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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 11, 1978, Norman Moseley, Director, Division of QOperating
Reactor Inspections, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE), was
interviewed by Roger A. Fortuna and William Foster, Office of Inspector
and Auditor. Mr. Moseley was advised of the nature of the inquiry and
that the results of the inquiry would be made public.

Moseley stated that prior to his present position he served as Director
of IE's Region 11 office until about August 1977. Moseley said that B
Region II inspectors testifying at licensing proceedings during the’ .
period he was Director were to present Region II's position. He elaborated:--
by explaining such a position was to be based on and drawn from the
input of all cognizant Region II personnel. Moseley advised that this
practice was followed because generally, many Region II personnel would
provide information for hearing testimony.

Moseley could not recall any inspector having a dissenting opinion
regarding proposed hearing testimony during his tenure as Region II
Director., He added that the responsible official for preparing testimony
would work out any differing opinions with the inspectors before a final
draft was prepared.

Moseley was asked to comment on Hugh Dance's response to Dr. J. Venn Leed's
question during the Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP) proceeding.
Moseley stated he was "not surprised he (Dance) said it," based on the
Region II (and NRC) informal policy in presenting differing staff views.

He added that it was his opinion that Dance's answer, if made today,

would be improper because of the agency position on dissent.

Moseley said that the Region II procedures for internal review of proposed
hearing testimony was informal. Generally, the cognizant Branch Chief,
after discussions with the staff attorney, would assign a senior inspector
to coordinate input from all involved regional personnel. Unless a
prob}eT existed, testimony was normally not reviewed above the Branch

Chief level.

Moseley stated he had reviewed Floyd Cantrell's notes and the Shearon Harris
testimony. Based on this review, Moseley did not see any significant
difference between the two. He added that with respect to item #1 in

the April 18, 1978 letter to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

(ASLB), IE based determinations with respect to FSAR and technical
specification qualifications on stated criteria not implications.
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Norman“Moseley -2~

Moseley advised that considering Cantrell was on vacation when the
testimony was being prepared, it was Dance's prerogative to present
Cantrell's conclusions as he (Dance) saw fit, as well as determining if
such information should be passed on to his (Dance's) Branch Chief.

Moseley said that a strained relationship possibly existed between some
of the Region II Tine inspectors and Carolina Power and Light (CP&L)
management and personnel. For example, Moseley advised that it irritated
CP&L when Cantrell would frequently cite them for having doors open. On
the other hand, it aggravated Cantrell when he would constantly be

patted down on plant inspections and the accompanying CP&L official

would not be. He added, however, such pat downs were within CP&L's
rights.  Moseley stated that overall, Region II's relationship with CP&L
was not significantly different from the Region's relationship with any
other utility. Moseley did state that Region II personnel did have a
problem with Buz Bessak, former CP&L Manager for Operations. Moseley
said that Bessak, an abrasive individual, believed Region II was arbitrarily
and capriciously enforcing NRC regulations.

Moseley said that the ASLB's question with respect to CP&L's past
operating experience had been asked before at CP hearings, but added

that such a question had Tittle relevance since a plant did not generally
begin operations for another eight years.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 11, 1978, Robert C. Paulus, Senior Program Specialist,
Executive Office for Operations Support, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
(IE), was interviewed by Roger A. Fortuna and William Foster, Office of
Inspector and Auditor. mee reen ——
Mr. Paulus advised that on January 18, 1978, Congressman Dingell wrote
Chairman Hendrie requesting applicable Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC), rules and regulations concerning procedures for presenting differing
staff opinions (ses Attachment I). IE, in a memorandum from Ernst Volgenau,
former 1E Director, to Edson Case, Acting Director, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation (NRR), responded to Dingell's request on January 31, 1978
(see Attachment II). Paulus states NRR and specifically Harold R. Denton,
coordinated the NRC response. NRC responded to Dingell on February 15, 1978
(see Attachment III). According to Paulus, Dingell was not satisfied
with the NRC response and by Tetter to Chairman Hendrie dated February 27, 1978
(see Attachment IV) requested that NRC rereview its policies with respect
godgtaff disclosure of relevant information to appropriate Commission
odies. .

Paulus stated that by memorandum dated March 13, 1978 (see Attachment
V), Lee V. Gossick directed IE (and other NRC offices) on how to solicit
staff input to answer Dingell's second request. Edward L. Jordan,
Executive Director for Operations Support, IE, directed. IE Regional
Directors to supply such information by memorandum dated March 14, 1979
(see Attachment VI). Paulus stated that Volgenau responded to Case by
memorandum dated March 24, 1978 (see Attachment VII). He added this
memorandum contained a summary of the Shearon Harris Construction Permit
(CP) hearing matter.

Paulus stated Dance was fully justified in not presenting Cantrell's
views to the ASLB when Dr. J. Venn Leed's question was asked. He added
Cantrell's views were only based on his experience at Brunswick, while
Dance had a better overall knowledge of CP&L's capabilities, based on
his own background and the input from other cognizant Region II inspectors.
Paulus was unaware of any IE procedures requiring the presentation of
dissenting views at licensing proceedings. He added that the testifying
inspector states the Regional position during such proceedings. Paulus
advised that inspectors' testimony is generally only reviewed through
the Branch Chief level. He added, that in the Shearon Harris case, the
testimony may have gone to a higher level had Cantrell been in the
office and forced the issue.

Paulus advised that CP&L management had a "hard line" attitude when it
came to the operations of their plants and felt it was their prerogative

co



Robert C. Paulus -2-

to determine how things were to be done. Consequently, according to
Paulus, CP&L often gave the 1ine inspectors a "hard time.”

Paulus advised that given today's environment,. Dance would probably have

presented his conclusion to the ASLB and then advised the Board of

~ Cantrell's differing views. He added, however, that he had been told by
Jordan that nothing in Chairman Hendrie's latest policy on dissent would

have required Dance to do so.

Attachments:
As stated

B
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The Honorable Josesh M. Hendrie 0
Chairman : o _ . __ORZ
Mucleoar Regulutoxy Commission | . ) . .

tjashington, D. C. 20555 .

* Ligar Mr. Chairman: - ’ T ..

In the past, the Nuclear Regulatoxy Commission has receix
somz adverss publicity bacause of the failure of the staisf to
promptly and effectively notify the Commission of the existencg
of relevant inforxmation which could affect the outcome ci iss:
under consideration. The most notable instance of this probles
to date-nas Yeen the situation involving the timing of the
.disclosura cf information relating to thz existance of a fanls

* the North Anna nuclezxr plant. ‘ . .

Becausa of the potentizally -serious anéd costly consaguency
wnich could xresclt from the staff's failure to effectively,
prompkly and fully notify the Commission, the Licensing Ecaxd g
the advisory Committes on.Reactor Safety o all relevant infox;
+ion and especially any studies or data wnich might disagzes
challenge the staff's recommandations, I reguest that you adwvij

25 th

o of all actions the Ccmmission _has taken to insuvre th

T3 D2
tyoe 0f DroDilams WALCA AXoSe An the past 2re not anda coula =ok
. Foveztec. L AR DACTICULADIyV intorastzd in Lhe exissonc: o ane
r rles ox resulations whica impgsS2 an aftizmative oplication tn:
' fhn sncividusl members OFf the Staii L0 GLSCLOSE She SKLELEnes
" anv_informabion ox studiass which mav disacsee Witn oS Staziis
cion _or recezmencaticn. I would 2lso like 20 ne afvised of cnl
. _procadures by wiaich such information is premptly disseminatad |
the mamba2rs 0f£ the relevant -hodies, together with a list of i
sanctions which could b2 impesadé againzt any amzloy2: wid wiz
such infsgrmation.
. I ask that you review the precenily gosxvatin
: orcceedures to evaluate their effectivenass and ids
- whexs this svabtes has failed bo oremshic 2nd afieg
Enm oxinhoance o infozration ¢ siniiaer cisn
c SInAlle rosmismEndutionsg, ceven thousa sy Josuso
V24 < Lo EDD {a:-’.:p.zr::. veslr for afynazure of ce dun
Cyz, co: Chiz, Gmry, 2F, 0CA, P&, 080, Cousy 1o,

75=0/ 45 . &. .
7 5 Attachment I
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ve altered the final declision.
rerasted in those situations wnex

X am, of coursc, not simdly:
re thz infozmation or stud:
wore offoctively suporessed. Bud also those where thare were
attempzs to withhold such. infornation or studies sa that
can thsreby determine if the revelation was merely by accider
or the result of tha effective operation of the sgstem. I
would also like to be advised-rof the actions which have bzen |
taken against thoss vwho have failed to freely disclose to the
relevant bodies the existence of such information or studies.

Because of the significance of this precblem, I know you
will give this matter your immediate attention. I shall,

therefore, look foxward to receiving youx replw bj Friday,
February 3, 1977.

With evary good wish,
F i

. I/ ’
, Sincerely,
. L. . 'f/;/ ) {.\(_\\\/
) : ~{ o iﬁﬁ4
. s ]
B : / ' John D. Dingell
. ' Chairman

- JDD:Jrm ) ’
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fEIMORANDUM FOR: Edson (. Case, Acting Director
.. Office of iluclear Reactor Regulation.. ..

FROM: Ernét Volgenau, Director
0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement
SUBJECT: LETTER FROM CONGRESSHMAM DINGELL - JANUARY 18, 1978

In resnonse to the subject letter which requests information concerning
failure of the staff since adoption of the "presently operating rules"
(October 25, 1977) to promptly and effectively notify the Commission,
the Licensing Board and the ACRS of all relevant information and of
any dissention of individual staff members from the position taken by
the staff, the IE Headquarters Divisions and the Regional Offices have
been canvassed for any information that may be pertinent to Congressman
Dingell’s request. ) :

Prior to the issuance of the "presently operating rules” (Informing
Licensing Boards of New Information, dated October 25, 1977 - NUREG-0370),
the enclosed memoranda delineates actions taken by IE, emphasizing
feedback and protection of the public and also responses from the

Reg;onal Offices and the Headquarters Divisions concerning dissenting
stafT views.

Responses from the Headquarters Division Directors and the Regional
Directors Tor any instances where information, studies, data or in-
dividual staff members disagree with staff positions, indicate that
there have been no situations falling in these categories since the
existence o7 the "presently operating rules® which were circulated

to the IE staff by memorandum dated Hovember 3, 1977. .

Ernst VYolgenau

Director

0ffice of Inspection
and Enforcement

Enclosuras:
As stated
X00S X00S ., TE:DD IE:DIR
TiBrockett:kbj ELIBdan ¢ JGDavis EVolgenau

1/31/78 1/ /78 1/ /78 1/ /78 Attachment II



UNITED STATES M. @ ro 'FF

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

OFFICE OF THE ' FEB 15 1978
CHAIRMAN

The Honorable John Dingell, Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D, C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am pleased to respond to your January 18 and January 24, 1978 letters
regarding NRC staff notification of the Commission, the Licensing Boards
and Appeal Boards and of the ACRS of information which could affect the
outcome of issues under consideration in the Commission's licensing
proceedings. I can assure you that this subject has received considerable
attention by the Commission, the Licensing Board Panel, the Appeal Panel,
the ACRS, and the staff itself over the last several months, particularly
since the October 13, 1977 hearing before the Senate Subcommittee on
Nuclear Regulation on the North Anna fault.

On October 19, 1977, the Commission received a detailed briefing by the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation én its current practice relating
to Board notification (informally in use since late 1973, and formally
established by written procedure in late 1976), along with a proposal
then under staff consideration for a revised and more comprehensive
procedure. The NRR staff suggested at the briefing, and the Commission
agreed, that a staff study should be undertaken,of the current NRR
practice and the proposed revisions. Explicit in that direction was
identification and correction of any existing problems with the present
practice, and the development of the resultant policy as an agency-wide
practice. In the interim, NRR was instructed to continue the current
practice. .

Pending development and approval of new procedures, NRC's Executive
Director for Cperations, on October 25, 1977, sent instructions to the
NRC Office Directors, which included my testimony and that of the
Executive Director at the October 13 hearing, on the staff responsibility
to inform Licensing Boards about relevant and material information that
becomes available during the course of the staff licensing reviews. The
Office Directors, in turn, reminded their respective staffs of this

. responsibility.

. 8  Attachment III
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* The Honorable John Dingell - -2 -

The Acting Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR),

in addition to outlining current NRC policy and staff responsibility

in this matter and providing copies of the October 13 testimony, requested
the NRR staff to "search their memory and files to recall any other .
instance where there might be an appearance of withholding or proposing °
to withhold information from the boards." This request was contained

in NUREG-0370 (See Enclosure 1) referred to in your January 24 letter.
Although some NRR supervisors requested all staff members under their
supervision to provide signed replies to the request, staff members

were not advised that disciplinary actions would or would not result

from their response because no disciplinary action was ever contemplated
against any staff member based on his or her responsiveness to the NUREG-0370
request, ' .

-Enclosure 1 also contains all of the responses to NUREG-0370 provided

by NRR Division Directors to the Acting Director of NRR. After an
initial review by the Acting Director NRR and the Chief Hearing Counsel,
Office of the Executive Legal Director (ELD), that indicated, in their
judgment, that none of the NRR staff responses included significant
matters -that had not been reported to existing Boards, a small group

of senior staff from each of these offices was appointed to review the
responses in more detail. Although that group has not yet completed

its review, they have reached a preliminary conclusion that only three
of the-matters identified are of the kind that are potentially reportable
to existing Boards under current practice. These matters are (1) the
effect of rod bow on departure from nucleate boiling; (2) reactor
vessel upper plenum pressure gradient (See Rosztoczy to Ross memorandum
of November 4, 1977, included in Enclosure 1); and (3) accident meteor-
ology for coastal sites (See discussion of Jamesport in the enclosure
to the Hulman to Denton memorandum of November 8, 1977, also included

in Enclosure 1). )

The Executive Director's October 25 memorandum is the most recent direction
to the staff in this matter. It supplements the directions given to the
staff by the Appeal Board in its decisions in McGuire (September 6, 1973)
and Vogtle (September 24, 1975), and by the Commission in North Anna
(November 12, 1976). Currently, there are no rules or regulations on

this subject; however, when new agency-wide procedures have been developed,
consideration will be given to codifying them into the regulations.

On January 24, 1978, the Commission, in public session, reviewed tpe. )
staff proposal for establishing an agency-wide policy on Board notification,
developed in response to the earlier briefing. The proposed policy would
involve all NRC offices, and appropriate notification would be to the
Licensing Boards, the Appeal Board, and the Commission itself_dur%ng_

the periods of their respective reviews. Based on this briefing it is



' The Honorable John Dingell -3-

evident to me and to my fellow Commissioners that the staff, the ACRS
Office, the Licensing Board Panel Chairman, and the Appeal Panel Chairman
have all given considerable thought to thls matter.

We also believe it to be important that the revised agency-w1de practice
for Board notification be one .that is responsive to the Boards' overall
needs and responsibilities. To this end, we requested the Board Panel

.Chairmen, along with the staff, to reconsider the proposed policy and

procedures to assure that information appropriate for Board notification
is defined therein as precisely as possxble, especially from the Boards'
viewpoint. When this reconsideration is complete, the Commission will
consider the matter further and the resulting policy and procedures will
be put into effect.

I would like to add my clear impression from the January 24 meeting that
the Licensing Boards and the Appeal Board, as well as the staff, believe
that the present NRR practice, over the last few years, has been working
reasonably well, particularly for externally-generated information. I

also believe that recent events have served to heighten the sensitivity

of NRC staff members to their responsibility for Board notifications.

It is apparent to me that the present staff practice is evolving to the
point where more and more routine information available to the agency

is being evaluated with a view to making appropriate Board notification
decisions. Thus, I am reasonably confident that Boards are now being

and will continue to be advised of new information generated external

to NRC that is relevant and material to their proceedings in as prompt

a manner as possible. However, I am not as confident at this time that

all appropriate information generated within NRC, that could be considered
as relevant and material, is being promptly provided to the Boards. I

make this distinction because, while it is relatively sinple to identify
and disclose externally-generated information promptly by providing it

to the Boards with a staff evaluation to follow, it is not so straight-
forward .to do so for internally-generated information. Scme staff evaluation
of information in this latter category must be undertaken to determine
whether such information is relevant and material and, therefore, should

be provided to the Boards. For this reason, there may be problems in
implementation for internally-generated information because of the dif- -
ficulty of developing specific decision criteria that tan be applied to

such a determination. In part, it seems to me, that this problem applies

to the question of notifying Boards of information or studies which disagree N
with the staff's recommendations, in which your January 18 letter indicated

you are particularly interested.

For these reasons and in response to the specific request of your letter

of January 18, a survey was carried out within NRR to identify any infor-
mation or studies which disagreed with the staff's recommendations and that

10
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had not been provided to Licensing Boards, Appeal Boards, Commission
or ACRS subsequent to the issuance of NUREG-0370. The survey request
from the Acting Director, NRR, of January 26, 1978, the responses to
the request and a categorization of the responses are contained in
Enclosure 2. ', e

Although the survey request suggested that the material identified by
NRR staff members be grouped into three categories, it was subsequently

‘decided that it would be more responsive to your request to subdivide

category 2 of the Acting Director's request into two subcategories, and
also to subdivide category 3 of the request into two subcategories. Thus,
the responses have been grouped into five categories as follows: (1)
appropriate bodies have already been notified; (2) appropriate bodies
have not yet been notified, but are in the process of being-notified

or probably will be notified under the staff's evolving procedures; (3)

- appropriate bodies have not been notified, and Boards probably would

not be notified under the staff's evolving procedures; (4) appropriate
bodies have been notified or are in the process of being notified, but

some level of management in NRR or ELD recommended against such notifica-
tion; and (5) appropriate bodies have not been notified and a final.NRR/ELD
decision has been reached that information is not material and relevant .
despite recommendation by one or more staff members or levels of management
that it is.

The ‘staff's preliminary review of these responses indicates that there
is no significant information or study of the type referred to in your
January 18 letter that has not been provided to the Boards, Appeal
Boards, the Commission or the ACRS since October 25, 1977. The staff
is currently considering which of those items brought to our attention
by this survey, particularly those in categories two and three, should be
provided to the appropriate boedies. In addition, the results of the
survey will be considered in developing our revised agency-wide pro-
cedures for Board notification. Since there were.no items. in the fourth
or fifth categories, no actions are being considered or have been

taken against those involved in implementing our current Board notifi-
cation procedures.

The transmittal of information to the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards deserves special mention. Over many years the NRC licensing
staff and the ACRS staff have developed a practice whereby essentially
all safety information is routinely transmitted to the Committee. The
ACRS receives this information, either for its review or for information,
on individual docket applications. 1In addition, NRC contract research
reports, NRC Research Information Letters, draft and £inal Regulatory
Guides, Topical Reports, and proposed regulations or rule changes are

11



s tr————————————d o

e = e

- AU QWA U AN VWG Mali)eaw
.
.

all provided to the Conmittee,

to the Comittee,

Enclosures:

1. NUREG-0370 and Responses

2, Acting Dir. NRR Request of
1/26/78, Responses and
Categorization of Responses

DISTRIBUTION:
Central Files
NRR Rdg.
RSBoyd Rdg.
LGossick
HDircks
TRehm

ECase
RMinogue
CSmith
SlLevine
HShapar
EVolgenau

In my opinion, the routine transmittal
aspect of information flow to the ACRS assures that Loth internally- and
externally-generated relevant infornatzon is currently being provided

Sincerely,

Joseph 1. llendrie
Chairinan

ARosenthal

JYore

This agency's regulations

- e an employee fails to meet the standards of job performance
dards of conduct are contained in HRC Manual Chapter 4171.

v~ * * in the circumstances of the particular case, those actions

) cover admonitions and reprimands, suspensions without pay,

- severe action which is the decision to remove the employee

SECY 78-0167 & 78-0201(2)
EDO 3180 & 3222(2)

CA
ACRS
EHughes
MGroff

SEE PREVIOUS YELLOW FOR CONCURRENCES

You asked to be advised of the sanctions which could be iﬁgosed against
an employee who withholds such information.
pertaining to disciplinary and adverse actions which will be taken when

or the stan-
As aporopriate
generally

and the most
from the

agency. Since there have been no indications to date that any staff
rmembers have willfully withheld information from the Boards that should
have been supplied to them, no such personnel actions have been taken.

1f you wish further information on these matters, please let me know.,

orriced- PM:D —NRR_ACT_DIR.._.OCM . 0CA
sunnane> | RSBoyd:Im_|.__EGCase. _|._JMHendrie...
oarer {2/ /78 |e@foen)F B forfee) 78 12

NRC FORM 318 (976) NRCM 0240

* Ul 8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFPICE: 1076~ 628.424

L
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(xomoo) ., Februaxry 27, 1978
. The Honorable Joseph M. Hendrle -
. Chairman - T . .
: Nuclear Regulatory cOﬂm1551on . T
Washington, D. C. 20555 . : .
o - :Dear Mr. Chairman: : - .
: I éppreciate your response to my January 18 and January 24,

1978 letters regarding NRC staff notification to the Commis-
- sion, the Licensing Boards and Appeal Boards and the ACRS of
information which coulé atfiect the outcome of issues under
consideration in the Commission's l;canSLng oroceealngs. The
Subcommities stazf is phesent’v reviewing the material you
] supplied with your resronse and I expect there will be additionz
- communications on this subject. . .

The purpose of this letter, howewver, is to address certain
. " issues which have been raissd as a consaquence of my January 18
. stter. According to information obtained by the Subcommistzes
\ staff, various offices ané éivisions within the Commission askzd
"their stafis if anyone haé withheld any information or if they
knew of any such incicdent. In some of these casas, a copv Of
my letter was attached, while in others it was not, nor was it
. mentiorned. In other instances, Mr. Gossick's Februzrv 13 mexmo-
. randum entitled "Staf£f Communications with Congress" was
.attached. In still othex instancas, the staiff was merely asked
about the existence ox adeguacy o procedures relating %o an
affirmative obligation to disclose relevant information. Seca:
various oiffices treated my incuiry &ifferently, the consistenc:
of the responses varied, and thus raised questions as to thae
completeness of the replies.

s

“‘

Second, certain division directors circulated their
ﬂ}a»§§;esnonse to the question of the adegquacy of the procedures

TTe S ‘3mong their staff, with a "rcuting slip" f£or each member to
;JT';Z o Afikial. Apparently, there is some coniusion among the stafis
N T_J~as Eg\the signilicance of their initialing. Scme staff manbers
PR inte*sretea their initi ang as wmerely a sign tha _nev had
"7: Seen tﬁh response while cthers-interpreted their initialing
~wivas an-fYication that they concurzed with the division

* : chief’s r@agfnse. If the latter is the case, the
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February 27, 1978 . - .

Subcommittee staff has been advised that certain Commission
employees would not have initialed the routing slip. The
Subcormmittee staff has also baen advisad that, in such a
case, some still would have signed even though they disagreed
because dissent has not been favorably looked on in the past.

-

. The information the Subcommittee staff has received -,

from multiple SOULCGS on this matter raises' two fundamental ..... ..
issues. First, if there was no con»on‘y percelved uncdexrstanc 'ng.

among your staff as to the purpose of my inguiry and Mr. Gossick

- February 13 memorandunm, ané the consistency of the responsas &:id

vary, the walidity of your reply is cuestionable. It would ses:
that a common understanding of the issue would be essSential
to. insure the accuracy of the conclusions.

a .

Second, .it appears that your stated objectlve of promotin

. e
w

' openness and allcw;ng dissent has not vet penetratea to tue

appropriate staff level for it bo”be effective. I'anm paz ticu~
larly concerned by the genuine fear expressed by many individ-
uals who contacted the Subcommittee about the consequences
they believe would result if their communications were o
disclosed or if they refused to endorse their superior's
respvonses, even though they did not agree with them. Waile
some pecple who contacted the Subcommiitise staff about this
matter refused to give their name, those who did insisted
their name not be disclosed. While it is unclear how
representative these ccmmunications a:e, it is clear that
there is a serious proplem. Moreover, some beople ware _ -
particularly concerned abouk an an“a*a tly recent regquirs-

~ment that the staff rezort all communications with CORC“ES:lOC&’

committees to your OfZice of Ccngresszo.al Affairs. These
individuals look upon such a reguirxement a2s an attempt to
intimidate them and impede such cormmunications. I, ‘oo,
interpret it as an attemgt to impede communication and
inconsistent with our mutual objective of promoting candor
between the Commission ané the Congress. I£ such a reguire-
ment or reccmmendation cdoes exist, I an confident you will
recognize that it is ;pccrna ible with your stated policy

of openness and rescind it immediately. . In anticigpation of
this action, I have instructed my staff to advise Conmu isaion
employees to disregard this *eculr-mﬂnt. While I am awar

that this may place a burden upon my staff, I am sure you
will agree that-it is essential to execute this Subcommittee's
responsibilities. Inaeaa, I would appreciate any etffort

you can make to communicate to your emplovees that their
concerns should be adéressad to M_cnael hard, the Subcommittee

-
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The HonorablepJoseph M. Hendrle
Page 3 !
Februaxy 27, 1978 o

counsel, at 3204 House Annet No. 2, Washington, D. C. 20515,
(202} 225-1030. y

Because of the gquestions which have been raised about
the accuracy and comnleteneso of the 1nformatlon upon which
you based your reply to my January 18 and 24° letter, I
-again ask that you review your policies’about the disclosure
of relevant iniormation to the aporopriate Commission bodies.
I also ask that you advise me of uhe actions you intend to
take to more effectively communicat e your ob;ectmve of
encouraging the free expression of onznlon and dissent
within the Commission. I would expect that such actions
would include methods to dispel what I perceive to be a
genuine fear among Comnmission employees about expressing
dissenting. views. ] .

