

f the needs for inforration gathering for the site visits. To get them where

k I want them, and merged. I think it would be useful to start with our basic

? objectives and work forward from there.

x
"

Tne basic objectives of the LTR (as stated in Secy 82-352 and elsewhere) are

to:
+

t 1) for pitnts that have had identified problems in QA or construction,

identify the root causes for their breakdowns

7 2) for plants that have apparently successful program, determine the
I;

" essential ingredients that make them work (i.e. , the root causes of
*

success)

3) Eased on observation and study cf programs in Mth categcries, deveicp

)i
reco rendations for t,RC policy modifications that, if implemented,

a: .

j g@ should provide greater assurance against future quality breakdcans.
5 $ :
j $@ The rain vehicle fer achievino 1, 2, and 3 is the series cf site visitt

-

O 7m
: - gg (CA case studies). Hence, 1, 2, and 3 become c5jectives of the site
- OMO
[ hh \itits. The 50rics of Visits is the Centerpiece ef tne ' Tn. tcrgei.

I tmc cn the success or failure of the site visits ..il; tne LTR t cceec

ce feil. Tnerefore, it is critical tr.at tre site vititt " e t t i l;.

: s m sf3 inc aene e :ecte.4s but m : to u a e.ms. m u,
.

-
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it should be clear to anyone who reviews the site essessment rethocology

DiRC management, peer panel, intervenors) that the assessment methodology

logically leads to answers to 1, 2, and 3. Hence, I wculd set a fourth

objective for the series of site visits:

4) It is imperative that the site visit rethodology be understandable to

interested observers and that its logic is clear and quite obviously

leads to the answert to Objectives 1, 2, and 3.

You will note that the LTR is supposed to arrive at answers to a number of

more specific questions than Objectives 1, 2, and 3, above. The complete list

of topics at this writing for which the LTR and its site visits are supposed
f

to provide answers or insights was provided to you in ny letter of October M.

1952, which included a copy of a draft femat for the reports of the QA case

studies (OACS femat). This draft format was prepared to ensure we covered

everything expected of the site visits in the site visits and that the fact that

I we had covered everything would be clear to any interested reader. This leads

to a fifth objective:

5) The site visit methodology must clearly and logically provide insights

- into or answers to topics covered in the OACS report (the fornat of
2t -

| Octcber M,1982).

In adcition, we have to address the question cf how do we knew whether e

prc;ra:" is good or bad, i.e. , what are tne criteria we use to determir.e whether
;

a rrcgran is tuccessful or net. This leads to a si>th objective:

| C T'.e site visit rethodclogy shculd include a set of indicators or

criteria which we can use, censistently f*: plar.t tc ;br.t tc

ceternir.e if a prccra-: is successful or r:t. are tricto.e to cu err

;

lf ar,ts visits, hcw succt:sful.

'
__
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One of the growing concerns of HRC in recent years is the impact NRC activities
- and site visits have on licensees. Accordingly, we need to be very sensitive
_

; as to how much of the licensee's/ contractor's time we take up. This 'means that
_

we do not want to spend any more time at the site / corporate HQ than necessary.
-

or inundate the licensee with any more people than necessary. Accordingly,we

have a seventh objective:

7) The site visit methodology should provide as mininal a burden as

possible on the licensee, consistent with achieving the other objectives
_

of the site visits. Accordingly, the length of site visits should be

kept to the minimum necessary to obtain answers to Objectives,1, 2s

j 3, 5 (to the OACS report questions) and 6 (evaluation). Moreover.
:

the team size should be kept to the minimum necessary to achieve 1, 2,
1

i 3, 5, and 6.

f ! Cr.e other cbjective: the NRC regional and resident inspectors are a critical
L '

[ ; source of inforration and entree to the licensee. To the extent possible, we
E

'

p want to invcive him to the degree he wishes to be involved, consistent with
-

cbtaining the best information available to satisfy the other objectives. This. -

,

would lead te Objective 8:
.

_ B) The site assessment methodology should be flexible cnoagh to pr evice
_

- -for varying levels and kinds of involvener.: by resident / regional
- i

insrecters.<

-

-

- Anott4r cbje:tive is te ensure that we do not focus cn the CA creanization and

k :4ogran to the (sclasicn of other contributors tc cuality. The ninth objective
i

15:

9) Ccal is cut.lity - cuality is put in t;. r: ec t nr.actront team. C .*

E prc;ra- is only cr.e tcci to actie.c c.e'it/ -
I
.

.

_ _ . _ _ _ -



GjLD7fa a ,o J % n:n a. m . a a-w . in a-, ; R :a. ~ . - w -

.
~ .:. ..

. .

