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In Dece=ber 1980, the Gcver==ent Accountability Project (GAP) nade
al.'.egations en behalf of Mr. Thomas Applegate to the effect that (a)
potentially faulty construction existed at the Zi=:er Nuclear lever
Station, Moscow, O'lo, and (b) the NRC failed to properly investigate
the facity constructien allegatiens vnen they were first brought to the
NRC's attentien in February 1980 by Mr. Applegate. The Office of Incpector
and Auditor (CIA) was directed te investigate GAP's latter allegatien,
i.e., whether the Office of Inspection and Enforcenent (II), Regien III
adequately investigated Mr. Applegate's February 1980 allegaticus. The
secpe or this report extends neither to the evaluatien of other Regica
III actices relating to Zi=ncr nor to the question of allegedly faulty
ccustructicn at Zi==er.

During the period Dece=ber 1980 through Fe';ruary 1981, pertinent current
and ferner Regien III persensel vers interv_vsed to itentify what was
dene as a result of the initial allegatiens =ade by Applegate. All
available cocumentatien relating to II regional investigative procedures
and copies of inspection and investigatice eports pertaining to the
Zi==er site we*e reviewed.

Review of the =aterial furnished by OAP in Decs=ber 19S0 disclosed that ,

only a li=ited nunber of the GAP allegatiens had been brought to the
attention of the Regien IIT IE investigative staff by Applegate in
February 1980.

Based on interviews cenducted at Region III, CIA determined that the
initial investigative effort conducted by Region I!! had assessed the
allegations, had received available =aterial, and had initiated an
investigatien into these allegati ns that Regien I!! deter =ined to be

Re3 cnal persennel advised that thewithin the purview of the NRC. 1
investigative effort was cenducted in accordance with II procedures and
that they believed that the report thercughly docu=ented discoveries
surfaced during the investigation.

OIA review of the investigative file disclosed inadequata documentatien.
For exa=ple, the investigative file centains no detailed doev=entation
reflecting the results of interview with Applegate or principal vitnesses
and no detailed record or copies of the welding decu=entatien reviewed
by the investigators with regard to the specific welds alleged to be
defective.

CIA review of Zi= er welding records revealed that of the three allegedly
defective welds specifically identified by Applegate in his first allegatien,
two had been repaired or replaced, cce (K-611) shortly before and the
ether (RE-42) during the II investigative effert at the facility. The
IE investigative report did nut identify the dates en which the welding
rework was cceducted en weld K-811 or that a aceconf ot=ance report (NR)

on K-811 that had initially been closed with the notation " accept as is"
was later voided and reopened to order the weld cut otg. The investigation

alsor f ailed to deter =ine that weld RE-41 had been cut and replacei
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after the initiatien of the II investigatien. Interviswa of the 1.pustigators
disclosed :.a: they had no kncvledge that welding repair en EH-42 had

,

taken place. In fact nene of the welds in question were inspected by !,

the investigative tea = ner wae ell pertinent welding docurentatien j
reviewed by tne investig.ators.

App 3egate's second criginal allegatics concernang :ca installatica of
saf ety-related prLfabricated pire contcluing allegecly defective welds
was partially substanziated by the IE luvsstigat an. This allegati:n,
as it related to i= properly " closing cut" an NR and installing the pape,
resultr'd in the regica identifying :ne ite= of non-:c=pliance and
issuing the licensee an "inf raction." Ecuever, the IE investiga:1cn
ned:her ful.'y investiga:ed ner ccenrately repor:ed en this aspect of the
case. Dernng the investigesica of this al'.sgation, in"cr=ati:n was
received that the al:eratien of the NR - which released the spool pieces '

f or installations - was ordered by the Ciacinnati Gas and Electric j

Cc=pany (C0&E) Quality Assurance (OA) hanager. The IE report Only I
_

identified this indivndual as "a CP 2 of ficial" - thus cbscuring frc=
the reader thr.c this al:eratica wr. dirte:cd by the licensee's senier
official responsible for the i=ple=en:rtien of tne QA prograr at Zin=er.
In additic: to not reporting this fact, II did not ful2y investigate tne
circu=s:.ances surrounding the QA Manage. 's order.

DIA's review cf reccrds and interviews of regional persennel did not j
develep any additicnal infer =arien regn:cing the third alle ;atien -
inadequate pipe flushing precedu es - : Sat vss act identf fled in the II I
investiga:1:n report.

One of Applegate's main allegations was "that Jefective welds in safety-
related syste=s nave been acceprec, auong them velds CI 606, ER 42 (sic')
ard K 311." 37 virtue of prior II inspec:icus (Regien III repcrts 78-30
an d 79-17), it is clear that Regica I!! we well aware cf the chronic
anc lang history of welding proble=s ac Zi=cer: specifically, that
unatteptable welds in safery-related sys:e=s 'aad for all intents and
purpeses been accepted by both the contrac:cr ans, in sc=e cases, the
licens ee. Based upcn chese inspecticns, Regien 1:1 re;uired the licensee
to rertview radiographs and raports of all selds which had been accepted
f or tu:.ncver prier to cpera n; this review started in Oc:cber 1979 and
portiens of this review ars '.11 being studied by Regiou !!!. . ion etheles s ,
the Regie I!! report f nte . sat Applegate's allsgatien in this regard
was "ncr ;bstantiated" cse the welds had not yet receivsl " final
a cc ep tans.e . " In fact, Appsega:e was ccrrect in saying that defective
welds in safety-related sys:c=s had been accepted. To cay t5at Applegate's
allegation was not substanniated appears to be a questien cf seraatics
and is not censisten: with the ficts. In su==ary the Regien !!I investigerive
eff ert did net adequately pursue all of the allegations in sufficient
depth or breadth and lacked adequate docu=entation.
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3ACKGROUND

In early Dece=ber 19S0, NRC received a copy of a petition filed with the
Office of the Special Counsel of the Merit Systems ?rotection Board by
the GAP of the Institute for Policy Studies (not a Governmental agency)
en behalf of Thomas W. Applegate. 3ased upen the allegatiens- in this
petitien, foruer NRC Chairman John Ahearse requested by remorandum dated
Dece=ber 15, 1950 (Attach =ent 1) , ". . . that the CIA conduct an investiga:icn

into whether tie Office of Inspection and Enfcrcement cenducted an
adequate invastiga:ica of the allegaticus presented to it by Thomas W.
Applegate regarding activities at the William H. It==er Nuclear ?cwer
Station." The Chair:an furthcr directed that IE investigate the safety
issues raised by the GAP petitien. CIA formal.y received the CAP petition
by a traue=1:ta2 letter dated Oece=ber 29, 1980, from ths Office of the
Special Counsel (A::ach=en: 2).

CIA =et with GAP representatives on January 9,1981, an? a.eral

occasicas thereaf ter, to d*scuss the allegations at wh!-.. s additienal
docu=entation was prrsided af ter NRC agreed :o respect .anfidentiality

of GAP's scurces. Because the additional documentatica related to
safety issues, CIA provided it to IE for its investigatien. During
these meetings GAP explained that their allegatiens should not be construed
as perscnal to Gerald Phillip: rather they were alleging :hst the NRC-

dii act properly address the allegatiens.

DETAILS

Review of GAP Material

During the period Dece:be.: 30, 1980 through March 4, 1981, CIA reviewed

the original petition submitted by GAP to the Office of Special Counsel,
held meetings with GAP represen:atives and obtained additional iocu-
mentatien (including notarized state =ents and tape recordings) related
to issues identified in the original petitien. In additien, other
documenta:1cn was previded which appeared to pertain to separate allega'.icns
of constructics irregularities at the Zi==er site. Much of the infor ation
furnished after the initial CIA / GAP seating contained statements and
interviews of individuala which occurred at points in time following the
Region !!I IE investiga:1cn of the Applegate allegations. As a result
of the docu=ent review it was suspected and later confirmed tha: sany of
the allegatiens described in the petitica were, in fact, not brought to j
the attentien of the Regica III persennel at the ti=e of the initial

|
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investigation (April-May 1980). The GAP petition listing the cliegations
(pages 13 and 14) which were presented as cet being appropriately investigated
is included, with enclosures, as Attachment 3.

Meetine with Region III Perocnnel
.

On January 13, 1981, David H. Ga=ble, Jonn R. Sinclair, and Arthur A.
Schnebelen, Of fice of Inspector and Auditor, =et with the following
e=ployees of II, Region III, at the regional office, Glen Ellyn, Illinois:

James G. Keppler, Director, Region III

A. Bert Davis, Deputy Director

Charles E. Norelics , Assistant to the Director

Gerald A. Phillip, Senior Investigator

Gaston Fiorelli, Chief, Reactor Construction
and Engineering Support 3 ranch

Kz vin D. '4ard, Reactor Inspector, Engineering Support
Section #1, Reactor Construction and Engineering

Support Branch

The seeting was held at the reques+ cf OIA to inform these Regica I!!
personnel of the purpose of the OIA investigation being initiated.
These e=ployees were infor:ed that the investigation was directed by the
Chair:an in response to Thomas Applegate's allegations as described in
the GA? petition to the Special Counsel of the Merit Syste=s Protection
3 card. ~ hey were informed that DIA was investigating the NRC's handling
cf Applegate's criginal allegations, to include why certain allegations
allegedl; were not addressed by NRC and whether Region III's investigation
adequately dealt with the allegations that were addressed.

._

At this point Mr. Phillip inquired whether the investigation was not
actually an investigatica of his cenduct. Ee displayed a cepy of a
draft of GA?'s petition which he said =ade nu=erous allegations against
him by na=e. Mr. Keppler then inquired as to whether he should be
obtaining lavers to represent each of his e=ployees. OIA confir=ed
that Phillip's na:e was si=ilarly used in the " final version" of GA?'s
petition. OIA indicated to all e=ployees present that they had an
absolute right to have a lawyer present when they were interviewed but
that OIA could act advise them whether lawyers were necessary. OIA did
briefly recount that GAP had verbally advised CIA that they censidered
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their allegations to be more against the NRC than individual e=ployees.
OIA repeated that, si=ilarly, the OIA investigation would concentrate on
how the agency handlec the =atter.