.Due to the seriousness of this problem and ltS implica=~

tions as to the effectiveness of the Commission, I kaow you

and the other Commissioners will give this matter your
immediate attention. I shall .therafore look forward to
receiving your prompt resgonse.

" With every good wish,

,/thn D.
Chairman

Dingell

JDD:Jrm
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.ME}MORANDUM FOR:" Daniel J. Donoghue, Director, Office of Administration
A R Howard K. Shapar, Executive Legal Director
o Learned W. Barry, Controller ]
A R " Edward E. Tucker, Director, Office of Equal Employment
R Opportunity
Harold S. Bassett, Acting Director, Office of Planning
and Analysis ‘
Jdames R. Shea, Director, 0ffice of International Progracs
Robert G. Ryan, Director, Office of State Programs
Richard A. Hartfield, Acting Director, Office of
Management Information and Program
) Control '
Robert B. Minogue, ‘Director, 0ffice of Standards
Development . ,
Clifford V. Smith, Director, Office of Nuclear Material
. Safety and Safeguards .
Edson G. Case, Acting Director, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation
Saul Levine, Director, Office of Huclear Regulatory

Research )
Ernst Volgenau, Director, 0Ffice of Inspection and -<&—=
. Enforcerent
FROM: Lee V. Gossick - -
o : Executive Director for Operations .
"’ SUBJECT: RESPQMSE TO REPRESENTATIVE JOHN D. DINGELL LETTER

. - OF FEBRUARY 27, 1978

He have received a letter dated February 27, 1978 from Representative
Dingell concerning (1) the consistency and adequacy of our response
to0 a prior request on January 18, and (2) MRC policies about the

.- encouragement and disclosure of dissenting staff opinions. Copies
of all related correspondence are enclased.

A éey part of respohding to the January 18 request was to identify
" studies, staff views or other information reqarding issues under
" consideration in the licensing proceedings that were not promptly and

. P . ’ * .o . . .
.
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Addressees . -2 e . March 13, 1978

effectively supplied to the ASiB, ASLAB, ACRS and the Cormission.

. Detailed responses from the four NRR divisions were attached to our

response. Information from other offices has not yet been forwarded
to the subcommittes, % -

Mr. Dingell's major concern is that our response was uneven and possibly

“invalid because there was a misunderstanding of what he wanted.

- In order to give a complete response to Representative Dingell based

on a consistent approach by all NRC offices, the following information is

required: ‘ .

1. A description of how staff was canvased in'response to Representative
Dingell’s January 18 letter. Your description must specifically
mention any initialing or sign off by staff, the meaning of such
initialing and any directions given to staff about consesquences
of signing or not signing.

2. Your assurance at this time that either you have no items as
defined in Enclosure 1 or that you will or have forwarded all
such material to HRR. If your initial survey satisfies you,
simply reaffirm in writing.

3. Hritten or oral directives issued by your office since the
" establishment of HRC concerning staff cormmunications with .
members of Congress or their staffs. This will form part
of our response to Representative Dingell's concern that
NRC policies impade communications and require undue
clearance with 0CA.

Please provide your response to Items 1 and 3 to the 0ffice of Planning a
-Analysis by noon, Thursday, March 16, 1978 (contact: Larry Vandenbterg, .
%x-27721). Your response to Item 2 should be sent to the Director, RR

by c.0.b., Friday, March 17. .

-~
.

.- . ee V. Gossick

. Enclosures: .

PR Executive Director for Operations

See attached sheet




-3~ March 13, 1978

Enclosures to memorandum to Directors, from Lee V. Gossick dated
March 13, 1978. : .
Enclosures: :

1. Material to be reported -
2. Pending proceedings before NRC .
- Adjudication Bodies - T e LT e s

. 3. cc Ltr Rep. Dingell to Chairman Hendrie, .

2/27/78 .

Ltr Rep. D1ngelx to Chai

13
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MATERIAL TO BE REPQORTED

Any instance where staff has actua] know]edge of 1nformatxon with the
fbllowxng characteristics: .

1. Originated by'HRC staff or by NRC contractors. .
. . 7 5 I.-' A Y
2. Relevant to an issue considered by a Commission body
) in the licensing process. Commission bodies mean
_the Commission, ACRS, or ASLB or ASLAB Boards in
"existence on or after October—25—1977. (Enclosure 2
contains a complete 1ist of such issues. Information
forwarded to HRR should be grouped by the relevant

Yicensing issue.)

B o

N

3. Suppofted a more conservative approach than' that
contained in the staff recommegndation forwarded to
the Commission body.

This will permit the identification of information that has already been
forwarded to Commission bodies as well as .inTformation that has not been
forwardad, As an additional requirement, any instance should be notad
where information as defined above was w*thhe]d or attempts were made
to apparently withhold the information from Commission bodies.

ATl such items identified will be categor1zed by NRR into the following
groups:

2. The appropriate bodies have already been notified;

bs The appropriate bodies have not yet been notified,
but are in the procsss of being notified or
probably will be notified under the stafT's evolving
procedures;

¢. The appropriate bodies have not been notified, and
Boards probably would not be notified under the staff's
‘eyolving procedures; .

' d. The appropriate badies have been notified or are in the
process of being notified, but some level of management
i NRR or ELD recermended against such notification;

e. The appropr1ate bodies have not been notified and a
final NRR/ELD decision has been reached that the
information is not matarial and relevant despite recom- Co. :
mendation by one or more starf members or levels of
management that it is. oL .

>
.
ot - . . L 2P . . . . ‘
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Regional Directors
Division Directors

XOMA . e
FROM: E. L. Jordan, X00S
SUBJECT: LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN DINGELL - FEBRUARY 27, 1978

Reference my memorandum dated January 30, 1978 regarding a letter dated
January 18, 1978 from Congressman Dingell. Pursuant to a Tetter dated
February 27, 1978 from Congressman Dingell and a memorandum dated March 13,
1978 from L. V. Gossick, EDO, we are requested to update our previous
reply. In this regard, please provide & facsimile note by 9:00 a.m.

March 17, 1978 containing information to respond to Item 2 of Mr. Gossick's
memorandum. This note should be followed up with a memorandum.

In developing your response, please survey all professional employees
available in your office utilizing Enclosures 1 and 2 to Mr. Gossick's
memorandum. In your reply, indicate how many professionals, including
supervisors and management, were surveyed and how many were not. Please
note that an identified instance must meet all three characteristics

" which includes only those instances on or after October 25, 1977.

Please call R. C. Paulus (492-7246) for c]arificafion of any questions.

?;/("JZL{/————
. b,/ﬁ/rdan, Executive Officer
f\;/Operations Support, IE

Enclosure: ) .
Memo LVGossick to Multiple
Addressees dtd 3/13/78
w/encls .
Memé JDDingell to JMHendrie

dtd 2/27/78

pAL
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MEMORA4DUM FOR: Edson G. Case, Acting Dfrector —— - - o suge—e—'"
Tr e, T, L OFfice of duclear Reactor Regulation .
FROM: * © . " Ernst Volgenau, Director- ' '
.o Office of Inspection and Enfbrcement
SUBJECT:. - “ﬁLETTER FROM REPRESERTATIVE DINGELL ~ FEBRUARY 27, 1978

-

-
- K 2,0

In response to the memoranda dated Harch 14; 1978, from L. V. Goss1ck'=
and Harch 17, 1978 from T. Rehm, the staff of the 0ffice of Inspection

“and Enforcement has been canvassed to determine whether there have been
‘any {nstances that mest ‘the criteria specified in the referenced memor-

anda. A total of 348 professional stafT members were canvasseds; 79 were -,

" not canvassed due to upavailability (out of the office on inspections,
training or leave). He have identified one case which may meet Eh -7

criteria. This case is descrited in the enclosure. In addition. vae have .

identified three other cases involving possible dissent., These 1atter

. .. ..CaSES, however, do not meet the criteria inasmuch as they are not included -

in the 1ist of Proceedings Before Cermission Bodies {1/75 to Date) The *.

cases are as follows:

1. Zion1 and 2 - Issuance of 1003 power Iicense (Apri] 1076)
An inspector questioned the advisability of allowing the
T1icensee to increase power from 85% to 100X because of
insufficient management attentiomto-the radiation protection
] program and problems in effluent control. The position = -
= adoptad by the Regional Office recognized the problem areas

but held that these problems were not germane to the fssue ~ ~ -

of whether the Operating License authorfzed 85% power or 100% -
power. . ; —

2. Palfsades - Full Term License '
The REgioral Off{ce has recommended against issuance of the
full term license on the basis of the Ticensee's past
performance. This matter 4s under review and no staff
position has been formulated.

3. Dresden 2 - Full Term Cicense ———- . '
The Regional Office has reccrmended against fssuance of the
full term iicense on the basis of the licensee's past
performance. This matter is under review and no staff
position has been formulated.

« -a— "

21.
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Edson G. Case

Items 1 and 3 of Hr. Gossick’s Ma}ch 13, 1578 menorandum were answered
{n a memorandum dated March 16, 1978 from E. L. Jordan, IE, to L. R

Vandenberg, PLA.

| m——————

Hy me«orandum of January 31, 1978 to you reaarding Reprnsentative 0ingall's

-2-

Hh

e
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January 18, 1978 1etter conta1ned additional information regarding dissenting
staff views.

. Enclosure°
Description of Case

.

cc: w/enclosure -
J. 6. Davis
T. Rahm, EDO .
Regional Directors.

H.
H.
ile
L.
L.
E.
R.
L.

X00S

D.

C..

M.
B.
I.
L.
c.
R.

Thornburg
Hoseley

Haller
Higginbotham
Cobb

Jordan

Paulus ,
Yandenberg, PLA

X00S:E0

RCPAULUS:cko ELJORDAN

3/23/78

3/- /78

' Ernst Yolganau
Director .

O0ffice of Inspection
_and Enfaorcement

1E:DD

IE:D

JGDAVIS 2 2 EVOLGENAU
3/ /78

3/ /78

.
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Description of Case..

«

Shearon Harris Nuciear Power Plant

In late September 1977, the CP hearing on the Shearon Harris

. plant was resumed after a long delay because of deferral of

the company's construction schedules. The hearing board
decision was not rendered until January 23, 1978. As part
of the evidentiary hearing, Region II staff members appeared
as witnesses on the subject of the qualifications of the ap-
plicant to engage in comstruction activities at the Harris
site, while continuing operation of its H. B. Robinson and
Brunswick plants.

During preparation of testimony for this hearing, an in-
spector assigned to one of the operating plants expressed
concern about the extent of licensee management's commitment
and its capability to engage in the large nuclear program

involved by the addition of the Harris project. This inspector

provided examples of problems he felt were indicative of his
concerns. ’ ] .

The testimony sponsored in the hearing by this inspector’s
immediate supervisor included citation of the problems
i{dentified by the concerned inspector. However, the super-
visor’s conclusion, which was based on other evidence in
addition to the identified concerms, was that although the
company had had some problems, it was competent to engage

. in construction activities at Harris.

The inspector involved continues to question the overall
competence, or attitude, of the company, its commitment
of manpower and its fimancial capability to engage in the
extensive program oun which it has embarked.

e
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October 26, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: File
FROM: William H.'Foster, Inspector/Auditor AZ%ZZ77/

Office of Inspector and Auditor

P T ]

SUBJECT: - SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

On October 25, 1978, I was contacted telephonically by Robert C. Paulus,
Senior Program Specialist, Executive Office for Operations Support, Office
of Inspection and Enforcement (IE). Paulus was returning a call I had
placed to John Davis, Director, IE.

Paulus advised that the only existing written policy for preparing testimony
for Ticensing hearings was IE Manual Chapter 94010-B developed in 1975.
Paulus stated this chapter was only a general outline and the detailed
instruction on testimony preparation was left up to the individual region.
Paulus said testimony preparation varied from region to region and depended "
on the number of hearings each region had participated in. Paulus said
Region II personnel had generally "just shown up" for hearings on the

day they were to testify, adding Region II had only been asked to prepare
written testimony on two or three occasions. Paulus said the region generally
develops.its testimony based on the advice of the cognizant counsel and/or
NRR Project Manager.

Paulus stated he "was not aware" that the Dance/Brownlee testimony was sent

to IE Headquarters, adding Headquarters generally is not sent a copy of hearing
testimony in advance unless there are policy considerations involved. Paulus
suggested I talk with Hugh Dance of the dissemination of the Shearon Harris
testimony. Paulus stated there is no IE requirement that hearing testimony

be sent to IE Headquarters.




REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On October 5, 1978, Howard A. Wilber, Senior Reactor Inspection Specialist,
Division of Reactor Operations and Inspections, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement (IE) was interviewed by William Foster and David Gamble,

Office of Inspector and Auditor (0IA). Mr. Wilber was advised of the
nature of the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry would be made

Rub]ic. He was also advised of the applicable provisions of the Privacy
ct.

Wilber advised that in about June 1974, he joined 1E, Region II's Startup
and Test Branch, headed by William Seidle. Wilber stated that in about
November 1975, Region II reorganized and he was assigned to Frank Long's
Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch., He added about May. 1975
when he became the principal startup and test inspector for Carolina
Power and Light's (CP&L) Brunswick 1 unit. Wilber said he retained this
responsibility until about June or July 1977 when he was rotated to
Browns Ferry. Wilber stated about mid-1976 he also assumed startup and
test responsibility for Hatch 2. Wilber advised that in about September
1976, Floyd Cantrell joined him at Brunswick 1 as the principal operations
inspector.

Wilber advised that in addition to his exposure to CP&L at Brunswick 1,

he also made a number of inspections at Brunswick 2 as a backup inspector
(e.g., "in office" work and observation of initial criticality) between
January 1975 and June 1977. He.added he also participated in 3 or 4
inspections at H. B. Robinson in a support role (e.g., in connection

with a refueling outage and special inspection of the safety injection system).

Wilber advised that he had a number of problems with CP&L during his

tenure at Region II. He stated that in August or September 1976, he
commented in an inspection report that a review of the records at Brunswick

1 showed plant QA only observing "two or three" of the numerous preoperational
tests. Wilber said he discussed this problem with plant management and

CP&L agreed to observe more tests, but added the point was academic

because the preoperational testing stage at Brunswick 1 was virtually
complete. Wilbur added he could not cite CP&L for this event because

the pertinent requirements were too "nebulous": they did not specify

when or how CP&L site QA should observe preoperational tests.

Wilber advised he commented on a similar problem in an inspection report
he wrote in about January 1977. Wilber explained that when Brunswick 1
was in "test condition III" of the startup program, he reviewed the
plant's records and could not find any indication CP&L site QA had
observed any tests during this phase of startup. After discussing this
finding with plant management, Wilber advised a large number of the site
QA staff observed a test that same night. Wilber said he did not know
if CP&L continued this responsiveness because it was not long after this
occurrence that he rotated to Browns Ferry.

23
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Howard A. Wilber -2-

Wilber advised that in about January 1977, he and Cantrell met with

Hugh Dance, their Section Chief, and expressed concerns pertaining to

the high turnover of plant personnel at Brunswick. Wilber advised that
the Test and Startup Superintendent, who was very knowledgeable in the
operations of Brunswick, had recently left CP&L. He added the new plant
manager's experience was with pressurized water reactors, but Brunswick
was a boiling water reactor. Wilber said that he told Dance his concern
was whether plant personnel could handle an incident similar to Browns
Ferry, based on their limited experience. Wilber added Cantrell shared
his concerns, perhaps. to a greater degree.

Wilber stated, based on the above discussion, Dance directed Richard Wessman
of his Section to conduct a special inspection at Brunswick. Wilber

felt the inspection was a responsive action to take based on his concerns,
but added he was unable to determine whether CP&L implemented the inspection
findings, because he had been rotated to Browns Ferry.

Wilber advised he participated in the inspection of the cause of an off-
gas explosion at Brunswick 1 or 2 sometime in the winter of 1976/1977.

He stated he found five different conditions which could have led to

this occurrence. Wilber said it could be concluded from this CP&L was
"sloppy" with respect to their QA/QC procedures. -

Wilber advised that sometime in late August - early September 1977,

Dance approached him to solicit his comments of CP&L's QA program in
conjunction with the scheduled Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP)
hearing. Wilber added that he assumed Dance was to testify with respect

to CP&L's QA program. Wilber advised that the information he remembered
giving orally to Dance was to summarize the results of the two above-
mentioned inspection reports. Wilber said he may have offered his

informal opinion to Dance that there were weaknesses in CP&L's Brunswick site
QA program. Wilber stated he had no other involvement whatsoever with

the testimony preparation.

Wilber stated he shared an office with Cantrell, and believed he read
Cantrell's input for the testimony. Wilber observed that Cantrell was
more concerned with the problems at Brunswick ‘than he was, adding this

was justified because Cantrell was the operations inspector. In response
to a direct question, Wilber stated he "probably did not disagree" with
the general content of Cantrell's notes. Specifically, Wilber said
Cantrell was concerned with CP&L unresponsiveness to rectify problems ,
(e.g., HPIC doors continuously found open), adding he shared this concern,
opinion of Cantrell's. He added, however, he may not have shared this
concern to the same degree because he had a higher threshold of reaction than
Cantrell. Wilber stated he also agreed with Cantrell's position on the
personnel turnover problem at Brunswick, adding he and Cantrell had
discussed this situation on a number of ocassions.




Howard A. Wilbur -3~

Wilber did not agree with Cantrell's conclusion that conditions should

be placed in the Shearon Harris CP with respect to personnel requirements
because such requirements are spelled out in the Technical Specifications
and must be adhered to by the Ticensee (CP&L). Wilber added any additional
requirements added to the technical specifications should be recommended
by Licensing.

Wilber stated he had not seen Dance's written testimony. Wilber, at the
request of OIA, agreed to review Dance's written testimony and offer

his opinion as to whether the testimony adequately represented his and
Cantrell's input provided to Dance.

* Wilber was reinterviewed by Foster and Gamble on October 16, 1978. Wilber
furnished OIA with his comments based on his review of Dance and Brownlee's
written testimony and Cantrell's handwritten note. The question and
response numbers cited by Wilber refer to the written testimony. Wilber
also furnished copies of the material Cantrell and he cited to Dance.

Attachments:

Comments on Testimony

Ltr fm Long to CP&L dtd 2/18/76 w/Insp

. Rpt 50-324/76-3 (Details I only)

Ltrs fm CP&L to Moseley dtd 3/17/76 &
5/3/76 in response to Insp Rpt 50-324/76-3

Ltr fm Long to CP&L dtd 9/30/76 w/Insp Rpt
50-325/76-14 (Details I only)

Ltr fm Long to CP&L dtd 3/11/77 w/Insp Rpts
50-324/77-4 & 50-325/77-4 (Details III only)

Insp Rpt 50-324/77-3 & 50-325/77-3 (Details
I11 only)

Safety Eval Rpt (pp. 130-132 of Supplmt .1 &
p. 12 of Supplimt 3)

IE Manual Chapter 2513 (Encis 1 & 4)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 1!
230 PEACHTREE STREET, N. W. SUITE 818
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

T3:i8Ws . ' ¥

In Reply Refer To:
IE:IX:FSC .
50-324/76~03 ¢

Carolina Power and Light Company
Attn: Mr. J. A. Jones
Executive Vice President
Engineering, Construction
and Operations
336 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolima 27602

>
XY

Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Messrs. H. A. Wilber and

G. R. Jenkins of this office on January 20-21, 1976, of activities

authorized by NRC Operating License No. DPR~62 for the Brunswick 2

facility, and to the discussion of our findings held with

Mr. E. G. Hollowell at the conclusion of the inspection. .

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in
the enclosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection
consisted of selective examination of procedures and representative
records, interviews with personnel, and observations by the "Inspector.

e

¥ During the inspection, it was found that certain activities under your
: license appear to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements. These
items and references to pertinent requirements are listed in Section I
of the summary of the enclosed report.

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section 2.201

of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal

Regulations. Section 2.201 requires you to ‘submit to this office,

within 20 days of your receipt of this notice, a written statement

or explanation in reply including: (1) corrective steps which have

been taken by you, and the results achieved; (2) corrective steps

3 which will be taken to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date
when full compliance will be achieved. .

-
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Carolina Power and Light Company -2~

Another item of noncompliance identified through your intermal audit
program is shown in the details of the enclosed inspection report.
The appropriate report was made and corrective action initiated or
completed and verified by our inspector and no additional informa-

- —t e -—

tion is needed for this item at this t@me.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's

"Rules of Practice,"

=btb 1§

L LI T S

Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter
and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC's Public
Document Room. If this report contains any information that you believe
to be proprietary, it is necessary that you submit a written application
to this office requesting that such information be withheld from public

disclosure. If no proprietary information is identified, a written
statement to that effect should be submitted.

If an application is

submitted, it must fully identify the bases for which information is

claimed to be proprietary.

The application should be prepared so that

information sought to be withheld is incorporated in a separate paper
and referenced in the application since the application will be placed

in the Public Document Room.

should be submitted to us within 20 days.

Your application, or written statement,
If we are not contacted as

specified, the enclosed report and this letter may then be placed in

the Public Document Room.

Should you have any questiouns concerning this letter, we will be glad

to discuss them with you.

Enciosure:
IE Inspection Report No.
50-324/76-3

Very truly yours,

2

F. J."Long, Chief
Reactor Operations and
Nuclear Support Branch
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. UNITED STATES -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1
; . 230 PEACHTREE STREET, N. W. SUITE 818
/ ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303
. s, -

s
IE Inspection Report No. 50-324/76-3.

Licensee: Carolina Power and Light Company
336 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

‘\.

..

Facility Name: Brunswick 2

Docket No.: ' 50-324
License No.: DPR-62 (Issued December 27, 1974)
- Category: B-2
Location: Southport, North Carolina K

Type of License: 2436 MWL, BWR, GE

Type of Inspection: Special, Unannounced

Dates of Inspection: -January 20-21, 1976

Dates of Previous Inspection: Januar; 13-16, 1976

Performing Inspectors: G. R. Jenkins, Radiation Specialist
Radiation Support Section
Fuel Facilities and Materials
Support Branch

H. A. Wilber, Reactor Iunspector

Reactor Projects Section No. 1

‘Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

Other Accompanying Personmel: Nomne .
- Principal Inspector: o ﬂ,\.jg'%//‘g - 2/ 9/>/C
* F. S. Cantrell, Readtg® Inspector / D4te

Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear

Support Branch i
N .
! Reviewed by: ,/,/é%»é"‘"é‘—\ z//// 7¢

W. C. Seidlk,/ Section Leader Date
Reactor Projects Section No. 1

\\ITIO,
S Ve

<& ?% Reactor Operations and Nuclear
§ <I = Support Branch
1 m
S (Ved) F
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/£ Rpt. No. 50-324/76-3 -2~

/ SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

I. Enforcement Items

Infractions

a. Contrary to Criterion III of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 as imple-
mented by the commitments in Section C of Table D-2, Appendix D
of the FSAR, an inadequate design review was performed om the
off-gas system. Two examples are given., A 0-10 psid gage was
installed to monitor the filter pressure drop when the manufac-
turer recommended a 0-10" water column instrument. A 20.5"
water column setting was selected for the loop seal isolation
valves, the loop seals are 20" water column devices. (Details I,
paragraph 8) . .

b. Contrary to Criterion X of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 as implemented
by the commitments in Section J of Table D-2, Appendix D of the

. FSAR, an inadequate inspection was performed on portions of the
off-gas system. Three examples are given. The stack house sump
vent line was taped over. The stack house sump inspection plate
was not in place. The moisture separator in the base of the filter
unit was not properly positioned. (Details I, paragraph 8)

c. Contrary to 10 CFR 20.201(b), the licensee did not make an adequate
survey to verify compliance with 10 CFR 20.103 prior to entry into
the stack house on January.l9, 1976. (Details II, paragraph 2)

II. Licensee Action on Previously Identified Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

III. New Unresolved Items

None

IV. Status of Previously Reported Unresolved Items

None

V. Unusual Occurrences

None
//’
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Other Significant Findings ‘

Plant Status

Cy

Repdirs to tHe off-gas system were completed and a reactor startup was
in progress on January 20, 1976.

Hanagemént Interview

A management interview was held on January 21, 1976, with

E. G. Hollowell, Plant Manager, and others of his staff. The
stack house explosion incident of January 19, 1976, was discussed,
including corrective action taken. The items of noncompliance were
discussed by telephone with the Plant Manager ‘on February 12, 1976.

¢
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L gpt. No. 50-324/76-3 I-1

DETAILS I Prepared by: :’Vzuamrg 0 ZJJ//ZM 2/9 /7

- H. A. Wilber, Reactor Inspector Date

Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

P

Dates of Inspection: January 2042i:-i976

= Sdeverry e

Reviewed ﬁy:

24y

Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

Persons Contacted

Carolina Power and lLight (CP&L)

E. Hollowell ~ Plant Manager

J. Holder - Plant Superintendent

C. Hinnant - Maintenance Supervisor
M. Jones =~ Operations Supervisor

J. Griffin - Engineering Supervisor
C. Casanova - Engineering Technician

Incident

At 11 a.m. on January 19, 1976, the licensee informed the inspector
by telephone that an explosion had occurred in the stack house at
7:58 a.m. and a fire alarm was sounded at 8 a.m. on”January 19,
1976. Two inspectors from Region II of OIE were dispatched to the
site and arrived on site approximately 8 a.m. on January 20, 1976.