4

h*e don't want to make the mistake of spending a disproportionate

amount of our effort exclusively talking to folks in %e quality

depa rtment. We will talk to them, but we want to focus at least

as much effort on corporate managenent and attitude, on project

managerent and construction, and on contracters and craf tsmen as

we do on the licensee QA organization.-

In the context of the above, I have the following' observations about the plans
.

. presented yesterday:
;

j ,EG8G Plan -

:

1 Addresses Objectives 1, 2,|4, 6, 7. 6.

I Needs more: details for all ocjectives.
n -

[ - Substantially.more1 effort:needed in 3, 5, 6, 9.
V

.

[ Battelle Plan ft

! . Too minor a focus on 1, 2, 3, 9. -

<

h Does not meet objectives 4, 5, 7, 8. <

c

f Tooheavyfefocuson-6,almosttoexclusionofsomeothercbjectives.
~

t
V . ._

[ l would like yee to caucus with'your staffs to review my coments and determine
0

{ th< effort needed to. bring the plans in line with the above cbjectives. I

f gald lite you to review your Assessnent Plans and develop an approach to-

r

L modifying our plaes'te.neet the above objectives. Yeu r.ay want'to third about
g.

-

_

'

C,

h integrettan with the other plan, but at this point I want first to see wnat i:
I.
[ um tak to tring citter plan f rto ccnfor-ance witn the at:r.<- ct.iectives, anc '

[ we m. r ur ce, tire from there.

i

b
; 1;i11are Alt an

F ';P: reef t:t "6nage'

:.
I: s' I'd S t a f f |

[6 EG s 12., f '

A w Pet w eite
'

s. .
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Addendum to Memo of-October 29. 1982

'Several'other objectives should be included in our considerations. Some of
.

them are implicit in 5, but are important enouch' to be highlighted separately.

[ 10) h'e need to review'and analyze proposed solutions and the other'

OA initiatives or' fixes for their-efficacy and practicality.'

3 - 11) In conjunction' with 10, we need to collect and develop data

and information suitable for cost benefit analysis.,

_ 12) To the extent possible develop input to and a source of information
i

t

| for other tasks in the LTR and other NRC QA initiatives.
<

[I 13) Provide the flexibility to incorporate lessons. learned from
|

.

[: _ previous site visits.
I
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EVALUATION D0ctMEiiT - PROCEDURE (How to do the job)

TABLE OF CONTEfiTS

.

:. Introduction (Background)

II. Statement of Objectives

!!!. Secte of Assessment

fiunber of Visits
'

IV. Sumary Overview (includes Approach)

V. QA Case Study (Plant Specific)

A. Previsit Activities
Team Formation

Identify Postulated Root Causes

E. Field Work (Regional / Corp / Site)

Approach

Schedule of interview / exit interview - validation
Guidelines for team rierter
liethodology - plant generic / plant specific

Areas explored / questions asked (intervien instrument for each entity)

Field liotevook

Develop prelininary site assessment

C. Post Visit Activities

Of.CS Report Format

(i. (c~;t.rison f!ethodolocy

Criteria

Validation

!!! M'.<('.cp Pecov.cndations !'ethodolcgy (Eig Picturt)

*:1. Prt:araticn of final Repcrt

< _
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Prcject Meetino Attendance - October 28, 1982
=

Willard Altman NRC Project Manager

tan Garland Pill Consultant
_ Robert J. Sorenson PNL Manager, Safeguards and Regulatory Analysis ..

i

John Heidenreich NRC Consultant (N. T. Kist and Associates)
Ivan Garcia DOE-RL

- U chard I. Smito PHL project staff - -

Scott Heaberlir. PNL project staff
Miles G. Patrick PNL project staff

Ken Carroll EG&G Project Manager -

. .

Harold Harty PNL Project Manager
*
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RM F1,ischman
=

1 Ga cia
i om October 25, 1982 0 Ga rl a nd
[ H Harty
'

to Distribution S Heaberlin
-

t

MG Patrickr

; s .om Harold Harty RI Smith
-- RJ Sorenson
; % ni Prepcsed Agenda for Ouality Assurance: LD Williams
& Long iern Review Peeting - October 2E-29,1982 LB
E File
_

k Location: Sigma V Building
;. Nez Perce Room
-

.; Attendees: Willard D. Altman - NRC
John L. Heidenreich - N. T. Kist & Associates

I Ken Carroll'- EG&G
Harley Kirschenmann - EG&G (Friday only)=

y - Larry Kubicek - EG&G (Triday only)
r R. J..Sorenson
|- H. Harty

S. Heaberlin
i R. Smith
j Dan Garland

'

'

Ivan Garcia - RL-DOE7

7 M. G. Patrick - BPMD

j
_

Thursday, October 28

[ 7:15'- 8:00 Holiday Inn
,

W. D. Altman
K. Carroll .. ,

.