In response to a question about DIA's ability to investigate a =atter
which also al~eges that the Director of OIA did not act quickly enough
on the earlier allegations, the group was advised that the Chairman was
aware of that aspu_t of the case.

The eu;1oyees present raised no additional substantive questions. OIA
asked each to loente any documentation of their activities such as notes
which they night have so they could be reviewed during thef r interviews.
?h1111p pointed oSr that he had destroyed his notes prior to having
heard of GA?'s peti tion.

Interview of Gerald A. Phillip

Mr. Gerald A. Phillip, Senior Investigator, Region III, IE, NRC, was
interviewed on January 14 and 15, 1981, by David Ca=ble, John Sinclair,
and Arthur Schnebelen, CIA, at the NRC Regional Office, Glen Illyn,
Illinois.

Mr. Phillip began the interview by explaining that his first kncwledge
of the Thomas Applegate allegations occurred approxi=ately February 23,
1980. Phillip recalled that he was contacted by 3111 Ward, Executive
Office for Operation Support (IDOS), IE, during which Ward related that
he had received information from one of the Cem=1ssioner's officee which
had been contacted by Applegate. According to Ward the information
related to the Zinmer Nuclear Plant site and the initial deter =inatica
was that there =ay be some significance to the information. Ward also
related that Applegate alleged that there was a possible conspiracy
between the site contractor and utility to cover up defective welding.
Ward also stated that apparently Applegate had =ade previous contacts
with the NRC and felt that he was "getting the run-around" because he
did not see NRC taking any action.

Phillip stated that he centacted Applegate the same day and obtained
some of the general information concerning Apple.pte's cla1=s. Phillip
also stated that arrange: ente were made to meet and interview Applegate
for more details. Phillip recalled that after talking initially to
Applegate, he (?hillip) believed that there was infor=ation which appeared
to be casting a shadow on NRC inspectors. Phillip contacted Ward at NRC
Eeadquarters in 3ethesda and notified him of thi# fact. Ward then
inf or=ed Phillip that no inspectors should be brought in on the initial
phase of the inquiry and if additional personnel were required then Ward
would make se:ecce available from Headquarters. Phillip then stated
that within the next few days arrange =ents were made to have another
investigator fras Headquarters seet Phillip 12 Cincinnati to assist oc
the interview of Applegate. Ward advised Phillip that he would have

.
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Len Willia =sen mee: Phinip in Cincinnati to help with the interview.
Phillip explained that the initial plans to interview Applegate were
complicated by the fact that Applegate was very cautieus in his instruc-
tions and guidelines for tha =eeting. As he recalled Applegate would not
provide his address or the address of a neutral meeting place. Applegate
had advised Phillip that when he or the NRC investigators arrived in
Cincinnati they should call a specific telephone nunber for additional
instructiens. Phillip stated that en March 3 after arriving in* Cincinnati,
he centacted Applegate at which tine Applegate instructed the NEC investigators
to =eet him at an address which turned out to be a church parking lot.

Phillip explained that he and Willia =sen arrived early and eventually
were approached bv an indivifual who identified himself as Applegate.
Af ter the initial =eeting the three of them went to a roeming house that
was located approximately one-half bicek away. Applegate advised Phillip
and Willia =sen that he had received threats as had the landlady at the

roo=ing heuse. Frcs Phillip's observations it appeared that Applega:e
rented a rces in a heu3e vtich was owned by a police =an and his wif e.

Shortly after arriving at the hcuse Applegate rock off his jacket revealing
that he was wearing a fircars. Applegate began by providing scra infermation
pertaining to his background. Applegate told Phillip that he had been
e= ployed by a security firm which did werk in divorce investigatiens.
Initially he (Applegate) had been assigned an investigation involving a
"pipefitter" at the Zi=ner site who had been suspected of " playing
around" by his wife. Af ter the diverce-type investigatien had been
started, Applegate began to discoven infor=ation of "ti=e card padding"
by individuals e=pleyad at the Zi=ner si:e. Applegate informed Phillip
that his supervisor, Major Cox, centacted the utility ce=pany, Cincinnati
Gas and Elec:ric (C0&E), to advise them of the discovery. Subsequent to

the centact the utili:y centrac:ed with the securi:y fir = for the
services of Applegate, prrvided his with a f alse identity, and instructed
him to lock further into the time card padding. Af ter Applegate began
the assign =ent he began to previde the utili:7 with weekly repor:s which
cenfir=ed the ti=e card padding and disclosed a degree of collusion
between certain pipefi::ers and security personnel at the site. Applegate
explained to Phillip and previded Phillip the opportunity to review
security repor:s which described securi:y guards' per=itting pipefi::ers
to leave the site during working hours withou " clocking cut." Applegate
also explained that during the sa=e ti=e frame (Dece=ber 1979 ~anuary
1980) infer ation began : be developed identifying the illegal sale of
firear=s at the site. Phillip also indicated that Applegate had surf aced
infor=ation disclesing that the site supervisor, Mr. Marshall, utiliced
site materials and persennel to perf er= work cts his private residence.
According :o Phillip, Applegate sta:ed that Marshall's acts were dishonest,
hewever, when he ( Applegate) brought the inf erna:1cn :o the atten:1cn of
CO&E the ec=pany refused to take action against Marshall. According to
Applegate the condening of these :ype of acts was going to have a najcr
i= pact en C0&F. and, in effec:, put them cut cf business.
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ipplegate continued by explaining some of his concerns to Phillip c. bout
potentially f aulty welding. Phillip eTplained that Applegate stated that
FM was radiographing velds which were questionable. Applegate did not
appear to know who was responsible for their instructtens: CGiE or
Kaiser. iiovever, someone had directed FM to go back and "re-examine
velds." Applegate infor=ed Phillip that either CG&E or Kaiser ignored
FM's radiographs of the velds because such examinations normally only
constituted a visual inspection and not a radiograph. This according to

Applegate was done at the direction of Mr. Marshall who fastructed FM to
" examine" but no* radiograph. Phillip stated that he believed Applegate
was referring to a specific shiptent of pipe that had been delivered to
the site in the f all of 1979 and i= properly unloaded (drepped of f the
truck) without a quality control inspection. Applegate infor=ed Phillip
that this incident took place around the ti=e of an NRC hearing on
Zi=mer. Applegate said that much controversy was geuerated at the hearing
regarding fuel rods that were allegedly dropped; but in fact it was
these pipes - not fuel rods - that were dropped.

As background, Phillip then provided a brief description of the supplier,
Pull =an-Kel ogg and the delivery. Phillip stated that Pull:an-Kellogg

was the supplier (vendor) and therefore was responsible for the Quality
Assurance (QA) and Quality Control (QC) work related ta the veld and the
structure of the pipe. As a nor=al procedure QC inspections are not
done at the site for adequacy of the equipment or the welds. Philltp

further stated that the equipment is inspected enly for da= age in transit
and inventerv purposes during a " receipt inspection" which does not
include either visual or radiography exasinations of welds.

Phillip said Applegate provided his with three specific examples of
welds rejected by FM but then approved by Kaiser. Applegate claimed
that one was buried in concrete and he felt the utility was not going to
do anything to correct it.

Another area related by Phillip pertained to Applegate's disclosure that
there were "preble=s" with a pipe flushing operations. Apparently,
so=eene had inf ormed Applegate that as a result of banging pipes during
the flushing procedure deleterious substances ca=e out of the pipes and
the " flushing" failed the test. *he individual who observed this proble:

atte=pted to resolve it by raising the issue with his supervisor.
Applegate clai=ed that the individual subsequently quit because there
was no action taken. As *he discussion continued Applegate also stated
to Phillip that another individual at the site had been keeping a notebook
or log on his observations at the site. Applegate did not identify the
individual and could not furnish specific information, such as the
content of the log or why the individual was keeping it. Phillip also

recalled that Applegate mentioned having been trapped by a fire down in
one area of the plant.

.
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Applegate then identified an individual by the nc=e of Murray who was
e= ployed by CO&E. Phillip stated that according to Applegate, Murray
was "all right" =eaning that he would cooperate with PRC. Applegate then
proceeded to tell Phillip that he (Applegate) had provided Murray and
Schwiers, QA Supervisor, information about the alleged defective welding
and the specific locations of the velds in question. Phillip believed
Applerate said that Schwiers had one weld tested, found it to be defecttve,
and then related that the weld would be fixed.

Phillip then stated that Applegate continued the interview by claiming
that infor=ation was develeped pertaining to the ti=e card padding.
Phillip further stated that Applegate informed him that CG&E notified
the Kaiser Corporation Headquarters in California of the ti=e card
cheating. Subsequent to this notification representatives from Kaiser
came to the Zi==er site and were infor ed that evidence was obtained
that confirmed the time card padding. Applegate also advised Phillip
that CO&E told Kaiser that they had an individual working undercover.
Applegate then stated that shortly af ter this meeting the undercover
operation was tenninated because of two facters: (1) Kaiser was new
aware that so=eene was undercover for C0&E; and (2) the wife of the

subject of the original divorce investigation had =ade visits to the
site and Applegate feared that, if he were observed by her, she =ight
reveal his true identity.

Applegate related to Phillip that he had been trying to bring the infor=a-
tien to the attentien cf NRC because although the ti=e card problem was

being addressed no action was being taken about the QC issues. Applegate
told Phillip that he originally contacted U.S. Senator John Glenn's
office to apprise ht= cf the inf or=ation and obtain assistance. Senator Glenn's
effice provided hi= with the nane of Ja=es Cc==ings, Director, CIA, NRC.
Phillip then explained that Applegate claimed he contacted Cu==ings by
telephone and related the information concerning the problems at the
Zi==er site. Applegate also related to Phillip that he (Applegate)
became frustrated with Cu==ings as a result of several telephone conversa-
ticas with C-ings which cul=1nated with Cu==ings' requesting that
Applegate provide "sc=ething in writing" ce= piling the allegations.
Phillip stated that Applegate thought abcut the request over a weekend
and became angry. Acccrding to Phillip, Applegate stated that he was
upset about the recuest because he (Applegate) had been incurring personal
expenditures to bring the inf ormation to so=eene's attention and now he
was requested to do more. Applegate said be then called Chair =an Ahearne's
office who apparently referred the =atter to IE.