Sequence of Events

The following sequence of events was developed from discussions
with plant persomnel and reviews of the Shift Foreman's and Control
Operator's logbooks:

Date Time
1/19/76 0030 Reactor at-about 84%Z (700 Mwe). Auxiliary
rd operator completed inspection of the stack

house and determined that the loop seals were
filled by confirming that £ill water was
flowing and that there were no characteristic
sounds that accompany a blown seal.

W. C. Seidlel )Section Leader Date
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0100

A

0130

0300

0315

0325

Y

I-2

An area high radiation monitor initiated a
radiation alarm from the stack house. The

shift foreman requested the operator to verify
stack gas sample flow to the monitors and

assess the radiation alarm on the local meter.
The two stack wmonitors increased from 20 cps to
200 cps and 150 cps to 350 cps over approximately
a 45 minute period and then remained constant.
The shift foreman ordered the power increase
halted at 84%.

The auxiliary operator was sent to the stack

house to evaluate the cause of the area radiation
monitor alarm. The operator descended about 10

feet into the stack house when he noted the

local area radiation alarm was on and he immediately
left and informed the shift foreman. While the
operator was in the stack house, he did not

observe anything unusual.

The shift foreman entered the filter house and
noted that the area radiation monitor had
increased to 6 mr/hr; he remained in the area
approximately 30 seconds. A Radiation, Control
and Test (RC&T) technician was at the access
hatch with a "teletector' monitor.

When the shift foreman left the stack house, it

was discovered that both he and the RC&T Technician
had surface contamination on their clothing and
skin and the Auxiliary Operator who entered the
stack house at 0100 also had clothing and skin
contamination.

Decontamination of personnel was accomplished
by showering and clothing change.

Shift foreman observed that the offgas monitor
had not responded to the power increase in the
same manner as the stack monitors.

The off gas monitor sample line valves were
found to be improperly aligned. The valves
were then properly aligned for 2B Steam Jet Air
Ejector (SJAE) operation. (See Details I,
paragraph 8)

S R S TRy
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0400 The auxiliary operator, wearing Anti-~C clothing
and a Scott Air Pak, entered the stack house to
£111 the loop seals. He could not determine if
the loop seals had been blown but he filled all
the loop seals with ". . ., . large amounts of

oo o s e . e WALGY o« o o' Radiation surveys were made and
an exclusion area of approximately 200 feet in = =~

diameter was established around the stack.

At the same time that the loop seals were
filled, an increase of approximately 5000 scfm
was observed in the stack flow. )

0757 Received SJAE trip with 2 alarms; "Off Gas
Discharge Header Trip SJAE"; and "Process Sump
Off Gas Vent Pipe Flow Hi/Lo". These were
reset immediately by the operator.

0758 Explosion reported in stack house.

0800 Fire reported in stack house based on observance
‘of a "whitish smoke" coming from the access
hatch. The operator then reduced power to ‘the
lower limit of recirculation flow by recircula-
tion flow reduccion.

0808 Initiated a Select Rod Insert:
0810 Initiated a manual reactor trip from 28% power.
0828 Emergency.coordinator announced that there was

no longer a-danger of fire.

4. Immediate Action

The reactor was placed in hot standby by 9:05 a.m.

A CP&L task force was -assembled’ to assess the damage and determine
the cause of the explosion.

5. Subsequent Action

The f£indings Qf.:he CP&L task force were as follows:
s

“
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;5 Rpt. No. 50-324/76-3 I-4

Damage from Explosion : —

The damage in the stack shack was limited to a broken glass cover on a
differential pressure gage,for Unit.l filter, three broken relay covers
on relays associated with the SJAE isolation system and one broken light
bulb. The pattern of damage of one of these relay covers indicated that
the force was developed inside the relay. The access hatch was blown
open.

Cause of Expleosion

The task force determined that the variation in stack flow was
caused by the status of the Rad Waste Building Ventilation System
and had no bearing on the incident.

The licensee found that the vent line from the loop drain sump was
taped over in the stack base. This would have negated any ventila-
ting action that might have been provided by this vent line. (See
Details I, paragraph 8)

The licensee disassembled the filter unit and found that the mois-
ture separator in the 'base was cocked at approximately a 45

angle. This would have permitted the moisture in the off-gas to ‘
reach the filter. The inspector observed a quantity of condensa-
tion forming inside the plastic bags that contained the filter and
the moisture separator after they were removed from the filter
unit. (See Details I, paragraph 8)

The shield plugs had been removed from the filter cells. This
permitted the ambient air (about 19°F) to enter the area of the
filter units and would have accelerated the condensation of moisture
in the filter. .

The inspection pl;te on the drain sump was not in place. This
would have permitted any gases flowing through a blown loop seal to
enter the stack house area. (See Details I, paragraph 8)

The licensee found that the loop seal solenoid operated isolation

valves were set to operate-at 20.5 in. H,0 and the loop design is

20 in. B,0. This combination could resuic in the loop seals being
blown dry before the isolation valves functioned. (See Details I,
paragraph 8)

The licensee fﬂhnd that the differential pressure across the filter
would not initiate an alarm until 4 psid was attained. The licensee
stated that the filter manufacturer recommended a 0-10" water

column range for the differential measurement; the actual ‘gage
installed had a 0-10 psid range. (See Details I, paragraph 8)

N
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’ be Licensee Evaluation of the Cause

. . The f£indings of the task force were presented to the Plant Nuclear
Safety Committee (PNSC).

* =~ - The PNSC evaluation of the explosion was that a quantity of hydrogen
gas accumulated in the stack house through one or more blown loop
: seals. The hydrogen was ignited when a SJAE fsolation relay operated.

The inspector has no questions on this evaluation,

! 7. Licensee Corrective Measures

The PNSC recommended to the Plant Manager that: .
a. Shield plugs will be replaced on the operating filter cell.

b. Hydrogen content of stack house atmosphere will be monitored
once per shift and on each entry to the stack house.

c. The solenoid operated isolation valves on the loop seals will
be set to operate at 16 in. azo.

d. The damage to the relays, gage, and light will be repaired.

e. The tape will be removed from the stack shack sump vent line.

f. There will be increased surveiliance‘of the stack. gas monitor
and the area radiation monitor in the stack house. If these
rise in an unexplained manner, the reactor power will be
reduced and the reactor placed in hot standby. These instruc-
tions will remain in effect until full power is reached and no
anomalies are encountered.

g. The stack house will be posted as a "No Smoking" area.

h. The inspection plate on the drain sump will be replaced. «

i. All loop seals will be filled.

j. A differential press&re indicator (manometer) will be installed
to measure any changes in the pressure drop across the filter
unit.

e
-
k. Annunciator response procedure for the area radiation monitor
in the stack house will be revised to reflect the possibility
of a hydrogen buildup.
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1. An evaluation will be made to determine a more sensitive means
of annunciating the pressure differential across the filter.
This will require replacing the present 0-10 psid instrument
with a more sensitive‘instrument.
The inspector observed that the inspection plate was in place on
the sump, the shield plug was in place, the glass had been replaced
in the differential gage and the inspector reviewed a-completed
work authorization on the replacement of the damaged relays. The
licensee stated that the annuncilator response procedure will be
revised by February 4, 1976, and the hatch cover will be repaired
by February 4, 1976.

0£f£-Gas System

The inspector requested that the licensee determine the cause of
the incorrect valve lineup on the off-gas moniter sample line, On
January 22, 1976, the licensee informed the inspector by telephone
that an item of noncompliance had been identified. Contrary to the
requirements of Appendix B to the Facility Operating License DPR-62,
Section 2.5.2.e, the reactor had operated in excess of 24 hours
with no off-gas monitor in operation. The licensee will comply
with the reporting requirements of Section 5.4. 2 of this same
Appendix B.

The inspector identified two items of nonccmpliancé:

a. Contrary to Criterion III of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 as imple-
mented by the commitment in Section C of Table D-2, Appendix D
of the FSAR, an inadequate design review was performed on the
off-gas system, Two examples are given. A 0-10 psid gage was
installed to mounitor the filter pressure drop when the manufac-
turer recommended a 0-10" water column instrument. A 20.5"
water colum setting was gselected for the loop seal isolation
valves, the loop seéls are 20" water column devices.

b. Contrary to Criterion X of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 as imple=-
mented by the commitment in Section J of Table D-2, Appendix D
of the FSAR, an inadequate inspection was performed on portions
of the off—gas system, Three examples are given. .The stack
house sump vent line was taped over. The stack house sump
inspection plate was not in place. The moisture ‘separator in
the base of thsxfilter unit was not properly positioned.
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May 3, 1976

File: NG-3513 (B) * Serial: NG-76-625

Mr. Norman C. Moseley, Director T e me e

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II, Suite 818

230 Peachtree Street, N.W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. Moseley:

BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2 .
DOCKET 50-324
LICENSE NO. DPR-62,
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO AN INFRACTION OF NRC REQUIREMENTS

In your letter of February 18, 1976, you forwarded a copy of
IE Inspection Report 50~324/76-3 for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant,
Unit No. 2. We reviewed the report and submitted our response on
March 17, 1976.

Following the submission of our reply, we were informed in
discussions with members of your staff that our respomnse to Infraction I.b.
was not considered to be complete, therefore, the following additional infor-
mation is supplied concerning Infraction I.b. of Report 50-324/76-3.

It is requested that this letter be attached to our letter of
March 17, 1976.

CP&L Supplemental Response to Infraction I.b.
‘(IE"Report 50-324/76-3)

In our initial response of March 17, 1976, we stated that our
Construction QC records indicated that at the time of final Construction
QC inspection the deficient items cited in this infraction appareantly did
not exist and that the CP&L commitments as stated in Appendix D of the
FSAR had been adequately satisfied. It is, however, possible that these
deficiencies occurred and were not found during preoperational phase system
checkout, preoperational testing or even later during the operating phase.

Since ,he exact time when these problems may have been caused
or who is responsible cannot be specifically established, we have reviewed
our established QA Programs for both preoperational phase and operatioms
phase activities, and, although we consider both the program established

- —
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under the plant Startup Manual and the Operation & Maintenance QA Program
to be adequate, we have taken the following action to reduce the probability
of similar occurrences taking place in both Units No. 1 and No. 2 in the
future:

1. Startup Group personnel have been cautioned concerning
the need to be.ever-vigilant in their efforts to find
discrepant items of this type and they have been
specifically reminded to ensure that proper follow-up
action is initiated which will assure that such items
are corrected as soon as practicable. In addition, the
details of this particular incident have been reviewed
by each Startup Engineer.

2, At present, we are planning to add another engineer to
the plant QA Group so increased QA surveillance may be
conducted ~ both during the preoperational testing phase
of Unit No. 1 and the operations phase of both Units
No. 1 and No. 2. This should be accomplished within the
next three months.

In addition, it should be noted that throughout both the pre-
operational phase and operations phase of Unit No. 2 other deficiencies
of a similar nature have been found and corrected. We have remained on
the alert to make improvements in our management system and we are taking
our learning experience on Unit No. 2 into account and factoring this
learning into the preoperational phase activities: .taking place in Unit
No. 1. Therefore, based on the experience we have gained during the
startup and operation of Unit No. 2, coupled with the corrective action
outlined above, we are confident that the probability of recurrence of
incidents such as those noted in the citation will be greatly reduced in
the future.

Very truly yours,

SlewiP12. &

H. R. Banks
Manager
Nuclear Generation
CSB:jwk

cc: Messrs. W. G. McDonald
E. Volgenan

4.2
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Caraling Power & Light Company

March 17, 1976

File: NG-3513 (B) Serial: NG-76-423

Mr., Norman C. Moseley, Director

«. U..8, Nuclear.Regulatory Commission

Region IX, Suite 818
230 Peachtree Street, N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Deaxr Mr. Moseley:

BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2
DOCKET 50-324
LICENSE NO. DPR-62
RESPONSE TO INFRACTIONS OF NRC REQUIREMENTS

In your letter of February 18, 1976, you forwarded a copy of
IE Inspection Report 50-324/76-3 for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant,
Unit No. 2. We have reviewed the report and find that it does not contain
any information of a proprietary nature.

As noted in your letter, the report identifies three items that
appear to be infractions of NRC requirements. The items, and Carolina
Power & Light Company's responses to them, are addressed in the following

text:

Infraction I.a.

Contrary to Criterion III of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, as imple-
mented by the commitments in Section C of Table D-2, Appendix D of the
FSAR, an inadequate design review was performed on the off-gas system.
Two examples are given. A 0-10 psid gage was installed to monitor the
filter pressure drop when the manufacturer recommended a 0~10" water
column instrument. A 20.5" water column setting was selected for the
loop seal isolation valve; the loop seals are 20" water column devices.

CP&L Response

An oversight occurred in the design review process that allowed
installation of a 0-10 psid gage to monitor the filter pressure drop rather
than a 0-10 inch water column instrument as recommended by the manufacturer.
A review of the off-gas System has been performed and no other usage .of
incorrect gages was_ found. A field engineering change package has been
written to correct this deficiency, but at this time no completion date has

been established.

The problem cited in the infractions concerning installation of
loop seals which were indicated as being 20 inch water column devices was
not in any way associated with inadequate design review since all design
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-2 - March 17, 1976

Mr. Norman C. Moseley

documents specify loop seals of 24 inches which is consistent with the 20.5

" inch set point of the loop seal solcnoid operated isolation valves. DMNeasure-

ments of the loop seals drain lengths were made on February 27, 1976, by CP&L
and Brown & Root QA and Engineering personnel, and it was recorded that two
of the loop seal drains do not meet the design requirements of 24" minimum.
One loop seal was measured to be 22 1/2" and the other was measured to be

23 3/4". Brown and Root personnel indicated that this discrepancy could
have been a mistake on the part of the fitter who cut the pipe. Our.Quality
Control procedures did not contain a requirement to dimensionally check this
measurement unless there had been a particular concern or a reason to doubt
compliance on the part of the constructor. The Quality Control program has
no requirement to physically measure the length of all pipe runs, although
the inspectors do check and document such things as pipe diameters, fittings,
valves, welds, material used mill cuts, welder qualification and weld proce-
dures used as well as performing required NDE tests. The documentation on
this system attests to adequate Quality Control coverage. As a result,
Carolina Power & Light Company does not agree that the discrepancy in the loop
seal installation is indicative of a failure of the CP&L Quality Assurance
Program, either from the standpoint of the design review process or the con-.
struction and installation process. Although we consider the error in the
type of gage used to be an isolated case whicih does not necessarily indicate
inadequate design review, our Nuclear Engineering Section has discussed this
design error with the Arxchitect-Engineer, reemphasizing the necessity for
checking even the smallest details of a design document. Thus, oversights
of this nature should not reoccur in the future.

The set points of the loop seal solenoid operated isolation valves
have been reduced to correspond to the installed loop seal lengths. Analysis
by our Nuclear Engineering Section shows that with this set point change the
loop seals are acceptable as installed.

Infraction I.b.

»

Contrary to Criterion X of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 as implemented
by the commitments in Section J of Table D-2, Appendix D of the FSAR, an
inadequate inspection was performed on portions of the off-gas system. Three
examples are given. The stack house sump vent line was taped over. The
stack house sump inspection plate was not in place. The moisture separator
in the base of the filter unit was not properly positioned.

CP&L Response

Our review of Construction Quality Control records concerning the
examples given in gfie infraction do not support the allegation that inspec~—
tions performed on the off-gas system were inadequate or did not meet the
commitments contained in the FSAR. Our records indicate instead that:
inspections of this Class IL system were performed adequately and in accor-
dance with specifications.
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With respect to the taped vent line, records show that the end
of the vent which protrudes into the stack has a stainless steel screen
welded in place, with the welding operation having been signed off by an
inspector. No reference is made to any deviations from drawing require-
ments, such as tape being present over the .end of the vent. It can only be
assumed that the tape was affixed at a time following final QC inspection
and sign off of this part of the system, thereby placing it out of the control
of the Construction QA Section. )

With respect to the stack house sump inspection plate, Quality
Control records indicate that at the time of turnover of this portion of the
system to the plant operating staff, the inspection plate was in place and all
required welding, etc. had been performed. It can only be concluded that the
inspection plate had been removed and not reinstalled at a later time than
during the construction of the plant, although this time cannot be firnly

"established.

With respect to the moisture separator in the base of the filter
unit being malpositioned, Quality Control records indicate that the filter
unit was inspected at time of receipt and at installation, but since no
damage or other abnormalities were noticed a disassembly of the unit was not
performed, nor was it required. Inspections of this type are normally per-
formed at a vendor's plant prior to shipping, and so malpositioning of the
separator probably occurred during the manufacturing process.

In conclusion, Carolina Power & Light Company believes that there
is no basis for the citation, and that we have adequately met our commitments
as stated in Appendix D of the FSAR.

Infraction I.c.

Contrary to 10 CFR 20.201(b), the licensee did not make an adequate
survey to verify compliance with 10 CFR 20.103 prior to entry into the stack
house on January:19, 1976.

BSE? Response

At the time of this incident neither the Shift Foreman, Auxiliary
Operator, nor the Radiation Control and Test (RC&T) Technician correlated
the Area Radiation Monitor readings with the possibility of airborme radio-
active material or hydrogen buildup until they realized they were contaminated.
As a result of this incident, the following corrective actions have been
carried out: .

P
1. This incident has been reviewed in detail with all

plant operators.

2. The details of this incident have been discussed with
the RC&T Group personnel.

: A 48

- e ———— - ——— ¢ ¢ m.
" .

¥ mun s s
i a——

— - p——————— W a YT AR
.

p—

BN A AR AL P AL LT ] ‘f?‘-j‘fi



® & o

March 17, 1976

B
t

n C. Moseley -

3. Discussion of this incident has been factored into >thf.- :
Operator Retraining Program to ensure that periodic
review of the incident will be conducted in the future.

N We believe these corrective actions along with those identified in
nw.;:_;m geport No. 76-13 will preclude recurrence of this incident in the future.
\

o

iy —Qi@. Although we have stated ‘that several of the citations as specificd

s=ases jving concern of the Commission that all plant equipment be capable of

k= s S pérforming its intended function as designed, and that the installed equipment
tipmacoi _aat the design specifications. To that end, we intend to investigate our

. Quality Assurance Program to see if there are changes that can be made to
ity >  strengthen it and thereby avoid recurrence of the types of deficiencies
“.‘;jm’;‘:' prought out by our investigations of this incident. )
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: EJE. Utley !}

Vice President
Bulk Power Supply

Very truly yours,

DBW:jwk

«
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<y NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIUN) C{){z
REGION It )
230 PEACHTREE STREET, N/, SUITE 818
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

SEP 3701575

In Reply Refer To:
IE:II:HAW
) 50-325/76~14 -

e -

»

Carolina Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr., J. A. Jones: o~
Executive Vice President ”
Engineering, Construction and .
Operation ) _ -
336 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Gentlemen: .

This refers to the inspections conducted by Messrs. H. A. Wilber,
J. E. Ouzts and B. A. Byrme of this office on August 18-20, 24-27,

- 30-31, September 1-3, and 7-9, 1976, of activities authorized by NRC
Construction Permit No. CPPR-68 for the Brumswick No. 1 facility, and
to the discussion of our £indings held with Mr. B. J. Furr at the
conclusion of the inspection.

Areas examined during the inspection and our f£indings are discussed in the
enclosed’ inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of
selective examinacion of procedures and represeuntative records, inca*views
with personnel, and ‘observations by the inspecbor.

Within the scgpe‘gf‘;his _nspection,zqo items of noncompliance were disclosed.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," .
Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter

and the enclosed inspeciion report will be placed in the NRC's Public
Doctment Room., If this report contains any information that you believe
to be proprietary, it is necessary that you submit a written application
‘to this office requesting that such information be withheld from public
disclosure. If no proprietary information is identified, a written ) -
statement to that effect should be submitted., If an application is

submitted, it must fully identify the bases for which information is

claimed to be pcopriecary. The application should be prepared so that
information sought to be withheld is incorporated in a separate paper

and referenced in the application since the application will be placed

in the Public Document Room. Your application, or written statement,

should be submitted to us within 20 days. If we are not contacted as
specified,.the enclosed report and this letter may then be placed in |

the Public Document Room. .
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/ should you have any questions concerning this létter, we will be glad
/ to discuss them with you. S N

Very truly yours,
<=
F. J. Long, Chief

Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

' Enclosure:
IE Inspection Report No.
50-325/76-14 . -
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/ Lt ~5?gction Report No. 50—325/76-14
Carolina Power and Light Company
336 Fayetteville Street

Raleigh, North Carolinma 27602

Lisensee?

facilicty Name: Brunswick No. 1.

2ocket No.t 50~325
License No.: ' CPPR-68
Catagory: B-1

_ Location: Southport, North Carélina
‘Type of License: 2436 Mwt, BWR, GE.
&ype of Inspéctiod: Routine, Announced

Dates of Inspection: August-18-20, 24-27, 30-31, and
. September 1-3, 7-9, 1976

Dates of Previous Inspection: August 3-4, 1976
Principal Inspector: H. A. Wilber, Reactor Inspector
" Accompanying Inspectors: J. E. OQuzts, Reactor Inspector

B. A. Byrhe, Reactor Imspector
W. E. Cline, Radiazion Specialist

Other Accompanying Personnel: “H. C. Dance, Chief (August 25~27, 1976)

Other Participating Inspector: J. D. Martin, Reactor Inspector

Priucipal Inspection: /“/ ~ -J/mg [.7 7( l&/ Z\’/L

S,39/0%

H. A. Wilber, Reactor Inspector
Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear

. Support Branch
/(t /\(‘_\"

feviewed by: - e~

Dace

o /i5/7¢

H. C.’Dance, Chief

Reactor Projects Section No. 1

Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

Dacte
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¥

secezent Items

s

New Unresolved Items

Sone

Scatus of Previously Reobrted Unresolved Items

None

Unusual Qccurrences

None

Other Significant Findings

A oﬁe—percent maximum power level operating license No. DFR-71
was issued on September 8, 1976. This license has a 300 megawatt

day limit.

Management Interview

Management interviews were held ou August 20, 27, September 3 and 9
1976, with B. J. Furr, Plant Manager, and members of the plant stai
to discuss the scope and results of the inspection documented in

Details I through IV.

’
£

eIV
—d



2,

3
L] . PO P

I-1

" o
e,

Prepared by: 2/: Q, 72 ( [L’/I - L/29/ ¢
.- H. A. Wilber, Reactor Inspector Date
Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

4 v emmenemenas

.Dates of Inspectioe: "August 30 - September 9, 1976

Reviewed by: A{ C «&p—«'—- // 7/76 )

H, C. Dance, Chief ./ Date
Reactor Projects Section No. 1 T
Reactor Operations and Nuclear

Support Branch

Persons Contacted

Carolina Power & Light (CP&L)

J. Holder - Superintendent, Startup and Test
D, Allen - QA Supervisor

M, Jones -~ Operations Supervisor

G, Milligan - Maintenance Supervisor

We Triplett - Startup Supervisor

%

. W. Tucker - Startup Supervisor T .

C, Mittag - Senior Engineer, Nuclear Generation Services
J. Thompson - Regulatory Coordinator

S. Thorndyke - Nuclear Generation Specialist

M. Giddens -~ QA Technieian . '

e

General- Electric (GE) . - . . - \'

K. Nicholas - Test Engineer

United Engineers and Constructors (UE&C)

T. Dalpiaz - Test Engineer - - . LT, . -
D, Prevatte - Test Engineer .

Licensee Evaluation of Preouerational Test Results

The inspector verified that the licensee had evaluated and accepted
the results of completed precperational tests as required by the -
commitments in Sections 13.8.1.1 and 13.8.2.1 of the FSAR. The
exceptions to the tests had been identified by the test engineers
so that an evaluation could te oade by plant managemen.. The
inspector reviewed 71 completed tests. )

. .52
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The inspector reviewed the reports of the Corporate Quality Assurance
Audit Section (CQAA) and the Corporate Nuclear Safety (CNS) Section. -
Two tests had been witnessed by these sections and the results ot eight

* .completed tests had been reviewed. The inspector could find records of

only two tests that had been witnessed by the onsite QA group.

The inspector verified éhac the completed periodic tests that had been
performed were documented and the systems had been accepted by the
Operations Supervisor as required in the Cold Functional Procedure,

Evaluation of Preoperational Test Results

.ecations.

The inspector reviewed the results of three preoperational tests to
verify that the requirements of the proposed Technical Specifi-
cations were met in the performance of the systems and that the

systems performed as described. in the FSAR.

'The Reactor Building Leak Rate Test (P0O60) results were within the

limits givean in Section 4.7.C.l.a of the proposed Technical Specifi-

»

Thé trips, interlocks, seoop t:ubes, and auxiliary systeus for the
Recirculation System (POS) performed as described in Section 4.3, 6.
of the FSAR. .

" The- performaﬁce of the Standby Liquid Control System (PO10) satisfied

the requirements of Sections 3.4.3 and 4 4.A.2 of the' proposed
Technical Specmfications.

The three tests that were reviewed had bepn performed with the
proper revisions toc the procedures; all rovisions were identified
in the procedures. All test exceptions were identified and either
corrected in addenda to the tests or evaluated as having no effect
on the performance of the system under test.. .

A QA review of these three tests had not been performed at the time
of the inspector's review since the management approval to the test
results was given 'on the-day of the inspector's review. A program
of review is underway by both the onsite QA group and the Company
Nuclear Safety Section. The inspector will verify the conduct of
these reviews during a future inspection.