} H. Harty

k* 8:00 -- 8:30 Travel to Sigma V
tr

{ 8:30 - 9:00 Introductory Remarks - W. D. Altman

cy 9:00 - 10:00 Presentation of PHL Plan - H. Party
,

i 10:00 - 11:00 Presentation of EG&G Plan - K. Carroll
a -

[^ 11:00 - 12:00 Discussion of Plans-

L i-

f 12:00 - 1:15 Lunch in Northwest Room
'

_

'

.1:15 4:00 Discussion of Prepctal riar.s and krrenhes
r

! 4:03 - E:00 . .e v i ew rNL Interests ir. LTR r tgrt - !or F::em. Sic a !!!: r

r '.

-

S b $h * Q h

-

- -

-

.

. . _

4, _
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Friday, October 29

9:30 Review of Program Discussions8:30 -

9:30 12:00 Agreement on General Content of Assessment Plans and-

Assignments for Completion

1:15 Lunch in florthwest Room12:00 -

4:00- Review, Plan, and Establish Site Interview Procedures1:15 -

5:00 Discussions with L. D. Williams, R. J. Sorenson4:00 -
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PURDOSES OF MEETING:

'

TO INTEGRATE SITE VISIT APFR0 ACHES DEVISED BY
PNL AND EG&G

*
TO PLAN FOR FIRST SITE VISIT

*

TO DISCUSS CONTRACTORS IDEAS Of: OTHER TASKS
'IN THE STUDY

*

10 PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR CONTRACTORS AND
CONSULTANTS TO BECOME ACQUAINTED AND TO WORK
WITH EACH OTHER

.

O

! E

4
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PARTICIPANTS:

NRC
.

BILL ALTMAN NRC PROJECT MAtlAGER

BATTELLE

HAROLD HARTY PNL PROJECT MANAGER

SCOTT HEABERLIN NUCLEAR ENGIllEER/ ANALYST
-

- BOB-SORENSON SECTION MANAGER, SG & HUMAf4 FACTORS ~

DAN GARLAND QA CONSULTANT
.

f
f

EG&G

HARLEY KIR$CHENMAN MANAGER, EG&G OUALITY DEFARTMENT

i KEN CARROLL MANAGER, QUALITY FROCUREMENT,!
PROGRAMS & CONSTRUCTION BRANCH

*

[ LARRY KUBIC,EK, MAliAGER. 00AllTY STA'iDARDS AND+

SYSTEMS BR*iiCH

p

KIST' ASSOCIATES

JOHN HE!DENREICH CA CONSULTA:G

r

s

1 -

!
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'FIRST SITE VISIT:

*
MARELE HILL NOVEM8ER 16-19, 1982

*- VISIT REGI0f; NOVEMBER 15, 1982

'
REGION, RESIDENT INSPECTOR, AND FLANT

MANAGEMENT ALL COOPERATIVE

'

HANDOUT MATERIAL ON MARBLE HILL TO BE DISTRIBUTED
AT THIS MEETING-

. .

s

. '.

e c. # ..
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STUDY SUBTASKS REQUIRING CONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE

I~ . SITE VISITS (CASE STUDIES) AND REPORTS.

2. ANALYSIS OF NRC'S'QA PROGRAM'

\

3. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF QUTSIDE PROGRAMS

- 4 ' STUDY ON CERTIFICATION

S. FORC ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING'PILGT PROGRAM S
o

;. 6. ~ ADVISORY-PANE

7. STUDY OF CONTRACTS AND THE PROCUREMENT PRCCESS-

8. ASSISTANCE IN PREFARATION OF-REFCRTS 70 CCT.GRESS a
AND COPMISSION

.,

r.

L.
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fiRC ORGAhlZATION

RES CA MOVED IllTO IE
'

*

fiRR QA NOT MOVED YET

'

SEPTEMBER IE REORGANIZATION PLAN REJECTED

*

NEW REORGANIZATION ON ED0'S DESK - LEAVES QA A BRAhCH,
BUT PUTS IN DIFFERENT DIVISION

*
FE 0LUTION STILL UP !!! AIR

.

+

t

._ .
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'2. Other points from N)rble Hill:
'

.Want to~ develop data regarding the. size of the licensee.0A organization.

onsite relative to the number of construction personnel onsite. Also,
"want numbers of contractor 0A/QC personnel at various stages. Idea is
to develop ratios at various stages of construction and do a trend
analysis ~- like-in 79-11. Numbers'only tell part of the story. but

.

we want to know what1they are..