Phillip stated that Applegate stated that he provided the sa=e infer =ation
to the Cincinrati effice of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).

Phillip explained to Applegate that the type of allegations brought to
the attention of the F31 were ite=s not within the jurisdictien of NRC
and would not be addressed during an NRC investigation. Phillip also

advised Applegate that allegations of criminal activity at the site
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would hcve to be handled by the appropriate agency. Phillip said he
explained that the cost of construction (i.e., cost overruns) also was
not a entter within NRC jurisdiction. Phillip explained that Applegate
was not happy with his (Phillip's) explanation regarding the NRC's
position but Applegate did not challenge the response.

Phillip stated that the only other rc= arks =ade by Applegate related to
a variety of problems which allegedly indicated that there was =is-
=anagement and collusion between pipefitters and security personnel.
Applegate stated this de= ens: rated that there was not a proper co==itment
to building a nuclear plant. Applegate also stated that as a result of
his attenpring to bring infor ation to officials of C0&E as well as
others (NRC, F3I), he had been threatened, run off the road and his
landlady had been harrassed and threatened over the telephone. Applegate
provided additional infor=ation to Phillip in the form of excerpts from
audio tapes. According to Applegate the infor=ation ca the tapes indicated
collusion between high level managers of the project. Applegate played
portions of tapes for Phillip which he (Applegate) believed corroborated
his allegations. Phillip said Applegate controlled the recorder and
only played selected seg=ents for Phillip - describing the context in
which each one occurred. Phillip explained that Applegate would not
release the tapes because he considered them to be " insurance." Phillip
said that =any of the tapes were difficult to understand; in those
instances, Applegate interpreted what was being said. Phillip stated
that, based on what he heard on the tapes he did not hear any information
which indicated there was so=e type of collusion or cover up going on at
the Zi=ner site. Phillip said that, after Applegate had skipped around
on the tapes, Applegate confir=ed that he had played all the important
parts. However, Phillip did state there was so=e information on the
tapes that identified three specifiu elds which was detailed enough to
check into during an investigation. ' hillip stated that in his opinien
co==ents like 20 to 30 percent of the welds at the plant are defective
were too general and needed more support before they could be investigated.

Additional inf or=ation which Applegate furnished to Phillip related to
the =anuf,acture and sale of belt buckles by personnel at the site.
Phillip stated that he advised Applegate that, although some of the
=aterial used in the =anuf acturing of belt buckles =ay be required for
construction purposes, it was a problem which should be addressed by
CG&E, the licensee, and was not within 7RC's jurisdictional responsibilities.
Applegate also provided infor=ation about people being fired for time
card padding or cheating. As Fhillip recalled, however, Applegate did
not state that any of the individuals fired as a result of his investiga-
tion into tine card cheating were in fact the sa=c individuals who had
atte=pted to raise safety issues. Phillip advised that the only docu-
=entat' en furnished by Applegate during the initial interview were
reperts submitted by the security firm (Confidential Service) who e= ployed
Applegate and were under contract to CG&E. Phillip said ''illia= son lef t

the interview to photocopy these reports at the Federal Building in
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Cincinnati. He said Williansen spoke with an F3I agent and obtained a
copy of a February la,1980, FBI letterhead =emorandu= which confir=ed
that Applegate had spoken with the F3I. The letterhead =e=crandu= also
reflected that an Assistant United States Attorney had declined presecution
on the matter.

Phillip recalled that he had a subsequent telephec? conversatien with
Applegate en March 4, 1980, during whith : hey discussed two peints: (1)
what would be the best apprcach in trying to contact the individual cho
quit ever the flushing cperatien and, (2) to confirm details about an
individual Applegate =entiened previously by the name of Sellers (phenetic) .
Apparently Sellers was still e= ployed a: the site and had been keeping a
list of defective welds rejected by FM but appreved by Kaiser. Phillip
said that he asked Applegata whether Sellers ever shared this list with
hi= as Sellers said he would; Applegate responded cegatively. Phillip
said he also cenfi:=ed which of the Sellers brothers at FM was the ene
Applegate was ref erring to.

Phillip then stated that, after returning to the Regien !!I cffice and
reviewing sc=e of the =aterial furnished by Applegate, he (Phillip) had
a discussien with Chuck Norelius, his supervisor, regarding the allega-
ticos. Phillip explained that the =eeting was held to establish what
issues were geing to be investigated by NRC. Phillip also explained
that he had already =ade an initial assess =ent of the information and
had inf orned Applegate, in general terns,* cf which allegatiens were
within NRC's jurisdictien. Phillip then stated that he relied en his
vast experience with the Cc==ission and his professienal experience in
judging what issues were going to be investigated. Phillip centinued by
stating that there were additional discussions with regirn persennel
after they deter =ined tha: the welding allegations were going :o be
investigated. Phillip stated that Kavin Ward, an inspector, had been
assigned to assis hi= in the investigation.

Phillip said tha: Bill Ward, IE Headquarters, contacted Phillip en
March 13 to apprise him that Applegate had contacted IE Headquarters and
infor ed the= that the PM trailer had been broken into and sc=e records
were allegedly seclen. ?hillip then called Applegate en the same day :o
obtain specific inf ernatica regarding the incident. Phillip recalled
that Applegate could not provide any inf or ation related to specific
docunentatien which may have been taken frc= the FM trailer.

The interview centinued with ?hillip's explaining that the issues were
"scoped" bun initially they we 4 probably sc=ewhat general in nature and
not very specific. Phillip also stated that the early briefing of
Norelius was general, however, he (Phillip) recalled providing all
available docu=ents furnished by Applegate f or review by Norelius.
Phillip then stated there were subsequent telephene cenversa:icns with
Applegate after Regien !!! sent the letter describing the allegaticus
(issues) and secpe of the upcc=ing Regien !!! investigation. Applegate
never indicated during these ccaversations that ha was not satisfied or
thar NRC was " limiting" or "tco nar culy investigating" the allegations.
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Pertaining to questicas about regional procedures and discussien of the
initial alleEations, Phillip responded by statirg there were several
discussions with different regional personnel. E11111p stated he had
conversatiens with Messrs. Norelius, Kavin Ward, landel (Project Inspector),
Danielson (Kavin Card's supervisor), and perhaps, Fiore111 and Knop. As

Phillip recalled the discussions were general in nature and not too
d etailed. Phillip stated that he did not recall discussing the matter
with Ja=es Keppler, the Regional Director. Phillip did state that
Len Willia = son's (assigned frc= IE Headquarters) involve =ent was very
11=ited and as a result he was not requested to write or document any
infor=ation obtained during the initial Applegate interview.

Phillip explained that he did not believe that there was any advanced
notification =ade to the Zi=mer site and was about 95 percent certein
that it was a "special unannounced investigation." Phillip stated there
was no fixed policy on announcing investigaticus, however, probably mest
are unanneunced. Phillip indicated that he did not believe that a
licensee could alter " poor performance" rapidly enough to affect investi-
gations. Phillip continued by stating that he and Kavin Ward initially
went to the 21=cer site and had an entrance interview with Schwiers, the
site CA Manager. Phillip was not sure hcw specifically they identified
the allegations to Schweirs; they probably identified them as CA/QC
proble=s without specifying the area of welding. Af ter meeting with

Schwiers they interviewed Alan Sellers QC Supervisor for FM who stated
that he was unaware of any list illustrating velds rejected by FM which
were subsequently accepted by Kaf ser. As a result Phillip and Ward

decided to inspect a representative "syste= of welds" in order to determine
whether er not there was a problem with welds. Phillip recalled that
Ward was f a=111ar with velding at the Zi==er site and therefore asked 'M
to pull radiographs and " reader sheets" to deter =ine how =any FM radiograph
" rejects" were everruled by Kaiser and subsequently approved. Phillip

stated appreri=ately 99 weld radiographs were checked and only two were
overruled. Phillip explained that in both cases Kavin Ward cencurred
with Kaiser's interpretation of the radiograph.

~

Concerning the three specific welds alleged to be defective, Phillip
stated the radiegraphs were reviewed by Ward who disccvered that problems
with the radiographs ar.3/or documentatien existed but had been identified
in a ec=prehensive review of FM radiographs conducted by another firm,
NES. Phillip advised that Ward could better answer specific questions
regarding the velds.

Phillip then stated that he did not check into the " break in" of the FM
trailer and, in fact, did not knew if the trailer was broken into or if
documents were taken. Phillip noted that the licensee is responsible
for =aintaining the record ecpies of all documents, so PM's ceptes were
not the official enes.
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Phillip stated that at that time he also atte=pted to address the allega-
tion involving alleged proble=s in the " pipe flushing" procedures.
Phillip advised that the allegation arose fro = the initial allegations
=ade by Applegate; however, after contacting the individual who had
knewledge of the proble: (Tyner), he (Phillip) was unable to obtain any
specific info nation. The individual did infor= Phillip, however, that
the " hydro test" was run and the systc= vas modified af ter the test thus
invalidating the test. This state =ent resulted in an inspection which
disclosed that the circu= stances, as described by the individual, vere
factual. 2:1111p then stated that the "hydrc test" was going to be
rerun with an inspector present.