Fuel Receipnt, Insvection and Storage

The inspector observed the lnspec.ion of several fuel assemblies to
verify that th e inspection was performed as required by procedure FH~-9,

53
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The inspector reviewed the records for 80 assemblies and verified
that the 24 assemblies that did not pass the first inspection had
all anomalies corrected and were accepted on a subsequent inspection,
The licensee has accepted the 560 assemblies for the initial core

loading. The inspector had no questions on the fuel inspection
program.

Personnel Qualificacions

The inspector reviewed the training file for the Maintenance Super-
visor to verify that, training and familiarization had been completed
in the area of Nondestructive Testing (NDT). This training fulfills
the commitments made by the licensee as documented in IE Report 50-
325/76-8, Details.I, Paragraph 3b.

Meintenance Procedures ™.

iy

"The inspector reviewed Revision 3 of PMI 2 "ITE 480V Switchgear

Checkout" to verify that reassembly of the breaker was included in
the procedure and that post-maintenance test operation of the
breaker was required. This revision conforms to the findings
documented in IE Report 50~325/76-8, Details I, Paragraph 2c.

‘Overall Startup Program

. Scope of Proéram

The inspecror reviewed the form and scope.of 33 Startup Test Proce-
dures for conformance to the commitment ia Section 13.8.3 of the
FSAR and the recommendations of R. G. 1.68.

Within the areas inspected no discrepancies were identified,

pending decisions of NRE on proposed changes to the test progranm
described in the FSAR. ’

Test QOrganization

The inspector reviewed Section 12.1 of the Startup Manual - (SUM)

to determine that control of the ‘test activities had been assigned
and the interfaces between group had been defined. Sectiom 12,1 of
the SUM was evaluated for conformance to the commitments in

Sections 13.8.1, 13.9.1, and 13.9.2 of the FSAR. Within the areas

inspected, no discrepancies were identified.

Tesé Program Administration

) The inspactor revieweq Sections 2.1, lﬁ.l; 12.6, 12.8, 12,9, 12.10

and 12.12 of the SUM to determine that administrative controls had

<
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been established for the scheduling and conduct of tests and for
the evaluation of the test results. These Sections were reviewed

- for conformance to Section 6.8 of the proposed Technical Specifica-
tions and commitments in Sections 13.8.1 and 13.9.3 of the FSAR.
Within the areas inspected, no discrepancies were identified.

Startup Test Document Control . -

The inspector reviewed Section 2.1, 12.5 and 12.6 and Forms SU 12,3 and
12.4 of the SUM to determine that control had been established for the
review and approval of test procedures and revisions to approved test
procedures. These Sections and Forms were reviewed for conformance to
Section 6.8 of the proposed Technical Specifications and commitments in
Sections 13.8.1.1 and 13.9.3 of the FSAR. Section 15.1 of the SUM
defines the requirement that only approved operating procedures will be
used. This Section was reviewed for conformance with Section 6.8 of the
proposed Technical Specifications. Within the areas inspected, no
discrepancies were identified.

" 8. Plant Tour

The inspector observed approximately 20 examples of the cable
Penetrations and cable tray flame proofing in the Diesel Generator
Building, Reactor Building, Cable Spreading Room, and the Control

. Room. All installations observed apyeared to be in compliance with
the requirements of Specification No. 9527-01-48-1 "Installation of
the Raceway System

The inbpector observed several Unit No. 1 control cabinets open
with no apparent work in progress. The licensee implemented Plant
‘Notice No. 6 to control access-and work by persounnel other than °
CP&L employees. This notice went into effect on September 9, 1976.

The inspector verified that temporary security lighting had been .
installed in the area of the water treatment facilities.-

. : . - L
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In Reply Refer To:

IE:II:FSC
50-324/77-4

50-325/77-4

Oy

- - e P ue v HOE e & i Aem— -

Carolina Power and Light Company
ATIN: Mr. J. A. Jones
Executive Vice President
Engineering, Construction
and Operation
336 Fayetteville Street -
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

-Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. J. E. Ouzts on January 31-
February 4, 1977, and Messrs. F. S. Cantrell and H. A. Wilber on

February 14-18, 1977, of activities authorized by NRC Operating Licence
Nos. DPR-71 and DPR-62 for the Brunswick 1 and 2 facilities, and to the
discussion of our findings held with Mr. A. C. Tollison on February 4,
1977, and Mr. J. M. Brown on February 18, 1977, at the conclusion of the
inspection. )

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in
the enélosed inspection report. Within these areas, the inspection
consisted of selective examination of procedures and representative
reco;ds, interviews with personnel, and observations by the inspector.

We have examined actioms you have taken with regard to previously
reported unresolved items, These are identified in Section IV of the
summary of the enclosed report.

During the inspection, it was found that certain activities under your
license appear to be in noncompliance with NRC requirements. These items
and references to pertinent requirements are listed in Section I of the
surmary .of the enclosed report.

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section 2.201
of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal
Regulations. Section 2,201 requires you to submit to this office,
within 20 days of your receipt of this notice, a written statement

or explanation inreply including: (1) corrective steps which have -
been taken by you, and the results achieved; (2) corrective steps
which will be taken to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date
when full compliance will be achieved. -

20
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Carolina Power and ' Light R
Company

Tn accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,’

Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter
and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC's Public
Document Room. If this report contains any information that you believe
to be proprietary, it is necessary that you submit a written application
to this office requesting that such information be withheld from public
disclosure. If no proprietary information is identified, a written
statement to that effect should be submitted. If an application is .
submitted, it must fully identify the bases for which information is
claimed to be proprietary. The application should be prepared so that
information sought to be withheld is incorporated in a separate paper
and referenced in the application since the application will be placed
in the Public Document Room. Your application, or written statement,’
should be submitted to us within 20 days. If we are not contacted as
specified, the enclosed report and this letter may then be placed in

the Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be glad to
discuss them with you.

Very truly yours,

( 6 "
F. J. long, Chief
' Reactor Operations and
Nuclear Support Branch

Enclosure:
IE Inspection Report Nos.
50-324/77-4 aad 50-325/77-4
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»" g Rpt. Nos. 50-324/77-4 III-1
7 "“and 50-325/77-4
DETAILS "II1 Prepared by: }/A-q}a.tﬂ U)/ }'/;Qf .
' H. A. Wilber, Reactor Inspector Date
Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and.Nuclear
Support Branch
=Date; of Iﬁépec;iou:'rFebruary 14-18, 1977
: oo [ !
Reviewed by: K *o Mo~ LA AN
H. C. Dance, Chief 'Date

Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

1. Persons Contacted

Carolina Power and Light Co. (CP&L)

J.
R.
W.
D.
S.
K.
J.
M.
L.
G.
J.
E.
.
R.
W.
T.
W.
M.
R.

NOTE: All findings and inspections relate to-‘Unit No. 1 in these

Brown - Superintendent, Technical and Administrative
Starkey - Superintendent, Operations and Maintenance
Tucker - Startup Supervisor

Allen - QA Supervisor

Thorndyke -~ Operations Supervisor

Enzor - Administrative Supervisor .
Pearson - Startup Engineer

Shields - Startup Engineer

McLaughlin - Operating Engineer

Peeler - Operating Engineer

Cribbs - QC Engineer

Norwood - Training Coordinator

Atkinson - Engineering Technician

Wyhlidko - Engineering Technician

Allen ~ Stores Foreman

Howell - Shift Foreman

Johnson - Shift Foreman

Clark - Control Operator

Tart ~ Control Operator

details.
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4.

Fife Protection

The inspector reviewed the corrective action that had been taken as
part of the commitment to the item of noncompliance identified in
IE Inspection Report 50-325/77-1. The refresher course in the
implementation of FP5 "Welding and Burning Control" had been
presented to 18 of the 20 designated fire inspectors. The Quality
Assurance Supervisor stated that the plant QA personnel were
instructed to verify adherence to FP5 whenever welding or burning
is observed in the field. The Plant Mechanical Maintenance per-
sonnel are receiving training in their responsibilities as defined
in FP-5; to date, approximately 857% of the group have received
training. The remaining commitments will be completed by March 1,
1977. The inspector has no questions on the completed or proposed
corrective actions.

Loss of Offsite Power Test (SU 31)

.The inspector reviewed the documentation of the corrective action
and retest of equipment that was done to satisfy the Level 1 ’
acceptance criterion of SU 31, Two Diesel Generators failed to
continue to run during the performance of SU 31. The trouble was
corrected and the emergency power system was retested successfully
‘by using the same initiating signal. The inspector had no ques-
tions on the documentation of the retest.

Startup Program Audit§ and Surveillance

The inspector reviewed the Corporate Nuclear Safety (CNS) Section
trip reports dated December 2, 1976, January 18, 1977, and January 14,
1977. Thesa trip reports document CNS Section reviews of startup
test procedures and startup test results. No items of concern were
identified in the reports. There was no documentation that any
startup test performance had been observed by the CNS Section.

The inspector reviewed memorandum QA/151-6 (December 2, 1976),
prepared by the Corporate Quality Assurance Audit (CQAA) Section,
to verify that audits of the startup test program were being
performed in accordance with procedures. The findings identified
in memorandum QA/151~6 have been addressed in a proposed revision
to the Startup Manual (SUM). A second audit was performed by the
CQAA Section on February 1-4, 1977; however the evaluation memo-
randum was not available for review at the time of the inspection.
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The inspector reviewed seven surveillance reports prepared by the
Plant Quality Assurance staff. The reports did not identify any
required corrective action in the startup program. At the time of

_the review, February 15, 1977, the inspector could find no docu-

mentation to support the surveillance of test performance at Test
Condition 3 of the startup program; the Quality Assurance Supervisor
stated that additional effort would be made to increase surveillance

" of test performance during the conduct of testing at Test Condition

No. 6:

The inspector had no questions on the documentation of surveys and
audits nor on the proposed increased performance surveys.

Corrective Actions During Startup Testing

The inspector reviewed the documentation of the identification and
resolution of Exception No. 3 to SU 15 "High Pressure Coolant
Injection" (HPCI) test. The value of the HPCI discharge pressure
was identified by the licensee to be slightly ‘higher than the
defined values of the procedure (1050 psig instead of 1048 psig).
The evaluation of the exéeption was made and documented as required
by Section 12.8 of the Startup Manual.

The inspector reviewed the documentation of the identification and
resolution of Exception No. 2 to SU 17 "System Expansion” test.

The test engineer identified that certain pipe hangers did not meet
the Level 2 acceptance criterion stated in paragraph 3.2.3 of SU 17.
The corrective action included reset of some hangers, re-inspection
of the hangers and a request for an engineering evaluation by the
architect engineer. The engineering evaluation was performed and
the hanger settings were accepted as recorded in the test.

The inspectdr had no questions on the areas reviewed.

Control Room Logs, Master Check Lists, and Records

The  inspector reviewed the Master Check List for fuel loading to
verizy that the licensee had documented that all necessary pro-
cedures were approved as required by Technical Specification 6.8.2.
The Master Check List, also, documented the completion of the cold
functional <ests and was approved by the Shift Foreman and the
Operations Supervisor.

]
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The Shift Foreman's logs documented that the reactor water quality
met the requirements of Technical Specification 3.6.B as a routine,
periodic entry.

The complete forms for Section B.4.5.1 through Section B.4.5.17 of
GP-1 "General Operating Procedure' were reviewed for initial heatup
of Unit 1 to verify that normal routines were followed and required
system chacks were made during the heatup. The rod worth minimizer
was checked to verify that it had been initialized; this was docu-
mented by completed Section 4.4.3 of GP~1.

Adnministrative Control of Startup Testing

The inspector reviewed the Plant Nuclear Safety Committee (PNSC)
minutes for meetings conducted during January, 1977 to verify that

. revisions to Startup Test procedures were reviewed in accordance

with Technical Specification 6.5.1.7.

The inspector reviewed the Test Summary Sheets and Plateau Review
and Approval forms for test conditions 1 and 2 to verify that the
licensee was evaluating startup test performance in accordance with
Section 6.0 of SU O "Startup Sequencing and Control."

The inspector reviewed the licensee's evaluation and completed
procedure forms for four startup tests to verify that acceptance
criteria were met or exceptions were noted. The tests reviewed
were:

SU 8 "RHR System" (Steam Condensing Mode)

SU 17 !System Expansion” (Sections 8.1 aad 3.3)
SU 23 '"Feedwater System'" (Section 8.1)

‘SU 22 "Pressure Regulator" (Sections 8.1 and 8.2)

The inspector had no questions on the areas reviewed.

Startup Manual (SUM)

The inspector reviewed a proposed change to the SUM that resolved a
descrepancy between the Section 12.6 of the SUM and Secton 4.5 of
the QA program. The SUM now requires that the Shift Foreman
document temporary revisions to Startup Test procedures in his
logbook. This had been identified by the inspector as Unresolved
Item No, 76-17/1;this item is closed.

61



9.

1Q.

1IE Rpt. Nos. 50-324/77-4 I11I-5
and 50-325/77-4

Plant Tour

The inspector- toured the Unit 1 reactor building and the plant
warehouse area. The inspector noted that an area radiation monitor
was malfunctioning on the refueling floor. A trouble ticket

(No. I-E-495) had been issued 5 days prior to the inspector's
observation and the licensee stated that periodic surveys were
being made to verify the radiation levels in the area.

The inspector observed that "Acceptance”" and "Hold" tags were
properly filled out and attached to equipment. The inspector,
also, observed that the squib valve charges were properly iden-
tified for the specific Standby Liquid Control System.

SU 15 "High Pressure Coolant Injection System"

The inspector witnessed the performance of Section 8.2 of SU 15
(Vessel Injection) on February 17, 1977. The staffing requirements
of Technical Specification 6.2.2 and Section 12 of the SUM were met
and Site QA personnel were, also, observing the test. All pre-
requisites were signed off. One Level 1 criterion was not met
since the HPCI turbine tripped during the "quick start" sequence;
the turbine immediately restarted and all subsequent data appeared

. to meet the acceptance criteria. The licensee is evaluating the

turbine trip.
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DETAILS III  Prepared by: * ° * 4

1.

v s . Reactor Projects Section No. 1

+«R. H. Wessman, Reactor Inspector Date
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch
Dates of Inspection: January 17-21, 1977
J.ﬁo ( A:‘A ;:v'—-':ﬁ-_' s L4 *
H. C. Dance, Chief Date

Reactor Projects Section No. 1
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

Dates of Inspection: January 18-21, 1977 .

e .
Reviewed by D BTN

206 o7

F. J. Long, Chze: “
Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

v

Persons Contacted

CP&L ' . .
"E. H. Norwood - Training Supervisor

D. N. Allen - QA Supervisor

J. Wigginton - Health Physicist

J. P. Thompson -~ Regulatory Coordinator

M. Giddens - QA Technician

Enzor - Administrative Supervisor

A. Padgett -~ Environmental and Radiation Control Supervisor
B. Starkey - Operations-Maintenance Superintendent

C. Tollison - Plant Manager

M. Brown - Superintendent, Technical and Administrative
Milligan - Maintenance Supervisor

E. Atkinson - Engineering Technician

Flowers - Maintenance Representative, Nuclear Generation
Hoffman ~ Reactor Operator

Hegler - Reactor Operator

L. Mclauchlin, Operating Engineer

" Date
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2.

fraining and Qualification .. ... .

The .inspector reviewed selected training and personnel records to

determine the licensee's conformance to Technical Specifications 6.2
(Organization) and 6.3 (Facility Staff Qualifications). Additionmal

criteria included the licensee's commitments contained in FSAR -
Sections 13.1 (Organizational Structure), 13.2 (Training Program),
and 13.4.3 (Continuing Quality Assurance). Records reviewed in-
cluded those of key supervisory personnel and several mechanics,
instrument technicians, and licensed operators.

All staff records inspected indicated that personnel met minimum
qualification requirements of ANSI N18.1-1971, Selection and
‘Training of Nuclear Power Plant Personmnel, as required by Technical
Specification 6.3. Plant organization meets the requirements of
Technical Specification 6. 2, and the NRC 1is cognizant of recent
personnel changes.

During the course of the inspection of training and qualification
activitiers, several observations were made by the inspector:

* a. .Figure 6.2-3, Plant Staff Organization, identifies nine key

supervisory positions as "SRO license desirable.” Of the
individuals currently occupying these positions, only one had
a SRO license.

b. Key supervisory personnel training records lack entries for
training received in the 36-hour Supervisors Training Course
(November-December 1976) and Emergency Plan Training
(September 30, 1976). Several training records for mechanics
and I&C Technicians lacked entries for training received
concerning the security plan, radiological controls, and
emergency plan. Several licensed personnel trainiag records
lacked entries relating to the Operator Monthly Experience

. Report. ’

c. QA Program indoctrination and training, as required by’
Section 13.4.3.D.7 of the FSAR had not been conducted for
various mechanics and I&C technicians. This training was
"{n-progress' at the time of the inspection for mechanics,
and was to be scheduled for I&C technicians prior to the end
of February.
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"d. . QA Program indoctrination and training for several supervisory

personnel had not been completed. The licensee stated that
this training would be completed by March 31, 1977.

e. The licensee's site QA Surveillance organization inspected
training program activities and reported discrepancies on
Surveillance Report 231, The Retraining Program for BSEP
Licensed Personnel, dated November 12, 1976. The site train-
ing organization reported in a Corrective Action Reporc dated-
Novenmber 28, 1976, that these discrepancies were rectified.

A reaudit by the site surveillance group January 10, 1977
indicated that a number of these discrepancies were not
rectified. g

The licensee's activities relating to training will be reviewed by
the inspector on a future inspection.

Surveillance Activities

The inspector reviewed the licensee's program of surveillance
activities for conformance with Section 13.4.3 of the FSAR and the
requirements of Volume XI of the Plant Operating Manual (Qualicy
Assurance Program) - Section 10 Plant Surveillance, and QAP-2
{On-site QA Surveillance).

a. The inspector identified several surveillance reports which
failed to indicate the acceptance criteria employed by the
QC inspector in conducting his surveillance activity. These
Teports were:
No. 243, Receiving Inspection, dated December 7, 1976
No. 248, Receiving Inspection, dated December 21, 1976
No. 252, Calibration Tools, dated December 30, 1976

No. 256, RC&T Documentation of Instrument Czlibratiom,
dated Januvary 7, 1977

The licensee stated that future surveillamce reports would
include appropriate acceptance criteria.

R o I
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b. . The inspector identified one surveillance activity which had

not been completed in accordance with QAP-2. Surveillance

=*~Report 256, RC&T Documentation of Instrument Calibration,
dated January 7, 1977 was issued identifying several dis~
crepancies in calibration of RC&T equipment. The surveilled
organization was not required to take corrective action. The
10~day written response from the surveilled organization
(required by QAP-2) had not been generated. The licensee
stated that Surveillance Report 256 would be processed in
accordance with QAP=-2.

c. The licensee has established a program to highlight, on a
monthly basis, outstanding items identified in surveillance or
audit activities. These reports,issued by the QA Supervisor -
to the Plant Manager and other key supervisors, are entitled:
Plant Surveillance Action Items, Operations QA Action Items,
and Corporate QA Action Items. The inspector noted that
several Surveillance Reports (Nos. 160, 237, 251, and 247
which were conducted between August and December 1976) were
identified on the Plant Surveillance Action Report dated
January 17, 1977 as still "awaiting written reply". This reply is
required by QAP-2 within ten days of the surveillance activity.

The inspector will review items b. and c. during a future inspection.

Corporate QA Audits .

" The inspector reviewed the licensee's program of corporate QA

Audits for conformance with Section 13.4.3.T of the FSAR and the'

requirements of Technical Specification 6.5.3. The inspector

reviewed the audit reports and related documents for the following

audits:

- QAA/151~6, Preoperational and Startup Activity, November 16-18,
1976

- QAA/21-3, Operations, June 1l-4, 1976

- QAA/21-5, SNM Control, November 2-4, 1976

An inspeczion was made of one discrepancy relating to Warehouse H
Storage, identified in QAA/21-3. The controlled area for Q-2quipment
did not assure control and segregation for these items. This dis-
crepancy was rectified prior to the inspector's departure‘from

the site.

Within the areas inspected no other discrepancies were identified.

.
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‘The. inspector reviewed the status of emergency plan training and

drills., The licensee's program was reviewed for c¢onformance to
Section 13.3 (Emergency Planning) of the FSAR. Revision 5, dated
September 30, 1976, of the Brunswick Emergency Plan was reviewed
by the inspector. The licensee's plan for a future Emergency Plan
drill was reviewed. .

The inspector reviewed the data and critique sheets from the most
recent Emergency Plan activation drill, conducted December 17,
1975. Most discrepancies identified as a result of that drill had
been rectified. One discrepancy remains outstanding. The emer-~
gency plan drill revealed that plant alarms are not audible to
personnel at various locations in the plant. The licensee stated
that a program for a survey of alarm audibility is in progress.
The results of this survey will be reviewed by the inspector.

The licensee's emergency plan calls for drills to be conducted on
an annual basis. The licensee plans the next drill prior to
February 28, 1977.

Plant Nuclear Safety Committee (PNSC)

The activities of the PNSC were reviewed to confirm that the re-
quirements of Technical Specification 6.5.1. were satisfied. The
minutes of twenty-eight of the thirty-one meetings conducted
between November 1, 1976 and January 11, 1977 were reviewed.

One unresolved item was identified during this review. The PNSC
apparently does not have a mechanism to assure that each noncom-
pliance identified by the NRC is specifically reviewed. Such
reviews are required by Technical Specification 6.5.2.4.d. The
licensee stated that violations discovered by the site personnel or
that resulted in an event report were routinely reviewed by the
PNSC but not those reported by the NRC.

The inspector also reviewed plant procedures AI-9 (Rev. 3), AI-9.1
(Rev. 0), AI-32 (June 12, 1975), and ENP-4 (Rev. 1) associated with
activities of the PNSC. ENP-4 had effectively replaced AI-32 which
had not been deleted. Prior to leaving the site the inspector was
informed that AI-32 was in process of being deleted. No other
problems were identified.
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The following documents were reviewed and observations madée by
the inspector:

Unit 1 Shift Foremwan Log January 1-17, 1977
Unit 1 Control Operator Log January 1-19, 1977
Unit 2 Control Operator Log‘January 16-19, 1977

,Units 1 énd 2 Control Room observations and discussions,
January 19-20

The inspector identified the followinyg:

a. During the review period, Unit 1 HPCI was isolated once on
high delta temperature and Unit 2 isolated three times. This
is a continuing problem and the need for early resolution was
discussed with plant management. A proposed design change had
previously been submitted to NRR.

b.  LCO-conditions were found to be identified and a system to
. establish required surveillance is in force.

c. Control room annunciators were numerous with approximately 80

illiminated continuously on Unit 1 and 60 on Unit 2. It was

" recognized that Unit 1 is in a startup test program. However,.
discussions with Unit 2 reactor operators on one specific

" annunciator panel established that the DW Floor or Sump Leak
High could be reset and five other annunciators were on for a
specific cause all of which were known to the operator. The
need and desirability to minimize i1lluminated annunciators
was diszussed with management. Work toward this goal, in-
cluding design modifications, were stated to be in progress.

. 4. JCopiés of the Shift Foreman Log were noted as being circulated to
" the Plant Manager, Operators/Maintenance Superintendent, and

the Operations Supervisor for their review. The inspector

noted that several notations made in the margin by management
were pertintent.
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e. TS 6.8.2 requires that each procedure and administrative
policy shall be'reviewed periodically as set forth in each
document. Paragraph 5.6.1 of Volume I, Administrative

" " Procedures, provides the review frequency and specifies the
responsible supervisor. The inspector found the review being
performed was not consistently documented in the four cate-
gories checked. Administrative procedures were checked as
reviewed on the required frequency yet major revisions were in
a preliminary state. Status of maintenance procedure review
was not documented. Emergency Plan review was marked on the
cover page. A site audit had reportedly looked in this area
the previous month and had had similar findings. No evidence was
found where the review status was reported or made known to
the plant manager although there is no specific requirement
for this to be done. The matter of implementing periodic
procedure review was discussed with plant management and will
be reinspected.

Reportable Occurrences .

Four events, three of which were subjects of Licensee Event Reports
(LER), were reviewed to determine the licensee's methods of determining
abnormal events and that action taken was described and appropriate.

‘a., Unit 1, LER 76-~4, High Torus Level (11/25/76)

The Operators Log 11/25 recorded starting and stopping of the
HPCI but did not mention high torus level. Discussion with
three shift personnel indicated the high level would normally
be entezed in the log. The Shift Foreman's Log stated that at
11:45 p.m. torus level was 2" high from inleakage of HPCI
minimum flow. . Neither the LER nor the logs addressed why the
torus level was permitted to increase past the high level alarm
point and 2" above the technical specification limit.. The
LER only addressed the possible mechanical failure.aspect of
the event. 1In this case the HPCI minimum flow switch involved
in the wpening cycle was found to be out of calibration.
However, as the LER stated, this switch is not in the closing
cycle and thus it does not appear related to the high level,
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Review of maintenance records indicates the referenced switch
was calibrated three times in the past 2% months. Two of the
calibrations indicated that setpoints were changed apparently
as a result of base calibration data not being located in the
equipment record file. It was located during the inspector's
review. Corrective instruction in this area appeared appro-
priate. This matter was discussed with the Maintenance
Supervisor and plant management.

Unit 2, LER 76-158, Diesel Generator Failure

The control air check valve, one of two check valves in
parallel, failed during a monthly periodic test (PT 12.2).