. . Also want to document history of project and history of. QA/0C program.-

Goal is qualiti'- quality is put in by project ::anagement team. 0A.

program is~only oneitool to achieve quality -
_

We don't want to make.the mistake of spending a disproportionate

| . amount of our effort exclusively talking to folks in the quality S

depa rtment.- We will talk to them, but we want to focus at least3,
c ,

[ as mch effort.on corporate nanagement and attitude. .on project [
; ~ .anagement and construction, and on contractors and craf tsoen as j,
{ we'do on the licensee OA organization. 'l

'

n{ ~There are several things we want.to;be sure tc lock for throughcut
..

.

g

|- .(in profect ranage:ent, in' QA department, tr. cer. tractors , etc.). They
i

I . include:
y

f- . Acequacy cf staffir.g

F OUalifications.of staffine.
'

p ~ q

{I
Trainir.c of- staff '.

[ Criteria -f te selection-(actual, not jat written).

,. ..

1 . ,

{ f r.dcct-f r.ation cf sta#f in comit! ent to cLality.

f-
6 . Attitudet toward cuality ( w pcrtance of cu Q ty relative to fro ucticev.

-

, .d'af."Cel10$ SCh8dWIt$[
I

I '
.

Ter (.000 perscr.nsi , it ec; o.:rr a f re ;.r: e .;tn'. - c < itn;-i . t c
[

i,

'

:t$ wc4 04

k . * s pa rt of t hi t . want to l ed e t in v i s c f 0 *wm t t**'m ic

w.re.e a utiiv-n tauc < 4 cuc 2 ms e w: ste :;

I r(c,.,0$ts). l

E 'it':eVht\r*, c! st3'? *
- ,

I
c ,

hj z- :
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[xperience of staff, including experience in nuci m prW ects,,

and esperience in construction projects
j|

Familiarity of construction perto,inel and site engineert wici ;.

applicable A5Mt codes M51 standardi, IL([ standards, etc, 1

Channels of cmmunication in all directions and use of tnese channch j.

1

~t. ' totAing at the NRC inspection report 7911 on tief61e 6till and Attachment [. ;

the July 10,1979, inspection report of the Natioeal Board of (toiler and
Pressure Vellel Inspector 6, the question arises of htw could the situation
nave been to bed and'NRC had not discovered it or recognized the extent of
the breakdown 1-

;
This leads to the observation thatLas part of the case studies, we want '

' to look at .the ententi-frequency and deptt, of the NRC inspection program,

at these sites, both before and af ter significant problem wre identified, i
-

'
4.L Look at keppler's' testimony on Zimer, June 10,1982, h sure we include *

a looA at the following things on a generte basil'

1 - Weatnes g
;

.. Traceability of materiell
,

falsification of recordt.

Harastreet/ intimidation of QC inspector 6 '.

E Control of struttural steel welding.,

; Licensee's~ overvis. of : ongoing work
'

.-

' 'Designatien, ceMeol, and verif t:stion, detten doeur*nt chances..

[ , ~ Oistenition of nonconforming itemt *

<
<

'

. .
. . ,Mcnuncy cif audits.

. tr y nf'S it 4

t.evte.et QA staf fing (incruted f rom 6 te Na),

f L MP s No .( rag eta pt.

!!!? Med ttainib9 Of QC II;ttectort,

If & . rut,tuction of contrxter QC intrMtion.

' 67 "tugr cht cN ult) ..

! $ ( f t c' t ;j lit (thj(Il f spf Pt it t, pf htility't n'. !the1,

-

3,

i
.w.

. L- .
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5. Another lessen from Zimer plant we want to look at on a generic basis:

The Zimmer problem was exacerbated (in Keppler's view) by the.

combination of a small, inexperienced utility with a constructor -

relatively inexperienced inbuilding comercial nuclear facilities
- . . 4

We want to'look at the hypothesis that' lack of nuclear experience by either
the utility or the contractors or both tends to be a contributing factor
to major QA/QC breakdowns. If this .is not true generically, for what cases
is it true and why, and for what cases is. it not true (either way,
inexperienced utility with a good construc. tion program or experienced -
utility with a bad construction program) and why.

6. Some other key problems from Zimer we ne-.d ta look for on a generic
^ basis: .

Adequacy of in-process inspection program.

Deletion or alteration of key criteria, instructions, records, heat.

' numbers, etc.

Conformance with ASME code, etc. !
*

.

'

.Conformance of installation to design.

Documentation, handling, voiding, dispositioninc, and follow-up of.

nonConformances.

A-E-procedures for-verifying design calculations.

A-E-procedures for conformance with FSAR..