Phillip explained that the next allegation which was addressed had to do
with the handling of five " spool pieces" (pipe). According to Phillip,
at the tine that he and "ard arrived en site these pieces of pipe were
in a " hold status," however, they were not " tagged" as such. The spools
were shipped by the vender, Pull =an-Kellogg, and were " unloaded" at the
site by " dropping the= off the truck onto the ground." Phillip stated
the pipe was approximately 12 inches in dia=eter and over a half-inch in
vall thickness. K garding the radiographing of the pipe, Phillip explained
that the pipe was radiographed by PM for "infor=ation purposes" and not
as part of a regulatory requirenent or appropriate test procedure.
Phillip stated that CO&E and/or Kaiser were therefore co==1tting to
radiographs and docu=entation as it related to the condition of the pipe
when a visual inspection would have been sufficient. Phillip noted that
FM found " rejectable indications;" they did not actually reject the
pipe because only Kaiser could accept or reject. Subsequently, ao NR
was issued and ulti=ately an NR was i= properly written which resulted in
sone of the pipe being released fro the warehouse and installed.
?.ovever, one re=aining NR was written sich still kept the proble=s with
the pipe as an open ites of conconfor=ance. Therefore, Phillip did not
believe there was any type of cover-up; he said that Kaiser, by installing
the pipe at this point, was assuming the risk that the pipe might later
be found to be unacceptable. Phillip then stated that none of the
individuals interviewed believed that there was a " hardware proble=,"
only a " paperwork proble=." Phil' lip continued by stating that apparently
the QA Supervisor, Schwiers told seneone to "line through" and void the
NR. Phillip stated he interviewed Schwiers regarding the alleged 1.nstruction
at which ti=e Schwiers denied giving anyone instructions to line through
ite=s identified on an NR. Phillip concluded this portion of the interview
by stating that he did not take any svern state =ents or write reports of
interviews and did not believe it was necessary.

Phillip continued by explaining that, even after he left the Zi==er site
he thought that =aybe all the work had =ct been done - although he had
told CC&E that there was one ite= of scnce:pliance. Af ter returning to
Regien III Phillip discussed the results of the investigation with
Norelius and also told Norelius that he had some concerns and believed
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that more work was going to have to be dene. Phillip then staced that
he returned to the site several weeks later with another NRC inspector.
Tom Vandel, to make further inquiries regarding the spools. Phillip

stated that the pipe was checked and they concentrated en the " paperwork
p roblem. "

?hillip recalled that he received a call during the first day or so of
the investigation frc= another investigator in Region III, Jim Foster,
who advised that Applegate had called the Region and explained that he
(Applegate) Vas conte = plating going to the FM people and possibly the
newspapers. This occurred about April 7,1960, according to Phillip.
?hillip then stated that he contacted App' legate and told him that he was
free to go to the press, however, it eliminated any chance of Applegate's
=a1=taining his confidentiality. Phillip believed that Applegate did
then go to the press, probably the Chicago Sun Times.

In response to a questien regarding proceduras for identifying individuals
centacted and reported in IE investigations, Phillip stated that the
procedures do call for making an identification key. Philltp then
stated that there was no identification key for his investigatien.

Phillip said that he made une atte=pt to contact an individual named
"Johan" who Applegate claimed was keeping se=e type of journal. Phillip

said Resident Inspector Daniels unsuccessfully tried to locate Johan
through the li=mer switchboard. Phillip said he did not pursue the
matter further because Applegate did act supply any specifics of what
the journal centained.

Phillip continued by explaining that shortly af ter Applegate " vent
public" a repcrter from Channel 9, Cincinnati, centacted ht: to obtain
inf ornation abcut the investigation. The reporter asked if he could
interviev Phillip on the site or at the cate. Phillip had a discussien
with Schwiers, QA Manager, CC&E, who s1 <d that they would per=1t
Channel 9 to come en the Zi==er site for an interview in Resident inspector,

Daniels' cffice. Sc=etine later, Mr. Alte3uehle, CC&E public relations
officer, asked Phillip if he would attend a press conf erence downtown.
This apparently was done to provide the othet representatives of the
media an cpportunity to learn about the results of the investigation at
the site and not just previde a story for ene station (Channel 9) .
Phillip ti.en explained he went to the Resident Inspector's trailer and
was interviewed by Channel 9. later the sa=e day he (Phillip) went to
dcwntown Cincinnati to attend the press conference. Approximately 20-25
reporters were in attendance and the two =ain points of interest were
the welds en the pipe spool pieces which he stated sere "0K" and that
the licensee was going to be citec for an ite= of concompliance relating
to records and violating " hold" procedures. As Phillip recalled, ene

reporter asked about drugs and alechol en the site and the fact that
workers were coming to work drunk or intexicated. ?hillip replied to
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the questien by explaining he did no: knew of the allegation, as stated.
When asked whether NRC was concerned abcut this, Phillip replied that it
was the employer's concern becausa, even if a drunk welder =ade a bad
weld, the licensee's QC inspection progra= was designed to catch f aul y
werkmanship. Phillip stated that Mr. 3crg= ann, ".F. of Engineering,
COSE, and Mr. Alte=uehle were also present* in the press conference.

Phillip explained tha: en May 7, 1980, he had several different telephene
conversatiens with Applegate, Bill Ward (IE Headquarters), and Rita Giordano
(reper:er for the Cincinnati inquirer). Apparently Applegate had new
informatien (tapes) which he clai=ed indicated that CG&I had lied to NRC

and that there was a cri=inal conspiracy. Accc ding to Phillip he contacted
Applegate who explained that he had evidence in the for= cf taped conversations
with individuals which showed there was a conspiracy on the part of the
licensee and Kaiser to prevent FM f rem disclosing def ective welding at
the plant. Phillip stated that he decided that if Applegate, in f act,
had this type of infer =ation it would be better to interv'.ew Applegate
at an F3I cffice. This apparently was concurred in by 31;l Ward and
Norelius. Phillip erplained that he then talked with Jim Denahue,
Region III's Chief of Safeguards and requested that he =ake arrangements
for an interview date. Donahue then contacted Special Agen: ?cber: Buckley,
Atemic Energy Desk, Chicago Field Of fice, F3I. Phillip s:sted tha: the
interview tock place in the Dircksen Federal 3u11 ding in downt:wn Chicago
at which tine Applegate presented the " tapes" and made his allegstiens.
Ad er listening to the tapes Buckley advised Applegate that he did not
hear anything which consti;uted a violation of the Federal crininal
statutes. The taped c nversatiens were =ade by Applegate of telephone
conversatiens he had with representatives of FM, including th( prtsident
of the ce=pany, Mr. A1 dredge.

Phillip then stated tha: Applegate was not satisfied with the results cf
the interview and the fact tha: the F3 did net accept his (Applegate's)
clai= that the tapes were evidence of cri=inality. Phillip also stated
that Applegate was ce= plaining of no: having aay =cney or transpcrtatien
to the airport for his return flight to Cincinnati and requested F31 cr
NRC transportatien. Phillip stated Applegate's request was denied. A:

the close of the interview Buckley acvised Applegate that the NRC would
previde hi= with any additienal inf ormaticn obtained and a copy of the
NRC reper when the NRC inves:igatien was cencluded. Phillip also told
Applegate that he would further reviev he : aped conversaticns (which
Applegate pr:vided) and interview Aldredge.

Later the sa=e day Phillip explained he was called by a reporter,
Rita .aordano, wanting to knew wha: happe m at thre =eeting with the
F3I. Phillip stated he provided Giordano basically the same infer =ation
described above. Phillip went en to explain P " he then =ade attempts
to contact A1 dredge and eventually interviewed . . en May 20: 1980. The
next centac: with Applegate ca:e en June 7, 1980, at which :i=e Applegate
stated to Fhillip that he (Applegate) was "not sitting still." Phillip
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advised Applegate that a report would be coming out and NRC would provide
him a copy.

In response to questions about velding problems at the Ii=mer site which
were described in Applegate's " Confidential Report" ce= piled during his
centract assignment at the site Phillip provided the follcwing responses.

?hillip explained there were individuals na=ed in Applegate's reports
who =ay have had kaculedge of the welding problems; however, Phillip did
not believe that it would have been fruitful to " track people dcwn to
obtain wid information" because Region III was already aware of welding
difficulties and numerous NRC inspections had been cenducted. ?hillip
added that the specific welds in question could be checked by reviewing
radiographs. Phillip also noted that individual welders would oct be in
a position to kacv what subsequ ent acticas were or were net taken to
correct deficient velds.

Phillip was then previded an opportunity to review the list of allegations
described in the petition to the Special Counsel. Open reviewing the
allegatices ?hillip previded a respense to each allegation identifying
allegations which had been previously addressed during either his investi-
gation or other Regien III efforts and those which appeared to be new
allegations.

Phillip said there was no explicit IE policy en hcw to write the " details"
section cf investigative reports. He said the investigator uses his
discretien to prepare the repcrt in the way which best presents the
inf ormation to the reader. Phillip said that although sonet1=es the
repo rt is a series of interviews, he ef ten feels it is better to organize
the report by subject matter. Ee said that, when this is dene, there
are no doc.:ments -tich co=prehensively su=narize what each vitness
stated: the report presents ehat each witness said (identifying them
only by title) on each issue. Phillip further stated that he believed
that investigations of allegatiens are best reported as follews: (1)
state the allegation; (2) list details provided by the alleger; (3)
state the findings; and (4) list details supporting the findings.

Phillip said he did not take any written statenents in this case. He
said it is up to each investigator's discretion to decide when to have a
witness er alleger sign a statement. ?hillip recalled enly one cecasien
when he asked an alleger to sign a state =ent containing his allegatiens.
Phillip doubted that this approach would help pin down the allegations
or help the allegers be sore accurate. Phillip said that he generally
does not obtain state =ents from any witnesses unless he feels he will be
receiving conflicting significant information. Phillip said the caly

ti=e the thought even entered his =ind was in connection with the circumstances
of the notation being crossed off the ncncenfernance report u tich allcwed
the five spool pieces to be installed. Phillip noted hewever that the
consensus, which he believed also included Norelius' view, was that this
crossing off was not that significant because the problem was still
ideorified in the system; therefore it turned cut that tatements were

not needed.
.