The reactor was in cold shutdown at the time. The inspector
confirmed that the DG was operable through the redundant check
valve by a review of the system layout, the trouble ticket,
and PT. The inspector discussed the preliminary plams of
installing air dryers in the system. The inspector questioned
the basis used for not inspecting other DG control air check
valves following the finding of excessive rust in the firsc
valve. The licensee's response indicated the engineering study
plus the monthly test was considered sufficient at this time.

‘Unit 1 - LER 76-1, RHR Injection Valves

Review determined that the Operator's and Shift Foreman's logs
of 11/19/76 had entries regarding this malfunction and that an
LCO condition was identified and being followed until the
valve breakers were placed. Site personnel stated that the
supplemental report referenced is to be issued when all

. specified breakers were replaced. The plant was awaiting the

breakers for the last two valves.

Thé licensee's administrative procedure (Section 4.4 of OM-1)
states that Incident Reports will bé issued for all abnormal

- occurrences. The inspector determined that although a LER was

prepared in the cases reviewed (LER: 2-76-158; 1-76-1) an
Incident Report was not. Thus the licensee's means for estab-
lishing whether a LER is to be issued is taken from logs,
LCO's and Incident Reports. It appears that,if the intent of
the Incident Report is to notify the proper personnel in order
to obtain corrective action, it is not being maintained to
fully accowmplish this goal. This matter was identified to
Plant Management for correction.

-J
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e, Limitorque Valve Settings

During followup of work performed on the RHR Pump Secticn
valves 2E11-1F004A and 2E11-F004C the inspector determined
that the limitorque settings had been increased from 2 to 3 on
., 10/23 and 10/24/76 to meet local leak rate test requirements.
A Trouble Ticket was issued to return the setting to 2 on
10/31/76 since the valves were tripping the thermal overload.
The PNSC minutes of 11/3 documented a review of these changes
and ordered the settings returned to 3.

The inspectors review of the maintenance records indicated the
settings were at 2. Plant Supervision confirmed the valves
had beén placed at 3 following the PNSC action although the
maintenance records did not record the change. The inspector
stated Limitorque setting changes should be properly controlled
and reviewed prior to any change and that a procedure govern- °
ing these changes was appropriate. None exists at present.
The inspector confirmed that the manufacturer recommended
settings are available for plant valves as determined by
review of five specific valves. Plant management stated a
mechanism of controlling limitorque settings would be pre-

A - pared. This matter is designated as an unresclved item.
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SAFETY EVALUATION

BY THE

DIRECTORATE OF LICENSING

U. S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF

CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

December'zz, 1972

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT UNITS 1, 2, 3 & 4

WAKE AND CHATHAM COUNTIES, NORTH CAROLINA )

DOCKET NOS. 50-400, 50-401, 50-402 & 50-403
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CONDUCT OF OPERATIONS

Organization and Technical Qualifications

CP&L has only a modest in-house corporate technical supporg*

base in direct support of its‘multi-unit nuclear construction

program and relies heavily on its contractors and consultants for
multi-discipline technical support in the design and construction
effort, The corporate technical support base is centered in the

CP&L Power Plant Engineering and Construction Department and

~

assisted by the Environmental and Technical Services Section of

Y

the Special Services Department, the System Engineering Depart-
ment, and the Bulk Power Supply Department. In fulfilling its

responsibilities for the construction of new generating

. facilities, the Power Plant Engineering and Construction Depart-

ment assures that the Engineering practices and applications will

_ result in plants that are technically acceptable, safe and

reliable.

Based on our review we have concluded that the applicant, i:s\

contractors and its consultants are collectively technically

'qualified to design and construct the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power

Plant. However, we intend to reevaluate the adequacy of the

applicant's corporate-level technical support base at the oper-

ating license stage taking into consideration the nucber of oper-

ating plants it must support.
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The applicant has proposed a total station complement of
approximately 104 personnel for units 1 and 2 of the plant and of
approximately 194 personnel for the four-unit plant. Theée
personnel will function in three main groups: Operations, Engi-
neering (Technical) and ‘faintenance,

The Operations Group will consist of five operating shifts
supervised by an Operating Supervisor, who will be a Licensed
Senior Reactor Operator (SRO): and the Plant Superintendent. Each
9ormal shift for single unit operation will be composed of five
personnel; a Shift Foreman (SRO), tw; Control Operators, who will
be Licensed Reaétor Operators (RO), and two Auxiliary Operators.
For two unit operaCi;n two additional Control Opergco¥s'(one SRO
and one RO) and one Auxiliary Operator will be added per shift for
a total of eight personnel per shift. For three unit operation
(over and above the staffing for two unit operation) one addi-
tional Shift Supervisor (SRO), one additional Shift Foreman (SRO),
one additional Control Operator (RO) and one additional Auxiliary
Operator will be added per shift for a total of 12 personnel per
Fhift. For four unit operation (over and above the staffing for
three unit operation) one additional Control Operator (RO) and two
additional Auxiliary Operators will be added per shift for a total
of 15 personnel per shift. At least one Health Physics Technician
and one Instrumentation and Controi Technician will!be on site at

all times during multi-unit (more than one unit) operation.
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Approximately 103 plant level maintenance and engineering

technical support personnel are to be assigned to the plant, The

N ¥4y,

Maintenance Group will be headed by a Maintenance Suéervisor

-

(under the Plant Superintendent) who will supervise three sub-'

groups headed by an Instrumentation and Control Supervisor, a
He;hanic Foreman and a Plant Supervisor (under the Plant Super-
intendent) who ﬁill supervise the Radiation Control and Test Fore-
B V man, various engineers and engineering technicians, |
We have'qoncluded that the applicant's plans for staffing the

facility are in conformance with current AEC guidance, will

e Rl 2 T T Lo SO P A S L2 L T CN TV AP

provide an adequate operating organization and an adequate plant-

level technical support capability, and are acceptable.

12,2 Selection and Training of Personnel

The applicant has indicated its intent to meet the require-

Froer st oy,

ments. of American National Standards Institute N 18,1, "standard

for Selection and Training of Personnel for Nuclear Power Plants."

The initial training program will be divided into five phases:

(a) Basic Nuclear Training Course; (b) PWR Design Lecture Series;
(c) PWR Operator Tr&ining; (d) On-site Training at the facility;’
(e) AEC Licensing. In addition, plant personnel will be given

training in health physics, emergency procedd;es, industrial

security, industrial safety and first-—aid.
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12.0 CONDUCT OF OPERATIONS .

ks

Selection ind Training of Personnel -
Training Programs

%

The Plant Superintendent of the Shearon Harris plant will have the overall responsi-
bility for the conduct and.administration of the plant training program. At the
plant, the day-to-day implementation of the training pragram will be carried out by
the Plant Training Coordinator.

The applicant states that the curriculum and course material will be in conformity
to 10 CFR Part 55 and the American National Standards Institute N18.1-1971, “Admini-
strative Controls for Nuclear Power Plants.” The Carolina Power and Light Company
will conduct or contract for the teaching of each segment of the training program.
Certain segments will be provided by consultants specializing in this work.

‘The training provided for personnel who will be licensed consists of the following

segments: nuclear fundamentals and radiatfon protection, systens and equipment, .---.
pressurized water reactor technology, ten reactor training startups, reactor
simulator training, observation training at an operating pressurized water reactor,
onsite training, and regulatory examination preparation.

Maintenance and professional, technical personnel will receive training in specific
skills. Al plant personnel will receive general employee training consisting of
training in emergency plans, radjological health and safety, industrial safety,
security procedures, plant-controlled access area, and use of protective clothing
and equipment.

Complete recosds of all training administered will be maintained.

The information submitted relative to the training programs fs satisfactory at this
construction permit stage of review to give reasonable assurance that qualified
individuals will be available for the precperational test program, for operator
ficensing and fuel loading.

Emergency Planning

In Supplement ) to the Safety Evaluation Report, we concluded that "...except with
respect to assurances of agency and railroad cooperation, the requirements of Para-
graph 50.34 of 10 CFR Part 50 of the Commission's regulations regarding emergency

77
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Typlcal Inspectinn Plan

l‘rocaduré Inspection Procedure Monthis Before (I)Ll. oL
Rumber GENEFRAY, 18 12 716 5 - ¢
on Prhgrom| Milegtond
300 !305 1310 1320 340
30301B Second Corporate Management Meeting X |s/c
307038 Management Meetings/Exit Interviews X JI I I I I c :
353018 Quality Assurance for Preoperational | X S -
. Teating v
363018 Operational Staffing Inspection X S --..2:::""
393018 Preoperational Test Pfogra_m Records
) Inspection X
" 40301B Safety Committee Activity
:3 Inspection X c
41301B Inspection of Operating Staff
Training X S C
. :
424008 Plant Procedures Inspection X Cc
Legend: X |} Inspection may start é‘ ::?
S | Inspection must start -y
C | Inspection must be complece o 8
* I | Inspection procedure conducted each & §
inspection 1if appropriate o
(2 g
Ia‘ (o]
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ot
2513E4~-1 5




Enclosure 1 to MC 2513
Issue Date: 10-1-76

GENERAL INSPECTION PROCEDURES

. May be |Must be |Must be
gggg:gure ‘ Title * Started ]| Started )Complete
303018 Second Corporate Management Meeting 340-18 | 340~-12 | 340~-12
307038 Management Meetings — Exit Interviews ( Each Inspection)

s

35301B. Quality Assurance for Preoperational

Testing 340-18 { 305 340-3
363018 . Operational Staffing Inspection 340-18 | 305 340-3

e
393018 Preoperational Test Program Records Imsp. 305 305+3 340-1
40301B Safety Committee Activity Inspection 340-6 340-1 340
413018 Inspection of Operating Staff Training 340-12 | 340-4 340
424008 Plant Procedures Ingpection , . | 340-18 . | 340-6
424508 Operating Procedures Inspection 340-18 | 340-6 340
424518 Maintenance Procedures Inspection 340-18 | 340-6 | 340
424528 Emergency Procedures Inspection " 340-18 | 340-6 340
427028 Fire Prevention/Protection 340-18 | 340-1 340
6050138 Fuel Receipt and Storage 340-18 | 340-2 340-1
71301B Technical Specification Review 340-6 340-3. | 340-1
803108 Environmental Protection - Initial Insp. 340-18 340-12
- i

803208 Environzental Protection - Preop. Insp. 340-18 | 340-12 |340-5

2513E1-1




Enclosere 1 to 10 2513 *
. Yssue Mate: 10-1-7b :
"GENERAL INSPECTTON PROCEVLRES
Preocedure ‘ May be |Muat be |[Husi be
nsber Title Started | Started JComplete
80330B Environmental Protection - Final Preop.
Inspection 340-5 340-2. 340
811008 Physical Protection 340-3 340-1 340
823108 Emergency Plan - Initial Mgmt. Meeting 340~-18 340-12 °
823308 Emergency Plan - Offsite Agencies 340-5 340-3 340-2 -
823318 . Emergency Plan - Facilities, Procedures .
and Equipment 340-5 340-3 340~2
823328 Emergency Plan = Tests and Drills 340-5 340-3 340-1
Initial Mgmt. ‘
833108 Radiation Protection -~ Meeting 340-18 | 340-10 | 340-5
833158 Initial Preop. =
Radiation Protection ~ Insp‘ection 340-18 340-5 '
. 833208 Radiation Protection -~ Preop. Inspection 340-5 340-3 340-1
Radioactive Waste Systems = Meeting 340-18 340-12
843308 Preop. Liquid and Solid
Radioactive Waste Systems - Waste System 340-5 340-3 340-2
84331 Preop. Gas
318 Radicactive Waste Systems - Waste System 340-5 340-3 340-2
843328 QC and Capa-
Radioactive Waste Systems = bility Test 340-5 340-3 340-2
851028 thru ’
85116B - [Materials Accountability 340-3 340-1 340
90711B - Nonroutine Event Review 340-6 340-3 . | 340-1
91300B Inspection of Title 10 Requirements 340-18 * 340

..........
........
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as appropriate.

2513El1-3

81

Issue Date: 10/1/77 -
GENERAL INSPECTION PROCEDURES
. Procedure . 1 May be Must be | Must be
Number Title Started | Started | Complete
927028 Followup on Items of Noncompliance 340-18 * 340
92701B - Followup on Inspector Identified
- Problems 340~-18 * 340
92703B Bulletin Followup/Action Letter
Followup 340-18 ol 340
927048 Inspection of Responses to Headquartexrp
. Requests 340-18 * 340
927058 Inspection of Responses to Regional
Requests 340-18 * 340
92706B Independent Inspection Effort 340-18 * 340
93700B . Inspector Dispatched to Site 340-18 % 340
937018 Followup on Significant Event that
Occurs While Inspector is as Site 340-18 * 340
947008 Participation’'in ACRS Meetings 340-18 * +340
Inspection Preparatory to
943008 Operating License Issuance 340-9 | 340-3 340
350208 IE Input to NRR Review of QA Topical As Required
Reports
Testing of Pipe Support and Restraint | 340-18 340-3
703708 S
ystems
927158 Review of Part 21 Reports 340-18 * 340
927168 Part 21 Report Followup 340~-18 * 340
*Ingpection procedure conducted on each inspection
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October 10, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: File..

FROM: William H. Foster, Inspector/Auditonéagﬂgzr v
0ffice of Inspector and Auditor

SUBJECT: SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

,0On October 6, 1978, I was contacted telphonically by Howard A. Wilbur, -
Reactor Inspection Specialist, Division of Reactor Operations and Inspections,
Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

Wilbur advised that he had reviewed Dance's written testimony and could
find no mention of the QA problems listed in the inspection reports
(76-14 and 77-4) he advised Dance of in August/September 1977. Wilbur
said it was his understanding that a review of Brunswick inspection
reports was made in conjunction with the testimony. He added that the
-findings in these reports should have "jumped right out at someone."
Wilbur said that he alsn could not find any mention of the finding,
with respect to QA problems, of an inspection report (77-3) delineated
in Cantrell's notes. ~

Wilbur said it was his position that some discussion of CPiL's QA per-
formance, -as documented by the inspection reports, should have appeared
in Dance's testimony.

Wilbur agreed to discuss this matter with OIA when he returned from vacation.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On October 19, 1978, Kermit Whitt, Senior Reactor Inspection Specialist,
Division of Reactor Operations Inspection, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement (IE) was interviewed by David Gamble and William Foster,.
Office of Inspector and Auditor (0IA). Mr. Whitt was advised of the
nature of the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry would be made
public. He was also advised of the applicable provisions of the Privacy
Act.

Whitt stated that prior to his present position, he was IE Regional
Coordinator. Whitt said he assumed this position in April 1976, after
spending between 3 and 371/2 years in Region II.

Whitt advised the onl& exposure he had to Carolina Power and Light
(CP&L) plants consisted of his participation in two team QA inspections.

Whitt said the first of the .inspections was made at Brunswick 2, sixty
to ninety days prior to that unit receiving an operating license. Whitt
stated that this inspection, which lasted about 3 weeks, was very difficult:
because during the first week the inspection team was unable to secure
the type of information it needed to evaluate CP&L's commitment to the
FSAR requirements with respect to its QA program. He added plant personnel
seemed unable to provide the inspection team with written procedures for
the Brunswick QA program. Whitt stated this problem was discussed with
plant management and, when the team returned a week later, they were
provided with the necessary information to complete the inspection.
Whitt stated from his perspective, the only significant item he found
during the inspection was a lack of physical control for the jumpers and
bypasses. He added, however, CP&L agreed to implement such controls at
the close-out conference. Whitt stated he did not return to Brunswick
to verify this commitment because he did not have the time as he was
principal inspector at two other Region II plants. Whitt advised the
second QA inspection was made at H. B. Robinson sometime in late 1975 or
early 1976. Whitt advised he did not note any significant items during
this inspection. Whitt stated he had no involvement in the preparation
of the 1977 Shearon Harris hearing. He added this was probably due to
his Timited exposure to CP&L plants. Whitt stated that based on his
experience with CP&L, there was no negative information concerning CP&L
he would have asked management to include in the Shearon Harris hearing
testimony.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 19, 1978, James P. 0'Reilly, Director, Region II, Office of
Inspection and Enforcement (IE) was interviewed by Roger A. Fortuna and

William Foster, Office of Inspector and Auditor. Mr. 0'Reilly was sre o e e
advised of the nature of the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry

would be made public. He was also advised of the applicable provisions

of the Privacy Act.

0'Reilly stated that in the summer of 1977 he assumed the responsibilities
of his current position. He added he had previously been the Director
of Region I. ’

0'Reilly added that it was his understanding that Region II had been
involved in two previous Ticensing hearings requiring prepared testimony.
0'Reilly stated that based on his experience in Region I and Region II
that each hearing is unique and the scope and content of the testimony

js dictated by the particular subject matter, direction from the staff
attorney, and the individuals who are to testify. He added regional
management identifies those who they believe are most knowledgeable in

the area and task them with the responsibility for preparing the testimony.
He added that the testimony is prepared and time permitting, it is
forwarded to IE Headquarters and the to legal staff for review. O0'Reilly
stated consistent with this practice, he assigned the lead responsibility
for preparing the Shearon Harris testimony to Charles Murphy, Chief,
Reactor Construction and Engineering Support Branch. He added Murphy

was given the task because it was a construction permit (CP) hearing

which fell within the Construction Branch's jurisdiction. He stated
secondary responsibility was given to F. J. Long, Chief, Reactor Operations
and Nuclear Support Branch. He added the latter Branch was also assigned
to the project because several of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's
(ASLB) questions pertained to past operating experiences of other Carolina
Power and Light plants (CPaL).

0'Reilly stated that because CP&L had prior operating experience, the
cognizant operations Section Chief, Hugh Dance, was given responsibility
for the operations pesition of the testimony because he had an overview
of both of CP&L‘'s operating units (Brunswick and H. B. Robinson). He
added Floyd Cantrell, the principal operations inspector at Brunswick,
was not given the task because he did not have any experience with H. B.
Robinson.

0'Reilly advised that there was no specific written policy for preparing
‘testimony in Region II or IE Headquarters.

0'Reilly stated at the time the testimony was prepared he was not aware
of Cantrell's position with respect to CP&L. He added that neither he
or his Deputy Director saw the final testimony before the Shearon Harris
hearing.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 20, 1978, Frank Long, Chief, Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch, Region II, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) was
interviewed by William Foster and Roger A. Fortuna, Office of Inspector

and Auditor. Mr. Long was advised of the nature of the inquiry and that
the results of the inquiry would be made public. Long was also advised

of the applicable provisions of the Privacy Act.

Long was asked if his management or coworkers had either directly or
indirectly attempted in anyway to influence his position with respect to
the Shearon Harris matter prior to being interviewed by OIA. He responded
negatively.

Long advised that in August 1977, an action item was assigned to Charles E.
Murphy, Chief, Reactor Construction and Engineering Support Branch to
prepare testimony for the Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP) hearing.
Long added he had "little to do" with the preparation of the testimony.

Long advised that as typical in Region 1I, the testimony was prepared by
the two most cognizant individuals in the Region. He added, in the case

of Shearon Harris, these individuals were Virgil Brownlee (Construction)
and Hugh Dance (Operations). Long stated Murphy had overall responsibility
because Shearon Harris was a CP hearing. Long advised that his only
involvement, other than to review the final package from an operations
standpoint, was to assure that the proper individual was handling the
assignment in an expedious manner since it was a priority item.

Long stated that no one in Region II has ever been trained in the preparation
and giving of testimony. He felt there should be a standard procedure
instituted for testimony preparations. Long advised that "he complained

for many moons". about the Tack of procedures, but to no avail. He said
because of this lack of procedures, he and other Branch Chiefs had taken

the "ramrod approach" to preparing testimony, using their best judgment

as to "who should do it" and leaving it up to these individuals as to

"how to do it."

Long said that he has raised this issue in the past with the "lawyers on
North Anna," previous Region II Directors, and most recently with James P.
0'Reilly, present Region II Director shortly before the Shearon Harris
matter arose. Long advised that when he raised this issue in the past,
the argument was sometimes made that if there was a standard procedure,
items that were documented in any inspection would become part of the
testimony. Long added that this did not mean anything was to be covered
up, but rather to keep the number of witnesses to a minimum, as well as,
;imiging the amount of irrelevant/duplicate information presented to the
oards.
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Long advised that one of the problems that can occur without standard
procedure for preparing testimony is that the content of testimony could
be inconsistent between hearings. Long stated that what was needed as a
minimum was a clear outline of what should be included for hearing
testimony. He said content of testimony is presently dictated by the
questions posed by the Boards as interpreted by the staff attorneys.
Long continued that the problem Region II is currently experiencing in
preparing testimony was attempting to be detailed and responsive while
at the same time trying to avoid irrelevant information. Long advised
that the Region has never been instructed to "flag problems" but rather
to "stick close to the issue" to avoid broadening the scope of the
hearing. He added the Board and the intervenors can broaden the scope
of the hearing as necessary during the oral testimony. Long concluded
that if Region II had a definitive policy for preparing testimony, the
Shearon”Harris matter may have never happened.

Long advised that he had little dialogue with Dance while the Shearon Harris
testimony was being prepared. Long concluded Region II inspectors

needed training in hearing preparation. Long stated that normally IE
Headquarters would review and concur in a testimony package but because

of the short turnaround for the Shearon Harris testimony, it was hand
carried to the staff lawyers at the hearing. Long stated he could not
remember if he concurred in the final testimony.

Long advised that he did not see Floyd Cantrell's notes before the

hearing nor was he aware that he still had serious concerns about Carolina
Power and Light (CP&L) management. Long stated that on the operations
side, the testimony was not prepared by the "first hand people," but
rather by the first level of supervision which could have been "a possible
mistake.” Long stated in response to a direct question, Cantrell should
have been given an opportunity to testify.

Long said that IE inspection reports, although adequate for the purpose
intended, are not designed to be used for the detaiied preparation of
hearing testimony. Long stated that a system should be designed that
doesn't place such a great reliance on the memory of a few individuals.

Long advised that the first time he became aware of Cantrell's notes was
when the Dingell letter was circulated in the Region in early 1978.

Long said, now being familiar with the situation, he disagreed with
Cantrell's recommended conditions for the Shearon Harris CP. He added,
rather, if there were lingering concerns on the part of Cantrell, they
could have been resolved by further inspections and resultant requested
corrective actions.
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Long observed that the Region has recognized that CP&L has had management
probiems, but not to such a“degree to recommend shut down of any of
their plants. Long reiterated he probably would have concurred in
Dance's testimony, being aware of Cantrell's notes, because CP&L had’
been improving over the years.

Long elaborated by stating CP&L has been "in the nuclear business for

years" starting with CVIR research reactor. He said they then built H.

B. Robinson which was a Westinghouse turn key operation. Long continued

that CP&L hired their own architect engineer for the construction of the
Brunswick units and will manage all construction at Shearon Harris.

Long advised this indicates an increased willingness to accept responsibility
on the part of CP&L management.

Long again stated the process for preparing hearing testimony was "entirely
too informal." He added the same concerns are raised everytime, (e.g.,
"What the hell do they want?" and "Can we back it (statements at hearing)
up in our system of records?").

Long stated that in reference to the written testimony of Dance, it was
clear to him that an individual inspector (Cantrell) would be speaking
of his own experiences, while a supervisor (Dance) would be giving a
"consensus of experiences and views of his subordinates."

Long advised, in hindsight, he would have highlighted Cantrell's concerns
if he had testified because "there was no reason not to." He said he
would have followed this course of action because Cantrell's conclusions
would not have been supported by the record, adding he had no information
to reach a conclusion that CP&L wouldn't adequately manage and operate
Shearon Harris. Long stated he also would have referred to Cantrell's
position in the written testimony.

(o)
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 20, 1978, Charles E. Murphy, Chief, Reactor Construction
and Engineering Support Branch, Region II, Office of Inspection and

Enforcement (IE), was interviewed by Roger Fortuna and William Foster,
Office of Inspector and Auditor (0IA). Mr. Murphy was advised of the

==+ nature of the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry would be made

public. He was also advised of the applicable provisions of the Privacy
Act. )

-

Murphy was asked if his management or coworkers had either directly or
indirectly attempted in anyway to influence his position with respect
to the Shearon Harris matter prior to being interviewed by OIA. He
responded negatively.

Murphy stated that because of the operational slant of the Shearon
Harris hearing questions, Frank Long’s group took the lead for preparing

the hearing testimony, even though Shearon Harris was seeking a construction .

permit.

Murphy advised that he received "bits and pieces" of his Branch input

for the hearing testimony as provided by Virgil Brownlee, the principal
construction inspector at Shearon Harris. Murphy said Brownlee or

fellow construction inspectors reviewed the Shearon Harris, Brunswick

and H. B. Robinson docket files from a construction standpoint. Thus,
Murphy said Brownlee's testimony is supported by the record. Murphy

said concurrences were not sought for the hearing package because of

"time constraints," adding he would have concurred if given the opportunity.

Murphy stated he was unaware of Floyd Cantrell's position while the
testimony was being prepared, adding that even if he would have been he
wouldn't have "thought much of it."

Murphy advised that he himseif has accidently given incorrect hearing
testimony which he later corrected after reviewing his transcript.

Murphy said based on this experience, he could understand how easy it is

to unintentionally provide incorrect testimony due to the tension generated
at a hearing.

Murphy stated that Hugh Dance should have told Cantrell he was not going
to include his dissenting view in the testimony. Murphy said he has
always told his subordinates that if they hold’'a dissenting opinion,

they can talk with him or go to the Region Director or higher if not
satisfied. He continued he was "certain" that in 1977 Region II employees
could go to any level of management to present a dissenting opinion.
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Murphy stated he did not specifically remember how he received the
assignment or how he reassigned it. He did recall, however, that Brownlee
had the primary construction.responsibility.