A-E procedures for: documenting design deviatier.:.

. . Controlz and apprevaliof design changes

Independence of, utility'and subcentractor CA programs.

Adequacy of audits cf subcentractor by subcontracter QA procram,.

j ~by utility QA.prcgram
Adecuacy of utility audits of self, of ccnstraction, of CA. .

Plant cleaniiness and~ graf fiti.

s

E We need to lots at- heu 'JC ranr.es.er r(quire ents for iv.c! ti 9 ing and
f Ells.ng: u;: c 6 r A ' t rt atetunt are tr.c t.

. Are suffici(nt 4a311f ied recple assigtcd tc. t -c irc.er tic:stium,
tcth technical stef' e d (cri + M ) 4~.r W:. !: rt

s

et d s k a e .h c h k ' '~ se ' ( (s, s b ,

t*# r( c *. i N ir!;i cticn { rc p .-' ? .C. 4C(C ;*t * 0F *!:*.Ctir".

i

- ,
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; ..

: ,'' prctrer at sites that have not been identified as problens' fced
this diversion of resources increase the probabil ty of another QAa

; brettcoun happening and going undetected by NRC''

2 Hcu co 1itted is NRC to correcting these problems? D0 f;RC's actions.

suggest they are really serious about the QA problems or ao they
i senc a dif ferent message to licensees and the public? Hcw adequa te

is the level and qualifications of fiRC sicf fing (both in hQ and
i regions)? How adequate is the level and qua ificat;ons of fiRC'

:
, investigators (from Office of Investigation)?

How does spending 5000 tiRC manhours on Zimer in the first six conths.

4 of 1982 impact the fiRC inspection program in R Ill?
| <

| S. See Udal''s statement of September 14, 1922. L'h/ wasn't the severity of:

the prob; .ms at Zimer recognized before constructinn was virtually
[ ! complete?
! l
} | Fcr tne problem plants, we need to determine how the problems were.

; identified, by wher., at what stage in construction, and what involvement
5

liRC had in cetecting/ recognizing the severity of the Ot. breakdown.
i

We need to determine what the flRC effort had been prior to discovery; g. .

f_ and why this effort did not recognize the problem.
L

HCu can fiRC assure the safety of cther reactors if fiRC did not} .-
E reccgr.ize a breakdown having the magnitude of the Zirrer breakdown?
-

I 9. See Earl Eorgun"s (CG&E) testirony of Septe-ber 14,19E2. He said that
_ G' e

[ HJK, "in-its role as constructor, has the first line respcnsibility fer
[ the'CA prograe covering its construction activities at Liver".
:'

Is this statcrent true?: .

!

!! ttis statenent consistent with goo: CA practice in construction'
.

3. cf c nuclear yt.er plant?
y

--

# If cr.- eccepts this state,ent. then i. ere &et G'.E's rr.s, m it:lity.

- f iW Le:ct.c iir e? TFirc 1tre?
I,

i a n: ms tut stattr.cnt sum.est ata.1 :o root vases c< :n a
f ! rt 3; *;t 3 t f j ,( r ?

I k
s.

? $.

y.
,

&

*

1

;

f**+ _ + :_-y
-

-
, ._ _ _, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

_
_
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10. See testinony of Donald Milan, Chief ~1nspecter of Chic. He said tnat

if tne National Board and the NRC had been auditing in close liaison
with each other in the past (as they are now) the problems we are faced

,

with 'at' Zimer could have been averted.
T

. ' When we go to.R III and Zimmer, we want to learn how the fiational' ~

Bcard and NRC have set up an' interface and hoAell it is working.nm
''e.Want to test Milan's hypothesis at Zim. er and the Cther problem.

plants that had fiRC and the National-Board been working togetherg

; earlier, the problems and their extent would have been recognized
muc.h earlier or they would not have. occurred at all.

, .

*

r . .

~ '

| , . .How does this' hypothesis apply to'other croups that NRC might work
b with cooperatively rather than independently?
t.
!. 11. See lilan's statement on the level of'tiRC staffing: 2000 construction
U
j, workers and at the very most 3 or 4 !$C inspectors (usually 1 or 2).
is
[ rJe says that regardless'of how hignly trained cr capable the NRC inspectors
k

' :'151 be.- they cannot keep pace with the cor.:te: ction activity.9

E Is this true? ''

[
.

r
Assuming. that NRC will not be able to cevote n:re than 2 or 3 MY.

{ per construction site, what measures (cm tne-part of the licensee.

}L
* E, constructcir, cutside group, etc.) are necessary in crder for
.4C to stay'on tcp of the constructicr. activity at a level sufficient

[
,

,

p to ensure ti.at' another Zimer, Midland, er Martle Hill dces nct-

~

. happen.