M
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Phillip said that having II investigators administer caths to vitnesses
is a relatively new idea. Ec said that oaths are a useful tool, however
they are not apprcpriate for use in every situatien. Phillip said oaths
have been used caly sparingly. Phillip noted that IE investigators do
not have general authority to administer oaths. Ee said that investigators
= us t receive a written delegation of authority to administer caths in
2ach case from the Regional Director and the delegation cust receive the
advance concurre:ce of the Office of the Executive Legal Director in
Head quarters . Phillip believed this was a rather cumbersome approval
process if it is really intended that they use caths. Phillip also
noted the practical proble= that an investigator does not know what the
situation is until ne gets into the field, yet the authority to administer
oaths must be requested in advance.

Th1111p said that the IE Inspectors Manual is a training tool for new
personnel. Phillip said he wrote Chapter 3 which addresses investigations.
Phillip's attention was directed to paragraph 1 on page 6 which states:

Every complaint or allegation received, regardless of the source or
the avenue of communication involved, =ust be evaluated and docu-

=ented. There are instances wherein the cenplaint or allegation
obviously has no substance and it comes frc= an individual suffering
f rom a = ental disorder. Even in those cases, at least a =e=o to
the files should be prepared docu=enting the contact, the general
centent of any co==unications and the basis fer the conclusion that
the =atter need not be pursued further.

Phillip responded that this passage =eans that investigators cannot
dis =iss entire contact s without appropriately docu=enting it; however,
it does not require ite=1:ation of specific allegations and how each one
would be handled.

Phillip said that pecple curside the nuclear field generally do not
realize the number of checks and balances that exist at nuclear powei

plants. He said that as an example it would require a lot of collusion
to get all the required signatures en a false decurent such as an NR.
Phillip stated that, although review of dccu=entation is necessary, it
is net true that II inspectors 11:1: their inspections to "papar reviews."
He said it was more than ce==on for inspectors to lock at the hardware
itself. He also pointed cut that, under the IE odular inspection
progra=, the licensees notify CE of when certain tests and activities
are to be perf ormed and II inspectors then witness them. Phillip said
that in this investigation Kavin Ward reviewed radiegraphs, which Phillip
considered to be "hard evidence." Phillip said that IE does not have
independent capability to perf or= its rwn radiographic testing to double-
check the licensee's radiographs. Phillip did not censider this to be a
problen because the licensee would not have had tine to substitute
radiographs after Ward and he had randc=17 selected the syste= they
intended to review.

* Changes incorporated pursuant to reinterview en S/4/S1.
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Interview of Kavin D. Ward

On January 27 and 28,1981 Mr. Kavin D. Ward, Inspector, Regien III,

IE, was interviewed by Arthur Schnebelen, Special Assistant and John Sinclair,
Investigator, DIA. Mr. Ward was advised that 01A was reviewing the IE
investigative effort which was conducted as a result of the allegations
raised by Thomas Applegate of constructica deficiencies at the 21=mer
construction project.

Ward stated that the investigatien he did with Gerry Phillip regarding
the Applegate allegatiens was caly one of 52 trips that he =ade to
different sites during 1980. Ward recalled that he was inferned of the
general allegations by Duane Danielson, Chief Materials and Process
Section and told to discuss his (Ward's) participation in the upcoming

investigation with Phillip. Ward stated that most of the specific
information regard $ng the allegations were discussed on the plane trip
and on the way to the Ii=ner site in Mosecw, Ohio. Ward continued by
stating that he could not recall any "real meeting" which may have taken
place at the Regicnal Office for planning purposes and believed that he
was involved in only two areas of the investigation. This included the
radiographs and testing techniques utilized to test yelds at the site
and inspection Of five pieces of pipe (spools) which had been "drepped"
f rem a truck -tten they were delivered to the site.

As background Ward explained that he had =ade numerous inspectiens at
the 21=ser site and, in fact, had cenducted a " pre-service inspection"
which included an independent review of welding. Ward stated that in
1973 he had locked into several "turncver welds" which had been accepted
by the licensse. Ward further stated that welds that are " turned cver"
are considered to be " accepted" welds. Ward stated that at that point
NRC would inspect the veld documentation which presumably would no
lenger have any problems and cny discrepancy would have been resolved.
Ward continued that af ter chacking and reviewing approx 1=ately 40 radiographs
and related documentation he discovered 17 which exhibited a variety of
discrepancies. As he recalled there was one item of noncompliance

identified which pertained to a violation of the A=erican Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code, Section III. Ward stated that a firm _

by the name of Feabody had been centracted by Kaiser Engineering, Inc.
(EEI) to do the radicgraphy work. Ihe problem originally identified by
Ward regarding the radiographs indicated there may have been a problem
with the quality cf Feabody's radiography program. Rowever, Ward centinued
by tcplaining that on a recent inspe.ction at the site (January 1981) he
discover-A a s1=ilar problem with the radiography being perfor=ed by a
new ffrs, NES. The inspection included the review of 20 radiograph
packsges that had been accepted, illustrating that welds were satisf actory.
Lard's inspection disclosed that four of the radiograph packages centained
discrepancies. Based on this he notified the licensee that discrepancies

still existed in the radiography program.
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Following a discussien on the infornation describing three specific
welde alleged to be defective by Themas Applegate, Ward stated that he
believed the investigatien report properly identified the work which was
done to resolve the allegation. Ward explained that the report was
suf ficiently detailed and probably contained more information than an
Inspection Report would. Ee (Ward) thought Phillip had done a thorough
job of reporting the information. Ward stated that the language which
indicates there were "se=e discrepancies" identified pertained to the

radiegraph review. In fact the information in the report is a result cf

a review cenducted by NES inspectors. Ward stated that he reviewed
documents and radiographs which had already identified " discrepancies."
He (Ward) did state that the report language does not address whether er
not there were defective welds or inproper radiograph techniques / procedures.
Concerning the one weld identified as K-Sil Ward responded by stating
that he did not kr.ov the date that the described weld had been replaced
(cut out) by a new weld. Ward also indicated that he believed that it
probably would have been better to identify, by date, vnen the weld was
replaced in order to respond to the allegation.

Ward then volunteered some inf ormation concerning the procedures and
philosephy of the NRC inspection program. According to Ward when an
inspector identifies a " problem" during an inspection and is assured
that the problem is documented in the licensees system then IE will
" watch it" until it is resolved. Ward statad the exception to this

policy would be if a piece of equipment was going to be installed in an
area no longer accessible if construction continued, such as, placed in
concrete. Ward explained that "as long as the plant is not operating
and the prcblem has been identified, it is not our position (IE) to tell
then (licensee) how to resolve it." Ward was questioned as to whether
some time limit would or could be placed on a licensee to resolve " deficiencies."
Ward stated that generally no action, in the form cf issuing ca iten of
nencompliance, is t,aken until the contractor or licensee has accepted cr
certified to NRC that all work, inspection and documentation, has been
co=pleted and " signed of f." Ward also stated in response to questions

cencerning 1976-1977 welding that still has not been " signed of f" that
IE will continue to monitor or track the deficiencies until they are
resolved. When asked how long that effert (monitoring) would continue
he (Ward) stated all the way to the hearings for the Operating License.
Ward stated that he could understand how the alleger may have questions
about itens identified in the investigation report but he explained the
report does indicate that the discrepancies which were identified in the
r epo rt were considered unacceptable and would be checked in the future
by the NRC inspection progran. .

Ward explained that the five pieces of pipe (spcols) which had been
" dropped" of f the back of a truck unloading at the Zi=mer site were very
large pieces of pipe and unlikely to be da: aged from rolling off a
truck. According to Ward the pipe was about 12" in diameter

.
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and ever a half-inch in wall thickness. Ward stated the difficulty with

the pipe arose in the instructions given by either Kaiser or CG&E to
radiograph the ends of the pipe for possible damage. Ward stated that,
because of the type of " cap" which was welded to the ends of the pipe,
it was not possible to determine the conditions of the welds through
radiography. Ward then stated that ASME procedures require that ultrasonic
testing be conducted. The proper methods would have been =agnetic
particle tests or dye penetrant tests. Ward then explained why radio-
graphy would not produce the required test results.

Ward stated that he did not recall whether he had reviewed all documentation
related to the welds.

Ward was rein'.erviewed on January 23 in the presence of Gerry Phillip
and again asned if the weld documentation, including the radiographs,
had been reviewed. Ward could not state categorienlly that he had
reviewed the radiographs and reader sheets but, after consultisg with
Phillip, he (Ward) stated that he probably had reviewed the radiographs.
Ward reiterated that, because the " final acceptance" had not been =ade,
no further action had to be taken by NRC. Ward and Phillip both explained
that it appeared worthwhile to include information in their report
regarding previous inspections and knowledge of NRC about welding documentation
proble=s at Zimmer.

Ward stated that Pullman-Kellogg, the pipe manuf acturer, had cone to the
ZL:mer site to conduct ultrasonic testing on the stipulated pipe spools.
As a result of the tests the velds were deterzined to be acceptable. In
conjunction, Peabody conducted vitrasonic tests and also stated the
welds were acceptable.

Ward also explained that he had not inteoded to identify the problems
for the licensee. According to Ward that would be doing the licensee's
job. Ward also stated that he had been told by his supervisor not to
identify proble=s to CG&E and "not to get in the =1ddle" during the
inve stigation.

Interview of Charles Norelius

Charles Nerelius, Ass $ stant to the Director, Region III, II, was interviewed
on January 26, 1981, by Arthur Schnebelen, David Ga=ble, and John Sinclair
of OIA.