Murphy said he reviewed a "marked-up" copy of the draft testimony and
did not see the final package put together by Dance.

Murphy stated there was no Region or IE Headquarters policy for preparing
hearing testimony, adding such testimony was prepared on an "ad hoc"

basis. He said the content of hearing testimony was dictated by the

issues in contention as interpreted by the staff lawyers. He added

Region II "leans heavily" on staff counsel to ensure inspector's answers
are responsive and do not raise other questions. Murphy said this
procedure is followed not to hide information but to establish a consistent
position. .

.
¥

Murphy stated NRC needed a standard written policy for developing hearing
testimony because the quality of the advice from the staff 1awyers

varied with the experience and abilities of the attorney g1v1ng the
advice.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 19, 1978, Hugh C. Dance, Chief, Reactor Project Section

No. 1, Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch, Region II, Office

of Inspection and Enforcement (IE), was interviewed by William Foster

and Roger A. Fortuna, Office of Inspector and Auditor. Mr. Dance was
advised of the nature of the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry
would be made public. Dance was also advised of the applicable provisions
of the Privacy Act. He was further advised that he was one of the subjects
of the inquiry and that he could be subject to disciplinary action.

Dance advised he transferred from Region III to Region II in July of 1975. -
He added he had no involvement in the preparation of the testimony for
the cancelled 1975 Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP) hearing.
Dance stated Richard Lewis prepared that testimony at the direction of
his Branch Chief, William Seidle. He added the 1975 scheduled hearing
was postponed at the request of the applicant, Carolina Power and Light
Company (CP&L). Dance advised that in mid-1976 he was transferred to
his present position, which included the responsibility for Brunswick
2. He added Brunswick 2 received an Operating License (OL) in December
1974, while Brunswick 1 received an OL in September 1976.

Dance stated that Howard Wilber, presently at IE Headquarters, had
start-up and testing responsibilities for Brunswick 1. He added Floyd Cantrell
was Principal Operations Inspector for Brunswick 2 and later assumed
operations responsibility for Brunswick 1 in June 1977. Dance stated R.
F. Sullivan, who had responsibility for Browns Ferry, assumed operations
responsibility for Brunswick 1 and 2 in September 1977. He added Cantrell
assumed responsibility for Hatch. Dance explained that there was an IE
policy to rotate inspectors after they had spent three years at a site,
which was the case with Cantrell at Brunswick. Dance said that in early
July of 1978, D. Hinckley took over Brunswick on an interim basis since
Sullivan was assigned to Browns Ferry as the resident inspector.

Dance advised that Brunswick was not a "trouble-free site," adding the
facility had a noncompliance history with numerous Licensing Event
Reports (LER). He added, however, that when you looked at the end
result of each event, CP&L eventually took the proper action.

Dance advised that the Technical Specifications for Brunswick provide

that only one or two of the top nine plant management positions "require"

a Senior Reactor Operators License (SRO). He added that the Technical
Specifications state SRO "“desired" for the other plant management positions.
Dance stated he did not know why the Technical Specifications, which are
Licensing's responsibility, were drafted in that manner, adding that

having "desired" as opposed to "required" made them less stringent.
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Dance stated the first time he became aware that Cantrell had a problem

with the personnel at Brunswick was in June 1976 when he received a
memorandum from Cantrell in this regard. Dance added he did not specifically
recall any discussions in this regard prior to June 1976, adding he only
transferred into Projects that month: Dance advised that he discussed

the contents of the memorandum, which was sent through him to Frank Long,

his Branch Chief, with Long. Dance said he prepared a forwarding memorandum
on the substance of Cantrell's memorandum to IE Headquarters. Dance

stated he had a number of discussions with Cantrell or Long or both. He

- stated, in general the conversations dealt with what the Technical Specifi-
cations really said (e.g., BWR SRO requirements as opposed to PWR requirements
- and plant personnel qualifications). Dance advised that in response to

the forwarding memorandum to Headquarters, Headquarters concurred in his
determination that there was no violation of NRC requirements with

respect to the Technical Specifications.

Dance stated that Cantrell wrote another memorandum in January 1977,
after making several inspections at Brunswick, again questioning the
qualifications of the personnel at Brunswick. Dance stated he prepared

a response to Cantrell, agreeing to conduct a special management inspection
at Brunswick. Dance stated he asked R. H. Wessmen, a member-of his
staff, to prepare for the inspection. Dance said Wessmen prepared an
inspection outline which he commented on and approved. Dance said that
based on the second Cantrell memorandum, he felt it was necessary for

the Region to resolve the issue by using an independent party who could
make a reassessment which could be utilized by Regional management in
making a final determination. Dance states the inspection was conducted
in mid-danuary. Dance advised that the findings were: 1) plant management
met Technical Specification qualifications, 2) plant management was not
spending enough time in the plant as shown by a review of available logs
and records, 3) plant management was planning and taking action to
arrange for SRO/BWR-type training, and 4) the plant was experiencing a
significant turnover in personnel. Dance added the inspection did not
determine the cause of the high turnover but he speculated the possible
causes were long hours, relatively low pay and management attitude.

Dance stated the overall conclusion of this portion of the inspection

was plant personnel were meeting minimum requirements but there was room -
for improvement. ,

Dance stated that on March 17, 1977, a management meeting was held with
CP&L to discuss maintenance problems at Brunswick. He added that during
the course of the meeting the results of Wessmen's inspection were also
discussed. Dance advised that he was satisfied with CP&L's planned
actions with respect to the inspection's findings. He added Cantrell,

as a result of the meeting, was "getting a better feeling" of CP&L.
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Dance advised that between the March meeting and the preparation of the

testimony of the Shearon Harris hearing, no problems of major consequence

were identified, as a result of inspections conducted by Cantrell. He

added, however, that Cantrell reported a repetition of events, indicating

an inattention to detail and follow up on the part Brunswick management.

Dance stated that in his view there was still a general trend toward

improvement on the part of CP&L. Dance advised. that Cantrell had never

mentioned the possibility of CP&L financial difficulties prior to September 1977.
Dance advised that in late August 1977, he was notified by Long that he
would. have to prepare testimony for the rescheduled Shearon Harris CP
hearing. Dance states he and Long determined verbally the best way to
prepare for the hearing would be to update the 1975 testimony.

Accordingly, Dance stated he contacted all of the Section Chiefs and

Branch Chiefs in Region II requesting their input for the testimony.

Dance advised that he received all oral input with the exception of

J. Hufham, Emergency Planning, who responded in writing. Dance said the
input he solicited was only in respect to operations, adding Virgil Brownlee
solicted the construction input. .

Dance advised that prior to the solicitation of input, he and Brownlee
contacted Charles Barth, Hearing Counsel, for the purpose of receiving
guidance on the preparation of testimony. According to Dance, they were
advised to answer the five questions provided by the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board (ASLB) in 1975 in detail, strengthening their previous
answers with personal views of the cognizant inspectors.

Dance advised that in early September 1977, he asked Floyd Cantrell to
provide input for the testimony. He said that Cantrell was to work up
some "base data" on Brunswick, adding he did not give the ASLB questions
to Cantrell but was reasonably certain he had them. Dance stated he
also asked Darrel Hinckley to update the 1975 testimony by reviewing the
H. B. Robinson docket from that point in time to September 1977.

Dance advised he asked Howard Wilber, who had start-up and testing for
Brunswick, if he had any problems with CP&L and Wilber replied he did
not. Dance said he did not know if Wilber saw the ASLB que§t10ns.

Dance said that essentially his mission was to update and suppiement the
operations portion of the 1975 testimony, adding that he spoke with

Richard Lewis who prepared the 1975 testimony. Dance said Lewis had -
minimal “input. Dance advised that over the next four weeks he had

several conversations with Barth seeking clarification of how the testimony
should be prepared. Dance said that he did not advise Barth of Cantrell's
position during any of their conversations because he felt he had adequately
incorporated Cantrell's position in the draft testimony.
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Dance advised that he completed his section then met with Brownlee who
had completed the construction portion and "meshed" the two sections

together in a final draft. Dance advised that he thought he then submitted

the draft to Charles Murphy for review.

Dance advised he discussed the prepared testimony on numerous occasions
with Frank Long, but did not know if Long saw the final draft. Dance
stated he did not believe Long saw Cantrell's notes. Dance did not know
to what extent, if any, he discussed Cantrell's notes with Long. Dance
didn't think he discussed Cantrell's notes with anyone else. Dance
stated he did not know if anyone else saw Cantrell's notes.

Dance stated both Wilber and Hinckley advised him they did not have any
problems with CP&L management. Dance agreed that the testimony should
have reflected Cantrell's views and he believes that it did. He stated,
however, it was also to include the views of others whose input was
so1icited, adding this input "moderated" Cantrelli's views. Dance said
that in addition, he factored in his own exposure with CP&L, which was
broader than any of the 1ine inspectors, and the resultant product was a
fair and accurate representation of the Region II position. Dance
stated he did not remember telling Cantrell he had the option to testify
at the hearing.

Dance advised he hand carried copies of the testimony to the hearing.
Dance advised that the day he was to testify he met with Brownlee, Barth
and a number of the hearing staff for a few minutes. He said Barth only
advised him to address the ASLB's questions and be responsive to the
board., Dance said no mention was made of Cantrell's conclusions.

Dance was asked to explain the rationale for his answer to Dr. J. Venn Leed's

question. He stated that when he answered the question, he was "not
worried about it" and was thinking that he had nothing to add to what
was already in the prepared testimony which had previously been entered
into the record. Dance stated the prepared testimony showed that CP&L

had personnel turnover problems, a high number of LER's and noncompliances,

but essentially demonstrated that the general trend for CP&L was
improvement.

Dance advised as he and Brownlee were waiting to testify late in the
day, Brownlee received a call that his wife had been rushed unconscious
to a hospital emergency room. Dance said, Barth approached the ASLB off
the record and advised them of this occurrence. According to Dance, the
board took their testimony shortly thereafter. Dance advised that he
and Brownlee then immediately departed for Atlanta.
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Dance stated he viewed his testimony as accurately reflecting a concensus

for the Region II and since no one else had serious problems with CP&L,

he did not present Cantrell's naked conclusion. Dance stated that he

believed he accurately reflected the factual information in Cantrell's

notes to-the ASLB in his written testimony: Vo : fomm

Dance stated this was the first time he testified at a licensing hearing.

Dance advised, as an afterthought, Shearon Harris was "years away" from

operation and the general positive improvement in CP&L's management led .
him to believe there would be no probiems in CP&L's management and

operation of Shearon Harris.

Dance concluded by stating that no Regional manager told him he was to
present a dissenting opinion, adding it was his understanding that
testimony was prepared presenting only the regional position.

Dance stated that since there was a general trend toward improvement at
CP&L with respect to their personnel problems he saw no reason to put
conditions in the CP.

Mr. Dance was reinterviewed telephonically by David Gamble and William Foster,
OIA, on October 23, 1978.

Dance stated that Charles Barth did not suggest in any manner whatsoever
that he (Dance) "soft-peddie" the Shearon Harris testimony with respect to
his (Dance's) projection on available operating personnel for the four units.

Dance advised that he mailed copies’ of the written testimony to the motel
Barth was staying at in Raleigh, North Carolina, the beginning of the week
that he testified. He said he did not mail copies of the testimony anywhere
else. Dance stated, based on his testimony before the ASLB at the hearing,
he had no indication as to whether the ASLB had read his written testimony

NN b

prior to his appearance. ’

Dance advised that he did not recall Howard Wilber citing any QA reports

or offering his opinion that CP&L had shown weaknesses in their QA program -
when he (Dance) solicited his oral input for the testimony.

Dance stated he did not receive any negative comments concerning CP&L operating
experiences from the Region II Branch Chiefs and Section Chiefs when he
solicited their input for the testimony.

In response to a direct question, Dance advised that the ASLB was comparing
construction personnel with operating personnel on page 4, item 3, on their
August 30, 1978 letter to the Commission. He added he was positive Cantrell
was "strictly discussing operating personnel." Dance said that he instructed
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Cantrell to update the 1975 testimony by reviewing the Brunswick inspection
file. He stated Hinckley, who had 1imited experience at H. B. Robinson,
updated that portion of the testimony because T. N. Epps, the principal
ogerat1ons 1nspector at Robinson, had recently terminated his employment
with NRC

R

Dance contacted OIA later in the same day, and advised that upon further
recollection, he did remember a conversation with Wilber about CP&L QA
problems. Dance stated he could not remember if the conversation was in
conjunction with the preparation of the Shearon Harris testimony, but
though it was in the same time frame. Dance stated he did not include
the events Wilber cited in the inspection reports in the hearing testimony
because"CP&L had taken corrective action and the items were no longer an
issue.




REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 19, 1978, Virgil L. Brownlee, Principal Inspector, Projects
Section, Reactor Construction and Engineering Support Branch, Region II,
Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE), was interviewed by Roger A. Fortuna
and William Foster, Office of Inspector and Auditor. Mr. Brownlee was

advised of the nature of the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry
would be made public. Brownlee was also advised of the applicable

provisions of the Privacy Act.

Brownlee stated he had no involvement in the preparation of the 1975
Shearon Harris testimony. Brownlee advised that he has been the principal
construction inspector at Shearon Harris since about February 1977. His
responsibilities include both conducting inspections and coordinating
inspections made by other Region II inspectors. Brownlee said that
basically, his responsibilities were to monitor the development of the
site QA-QC program and "housekeeping" functions of the equipment Carolina
Power and Light (CP&L) had in storage at the Shearon Harris site.

Brovnlee advised that as the time neared for construction:to begin at
Shearon Harris, he prepared an inspection report that was critical of

the Timited action CP&L had taken to prepare the site facilities for the
administration supervision, engineering, and QA-QC personnel. He

added he discussed the matter with CP&L's Senior Vice President and
advised him that there would soon be 2,300 workers on site and CP&L
needed to insure that the site had adequate facilities to accommodate
these people. Brownlee added that they. provided CP&L is in the process
of providing adequate facilities as noted in subsequent inspection reports.
Brownlee concluded that based on this action CP&L has been responsive to
these concerns.

Brownlee stated that in August 1977, Charles Murphy, his Branch Chief or
Alan Herdt, his Section Chief, asked him to prepare the construction
portion of the testimony for the Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP)
hearing. Brownlee said he and Charles McFarland, another principal
Jnspector .in his Section updated the previous prepared 1975 testimony.

He added this was accomplished by reviewing the inspection reports on
Brunswick 1 and 2 from 1975 until August 1977. Brownlee said that the
files for H. B. Robinson were not reviewed because Robinson's construction
inspection activities had ceased prior to the 1975 proposed Shearon Harris
CP hearing. However, the original material developed for the 1975 Shearon
Harris hearing were reviewed by Brownlee, McFariand, and discussions were
held with the Robinson principal inspector.

Brownlee stated that while he was on an inspection of Shearon Harris, it
was decided by Hugh Dance, who was preparing the operations portion of
the testimony, and Charies Barth, the responsible Office of the Executive
Legal Director attorney, that joint testimony would be prepared.
According to Brownlee, he and Dance put together a draft of the testimony
when he returned from Shearon Harris. Brownlee advised that the testmony
was finalized while he was on an inspection trip to Farley, Alabama.
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Brownlee advised he prepared his portion of the testimony and specifically,
answers to the five questions posed by the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, based on conversations with Jack Bryant, Principle Construction
Inspector at Robinson and Charles McFarland, Principal Construction
Inspector at Brunswick and the 1975 Shearon Harris testimony. He added

he received the 1975 testimony from Richard Lewis, who at that time

(1975) was responsible for preparing the Shearon Harris hearing. Brownlee
advised that none of the information received indicated CP&L would not

be able to capably construct Shearon Harris.

Brownlee stated that after his testimony was reviewed and approved by
Murphy, he went to Dance's office to put together the total package.

Brownlee stated he reviewed the final product before the’hearing.
Brownlee added he did not discuss or question the operations input since
he was responsible solely for the construction portion of the testimony.
Brownlee ‘'said he was not aware of Floyd Cantrell's position on CP&L.
until Congressman Dinge]l's_request.



REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 18, 1978, Floyd C. Cantrell, Reactor Inspector, Reactor
Projects Section No. 1, Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch,
Region II, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) was interviewed by
Roger A. Fortuna and William Foster, Office of Inspector and Auditor,
(0IA). Mr. Cantrell was advised of the nature of the inquiry and that
the results of the inquiry would be made public. Cantrell was also
advised of the applicable provisions of the Privacy Act.

Cantrell was asked if his management or coworkers had either directly or
indirectly attempted in anyway to influence his position with respect to
the Shearon Harris matter prior to being interviewed by 0IA. He responded
negatively.

Cantrell stated that he provided input to a number of questions provided

to Region II by the Office of Executive Legal Director (ELD) in conjunction
with the 1975 scheduled Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP) hearing.

He said this input was based on his six-months inspection experience at
Carolina Power and Light's (CP&L) Brunswick unit, which was then in pre-
operational testing. - .

Cantrell advised he became the principal operations inspector at Brunswick
in August 1974. He added, shortly thereafter a quality assurance (QA)
inspection was conducted. Cantrell said it was concluded that CP&L's QA
program at Brunswick was not adequate. Cantrell stated based on this
finding, CP&L made several changes and in December 1974 the Region
determined that CP&L's QA program was then acceptable. Cantrell advised
he used this data as basis for his response to the 1975 CP hearing
questions and concluded that CP&L was capable to operate Shearon Harris.
Cantrell stated he did not review the 1975 testimony because the hearing
was cancelled.

Cantrell advised that in August 1977 he was asked by his supervisor,
Hugh Dance, to provide input for testmony to be given at the rescheduled
Shearon Harris CP hearing. Cantrell said he drafted, in rough form, a
summary of his views and support for his opinion with respect to CP&L's
ability to operate the Shearon Harris units. He added he submitted
these notes to Dance and after a discussion Dance asked him to redraft
the notes in a readable form. Cantrell advised that he was not asked by
Dance to tone down his views and the notes he resubmitted for Dance on
September 16, 1977 were the same as his original draft. Thus, Cantrell
stated he did not rediscuss their content with Dance. Cantrell advised
that immediately thereafter he left for an inspection of VEPCO's Surry
facility. Cantrell said he then went on vacation for a week and returned
to the office about October 3, 1977. Consequently, Cantreil said he did
not see the final testimony before the hearing.

&
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Cantrell advised that he has inputted into other hearing testimony and
"doesn't think Dance was trying to hide anything." He added, however,
that the issues he raised should have been pursued by Dance and the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB).

Cantrell stated he was not asked to testify nor did he expect to be
asked to testify. He elaborated by stating because of the many problems
CP&L had experienced and the fact Dance was aware of them he expected
Dance to present his views to the ASLB. Cantrell added he had more
experience with CP&L than any other Region II inspector.

Cantrell elaborated on some of the problems he had experienced with
CP&L. Cantrell advised that in February 1976 Region II personnel had a-
management meeting with CP&L to discuss, among other things, general
management problems at Brunswick. He added that he wrote a June 21, 1976
memorandum to F. J.fLong (see Attachment I) questioning the qualifications
of the Brunswick staff based on high turnovers experienced at the plant.
Cantrell stated he drafted another memorandum on January 4, 1977 (see
Attachment II), questioning CP&L's ability to safely manage a Boiling
Water Reactor (BWR). He added that in this memorandum he also requested
a management systems inspection at Brunswick to determine if plant
personnel were meeting the minimum staff qualifications.

Cantrell advised Richard Wessmen, of his group was directed to conduct
such an inspection effort as a result of the above memorandum. Cantrell
stated he essentially agreed with Wessmen's finding that plant personnel
only meet the minimum ANSI requirements for operating Brunswick 1&2.
Cantrell stated his primary concern was that even though staff was
meeting minimum requirements, most staff experiences was with a PWR and
Brunswick 1&2 was a BWR with significantly different systems. .

Cantrell stated that a January 11, 1978 management meeting was held with
CP&L to discuss general management problems and .the results of Wessmen's
inspection. Cantrell said that CP&L did make some plant management
changes. He added, however, it was his opinion that this was done to
satisfy NRC and not to improve the management at their plants. Cantrell
advised that at this time CP&L was also experiencing financial problems
and this my have impacted on their ability to hire qualified personnel.

Cantrell stated that after CP&L received an Operating License in December 1974
for Brunswick, he had to be escorted by a CP&L employee at all times in

any part of the plant. He added this was strictly an internal CP&L -

policy, not mandated by NRC. Cantrell said also; in order to get into.
radiation areas for an inspection, he was required by CP&L to obtain a
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Radiation Work Permit (RWP). He said this required filling out a request;
going to the shift foreman; and finally going to the CP&L health physics
official. Cantrell said that after following these procedures, on one
occasion he observed a CP&L employee leaving a radiation area without a
RWP. Cantrell advised that on another occasion at an unannounced inspection
he was not allowed to enter-the facility gate for one hour and 15 minutes.
Cantrell said on another occasion he was not allowed into the containment
for two hours. Cantrell stated that in order to alleviate some of these
problems, his supervisor, Hugh Dance, made arrangements with CP&L to set

up a blanket RWP. He added that after such an arrangement was made, he
sought access to a radiation area and he was told to wait for a shift
change.

In response to a direct question, Cantrell stated that the above experiences
did not influence his attitude toward CP&L management. To the contrary,
Cantrell said he toned down his written appraisals of CP&L management
because he did not want to appear biased in his views.

Cantrell elaborated on his September 16, 1977, input to the Shearon Harris
testimony. Cantrell advised that his overall conclusion based on his
three years at Brunswick, was that CP&L probably could not adequately
manage and operate the proposed Shearon Harris facility with their
current personnel. Further, CP&L would probably not have the necessary
personnel to manage’ and operate the units unless conditions were placed
in the Shearon Harris CP. Cantrell added that it was also incumbent

upon the South Carolina Public Utilities Commission to grant CP&L a rate
increase to allow CP&L the funds to hire the necessary qualified people.
Cantrell stated, in response to a direct question, CP&L should begin
bringing people on board in the next two or three years, even though the
units will not become licensed operational for about eight years, because
extensive training is required. Cantrell added, even though CP&L has
identified a pool of personnel to operate Shearon Harris, based on the
high turnover he observed at Brunswick, there is no guarantee these
people will be around when Shearon Harris becomes operational.

Cantrell commented on his statement in his notes that "as a result
persons have been promoted or reassigned to positions for which they are
not qualified as the Tech Specs or FSAR may imply." Cantrell advised
that only one or two senior plant personnel at Brunswick had Senior
Reactor Operator Licenses (SRO). He stated this did meet the minimum
qualifications of the Tech Specs. He added, however, this was only
because the Tech Specs stated "SRO Desired" as opposed to "SRO Required,"
Cantrell stated that some of the Brunswick personnel were technically
qualified but not for the positions they were in, while other personnel
only had the minimum experience requirements. He stated that he felt
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CP&L did not do this purposely, but the situation was caused by the long
hours employees had to work and the resultant high turnover. Cantrell
concluded that although not. in violation of NRC requirements, piant

personnel at Brunswick were only “"technically meeting the minimum requirements."

Cantrell advised that CP&L, for the Brunswick units, submitted a significant
number of Licensing Event Reports (LER) for 1975-77. He noted that this

is not necessarily indicative of poor management, but could be interpreted
as an attempt by the licensee to be forthright with ‘NRC. However,

Cantrell added that he had prevailed upon CP&L to submit a number of

Special Information Reports to NRC which concerned significant unreported problems

not covered by LER submissions.

In reference to technical problems raised in his notes, Cantrell made
reference to the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling problem. Cantrell
concluded that good alert management would have stepped-up surveilance,
although not required by the Tech Specs, and resolved the problem in a
mgrgf%imSIy manner. Cantrell observed that the issue "got lost in the
shuffie.

Cantrell made reference to another technical problem presented in his
notes. He advised that he prevailed upon CP&L to request a Tech Spec
change regarding the "High Pressure Cooling Injection" issue (HPCI).
Cantrell said that after the Tech Spec was approved by Licensing, CP&L
could not implement the change because they did not have an approved
design for the change.

Cantrell stated that as another example of CP&L‘'s lack of responsiveness,
CP&L was advised on three separate occasions to refrain from leaving the
HPCI room doors open. He added that as of two months ago, CP&L still

had not taken any action to rectify this problem.

Cantrell advised the above information should have been presented to the
ASLB. He added he didn't-press Dance on the issue prior to his (Dance s)
testifying because he assumed Dance would present his (Cantrell's) views
to the ASLB. Cantrell said that if the ASLB had treceived all the information
in his notes, including his conclusion, they may have placed conditions
in the CP. Cantrell said that he did not object to Dance presenting the
Regional position to ASLB, but he did object to the implication that this
position was unanamious. Cantrell stated he did not immediately review
the testimony because he assumed his views had been presented to the
ASLB. He added when he did review the testimony he did not make an

issue of his views not being presented because he had felt that it would
not have done any good.
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Cantrell said that if the ASLB had received all the information in his
notes and determined a CP should be granted for Shearon Harris without .
restrictions he could have "lived with it" even though he would have N
disagreed with the decision. ST et e o

Cantrell stated the issue resurfaced in early 1978 when Congressman
Dingell, Chairman of a House oversight committee, solicited the NRC for
examples of matters in which employees had disagreed with NRC positions
presented to licensing boards. It was at this time he first advised
Dance he disagreed with his testimony, according to Cantrell. Cantrell
stated Dance advised him to tell Frank Long about the problem. Cantrell
said, subsequently Dudley Thompson, Region II Deputy Director, discussed
the situation with him in order to prepare a response which was later
forwarded to Headquarters.