W '

. .

p 12 (nc. sic National Ecard Audit itcm activity be vritten into the Federal
I< rrediations as .a ccndition. for issuaece cf an c eratine lir.cnse?
; -

( that are t' e; pros and cons?hho .

i . -If ves why?
* '

'

K:

,I , :' r.h. v.hy not?
.

.
.

p
r.x

e
.

n o
' (f< . >

_ y.'

Y 0 E. .L g, f. . , d4
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Et; CLOSURE 1 fc

. Format of 0ACS* Report #' tw th hi .

' _

Pn t. J c A +4~

.
,

Aut .ul CeI 1, M *
.

:: .

.

s
!

[ First Face-
<

t_
L ;

;

!. f ant of reactor, utility >

|- II. ' Dates of field work, and places visited 6
c

v-

!I:. t:ames and Organizations of SSA team members

IV. Persons contacted, their. organizatio'is and positoins
"

7. !.iterature reviewed in conjunction with this visit
' VI. Description cf plant in. terms of the following: n

o

4,

H;; cr PWR .No. Mwe, nc. of units, utility name and ccrporate HQ, name ofc-

.

.
AE,namesofmejercontractors,NSSS,etc.,alsodateofCP,dateofdL

,1.

(expected if plant in construction), I complete if in ccnstruction...

t . .
.

i ~

3. ie:end Page 5p- 4 '

]4-i . !c- ary of Fincines - This secticn should include salier.t points regarding

h. CA tecpran or crganization characteristics, significant prctiens that have

[n . eccurrec, dy they occurred, what was done to correct them and hcw success-
a-

,

1

!: 'ul re edici action has been. If r.o significant problems have occurred, hs

[4 a descript1er ef those features of progra s that seem to cor.tr S te tc itt
'

v
1:7&*(r.! $UOcets.,,

t o

I
i
p o: ::5 : * ; C 1,. ::6-arte * ate $t,;cy
w _ _ _ . _ _ .__ _ _ ___ __ >
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~

.

_

-

.

.

This writeup should be about one page long arc ccntain the bottom line
'

restrding what can be said about their clant and its OA progran. In the

surrary we should highlight those site specific findings that we think nay

have generic applications. *

!

I Third Page and Successive Pages
i

I
I II. General Topics

.

!

)

f.. A. Cescription of the licensee's QA program, its organization, and its

[' interfaces within and outside the licensee organization. Includ'e key
I
u

~

cates (brief history), size of the organization, how it is structured,
.

,

its responsibilities, its authorities, reporting chain of commano,,

t

f internally and externally- Include aspects that contribute to the,

.

t

(| strengths and/or weaknesses that will be highlighted in sub-sequent
i
k sections,
t
L,

.

1
! ( This section should include quantitatise as well as cualitative

i

! irfe rr.a ticn: Ecw r.any CI inspecters in what specialties, how rany |6

!ccnstruction werkers, how rany welders, etc. '

! !

( I
! |

E. fescripticn cf CA pecblers that tive ctse'cred et the Mart, ard "tw
k

t: r,s v.r.c :tey were icertifi c.e

!

it
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, -

.

*

.

.

.

V

C. Analysis cf why the above problers developeo, i.e. , what were the

| root causes. 1.'e are interested in identifying the prograrretic

deficiencies that led to the identified QA problers. In this section,
,

each postulated root cause should be justified in terms of supporting

; evidence: 1.e.. inspection reports, investigation reports, interviews
!

j. with inspectors, discussions with licensee, discussions with A/E,

.

craftsmen, etc. If something is opinion, label it as such. We need

I
.

to docueent the logic train that brought us to our conclusions.
; .

I
L
1

[ D. Description'ofrenddialactiontakentoaddresstheidentifiedQA
,

f'

f problem, whether it' solved (or failed to solve) the problem,'end how
u

.

|[ itwascecidedupon.(describeinvolvementofNFCandlicenseein

| [ arri|tir.g at and-implementing remedial action). This section should..,

*de'. ail the cests associated with the recedial action - ccsts to the
| licensee in- ter'es of lost time .- construction celays, urplanned

|| ' shutdewes, etc. It should also describe cetts in teres cf people and #

;
7[ dollars.. Costs te the NPC (investigatices, extra irspection and

~
4

| '
i

I
.

l
licensirg actions, etc.) in terms ci ;eeple arc ir:act on the rcutine

!