Nore11us recalled that the allegations from Applegate cz=e to Region III
via II F.eadquarters. Norelius could not recall exactly how they ca=e
in but he believed Applegate originally presented them to OIA. Norelius
located a reference in the Region III working file on this investigation
than the allegations were received on February 28, 1980. Nore2das could

.
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remember whether Region III received the allegations by =emorandumnot
or by telephone. He said memoranda are usually from either Victor Stello
(Director, II) or Dudley Thompson (then Executive Of ficer for Operations
Support, IE Headquarters) . Norelius said telephone calls from II

Headquarters were usually to him. He said Thompson usually made the
calls, however, William Ward (Chief, Headquarters Investigations 3 ranch
under Thempson) could have called directly.

Nerelius said Gerald Phillip was his senior investigator and he relied
upon ?hillip to assign cases to individual investigators. He said that,

when he and Phillip discuss case assign =ents, they usually reserve to
Phillip and James Foster (the next most senior investigator) those cases
that are more complex or have the potential for more visibility. Norelius
could not recall at what point he and Phillip discussed Applegate's
allega tions .

Norelius said that, although he was "haiy" on this point, somewhere
slong the line he got the perception that trouble was possible in this

He was sure he had this perception at least af ter Phillip briefedcase.
him about his interview of Applegate. Norelius did recall Phillip's

description cf his telephone call with Applegate to set up their interview.
He re=embered Phillip's saying sc=ething to the effect of "Here's a guy
who claims that there's sorc sort of thing that sounds significant. He

believed there was a cover-up regarding these velds and he has tapes to
prove it." Norelius recalled that Phillip's reaction was trat, if

Applegate really had what he cla1=ed he had, it nay be se=ething significant.
Norelius said that cased upon that assessment, they moved quickly on
this case.

Norelius said Investigator Len Williamson (then with IE Readquarters)
accompanied Phillip for his interview of Applegate. He acknowledged
that Headquarters participation in investigations was unusual but it was
dene in this case to encourage se=e interchange between the Region and
Headquarters for developmental purposes.

Norelius said his file reflects that Phillip and Williamson interviewed
Applegate on March 3,1980. On his return Phillip imformed Norelius

that Applegate did not have everything he initially said he did. Phillip

had naricwed the allegations to a few issues. Norelius said that he and
Fhillip discussed all the allegations, but not at length; he said that
the volume of work precludes his cvering all the details so he relies
heavily on his investigators - especially the senior investigators like
Phillip. Morelius particularly recalled from Phillip's briefing that
Applegate's allegations included items such as the fabrication and sale
of belt buckles and time card cheating. Nore11us did not recall ever seeing
Applegate's "cenfidential" reports.

Norelius imagined that ?hillip probably would have consulted with Regional
construction personnel, such as Gaston Fiorelli, about the allegations.
Norelius said that he (Norelius) most likely would have brought the
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allegations to the attentien of Regional Director Ja=es Keppler. Nore11us
said Keppler meets with Regional =anagement c' "'00 every morning and
one of the things he always =entiens o Keppler are the i=portant allega-
ticas that have been received. Norelius said that the importance he
attributed to the allegaricus can be ascertained frc= the prc=p ness cf
their response in light of their heavy workload. Norelius further
speculated that he probably si=ilarly would have infer:ed Keppler that
Phillip's interview of Applegate indicated that the allegations =ay not
be as serious as they originally thought.

Norelius said that, although he did not give particuln instrue:1ons to
Phillip, their general procedure for the handling of allegatiens involves
three parts: (1) interview alleger to deter =ine what is alleged and
what is the basis for the allegatiens; (2) review the allegatiens to get
a clear understanding of what is to be investigated and why (this analysis
elininates allegations that are (a) not safety-related er (b) :co general
to per=1: investigatico); and (3) conduct the subsequent investigation.
Norelius said there is no II policy requiring documentation of concerns
that are raised by an alleger. He said that, because of their workload,
they meet with allegers to clearly define what will or will net be
investigated. Norelius said that for exa=ple they routinely inform
allegers that NRC is interested in safety-related ite=s but because
nuclear pcwer plants are run by privately-owned utilities, allegers
should provide infor=ation on costs (e.g., everruns) to state regula:Ory
agencies. Nerelius said that, although IE se=etL=es investigates harassment
of individuals, they nornally refer such allegations to the U.S. Depart =ent
of Labor. Norelius believed that Phillip would have inf or ed Applegate

of which of his allegations were within NEC jurisdiction to investigate.
Nerelius said that in the last year Regien Ill has been sending letters
confirming what would be investigated so there would be no =isunderstanding.
Nerelius showed CIA a letter dated March 11, 1980, fre= Phillip to
Applegate which described the three issues Region III intended to investigate.
Ncrelius noted that they received no respense frc= Applegate indicating
any criticism of the intended se:pe.

Norelius said that when addressing allegatiens the Region normally icoks
at proble=s broadly to assure that they are addressed. He said, however,
that when a very general allegatien is received, e.g., in this case

regarding the welding, the Regica cannot conduct an in-depth review of a
plant's entire (welding) progrs=. To cope with the allegation, they
usually try to pin down specific exa:ples and the decision to broaden
the inquiry is based upcn what develops. Nere11us noted that he discussed
the scope of the investigation with Phillip af ter his first visit to the
site and concluded that additional investigation was needed.

Nerelius recalled that Tc= "andel, who he believed was the li==er ?rbject
Inspector, acco=panied Phillip en one visit and Kavin Ward, one of the
Region III nondestructive exa=ination personnel, acce=panied him on a
later visit. Norelius re=e: Sered their speaking cf a ncncc=pliance for
the installing pipes that shculd have been "en hold." Norelius

-

.
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recalled discussing with Phillip the significance of this item and
whether escalated enforecment action was warranted (Norelius explained
that he was the Regien III enforcement coordinator). Norelius concluded
that this situation did not warrant stronger enforcement action because

the pipes were still identified in the plant's system as nonconfor=ing
items. ,

Norelius recalled an allegation by Applegate after the investigation was
underway that there was a cover-up involving FM. Norelius said that

Phillip, James Donahue (also with Region III), and an F31 agent interviewed
Applegate jointly about this. He understood Applegate played a tape
recording f or the interviewers and they concluded there was not much of
a case. Norelius said he later listened to the same tape and he did not
read the same significance into the conversation that Applegate did. He

said that the tape was of conversations Applegate had with FM personnel;
hewever, Applegate did most of the talking but attributed his statements
to the FM personnel.

Norelius said that he only recalled Region III using NEC's subpoena
authority on one occasion. He did not see any need for subpoenas in
connection with II investigations. Norelius said IE investigations are
primarily to deter =ine facts regarding conpliance wtth NRC's regulatcry
requirements; he said the detection of criminal violations, for which he
believed subpoenas would be useful, is only a byproduct of II investigations.

Norelius said the Region has taken signed unsworn statements from witnesses
for so=e tice. He said this was done before they ever had authority to
ad=inister oaths and it is still done now even though they can use
oaths. Norelius said the decision as to when to use signed, unsworn
statenents is lef t to the investigator's discretion. He said that an

exa=ple of when they would be used would be when specific details, such
as a time sequence, are needed in a witness' own words:

Norelius said caths are a useful tool, but he would not advocate their

use in all investigations. He said that, although oaths have been used
more in the preceding six to eight months, Region III's normal practice
is to not ad=inister oaths. --Norelius believed that 1E investigators
should be skilled in identifying the potential for criminality in their
investigations, but he did not feel it was that necessary for IE investigators
to ad=inister oaths because they do not conduct criminal investigations.
Norelius felt that caths would be appropriate if IE investigators were

receiving conflicting ,inf or=ation or were not receiving the whole story.

Interview of Oaston Fiorelli
On January 26, 1081, Caston Fiorelli, Chief, Reactor Construction and
Engineering Support 3 ranch, Region III, II, was interviewed by Arthur Schnebelen,
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Special Assistant and Investigators David Ga=ble and Joha Sinclair, OIA.
Frior to any questioning Mr. Ficrelli was advised that DIA was reviewing
the IE investigative effort which was conducted as a result of the
allegations raised by Ihemas Applegate concerning construction deficiencies
at the Zi=mer construction project. Fiorelli advised that he had so=e
knowledge of the allegations brought by Applegate and was involved in
se=e portion of the investigation to provide technical support. Fiorelli
recalled that Gerry Fhillip of the investigative staff has been given
the lead on the assign =ent. Ee, Fiore111 had been contacted by the
investigative staff about providing technical support for Fhillip. In
this particular investigation Kavin Ward was assigned to assist Fhillip
because there had been allegations concerning welding and Ward was the
person most familiar with velding proble=s at Zimmer. Fiorelli explained
that he could not recall specifically any dates en which briefings or
=eeting were condue cd regarding the allegations, however, he was sure
that Phillip had previded his with information describing Applegate's
role at the site. According to Fiorelli, Phillip stated that Applegate
had been hired by CG&E to identify time card falsification which ultinately
led to identification of possible safety issues.

Fiore111 believed that as the investigaticn continued at the Zi=cer site
Phillip had some private conversations and also a group meeting with
regional personnel regarding the proble=s identified at the site.
Fiorelli could not recall specifically vno attended the meetings, but he
was sure that the Region III procedures required that a meeting would
have taken place. Fiorelli surmised that it probably would have been
some ti=e af ter the inspection (investigation) at the site was completed.
Ficrelli also stated that individuals who were probably in attendance at

regional meetings were Karin Ward, Harry Danielson, Icm Vardel and
Dick Knop. Ficrelli advised that Racp was the see:1cn chief responsible
for Zi=ner.

At the conclusion Ficrelli stated that IE investigations are considered

a "very sacred activity" and the line groups are very sensitive to avoid
any interf erence with investigative matters.

Interview of Duane H. Danielcon
On January 28, 1931, Mr. Duane H. Danielsen, Chief, Materials and Process
Section, Regien III, IE, NRC, was interviewed by Arthur Schnebelen
Special Assistant, and John Sinclair, Investigator, OIA. Mr. DanielsOn
was advised that the purpose of the GIA investigation was to determine
the adequacy of an IE investigation which was conducted in 1980 responding
to allegatio ns made by 2.o=as Applegate.