Cantrell advised that there were other Region II line inspectors that
shared his views, in varying degrees, with respect to CP&L's management
capabilities. In this regard he suggested QOIA interview the inspectors
whose names he had provided to Dance (see Attachment III).

Cantrell was not aware of any formal NRC policy for preparing hearing
* testimony.

Cantrell stated that subsequent to the hearing, he inspected Georgia-
Power and Light's Hatch unit and Vepco's Surry facilities. He noted a
better management attitude at these plants.

Cantrell stated the information in Dance's testimony was factually

correct. He added, however, the problem was that Dance did not present

all of the examples of poor management on the part of CP&L he had indicated
in his notes. It was Cantrell's opinion that if Dance did this, the

ASLB may have pursued the issue in more detail. Cantrell concluded that

he did not believe Dance deliberately mislead the ASLB and probably just
misunderstood Dr. J. Venn Leed's question.

Cantrell advised that he probably should have testified at the hearing.

Attachments:
As stated
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Y. J. long, Chie.f, Re.act:or Ope:at:ions and Nuclea.r Support: Branch, Region II,
Offica of Inspection and Enforcement
TERO: H. C. Dance, Chief, Nucleaxr Support Section, Region II, Office of
Inspection and Enfo:cemenx: .

.
o
. -r. .

June 21, 1976 . @ :

STAFF QIIALIFICAI'IONS- BRHNSNICKZ cel e T . .

Dur:!.ng thka pas: few non:hs, Brunswick has had a large number of changea
in managenment personnel both at tha sits and in their corporate offices.
A3 a result of arncunced changes and resignations during the past month,
the principal staff that was used to star::up Brupgwick 2 has been completely
replaced at the site. - .

-‘... e F s.a -
P .

-
M

l‘}

-

Brunswick's Technical Speci.ficacicns rcqu:b:e that tha s:aff meet the
minimum qualification specified by ANSI N18.1-1971. If we equate an SRO
licensa for a PHR to ba tha equivalent for a BWR of "...The experience
and training normally required for examination by the AEC (MNRC) for a
Senior Reactor Operator's license whether or not the examination is
taken,' (ANSI 18.1~1971, paragraph 4.2.1), both the Plant Manager and
the Superintendent, Operations and Maintenance have the minimum quali-
fications. Both hold unezpired SRO licenses at tha H, B. Robinson

Plant. The Superintendent, Technical and Administrative hag not had the
training for an SRO license for either a PWR or BWR, (not required by
ASNT 18.1-1971) nor has he bad any specialized training for a BWR. He
has been at Brunswiclk 2 sinece March 1975 as QA Supexvisor. The Operations
Supervisor has been in the position sineca October 1975 when the original
Operatiouns Supervisor was transferred to Ralaigh. (Be 13 fully qualified
for his job.)’ . N S0 e . . .

- LY
3
- . "‘

“

‘The Radfation Co:;trol and 'Ie.at: Supexrvisor meets tha requirements of both
ASNI 18.1~1971 .and Reg.GGdide 1.8. He has held this positiocx gince
April 1976. He ig the thixd persmz in t:his position.

The Maintenance Supervisox: just meets the minim:n expe:ience required by
ASNI 18. 1-1971, however, he does not have "...nandestructive testing
faniliaricy..."” required by Pazagraph 4.2.3 of ANSI 18,1l. Ee is currently
receiving this training., CP&L has commi.:ted to complet:ing this training
by Septenbe.! l’ 19760 ° l“‘. ,\. - - - . .

:fﬂis irmediata euperv:!.sion, the Supe.ri.ntendent, Oparations and Hzintenance
was the Haintenancs Supervisor at tha EH. B. Rob:!.n.son Plant, and is
available to provide backup in t:his area,. —~

The Engineering Supervisor (t:he t:h:er mpan in thig po-sition since issuancs
of the license) has resigned e.Efective the end of June. His successor

has not been announced. . 1 9 3

Attachment I
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-

The QA Supervisor meets the qual:!_..ication described in the PSAR. He was
appointed- to this position June 1976. <s . .

The Training Supexrvisor resigred effcctive June 19, 1976 His replace:;:e_nt
hasg not been announced. . .. .

'.c

While not directly a part: of the Plant Staff, the GE Ope.rat:icns Manager
for the startup of Brunswick 2 has been reassigned to the GE t:aining
school in Morrds, Illinols., His replacement appears to be quali.fied for
h:Ls job, but doe.s not prcvide _contimuity in the Job. e

A number of operators and Bhi...t: foremen have resigned during the past
11/2 years durding a period uhe.n the country was in a recession and new
jobs were not: plent::.'.fu.l. :;_'__- - - e oo,

A laroe turnover of perammel :!.s not unusual .during the f:!.rst: two years
of operation; however, normally, the bulk of this turnover is due to .
promotion and tha experieace gained during startup is still available to
the plant. At Brunswick, four membersa of the startup staff have resigned.
Three members have been trarnsferred to positicns thax: would not: normally
provide ass:!.st:ance to the current scaff .

The reasons give:n for leaving usua.‘!_‘!.y include the long hours required by
the job (60 heurs per week plus). If this is the real reason, with
Unit 1 in early preoperational phase and Unit 2 scheduled for refueling
in tha Spring 1977, I would a:pect the high turnover to cout:!.nue.

I would recm::nend t:hat'. thia concern be brought to the attent:!.on of CPS&L
and/or.licensing, and that we determine what plans CP&L has to stabilize
their work.forece, or to provide continuity and experience.

»e

.- . B, z. Cantrell, Principal Inspector
« ., :. Reactor Projects Section No. 1
" Reactor Operations and Huclear
Support Branch
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* The Tecent manage=ent c.’:::.ngu at Brmswick vhich ware id_nti‘icd in
* inspection revoris SO—-32h/T5-23&2k egein r=iss ths concern .7 . =
-c::::-essed ia the refersnce nems. ~Individuelly, esch m==n appeax
"o meet the minimm- cualili= +isps for bis position, dbut, .-
collassively, I 'db not believe thay meet thc intent of theix-<;
'.';'ecb.:'.ical Spacifications or ANSI'18.1-1971. K The type items -
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%  November 1, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: File

FROM: Hilliam H.‘Ebster, Iﬁéﬁé&to}/ﬁuditor-
Office of Inspector and Auditor
SUBJECT: SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

On October 31, 1978, I contacted telephonically Floyd C. Cantrell,
Reactor Inspector, Reactor Projects Section No. 1, Reactor Operations
and Nuclear Support Branch, Region II, Office of Inspection and Enforce-
ment. Cantrell stated that he did not believe Hugh Dance instructed him
to review the Brunswick inspection file to prepare his (Cantrell's)
input for the Shearon Harris testimony. He added this wouldn't have
been necessary since he was thoroughly familiar with’ the Brunswick
history.. Cantrell advised he used his own notes and records to prepare
his input for the testimony.

Cantrell advised Mike Wilber had mentioned to him concerns he (Wilber)
had with respect to CP&L's QA program on several occasions. Cantrell
stated he did not include these concerns is his testimony input because
(1) his input was not meant to be all inclusive with respect to CP&L
problems and (2) he did not "think of" the problems Wilber voiced when
he prepared the input for the testimony.

Cantrell said that he was pfobab1y asked to prepare the Brunswick input
because Robert Sullivan, the principle inspector at Brunswick at the
time the testimony was being prepared was on vacation.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On’ September 20, 1978, Richard C. Lewis, Chief, Reactor Projects Section

No. 2, Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch, Region II, Office

of Inspection and Enforcement (I&E), was interviewed by Roger A. Fortuna

and William Foster, Office of Inspector and Auditor. Mr. Lewis was o
advised of the nature of the inquiry and that the resilt of the inquiry
would be made public. Lewis was also advised of the applicable provisions .
of the Privacy Act. : .

Lewis stated that in 1975, William Seidle, then his Branch Chief received -
an action item from Harry Thornburg at IE Headquarters directing Region II
to prepare testimony for the scheduled Shearon Harris Construction

Permit (CP) hearing. Lewis stated that he was given the task of preparing
the testimony by Seidle, adding he (Lewis) had overall responsibility at
Brunswick 2:when. the-plant was in the start-up and test phase.

Lewis advised he received a copy of a letter from the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board (ASLB) which contained five questions the Board wanted
answered in conjunction with the hearing. Lewis said that he received
this letter from Charles Barth, the responsible staff attorney for the
hearing. He added he had several conversations with Barth for the
purpose of clarifying the intent of the ASLB's questions so Region II
could be responsive. Lewis advised that based on these conversations,

he developed more detailed subsets of questions. Lewis said he then
gave the more detailed questions to the cognizant Region II inspectors
for the purpose of soliciting their input for ‘the testimony. Lewis
advised these inspectors were Herb Whitener, principal operations inspector
at H. B. Robinson; Jack Bryant,-principal construction and preoperational
testing inspector, H. B. Robinson; Floyd Cantrell, principal operations
inspector at Brunswick;.and Charles McFarland, principal construction
inspector at Brunswick. N

Lewis stated that based on his experience with Carolina Power and Light
(CP&L)" and the input of the four inspectors, he prepared the hearing
testimony. Lewis believed the testimony was "signed out" by Seidle

while he (Lewis) was out of the office and forwarded to Thornburg.

Lewis advised, that there was no Region II policy in existence in 1975

on how to prepare testimony for licensing hearings. He added he developed

the draft testimony for the scheduled Shearon Harris hearing based on .
his conversations with Barth. Lewis stated that in 1975, CP&L was not

“the strongest utility." He stated, however, CP8L was improving their

quality assurance (QA) program, both at the plant and corporate level.

Lewis advised Cantrell, who he characterized as a good inspector, did

not have "any problems with CP&L" in 1975, which was borne out by his
input for the 1975 testimony. '
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Lewis stated that no one who contributed to the 1975 testimony raised
any concerns about CP&L receiving a CP nor were any conditions recommended

for the license. '

Lewis advised that he had no involvement in the preparation of the 1977
Shearon Harris testimony. He believed he gave the 1975 testimony package
to Hugh Dance another Section Chief in his Branch who was responsible .
for preparing the 1977 testimony.




REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 19, 1978, Charles R. McFarland, Principal Inspector, Project
Section, Reactor Construct1on and Eng1neer1ng Support Branch, Region II,
0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) was interviewed by William Foster
and Roger A. Fortuna, Office of Inspector and Auditor (OIA). Mr. McFarland
was advised-of the nature of the inquiry and that the results of the
inquiry would be made public. McFarland also was advised of the applicable
provisions of the Privacy Act.

McFarland was asked if his management or coworkers had either directly or
indirectly attempted in anyway to influence his position with respect to
the Shearon Harris matter prior to being interviewed by OIA. He responded
negatively. .

McFarland stated he was the principal construction inspector for Shearon Harris
during the proposed facilities initial stages. He added he was also the
principal construction inspector for Carolina Power and Light's (CP&L)
Brunswick 1 and 2 units from December 1972 until April 1975. McFarland
advised that in August of 1977 he was informally assigned to the task of
reviewing and summarizing all previous construction inspections for
Shearon Harris and Brunswick 1 and 2. He added the purpose of the task
was to prepare for the Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP) hearing.
McFarland stated upon completing this task, his written input was supplied
to Virgil Brownlee of his group. It was McFarland's understanding
Brownlee in turn supplied this support to Hugh C. Dance, Chief, Reactor
Projects, Section No. I, Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch.
McFarland stated it was his understanding that Dance was tasked as the
overall coordinator for the Shearon Harris testimony.

McFarland said that his input was accurately represented by Dance with
respect to responding to the five written questions asked by the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB). McFarland stated that it was his
position there was no reason for not granting a CP for Shearon Harris.



REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 19, 1978, Jack C% Bryant, Chief, Engineering Support Section

No. 1, Reactor Construction and Engineering Support Branch, Region II,

Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE), was interviewed by Roger A. Fortuna
and William Foster, Office of Inspector and Auditor (OIA) Mr. Bryant

was advised of the nature of the inquiry and that the inquiry would be

made public. Bryant was also advised of the applicable provisions of

the Privacy Act. ‘

Bryant was asked if his management or coworkers had either directly or
indirectly attempted in anyway to influence his position with respect to
the Shearon Harris matter prior to being interviewed by OIA. He responded
negatively.

Bryant stated that from about July 1968 until June 1970 he was the
principal construction inspector at Carolina Power and L1ght s (CP&L) H.
B. Robinson Unit.

Bryant advised that he supplied testimony input for the cancelled 1975
Shearon Harris Construction Permit hearing, but could not remember any
specific details. He did remember noting "two or three problems" with
respect to CP&L's operation of H. B. Robinson but concluded that CP&L
was fully capable to operate the proposed Shearon Harris facility.

Bryant stated he could not remember if he was asked formally to input

for the 1977 Shearon Harris testimony. Bryant added if he was, such a
request would have come from Charles E. Murphy, Chief, Reactor Construction
and Engineering Support Branch or Frank J. Long, Ch1ef Reactor Operations
and Nuclear Support Branch. Bryant stated, if he did 1nput he would

have advised Murphy or Long that it was his opinion CP&L was fully

capable of operating Shearon Harris.

Bryant stated he based the above opinion on the increased knowledge of

CP&L management resulting from their operating experiences at H. B. Robinson
and Brunswick 1 and 2. Bryant stated since assuming his present position

he has dealt quite frequently with CP&L management and has found them to

be cooperative and effective.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 18, 1978, Richard H. Wessmen, Reactor Inspector, Reactor
Projects Section No. 1,.Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch,
Region II, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) was interviewed by
Roger A. Fortuna and William Foster, Office of Inspector and Auditor.

Mr. Wessmen was advised of the nature of the inquiry and that the results
of the inquiry would be made public. Wessmen was also advised of the
applicable provisions of the Privacy Act.

Wessmen was asked if his management or coworkers had either directly or
indirectly attempted in anyway to influence his position with respect
to the Shearon Harris matter prior to being interviewed by 0IA. He
responded negatively.

Wessmen stated he had .no input into the testimony for the Shearon Harris
proceeding. Wessmen advised that from January 17 through 21, 1977 he
and Hugh Dance, his Section Chief, conducted an inspection at Carolina
Power and Light's (CP&L's) Brunswick facility. He stated, among other
things, he and Dance reviewed CP&L's management and administration
controls at Brunswick. Wessmen said that the management portion of this
review was initiated at the request of Floyd Cantrell, the principal )
operations inspector at Brunswick. Wessmen added, Cantrell did not take
part in. this inspection.

Wessmen advised that he conducted most of the management inspection
himself. Wessmen stated he wrote a memorandum, in addition to the
inspection report, on his assessment of CP&L management (see Attachment
I). He added the memorandum was sent through Dance to his Branch Chief,
Frank Long. Wessmen stated that after the inspection, Region II discussed
the findings of the inspection with CP&L management.

Wessmen advised his input concluded there were "difficulties with CP&L
management" but he did not conclude they should be shut down. Wessmen
stated that Dance was "probably justified" in not requesting his input
for the Shearon Harris testimony because of his 1imited involvement with
CP&L. He added his one contact with CP&L was adequately documented on
the record. Wessmen advised he was unqualified to presently make a
Judgment as to whether CP&L would have adequate personnel in the future
to run the Shearon Harris facility properly. He did agree the findings
of his inspection report were relevant if placed "in the context of the
age and the scope of the inspection."

Wessmen stated that he was not aware of any Regional or Headquarters
policy regarding the preparation of hearing testimony.

Attachments:
As Stated
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k ’ Qg\t"" neCu, UNITED STATES ‘
’ .:.*% ﬂo‘t‘: NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
53 i . REGION Il
o RN 2 . 230 PEACHTREE STREET, N. W, SUITE 818
%4*?.,_.%3‘ ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303 :
EEPUUTA . . February 1k, 1977
‘,}1"-' .
Docket No. 50-324 )
- MEMORANDUM FOR: H. C. Dance, Chief, Reactor Projects Section No. 1,
Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch
N FROM: . R. H. Wessman, Reactor Inspector, Reactor Projects
Section No. 1, Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch
SUBJECT: INSPECTOR EVALUATION OF BRUNSWICK PLANT SUPERVISORY
) ACTIVITIES
During the week of Jamuary 17-21, 1977, I participated in an inspection
of the Brunswick Plant supervisory activities.. This inspection, docu-
fr' mented in Details .IIT of Inspection Report No.. 50-324/77-3, was to
i )'\ provide an appraisal of senior site staff (10 positions) qualifications
. and involvement in plant activities. This evaluation supplements

comments noted in the Inspection Report and includes comments verbally
made directly to corporate management on January 21, 1977. .

l.

Supervisory Involvement In-Plant

A survey was.made of the Brunswick guardhouse computer records for
the period of Jamuwary 3-16, 1977, to make an estimate of the time
spent in the plant (vice.in the administration building or else-
where) for the 10 senior supervisory personnel. The guardhouse
computer records every use of individual "key cards'" when an
individual enters or .leaves the restricted area of the plant; hence
an estinate of an individual's "in-plant time'" may be made for the
period of time under consideration.

0f the four most senior supervisory personnel (Plant Manager,
Operations-Maintenance Superintendent, Technical-Administrative
Superintendent, and QA Supervisor) two had not beean in the plant
during this two-week period., Of the other senior supervisors, two
had been in the plant once and opme had been in the plant twice
during this period. None of these supervisors was away from the
facility (vacation, etc.) for more than one day during this period.

J CONTACT: R. H. Wessman S | :

221-6068 - - 113



H. C. Dance : -2-
The licensee hoids daily planning meetings to discuss plant activities
but the two individuals who had not been in the plant at all during
this period did not attend all of these meetings nor do they review
operator logs, according to the licenmsee.

2. Training and Qualification

All the supervisory personnel meet Technical Specification and ANSI

R18.1 - 1971 qualification requirements.

were determined from training and personnel records reviewed during
this inspection:

Most training records did nmot reflect recent training received.

The site training coordinator has no formal BWR training (but
bas nuclear navy experience).

Oaly two of the 10 senior supervisors have BWR training, other
than a 3Ghour supervisor's short course given in November-
December '1976.

Only four of the 10 senior supervisors bave nuclear navy or
formal (college) nuclear-related education.

Four of the 10 senior supervisors have no record of receiving
QA training, other than a short introduction given in the 36~
hour supervisor's course.

Three of the four most senior supervisors on-site have only
been on-site about seven months. Due to the scheduling of
drills, they have participated in only one fire drill and in
no emergency plan drills. .

Nine of the senior supervisory positions are identified as
"'SRO License desirable" in Figure 6.2-3 (Plant Staff Organiza-
tion) of the Technical Specifications. Only one of these
supervisors has a SRO licensee and the licensee stated that
there weras no immediate plans for others to obtain a SRO
license.

Personnel Turnover

There has been consjderable turnover of supervisory persomnel in
the past year. Except for the QA Supervisor, Administrative

Supervisor, and T:raining Coordinator, all of the top tem supervisory/

managenent positions on the site have had at least three occupants.
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QC Surveillance
The inspector discussed three outstanding surveillance reports with
the cognizant supervisors. An effort was made to determine the
supervisor's knowledge of the surveillance discrepancy and the
corrective action to be taken. It is the inspector's opinion that
these cognizant supervisors were not familiar with the discrepancy
or the corrective action.
Analysis of Licensee Event Reports (LER'S)

The inspector reviewed two LER's to determine the level ofasuper-
visor involvement in the activities leading to the particular event
apnd the supervisory analysis of that event,

a. Pield Change FECP 1503A "'"Drywell B, --02 Analyzer Cooler
* Change to CAC System," resulting in LER 76-157.

= This field change was made to the Drywell H 02 Analyzer Cooler
in accordance with licensee modification procedures. To
facilitate the modification the drainpot solenoid valves were
disconnected -(not covered by the modification procedure). A
failure to reconnect these solenoid valves resulted in an
inoperative Analyzer at power requiring the submission of a
LER. The licensee's corrective action focused on: (1) ins@ing
review bodies verify adequate checkout steps are in modifi-
cation packages; and (2) revising the procedure for processing
modifications,

It is the inspector's opinion that the licensee ¥failed to take
adequate corrective action in that no steps were taken to
instruct craft persomnel concerning changes to a modificatien
procedure. Changes to an approved modification procedure that
are not documented and reviewed may result in this type of
eguipment casualry.

b. Modification to Transformer Taps on Startup and Emergency

Transformers, resulting in LER 76~153.

This modification was made in accordance with licensee modi-
fication procedures. Changing the transformer taps requires
de—energizing the transformer output which, in turn, de-
energizes the Unit 2 air compressor. The loss of air resulted
in deflating the boot (which had a previously wmknown leak) on
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the spent fuel pool gate resulting in a low spent fuel pool
level. The corrective action, as described in LER 76~153, . :
‘focused on the spent fuel pool leaking boot seal and a pro-
posed fuel pool level alarm. ‘

It is the inspector’s opinion that the licensee failed to

fully analyze the event’s cause. The transformer was secured
without consideration for loads served by that traosformer.

The modification procedure provides no direction concerming
transformer loads, and no corrective action was taken concerning
. insuring appropriate detail in modification procedures.

Inspector Evaluation

Although Brunswick supervisory personnel meet ARSI N18.1 - 1971
qualification requirements, it is the inspector's opinion that
staff training could be increased and that a deeper involvement in
day-to-day plant activities is merited. This opinion was discussed
with CP&L management subsequent to the inspection. Specifically

‘reccrnended are:

- increase level of BWR cechnical training

- encourage more inplant time

- obtain "SRO-level” training for a greater percentage of the

supexrvisory staff

-~ dincrease supérvisor attention to plant activities, QA audits,
and analysis.of licensee events

- stabilize personnel turnover

PN W

R. H. Wessman, Reactor Inspector

Reactor Projects Section Neo. 1

Reactor Operations and Nuclear
Support Branch

F. S. Cantrell
H. A. Wilber
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

Darrell G. Hinckley, Reactor Inspector, Reactor Projects Section 1,
Reactor Operation and Nuclear Support Branch, Region II, Office of
Inspection and Enforcement, was interviewed telephonically on October 17,
1978 by William Foster and David Gamble of the Office of Inspector and
Auditor. Hinckley was advised of the nature of the inquiry and that

the results of the inquiry would be made public, He was also advised

of the applicable provisions of the Privacy Act.

Hinckley said he is currently the principal Operations Inspector at the

Watts Bar Nuclear Power Plant. He said he was the principal Operations
Inspector at Brunswick during August and September 1978. Hinckley stated
that from approximately August 1977 to September 1978 he was the principal
Operations Inspector at the Robinson plant. Prior to August 1977, Hinckley's
only association with the Carolina Power and Light Company's (CP&L) Nuclear
Power Plants was to serve as a backup inspector to Floyd Cantrell on a

number of occasions at Brunswick.

According to Hinckley, sometime around August 1977, Hugh Dance asked him

to gather some facts about operating experience at Robinson. Hinckley used
computer printouts to develop the information on the non-compliancesand
licensing event reports at Robinson. He said he also had to review some

of the Robinson inspection reports to gather additional information on
these items. Hinckley said he then passed onto Dance a tabulation of the
data he collected. Dance asked Hinckley what his opinion was with respect
to CP&L's operating experience and Hinckley responded that he was "kind

of neutral" due to his limited involvement with Robinson up to that time.

Hinckley said there was "nothing significant" with respect to CP&L's operating
experience at Robinson in the data he presented to Dance. Hinckley said

he was aware that this information was being used by Dance in connection

with the Shearon Harris hearing. Hinckley reviewed a draft of Dance's

written testimony, and he felt Dance had satisfactorily covered the material
that Hinckley gathered.

i
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On September 8, 1978, Charles A. Barth, Attorney, Office of the Executive

Legal Director (ELD) was interviewed by Roger A.. Fortuna and William Foster,
Office of Inspector and Auditor. Mr. Barth was advised of the nature of ....—..
the inquiry and that the results of the inquiry would be made public.

Barth, who advised he was the responsible staff attorney for the Shearon
Harris CP hearing, stated that he had an informal conversation with

Dick C. DeYoung and Domenic B. Vassallo, the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation's Division of Project Management.. Barth said he was advised
that an Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE) inspector alleged his
views were not properly represented at the Carolina Power and Light LT
Company (CP&L), Shearon Harris Construction Permit (CP) hearing in the

fall of 1977. Specifically, the inspector felt that Virgil Brownlee and

Hugh Dance, two Region II .IE supervisors, did not properly present his

views on CP&L's management capabilities in their testimony before the

Atomic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB). Barth added this conversation

took place on March 31 or April 3, 1978.

Barth advised that based on this conversation, Vassallo forwarded the
pertinent background information concerning the allegation.(see Attachment
I) to ELD. Barth stated that after reviewing and discussing this information.
with Dick Brown, his Section Leader, James M. Cutchin, another ELD
attorney, and Milton J. Grossman, Chief Hearing Counsel, he contacted
Brownlee, who advised him the 1ine inspector's (Floyd Cantrell) concerns
were an operations matter which was under Dance's jurisidiction. Barth
recalled that he and/or Cutchin discussed the situation with Dance on
one or more occasions. Barth stated that in general, Dance told him
and/or Cutchin that Cantrell's position was that CP&L did not pay close
enough attention to the operations of the Brunswick and Robinson plants,
and based on this he (Cantrell) questioned the utility's ability to
adequately manage Shearon Harris. Barth said Dance added he (Dance)
disagreed with Cantrell and testified accordingly.