[ t.sc prcgram.
I

| V

v
i i

5 E. |Cescr*;tien cf the positive aspects of the CA ;regrar, bcth historically
1

'

ar.c trasee.tly. # the plart has vede gr.s rerecia', actient, dat can

| |' we lear 'rr: the s;ccess :r f aih t tf Pe e tcial :rc;-a . es:ec'c''.s
.

t _ __ _ _ _ . ___ __ - '
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*
i

,

i- *

.

.

| in a streric sense. If the QA program has not had major prcLhms,4

| -.

| i >.hy'not? Are there some key aspects that seem to malee the program>:

successful', or is it just another major breahdown waiting to be
f

- di scovered? What we want to arrive at in. this section are the basic
'

| underlying characteristics of a successful QA program.
p

'

!-
!

L 111. Specific Lessons-Learned
I

'

7
.

\;
'

.

A. - Implications of this case study for improvement cf QA programs for-

[ design.

| [
!

j' *ihis sectict.:shoulo include lessens learned frcm this OA stucy th'at
? /-

[ suggest possible ' approaches or solutions to improve licensee's 0A,,

i > prograr:s for design. Suggested approaches should be evaluated
Ys- . -

b ' critically in term of whether they would really solve problems ~and
; ,

t
their costs and ber.efits shculd be discussed and weighed.

t

;
<

1
fj i,

1 t

! !;
.

E. Ir:licatiens of this case study for ir:revement.cf CA pregrats fer J
\ i
'

i censtruction.) -

i.
i }-
! '

[ Siritar ccetent as for desigr section, etc.
r

{:

$ '

'

| F

[c
'

l. n_
_
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.. i

l
i

C.- Implications of. this case study for improvement of 0A programs for.

startuo. -

,

!
!
'

.

Etc.< ;

!
!
f D. Implications of this case study for improvement of QA programs for

[ testing,

t ..
o
$~

!
j Etc. a

; ,

|c: -

~

[ E.: Implications of this case study for improvecent of QA prcgrams for j
t: 1L naintenance j

.

[r, .. .

+

k {tc.-
^

l
p
p
y F. _Inplications of this case study for increvement of CA pregrans forp

k operations.
'

-

t
h: .

?

Etc.

V
i

j| 3. Ir.rlicaticr.s cf this case' study for it: rove e-t cf CA prcgrams for
;.

[. CentractinC aPC picturtF4Mt.

% 4

,,
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i

l

H. Implicatiens of this case study for improvement of OA programs with
I regard to E.anactment.

!

I. Implications of this case study for improtenent cf QA programs with,

; regard to training.
,

;

J. Implications of this case study for improvement of 0A programs witht.

I

}- regard to orcanizational structure and ficw of information. .

,

t.
.

K. Implications of this case study for improvement of QA programs witht

! regcrd to project management.
,

II

; -

i
'

[ I t' . Irplications of this case study with respect to succested a;croaches for,

e
I .i.morevement of QA.

:

!

A. Implications with respect to Ford Alternative I:;

i
4

I

[ Freviding a basis for cuality assurance and cuality control,-

t
-

inspecticn, ard enfercerent actions thrcugt the adc;ticr. cf e- cre,

:

[ Frescript4ve-approack-te-an apercach which is rcre crescrittive thar.
l

[ that currer'.tly in practice for defir.ing ;rinc :al a*cnitectural arc .

\' crgireerirg criteria fer the constructicr. cf c:- trical ruc ear oc.er

::an:s

i
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*
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.

5. Irplications with respect to Ford Alterrative 2:

Conciticning the issuance of constructicn cermits for commercial

nuclear pcwer plar.ts on a demonstration.by the licensee that the

licensee is capable'of independently managing the effective per-

formance of all cuality assurance and quality control responsibilities

forLthe pcwer plant; .
1 *

i C. Implications wih. respect to Ford Alternative 3:

t

Vere effective eval' aticns, inspections, cr audits of corrercialu,

r
*

nuclear pcwr plant censtruction by representatives of ~ independent
i

associatier.s of professionals having expertise in appropriate fields i, , -

44 sc 3 vdi sg- the- as societ4 eas- re ferred-re- 4 r,- the- preteed4 ag- s ent encej -

I which evaluations, inspections, or audits are more effective than

i these under current practice;
o

t'y

d' .

(, T. '!rplications with respect to Fcrd Alterrative 4:
I

. .

i-
!

*r: rove ert cf = th.e Centission's organizatico, methods, and progrars

'cr cual.ity assurar. e develep ent, review, and inspecticr;>

.

4
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E. Implications with respect te Fcrd Alternctive 5:
1

-

i^

h

|Ccnditioning the issuance of construction. perrits for' commercial
-

nuclear power plants on the permittee entering into contracts or

f other arrangements with an indeper. dent inspecter to audit the quality
l-
' - assurance pregram to verify quality assurance performance.