Mr. Danielsen began the interview by explaining that the regional organi-
=ation structure was such that diff erent branches wculd provide assistance
to the investigative staff during an investigation, depending en the
specific area being locked isto and what expertise was required. Danielsen
then stated that durin he particular investigation in question ene ofc
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the =e=bers of the rec =, Kavin Ward, was fr = his uni:. Danielson
centinued tha: it was typical for Phillip to :: e directly to hi= and
request assistance. The situatien or allegatica generally dictated
whether or no: there was a need to assign sc=eene to an investigation.
Danielson then explained that ence s =eene is assigned :o an investig::icn,
there is li :le further involve =en: frn= a manage:ent standpcin unless
the investigation develops what is censidered to be a major probic= or
finding. In the case of additional p;oble=s 1: wculd be necessary :o
have more manage =en: =eetings c=cng regicnal persennel. Danielsen further
explained that usually the investiga: ices and reports are ec=pleted and
a ecpy is sen: :: hi= for infer =ation and : view. Danielsen stated the
final report dees "::=e acr:ss his desk and it is read in a fashien."*

Danielsen respcnded to a ques:1:n concerning directiens given to inspect:rs
who are assigned to assist investigators by stating that he instructs
his persennel "to not ge: in the middlo" and to only assist the investigator.
Danielsen also stated that he did not want the inspector =aking any
evaluations. In the case of the stipulated II investigatien he (Danielsen)
would have a: vised Ward not to =ake any evaluations concerning the
welding and no: :: offer any advice to the licensee. Danielsen : hen
stated that he believes that NRC should not take a position during
inspections and should no: provide instructica Oc the licensee. Danielson
continued by stating as icng as NRC is aware that there is a pr:ble= and
the licensee has been apprised of the deficiency then NRC should nenitor
the licensees effer: cntil the proble= is resolved. In response to
questiening, Danielsen stated there is no time frame f or =aking a
licensee perfer= corrective werk. Danielsen s:ated it eculd be 30 days
to several years. Danielson s:sted that items dise vered to be unacceptable
are usually kep: as an "Open ite=" by the inspe::cr. Danielsen concluded
by stating that he eculd not furnish an, additional informatien regarding
the described inves:1gatien.

* Changes ine:rporated pursuant to reinterview on 3/3/51.

Interview cf Richard C. Knep

On January 23,19S1, Richard C. Knop, Chief, Project Sectica, Regien III,
II, NRC, was interviewed by Arthur Schnebelen, Special Assistant and
Jchn Sinclair, Inves:igater, CIA. Frier to the interview Mr. Knep was
advised tha: the CIA investiga:ics was initiated te de:er=ine whether er
not an II investigati:n c ndutted by Regics !!! at the Zi==er Nuclear
Staticn had sufficiently addressed the allegations brought by The=as Applegate
during early 1980.

Mr. Kncp sta:ed that he did not believe tha: he had any involve =ent in
the planning sessiens concerning the investigation at Zi==er. Kn:p then

stated that the investigators and the investigative group have the lead
in making decisions regarding investigations. Investigative atferts,

acecxding to Knep, may ::uch en or address areas which have been inspected
or locked inte in the past by II; theref:re, it is necessary :: have
investiga:icns take the lead and previde more independence. Knep recalled
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that Fhillip inf er=ed him (Knop) that Applegate had made several allegations
and the investigative effort was going to focus en three of those* allega-iens.
According Oc Kncp this seemed censistent with information that had been
received by Phillip. Knop stated that he believed there was an allegation
about three defective welds and another allegation concerning five
pieces of pipe which were delivered to the Zi==er site and dropped from
the back of a truck. Knep could not recall the third area which was to
be investigated. Enep explained that the main concern cf the inspection
effert was to identify calds er : diegraphs that are questionable and
determine if there is a ,ysten to " track" the deficiencies. Knep also
explained that ence tha daficiencies were identified there would have
been no need to pursue the matter further. Enep could not furnish any
other informatien regarding the investigation conducted by Region III.

* Changes inccrperated pursuan: to reinterview en S/3/Bl.

Interview cf James F. Donahue

James F. Donahue, Chief, Security Section, Safeguards Branth, IE, Region III,
was interviewed on January 15, 1981, by Investiga: Ors David E. Camble
and Jch: R. Sinclair, OIA.

Donahue said his caly centact with either Themas Applegate er Gerald Phillip's
investiga:icn of Applegate's allegatiens was in cennectica with a meeting
Donahue set up a:cng himself, ?hillip, Applegate, and Robert Buckley
(head of the Arecic Energy Desk of the F3I's Chicago office) . Dcuahue
believed that Applegate had requested the joint meeting with the F3I
based upen certad- - ' ' al acts which Applegate believed had been
ec==itted by indivicuals at the Ii==er Nuclear Fewer Station. Donahue
said he was the One who set up the meeting because he was Region I!!'s
prize centact with the F3I. Oenahue said he acec=panied Phillip to the
=eeting enly to introduce everyone and then to cbserve.

Denahue could not recall all the substance cf what Applegate related at
he meeting. He did recall that Applegate played a *. ape on a miniature
.pe recorder - explaining who each speaker was and what they ware'

saying. Donahue said Applegate felt these recordings of cenversatiens
that he had had with cthers previded evidence of seca crininal acts.
Donahue said Applegate's portien cf the conversations struck him as
censisting of leading questions. Donahus said Buckley advised that, if
there were any Government subsidies involved - either state or Federal,
Applegate should pursue his allegatiens under the previsicas cf the
"*Jhi:e Collar Cri=es Ac ;" otherwise he did not see any T3! jurisdictien.
Denahue recalled tha: 3uckley further infer:ed Applegate that he did not
feel the tapes provided sufficient evidence to support his allegatien of
a criminal conspiracy. Donahue believed that 3uckley was a bit " miffed"
at NRC for bringing Applegate there; Denahue knew that the meeting drew
Buckley away fre se e i=pertant verk on terrorist activities. Denahue
also understcod that Buckley had centacted the F3I's Cincinnati office
and heard Of their earlier contact with Applegate.
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Denahue said Applegate questioned why Phillip had not talked to =cre
individuals in his investigation. Applegate named several individuals
but Denahue could not recall their names. Donahue recalled tha: Phillip
responded thr: it was unnecessary because he had resolved the issues.

Denahue said it was also clear that Applegate had a hard time accepting
the difference between what NRC was responsible for and what he fel: NRC
should be looking at. Denahue believed that Applegate felt that II
investigatcrs should be cri=inal investigators who Iceked at all criminal
violatiens frc petty thef ts through false documents. Denahus said
Phillip explained to Applegate that NFC had no jurisdiction en satters
such as time cicek viola:1:ns and industrial property protecticn.
Donahue said ?hillip had to repeat this explanation several times and it
was clear frc: the discussien that this was not the first time Phillip
had told Applegate this.

Donahue said Applegate felt the Government should have been " beholden to
hi for providing a great service." He sa:d that, for exa=ple, Applegate
thought the Govern =ent should have paid for his trip frem Cincinnati to
Chicago and the ?3! should have transported him to the airport.

Ocnahue said he has kncwn Phillip a long time, their careers having
dove: ailed. Denahue had only the highest praise fer Phillip's judg=ent
and investigative abilities.

Interview of James Keroler

On January 19, 1051, Mr. Ja:cs Keppler, Direc:cr, Region !!I, IE, was
interviewed by Arthur Schnebelen, Special A:sistant and John Sinclair,
Investiga:cr, CIA. Mr. Keppler was apprised of the nature of the investigation
and recuested to furnish infermation regarding his role er involvement
in the investigatien cenducted by Gerald Phillip at the !i==er Nuclear
?cuer 5:atien during 1980.

Mr. Keppler explained thrt his recollection of the initial investigation
was limited. Accordirg to Keppler he did not actively participate in
the decisien-making precess as :c what information provided by the
alleger, Thomas Applegate, was geing to be investigated. Keppler
stated :het the regicnal procedures would not normally require a meeting
with the 2Leestigative staff to deter =ine what allegatiens would er
would not be addressed. Ecutinely there is a weekly meeting involving
managemen t and periodically meetings with* persennel involved in various
specialized activities, includ'ng investigations, during which he would
receive reports en the status Of a particular activity. Keppler centinued
by explaining tha: the decision-making process pertaining to allegaticos
received by the investigati~e staf f would normally only require decisions
to be made within the investigative unit and their i=nediate supervision.
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Keppler added that the particular investiga:icn in questien and resulting
investigative reper: is fairly typical of how all allegatiens are investigated
and documented by the region. Keppler also sta:cd that he was not sure
that allega:icns or repcrts vould be handled any differently in the
future.

Keppler then s:sted that investiga:icts cencarning allegatiens at con-
structica si:es are different than those relating to facili:1es which
have operating reactors. The distinction is that construction projects
have so =any more people involved in various phases of construction at
the sites. A probles arises in deciding how =uth investigative werk is
recuired to resolve the allegation and whether the investigative effort
is properly sceped. In the investigation in questien, Keppler recalled
that there was an allegati:n of constructien or craft personnel reporting
to work drunk and drinking On the jcb. According to Keppler this particular
item or allega:1cn was not addressed because it was a general-type
allegation and not supper:ed by much in the way of specific information.
Keppler then s:ated that he was not certain that a general allegation
such as this would be taken and investigated or investigated in-depth.
A problem such as workmen drinking at the site * is basically a licensee
management problem with NRC's interest being in whether er no: there was
a health and safety i= pact reisted to the werk. Keppler explained that
the purpcse of the QA program is to ensure that any unacceptable work
does not remain uncerrected. NRC inspects against the QA program to
determine if the work is being dena correctly.