Barth advised he then discussed the situation with Cantrell, who stated ‘
he felt Brownlee's and Dance's testimony adequately represented his

factual input to the prepared hearing testimony but did not accurately

represent his opinions concerning CP&L's management capabilities. Barth ,
said Cantrell advised him that he had supplied written notes on his ~
assessment of CP&L's management capabilities to Dance prior to the

hearing and agreed to forward the notes to Barth.

Barth stated upon receiving the ﬁbtes, he, Brown, Cutchin and Grossman

reviewed them and the hearing testimony and concluded Brownlee and Dance
had made no factual misrepresentation to the ASLB. Barth advised that
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by letter dated April 18, 1978 (see Attachment II), he advised the
Atomic Safety Licensing Appeal Board (ASLAB), who then had jurisdiction
over the CP proceedings and the 1icensing. board of ELD's conclusion in
this matter and attached a copy of Cantrell's notes.

Barth was asked to comment on the portion of Dance's testimony in which
Dance indicated he had no evidence of CP&L's inability to adequately
manage Shearon Harris (see Attachment III). Barth stated he believed
Dance's statement was proper in that Cantrell's notes only represented
opinion and Dance was more qualified to comment on CP&L's management
capabilities based on his experiences and the input of other cognizant
Region II inspectors. Barth stated that there was no NRC poiicy in
effect at the time of the October 4, 1977 hearing which required Dance
to present Cantrell's views to the ASLB. According to Barth, Dance was
obligated to present the Region II IE position, which he did, adding that
Brownlee and Dance were only on the stand for about five minutes.

Barth stated that one of the questions supplied in advance by the ASLB
concerned CP&L's past performance experience on Brunswick and Robinson
(see Attachment IV). Barth advised that this was the first time he had
seen such a question in his five and a half years working with Ticensing
proceedings. Based on this question, Barth said he discussed with
-Brownlee and Dance past CP&L items of noncompliance which could possibly
demonstrate a lack of management capability. Barth said nothing out of
the ordinary surfaced. He stated at no time prior to the hearing did
Brownlee or Dance mention Cantrell's position. Barth advised he thought
he reviewed Brownlee's and Dance's testimony a few days before the
hearing.

Barth said he and Cutchin telephoned Cantrell September 1, 1978, to
determine if his position on this matter remained unchanged. According

to Barth, Cantrell still held to his position except now Cantrell felt
that all of the Brunswick personnel did meet the Technical Specification
qualifications. Barth added that during this conversation Cantreill

stated that it was the concensus view of the cognizant Region II inspectors
that CP&L did not pay close enough attention to the operation of the
Brunswick and Robinson units.

Barth stated he and Cutchin telephoned Brownlee and Dance on September 5, 1978.
According to Barth, the two supervisors believed the heart of the matter

was simply that Cantrell had a conflicting view (to theirs) with respect

to CP&L's management capabilities.

Attachments:
As stated
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- Shearon Harris Huclear Power Plant

] In late September 1977, the C? hearing on the Shearon Harris
s " plant was resumed after a long delay because of deferral of
) the coupany's construction' schedules. The hearing board
~ decision was not rendered until January 23, 1978. As part
of the evidentiary hearing, Region II staff =members appeared
as witnesses on the subject of the qualifications of the ap-
. plicant to engage in coastruction activities at the Harris
T A site,, while continuing operation of its H. B. Robinson and
EE Brunswick ‘plants. . .

During preparation of testimony for this nearing, an in-
spector assigned to one of the operating plants expressed
. concern about the extent of licensée managezment's cormmitment
and its capability to engage in the large nuclear program
involved by the addition of the Hartis project. This Inspector
provided examples of problems he felt were indicative of his
concerns. .
The testimony spoascored in the hearing bty this inspector's
R Qr-., immediate supervisor included citation of the problems
identified by the ccncerned inspector. However, the super—
visor's conclusion, which was based on other evidence in
» addition to the idencified concerns, was that alghough the
company had had some problems, it was competent O engage
" in construdtion activities at Harris.

. . .
The inspector invclved continues to questilon the cverall
competence, OC atcituds, of the company,, its com=itzent

of manpower and its ficancial capability to engage in the
extensive program on which it has ecbharked.
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T NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

e
J@mﬂtg WASHINGTON?D. C. 20555
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Edson G. Case, Acting Divector
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation -

TUFROM:T Harold R. Denton, Director

-

Division of Site Safety & Envivonmental Analysis

SUBJECT: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IM RESPQHSE TO CONGRESSMAN
DINGELL'S LETTER OF JANUARY 1€, 1978

On March 13, 1978 we sent you a memorandum which categorized the
material provided by 0SD and other offices in response to Congressman
Dingell's letter of January 18, 1978. As a result of subsequent
correspondence from Congressman Dingell, Mr. Gossick sent a further
memorandum to all office directors on March 13, 1978 to assure

that the original survey was adequate oy supplemznted as necessary.
The material received by NRR from other offices in vesponse to

Hr. Gossick's directive is attached, and organized into groups
appropriate for each NRR Division.

On March 24, 1978, NRC staff members met with Hike Hard of Congressman
Dingell's staff. As a result of the meeting, it is my understanding
that NRR Divisions should now review the enclosed material, and that
transmitted on March 13, to determine its relevancy to HRR licensing
decisions so that appropriate boards can be notificd as ‘necessary.
Information contained in the material regarding 03D decisions )
concerning regulations, standards and guides should be returned to
0SD for further action or disposition. Siumilarly information from
any other office regarding their line activities should be returned,

. . _ 7 .
/ 74:" R4 (./.:,./ %/-/?( é/]é/_\'

Harold R. Danton, Director
Division of Site Safety and
Envivonmentsl Analysis

Enclosures:
As Stated

cc: R, Minogue
R. Boyd ! _
R. llattson . !
V. Stello

.




NGO . UNITED STATES ‘
o ek NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMRMISSION 4
< oy 9 VASHINGTON, D, C, 23555 *
& o e £
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%, TS . April 18, 1978
bt 22 A : . .
Alan.S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman _  Dr. John H. Buck’ . _
Atomic Safety and Lxcenswng Atomic Safety and Licensing
' Appeal Board Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commwss1on U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington,iD. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20555
.1 . -

Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
.Appeal Board

e *U.S. Nuclear Regu1atory'Commlssmon -
. wash1ngton, D. c 20555 -

‘e

coe lew e -3 .-In the natter of .o 1T
- T CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
(Shearon_Harr1s Nuclear Power Pldnt, Units.l, 2, 3 and 4)
Docket Nos. 50-400, 50-401, 50-402, 50-403 )

Gentlenen:

The Licensing Board, on Januany 23, 1975 and August 30, 1977,

* requested that the NRC Staff prov1de it a report on the App11cant'

. construction and operating experience. Two supervisory inspectors.
from the Atlanta Regional Office prepared testimony which was
introduced as evidence at the hearing held on Octaber 4, 1977, at .

. which time the inspectors appeared and were questioned by the
Licensing Board (Tr. pp. 2074-2079). It has come to our attention

that one of the inspectors at Applicant's Brunswick facility felt
that his views on the management capability of Applicant to staff

-and operate the Harris facility had not adequately been presented

" .to the Licensing Board. Ve are enclosing the appropriate pages
of the transcript, the testimony of the supervisory inspectors.
which was accepted-as evidence, and the original notes, dated ~

_ September 16, 1977, of the inspector who felt his views were not
adequately presented to the Ljcensing Board. .

We have reviewed both the testimony and inspector’s notes, dated

.September 16, 1977, and discussed the matter with the inspector and
his supervisor. -The testimony accepted as evidence adequately
reflected the factual content of the inspector's notes.r The in-
spector questions the overall competenca of Applicant to operate

the Harris nuclear power plant. The Atlanta supervisory inspectors,

who have’'a broader perspective, concluded that Applicant was

-
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competent to construct and operate the Harris facxllty. Our reviev
Jeads us to conclude that no factual matter was withheld from the
Licensing Board at the hearing. The supervisory inspectors' con-
clusion that App]icant is competent to construct and operate the
Harris facility is supported by the record. Vle see no reason to take
the matter further than providing the foregoing xnfonnatlon to the
Appeal Board and all parties.

- ° . Sincerely, v . .
. LIAFC I «
. L . Charles A. Barth ' ..
- . - ., Counsel” for NRC Staff T
.Ehélosures;. "._, g .- ..
As stated - . ; - .

cc w/enclosuress

Ivan H. Smith, Esqg.
Mr.-Glenn 0. Bright

Dr. J. V¥, Leeds, Jr.
Richard E. dJones, Esq. -
Thomas Erwin, Esq.

Wake County Public Library
George F. Trowbridge, Esq.
Mr. Jdessie C. Brake
* Atomic Safety and chens1ng

Appeal Board

Atomic Safety and Licensing
_ Board Panel

Docketing and Service Section

t=d
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Q How oftsn do you check on this =quipmeat out
s

Lna s;te that is ng storhd tner ?

- -
-— - e m—tte @0 . P -
- -

The steragza of the egquipment

ac

- - .

A (v ltnaas Browmlcze)}.

has »ecn Icokeﬂ at from around July ‘75 to the present, .

appros: imately 17 times in cur report.

a total of 17 imspzctions of tha facility, .a2nd we have

2t it zpproxirately 6 times, I believe.

lookeﬂ Tt isin

parac raph €. . - L | .

. Q Anr you hava no evidance of d riorati.

. .

quality of the equipment or anything iike thai?

.
. LI . - 4
- . - -
.

No, sir. S . . .

/)€;;>?Q .ﬂnd'b;seé.on your -expeziences with them in the

past on®other projects that they =2re on, dc you have any .

-

concerns ahout *HOLr ability to manage this nlan-, or their

Harris, construct harrls and
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then run thke plant? . LT
A In the areas of construc=ion wec

have looked at

7e have no out-
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.inspccimcn at II. B. -Robinson in Brunswick
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Q . Jr. Dancz, what is your relaticn to this?
A (Witoess Dance) I have prircipzl inspectors
vori ng‘for m2 who are responsibla for .the operation, T
L 3 . °
- ‘. Ad

4 |

e o

Q And there is no evidzacs thet you have, of nezd

jor coizec t;ve ac icn on management capabilities at those .
~ * 4 o . o .t t -. . ‘. *
lants, or anything-like that? - - et
Fonld ycu repeat the guerhlon° ) .-

There is no evidence you have of needs, or lack

of t=chaicai a»bility cT management capzbility of running this

N -

That's corxect.

-

-+ DR. LEEDS: I have no more questions? "
- CEATRMAN SMITH: Mr. ‘Bright? i - -

MR. BRIGHT: No, s:z.r ' ._ . T
. A CHATRMAN SiHITH: Does ahyone have an?-questions of

+his ganél?._-a_ -7 . : . . o : .
) - {o respc;sc.). S - . - o

- .All fight,.gentieﬁen, you éfe excused.’ .\ .

. (W;.£e°ses excusecd.) .

. - MR. BARTHs Hr.'Chairmin, ray they be excused

from the.procesdings, sixz, so »hey ma2y reiurn to Atlanta?

. T - 1268 ) -
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. has a 7:45 plane.

»

. L%, CHAIRIAN SHITU:. Yes. W2 have nothing.
. e C . R . J
. YR, BARTI: And may I also ack that the Boaxad
eizuse Dr.. SpTre to retuxrn to Oak Ridy :
. - - . g . . . .
SHAIRIG SMITH: Ok, yes. .
MR, BARTH: Thank you. : ) .
- S .
‘. L] L]
) * MR.° JONES: iHx. Chairmza --". ..
" CHAIRMAY SiiITfls Wailk a minute.

X ‘Just assumed that when 2 witness is told he caa
step down f£rcm the witness stand that he is donz, unlass
somebody zejuested aiffirmatively- that the wwitaaess he available
So I gu=ass that would also apply Lo everybody, MNr.'iielitz, too.

Mr., Jones? . o

: MR. JONES: TWe have rabuital tfestimony ald 2

rcbu =tal V1Lne 5 herae Lcdav He is from +he EBcston area and -

- - - PR
- . 4 . - [ -

-

I'Lnd_rStand f*cm.hr. Eﬂnzn that hE"

-l . ....' . "'.-'.:-.. . --—-....A—.-—.— —r—aremen . 2 .

W e e s viedim - -

thﬁnPa that he could, < Pplete his cross-e amlratzcnruhlsn- .

— e o o - —— .

S A PR B N —.-.-....-----’-.---- Tt 2 B RTINS a et e e . .
afternoon. T ot ] " .,

" If he coull conple ce that th;s aftexioon, it vou-d

b -
-

-

help Drt Fcrbes. He is available- He could stay cver until

+omorroy if it would inconvanience unybcdy, would rush K
anybedy. . ..

But, we would like to £inish if we czn.

-
° -
., -
- - - hd . * -
\ 197
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" UNITED STATES =~ °
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

- "WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 .

<

January 23, 1975

93¢~ £Ti3spA
George 'F. Trowbridge, Esq.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge ,

910 17th Street, N.VW.
Washington, D.C. 20006

A
- T fiaa‘{}"t/,g/fﬁw / ;3[-20%&@

Thomas S. Erwin, Esq.
Conservation Council of Noxrth
Carolina Wake Environment, Inc.
° 115 VWest Morgan Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Charles A. Barth, Esq. v
Counsel for Regulatory Staff

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

o

- Washington, D.C. 20555 . i . -

In ‘thé Matter of Carolina Power and Light Company
(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1, 2, 3 and 4)

Docket Nos. 50-400,

Gentlemen:

50-401, 50-402 and 50-403

Without limitation on the Board's right and duty to inquire
into whatever other matters may come to its attention during
the forthcoming continuation of the CP evidentiary- hearing,
the following are certain questions the Board would like the
" parties to address at some point during the hearing:

1. To the Staff: What is the Staff's evaluation of
the management capabilities of CP&L which have
been observed during the construction and opera-
tion of CP&L's other nuclear plants? How does
CP&L compare with other licensees?

2. To the Staff and CP&L: What particular experiences,

both good and bad,
of nuclear plants?

has CP&L had with management
How have these experiences been >

utilized to improve the management capabilities

of CP&L?

'3. To the Staff: Have sufficient additional pérsonnel
been added to CP&L to adequately manage the Harris
plant? low does CP&L compare with other licensces?

)
v
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. 4. To CP&L: How does CP&L nonitor management

performance and correct deficiencies? How does
CP&L ensure that backup management is available
if key personnel leave or become incapacitated
for an extended period or die? MHow does CP&L
train its management? .

5. To the Staff and to CP&L: Are written procedures
available and personnel trained to follow these
procedures-if a safety-related incident occurs?

Who reviews these procedures? How are the results
audited? How does CP&L discover incipient problems
before the incipient problem becomes an incident?

Do employees who report incipient problems recelve--
rewards in some manner? How?

Sincerely,

; w/«fw @JKZ ""f7

. Thomas W. Reilly, Esq., Chairman
For the Atomic Safety & Licensing Board

Docketing and Service Section
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MEMORANDUM FOR: File

FROM: William H. Foster, Inspector/Auditor ﬂ%gt
0ffice of Inspector and Auditor

“9

SUBJECT: SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

On October 17, 1978, I contacted by telephone Charles Barth, Attorney,
0ffice of Executive Legal Director. Barth advised that he provided the
Shearon Harris ASLB with copies of the teéstimony of Hugh Dance and

Virgil Brownlee in late September 1977, at least a week before Brownlee
and Dance testified orally on October 4, 1977. Barth stated he "assumed"
the Board read the written testimony prior to October 4, but did not have
any evidence to this effect. )

o

Barth stated he was aware of cases where an ASLB did not read the

written testimony before a licensing hearing. Barth advised that there

were no written procedures requiring Board members to read written. testimony
before a hearing, adding that there should be.

Barth stated that prior to the Shearon Harris hearing he advised Brownlee
and Dance to "soft peddle" their testimony with respect to CP&L's
capabilities to operate Shearon Harris. He added he made this advisement
to Brownlee and Dance because it would be ridiculous to make detailed
grgjectﬁ on a utility's capabilities to operate a plant "6 years in the
uture. '

[ )



On

October 3, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: File
FROM: ) William H..Foster, Inspector/Auditor;

Office of Inspector and Auditor
SUBJECT: SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

October 3, 1978 I contacted by telephone Mr. Ivan Smith, Member, Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB). Mr. Smith chaired the ASLB that sat
for the Shearon Harris Construction Permit hearing. The purpose of the
call was to advise Smith that the General Counsel had ruled OIA could
interview the ASLB members without violating the ex parte rule.

Mr. Smith requested I read to him the General Counsel's determination,
which I did. Smith commented regardless of what Kelley said he still sa
ex parte problems, adding he was sure Dr.Lleeds would be of the same
opinion. Consequently, Smith did not believe the ASLB members would
participate in the inquiry. .

Smith then requested that I advise him of the scope of the proposed inter-
views. I did this, explaining to Smith the primary nurpose of the inter-
view was to discuss, in detail, the ASLB's position on the seriousness

of the omission of Cantrell's views from the Region II testimony. With
respect to the omission, Smith stated he believed the Board's position

was clearly spelled out in their letter to the Commission. I advised

Mr. Smith OIA's position was the letter was not detailed enough and we
would need to interview the ASLB members to fulfill the Commission's crder.
Smith stated is probably would need further convincing as to what benefit
talking to OIA would serve, adding this matter was far too serious to ’
ha¥e the adjudicatory process disrupted by a violation of the ex parte
rule.

Mr. Smith advised it would be totally inappropriate to discuss the Appeals
Board decision. .

Mr. Smith advised that James Yore, Chairman, ASLB, had never directed the
individual board members on administrative matters, thus the determination
as to whether he, Dr. Leeds or Mr. Bright talked to OIA would probably
be theirs.

Mr. Smith stated he would discuss the matter with Bright and Leeds and
get back to me this afternoon.
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SEP 27 1978

MEMORANDUM' FOR: File M
FROM: William H. Foster, Auditor

0ffice of Inspector and Auditor

On Wednesday, September 27, 1978, I contacted Dr. J. Venn Leeds, Member,
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) at Rice University (713-527-
- 8101, extension 3575). -

I identified myself to Dr. Leeds, then asked him if he was aware of the .
substance of the September 5, 1978, Commission Order concerning the
matter of Carolina Power and Light (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plants, -
Unit 1, 2, 3, and 4) and he replied affirmatively. In response to my
questions, Dr. Leeds also advised that he was aware of QIA's inquiry as
directed by the Commission. I then advised Dr. Leeds OIA would need to
discuss several matters with him in conjunction with the inquiry and
"accordingly, wished to set up an appointment for an interview. - Dr. Leeds
stated hé fully wished to cooperate, but did not believe he would talk

to OIA under the Ex Parte Rule.

I told Dr. Leeds I would seek a Commission determination with respect to
the Ex Parte Rule and advise him of such determination. Dr. Leeds
requested that Ivan Smith, Chairman, ASLB, make such an advisement since
the Carolina Power and Light matter was a very sensitive issue and he.
could not be sure of my identity.

I told Dr. Leeds I would have Mr. Smith contact him and requested Dr. Leeds

call me after such a contact was made. Dr. Leeds advised that he would
be in Washington, D. C. on October 12, 1978.

132
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October 26, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: File y
. FROM: William H. Foster, Inspector/Auditqu{?g://

O0ffice of Inspector and Auditor

SUBJECT: SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

On October 24, 1978, I was contacted telephonically by Alan S. Rosenthal,
Chairman, Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel. Rosenthal advised

the Shearon Harris Appeals Board must decline to be interviewed on the
subject OIA had requested to discuss. He said the Board's position would
be confirmed by a forthcoming memorandum he was sending to 0. Gene Abston.
Rosenthal advised that it was the Board's position that such an interview
would have to touch on the remand issue the Board had appeal responsibility
for. He stated that he really didn't believe the interview would serve

any purpose, adding that if the Board had felt there was "any culpability
on the part of the staff we would have said so" in ALAB 490.

Rosenthal advised that he was pursuing through the General Counsel a
Commission decision to suspend the OIA investigation until after the
remand issue is resolved. ' S
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MEMORANDUM FOR: File .- . . .. , P
FROM: David H. Gamble, InvestigatonﬁE){?%fi—
SUBJECT: SHEARON HARRIS MATTER

<

Alan Rosenthal, Chairman, ASLAP, and Chairman of the ASLAB in the Shearon
Harris matter, was contacted telephonically by David H. Gamble at 8:50 a.m.,
October 19, 1978, in order to obtain an interview appointment concerning
0IA's inquiry into the Shearon Harris matter.

Rosenthal responded by saying, "I don't know whether at .this point there :
would be something to be said for deferring the interview of my members ;4
until the obvious difference of opinion is resolved." Rosenthal said '
that he had reviewed the transcript of OIA's interview of the Licensing

Board and he felt that our interview "...went far beyond what he felt

would be permissible bounds." Rosenthal said he spoke with the Chairman

yesterday who told him that Gene.Abston had complained to him (the Chairman)

that the Licensing Board was "obstructing" OIA's inquiry in the matter.

Rosenthal said he also understands that the Licensing Board is about to

level a complaint in this matter as well.

He said he felt that there was not much useful purpose in interviewing the
Appeal Board members until all the ground rules in this matter were
established. He did say, however, that he "...very much hoped to reach

an accommodation with OIA.

He said that before our interview of the Licensing Board, he had called

James Kelley, Acting General Counsel, to request that he exercise his

good offices to get an accommodation between OIA and the Licensing Board.

He understands that, as a result, Kelley spoke with Abston and the interview

was subsequently arranged. .
Rosenthal said he did not want to go through the "unpleasantness" that the
transcript indicates took place during our interview of the Licensing
Board. He said he was basic sympathy with the position taken by the
Licensing Board members and that it was obvious that their position was

not acceptable to OIA as evidenced by Abston's reassert1ng our position
to the Chairman.

o
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I explained to Rosenthal that OIA has not requested a Commission resolution e
of this matter and that we are proceeding with our investigation and
accordingly would prefer to_interview the Appeal Board members at this

time. Rosenthal said he still feels that the ground rules must be

settled before going through with any interview.

Rosenthal concluded by saying that he is speaking for the entire Board as- '
its Chairman in saying that, unless OIA indicated to him that we
s desired to pursue a different line of questioning than that of the inter-
view of the Licensing Board, he would not consent to an interview at this
time-absent direction to do so from the Commission.

0
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW

Joseph M. Varela, Construction Consultant, P. 0. Box 7243, Santa Rosa,
California, was interviewed on November 2, 1978, by Roger A. Fortuna,
William Foster, and David Gamble, of the Office of Inspector and Auditor
(0IA), in Room 1200, Landow Building, Bethesda, Maryland. Mr. Varela
was advised of the nature of the interview, of applicable provisions of
thg]Erivacy Act, and that the results of the inquiry would be made
public.

(X

Varela had telephonically contacted the Office of Inspection and Enforce-

ment (IE) to relate that some of his inspection reports were changed s
against his will while he was employed at the Atomic Energy Commission

(AEC), the predecessor agency to NRC. Varela thought that this might

be relevant to the NRC investigation of alleged omissions at the

Shearon Harris construction permit hearing. IE then referred Varela's

complaint to OIA and OIA requested Varela to come to Bethesda for this

interview.

Varela stated the following:

Varela was the first construction inspector at both of Carolina Power
and Light Company's (CP&L's) nuclear power plants that were being built
during the time that he worked for AEC: Robinson and Brunswick. Varela
said that Ferris Bower was the principal inspector at these sites;
Varela's role was supportive of Bower in the construction area.

Varela related an incident that occurred in 1967 or 1968 at an exit

interview with CP&L officials at Brunswick. Bower started the exit

interview by stating to the large group of officials present that every-

thing they (the AEC inspectors) had observed at the plant was fine. At

this point Bower turned the meeting over to Varela who replied openly

that he did not know how to follow that "act" since it was terrible.

Varela told the group that he found (1) the batch plant was out of cali-

bration, (2) the foundation for the placement of concrete did not have v
the proper compaction, and (3) the concrete did not meet specifications. '
Varela asked two other individuals who were present to challenge him if
he was wrong on these points, but they agreed with him. These individuals
were Mylo Prisuta, head of Quality Assurance at Brunswick, working for
Brown and Root Construction Company, and Joseph McSpaden, an engineer
with United Engineers. Varela understood that two other individuals

were Tater fired for allowing these problems to occur.

¢

Varela stated the problem with this inspection was that after he wrote
the report outlining what happened, Bower - who as principal inspector
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must approve any report - refused to accept what Varela wrote. The
report was eventually approved only after Varela took his case to
John Davis, who was then the Director of Region II, Division of
Compliance, AEC. o
As a result of this incident, Varela said he had some qualms as to CP&L's
ability to construct nuclear power plants. He felt CP&L relied too
heavily on their top quality man - Harold Banks - who was not familiar
with heavy construction and did not make himself aware by mingling with
the contractor personnel to determine whether he could rely upon them.

In addition to their reliance on Banks, CP&L also delegated too much
control to their contractors: Brown and Root and United Engineers.

A; af;e?g]t management lacked awareness of what actually happened in

t e e . *

Varela said he had no other difficulties with alteration of any of the
few reports he did regarding CP&L. He also said he was never restricted
from reporting any other difficulties at CP&L in any way. Varela did
say, however, that after this incident with Bower, his supervisor -
Frank Long - took Varela off any projects at CP&L. Varela believed

that this action may have been a result of his finding problems there;
however, he said this was only a conclusion on his part. Varela advised
the above information and his resulting conclusions were drawn from the
1967-70 time frame. He added he did not know if the situations as
discussed still existed today.
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