-

O *

e
t .

b F. Ieplications with respect to establishir.g a program analogous tc. the
i
[ FAA system, including designated tiRC representatives, CA hole;oints.
r
i"
L.

I G.g. - Ir;1ications with respect to the effectives cf presert (not necei-

[ sarily-hRC) nuclear quality assurance stancards, especially from the,,

rm

[ view;cint of simplifying _ and updating existing CA star.dards.-
O '
a
b
t-

|( H. ahat 'essens learned frcm this case s:ccy shculo'bc fed :ack into the )
'

r.

I naticral standards process?
E

$
I

.

E I. *er'.icatiens with- respect ic TM: *ctier C'n. O{:EG-Off 3) ir.itlatises
>:

e

'

.
I I '., Task I.F

.

(2) Test *I.J.,

'e

i

!

f.
- - - - -
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.

!

'
.

j
.

. ,J. Implicatices with respect to NRC's cualifying and/or certifying

licensee / contractor QA prcorans inclucing the establishment of,

i

[ 5cidooints based ce cchieving certain levels of CA prcgran certifi-
p ,

cation..

C.
- l

.

%

ll V. Implications' of this Case Study with Respect tn f4RC Policies and Programs ||.
y(..

5

-

.]

[ A.. Implications with respect to ad:quacy of existing NRC regulatory .

,

b base in QA.
!

6
y
(, -

i(- E. Inclicationt with respect to NRC licensing practices.
L.

h.

(

ic . C. Implicatices.with respect to NRC standards and guidance. lv .. ,-
p 4 ,

t i
-

f D .- 1riplications with respect to fiRC researcr. programs,

b f
4n

Q E. Inclicatices. with respect to the 'E erforcement prcgrats.
:

|
-

r _*

I plicatices with respect to NCC feseect'cr. Orc;rar astur;tions,[ .-

e
etfinitiCn. Lard guicarce.

.

i

'

g .q'
w'
; G. .!rplicatteri aith respect ic 'J.C (nrettier :rt;-a- frp't fet? tier.e .,

>, ,

.

} ...
,

,

, __ .-
j
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[ ii. .Irplications with respect to EPC staf' ex;ertise, cualification ard

training.r

i.p
t
I Irplications with respect to MF.C orgar.izational structure.*

.

( 1

L
\ -

'

'.' I . Implicatiens of this Case ~Stuoy with Respect to Other SECY-82-352 initiatives

.

t A. Inplicaticns with respect te NTOL licensee self evaluations. .

b -

( -E. Irrlicatiens with respect-tc requiring licersee CEO certification

that plant.eesige, construction, and tetting reets FSAR and other;

licensing commitments. 1 '

t

b ..
y

|| C., Inglications with respect to fiTOL Regicnal evaluations.
J'
!, -

D. Irplicaticns with respect tc f4TOL indepercent design review.
: i
r ,

[;'

[ '[. Irplications with restect to INFO evaluatiers.

F. |rplicaticns with respect te 'iFC ins:ectien r : athe!*e

I
;;
f 41
r[ l '. '1 FAI it.srectices'#

,

h II' Cl* i"s;teticrs

.
..
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,

_ 1

-s
,

[
s

'

< :
(3) Revision 'of inspection program ''

[ . (4 ) irtegrated design inspection i

L '5) Change er; basis frcm records audit to observation of scrk
(-

| i,
.,

i.

[ G.. Irplications with respect to h systematic review of 50.55(e) 1

! and Part 21 reports by IRC.

f
(
|

[- *cplicatier.s with respect to improved MC soliciting of and review ofH. .

r
i (1 h1 '

.

p

I( Implications with respect to m workshops.
]

!.
.

S

I; j
1

h ,, . J. Ierlications with respect to strenger enforcement of, existing if

g
~

,

b disrnre for QA/0C personnel.
N

<

P- - f. . Irplications with respec.t to tildli1hment of a mere forraln

I 3' es4.lif@ end gar 11figstion systen for CA/QC personrel.
.

( 1
;, .,

!. . |c:licatters with rescect te uptrading cuality of crafts' anship.
I -

[ >
,

.

c
!

!
tm
$

I
,

o ..

-
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EDO Other Items-

(1) Staff from the Events Analysis Branch r,et with representatives

from INPO, AE00, and RES on November 3,1982 to discuss proposed

rule changes to 10 CFR 21, 50.55(e), 50.72 and 50.73. i-

a

(2) On Monday, leavember 15, 1982 we will meet with CP&L personnel to

' discuss the requirements for qualifying the suspect "Raychem"
>

cable being used for Class lE applications.at the Brunswick facility.
.
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