Keppler also stated that he believed Region I1! investigative procedures
required that an alleger be infor ed of what allegations or issues were
within :he jurisdicti:n of NRC and were going to be investigated.
Keppler added that it was also a regi nal policy to recentact the alleger
at the conclusien of the investigative effort to provide him with an
explanatien of what had been identified or resolved. In scoe cases
reports of investigation were sent to the allegers af:er the cc=ple:10n
of the work.

Mr. Keppler was questi ned as :o why the investigative team did net
identify the dates of weld repairs cr report descriptions of discrepancies
identified in the radiography review. Keppler respended by stating that
he was not aware that the welding allegations had not been thoroughly
addressed and reported. CIA explained that one of the nain issues which
the 1K investigati:n was actively pursuing had :o do with alleged defective
welds being initially accepted by Kaiser. In order to support that
allegation Applegate provided the identificarica of three specific welds
K311, RH a2, and CY 606. The 1K " findings" replied to the stip21ated
allegation by stating that ene of the welds had heen replaced, without
centiening when the cerrective work had taken place, and therefore did
not pursue whether or not a def ective weld nay have been accepted. In

addressing the two remaining welds IK explained that "sene discrepancies"
were identified in the radiography review but decided no: to undertake
any additienal investigative effort.
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Keppler explained that he was unaware of the specific allegatien as
described, hewever, he would accept DIA's description of the events.
Keppler then stated that if the investigatien had not given any =cre
response than that described, by DIA,* then the allegatien was net
thoroughly addressed. Ieppler also stated that he could understand why
Applegate or anyone making an allegat On would be upset with the results
of the investiga:icn and would feel that the issues or concerns were not
appropriately addressed.

Keppler was advised that it was the lack of docu=entation which produced
questions regarding the adequacy of the investiga icn. In this particular
1: stance the lacc of information in the report cc bined with limited
supporting docu=entaticn dces net per=it anyene reading the report to
understand what investigative effer actually tock place. Keppler
stated that i: appeared the report required additional, or at leas: =cre
specific, informatien to address the allegation.

Keppler concluded by explaini:.g it was his perception that the cbvious
weakness identified as a result of the OIA effort relateed to the entire
Regica I!! investigative pregrc=, rather than the performance of individuals.
Keppler then stated that apparently he and the regional canagement had
net been reviewing the results of the investigative program to ensure
that there were clear and ce=ple:e responses to the allegatiens in the
investiga:1cn reports.* yol10 wing this sta:ccent Keppler suggested the
pessibility of additienal review cf futu:e investigative reports to see
if the language clearly answered the question (s) raised. Keppler then
stated that one alternative would be to furnish the report to the Public
Af f airs Office who could review the material f res a non-technical perspective

and see if the language clearly explains what was dene. Keppler believed
this would increase the regien's ability to provide complete and understandable
responses to allegations.

* Changes incorperated pursuant to reinterview on 3/3/31.

Interview of Thomas E. Vandel

Mr. The=as E. Tandel, Kesident Inspector, Wcif Creek Nuclear Site,
Welf Creek, Kansas, was interviewed en February 13, 1981, at the Kansas City
Airpcrt, Kansas City, Misscuri, by Oavid Gamble and Jchn Sinclair,
Investiga: Ors, OIA. Mr. Vandel was advised that the purpose of the

investiga:ica and interview was to determine what kncwledge he had
pertaining to allegations raised by Thenas Applegate regarding defic 2encies
in constructica a: the 'Ailliam E.. Zi=Lar Nuclear Site, Mcsccw, Ohio.

Mr. 7andel began the interview by explaining that he had been involved
with the Zi=ner nuclear ccnstruction site f or approximately five years.
Vandel also stated than it was the usual policy f or a ?roject Inspector
(?!) to be assigned to a particular f acility for only apprcximately
three years. The purpose is to prevent familiarity between NEC inspectcrs
and the licensee and enable a retation of inspec:crs. Tandel stated
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that the reason he had been extended for two additional years was the
request of two supervisors, from Region III, Mr. D. W. Hayes and Mr. Dick Knep.
Vandel also stattd that during the period he was ?I at Zimmer he had
been involved with as many as seven nuclear utilities and inspections at
those facilities. Two of the facilities for which he was also the ?!
was the Midland Nuclear Site and the Clinton Nuclear Site.

Vandel continued by stating that he did not believe that even at this
time there was an NRC resident inspector at the Zimmer site who was
responsible for er experienced solely in construction. Vandel stated
that the first NRC inspector to be assigned at Zimmer was Tony Daniels,
who was responcible for preeperational inspection at t3- ility.

Vandel also stated that the facility is so close to cespic. ion that
Daniels would be an appropriate inspectoc to be at the site when they
st.n preoperational testing.

Vancel explained that as he recalled there were SEC hearings regarding
ether allegations at which he testified ever a year ago. The hearings

dealt with quertions regarding the licensing cf the project. Also
involved in doing sc=e research about allegations, which were raised by
intervenor groups, was NRR. Vandel explained there were several issues
he could recall which vere being addressed by the NRC: (1) cable trays
and welding regarding the cable trays; (2) installation of water tight
doors and alleged deficiencies; and, (3) water intake structures in the
plant and rotating screens to bring in river water. Vandel further
stated he believed the allegations were a result of intervenors challenging
these particular areas and the Atanic Safety and Licensing Ecard had
requested the staff, both 522 and IE to investigate and report back to
the board.

Vandel stated that he re:c bered the Applegate allegations and briefly
could recall what Applegate's role had been at the plant. Acccrding to

Vandel, Applegate had been an undercover investigator employed by the
licensee, CO&E at the Zi=mer Nuclear Site. Secetime af ter Applegate

left the site and was no longer employed by CGLE, Vandel believes Applegate
called the Region III office and made allegations regarding the Zinner
site. Vandel stated that he could not remember what the specific allegations
w,re, however, Vandel stated there was one specific area that he was
personally involved in regarding the delivery of pipe spools at the - t-

;

and racir subsequent "dzepping off a truck." This was the particula:

arac, er one of the areas that Gerry Phillip was involved in investigating.
Varial said that Phillip had explained the allegations to him (Vancel)
and 64 (Vandel) had arranged f or Kavin Ward, an NRC Non-Destructive
Ex4:1 nation Specialist (NTE) to acecopany ?hillip to the site and =ake
an inspection of the alleged deficiencies. Vandel then stated that he
had been involvcd with same of the initial er eriginal planning of ius

investigation. He also stated that he had heard so=e of the progress as
the investigation was cenducted. Vandel explained tnat it was cbvious
that Kavin Ward should go to the site. Vandel further explained that he
perscnally rade the arrangements.
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Af ter the initial inspection or investigation at the site Phillip and
Ward returned to Region III, at which time Vandel stated ' tit he and
others received a briefing concerning inf or=stion that was discovered.

One area that Vandel recalled was the licensee was not clear in its
instructions when they requested FM to examine the piping which fell
from the track. According to Vandel, FM examined the entire pipe including
pref abricated welding. It was a result of the radiography that questiens
were raised concerning the pipe. The radiography, as Vandel recalled,
caused sc=e probless mainly because radiography was not required for
examination of certain welds. Secondly, FM had conducted radiograph
testing of welds which did not have the proper configuration for radiography
readings, particularly, radiography of welds at the pipe caps (butt
welds), Vandel then stated that the licensee sought to resolve the issue
by bringing Pullman Power Products, the pipe manuf acturer, to the site.
Scretime af ter it was determined that only ultrasonic testing wou_d be
the proper method of :esting the pipe, Pullman did cc=e to the site and
perform ultrasonic testing which established that there were no defects
in the selding. Vandel recalled he acce=panied Phillip to the site for
a secend review of documentation pertaining to the pipe spools. lie
checked records and determined the resolution to be accurate. Vandel
' hen stated that he reviewed specific documents: aonconformance reports,

PM test inspection reports and Pullman examinations which were conducted
by ultrasonic testing.

Vandel explained that at the time he and Phillip were at the site tney
checked for raterial centrol procedures. This was an area where the
licensee received a notice of violation for releasing some pipe spools

f or installation. The specific citation involved the failing to follow
a procedure for documenting nonconf ormance and prcperly resciving the
acnconfornance before the installation of the equipeent. Vandel stated
that he was responsible for initially writing up the items (nenecmpliances).
He recalled that he wrote two separate nonec=pliances which were subsequently
combined into cne notice of violation by Chuck Norelius, Regien III.
This was, according to Vandel, an enf orcenent or management decision to
conbine the two noncompliance (infracticns) into one and use them as two
examples of one violation. Vande,1 stated it was his belief that this
type of procedure was consistent with Region III enf orcement practices.

Vandel added that he believed there were discussions asong personnel

involved in the investigation or persons reviewing the investigation,
regarding how to handle the results. Vandel stated that this probably

involved hi=self, Norelius, Ward and Phillip. Vandel also believed that
there was ene major meeting relating to the results of the investigation
to determine what action was going to be taken.

According to Vandel, Applegate had made other allegations regarding
other activities ar the Zimmer site. One of these that he could recall

..
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involved e=ployees re:oving or stealing :sterials belonging to CC&E from
the site. Another allegation by Applegate involved the fabrication of

belt buckles from steel materials located at the site. Vandel also
explained that he was of the opinion that the non-safety related allegattons
were not going to be addressed by NRC and that this was explained to
Applegate.

Vandel then stated that he believed that both Phillip and Jia Foster had
been f amiliar with earlier allegations and activities at the Zimmer site
and * hat some of the allegations had been the subject of previous IE
1.vestigations. Vandel stated that during the 1973-74 time period there
were allegations from a for=er Kaiser QC inspector that a manuf acterer
was supplying poorly or insuf ficiently inspected materials. Vandel
continuad by stating that he participated in one area of the investigation
with Phillip and another inspector by +,he name of Terry Lee. On a
separate earlier allegation, Jim Foster investigated allegations regarding
deficiencies with the cable trays at the Zimmer .=ite.

Vandel erplained that he had acca:ptaied ?hillip on the second trip to
the Zincer site to address the al.legatiens of the pipe spools because
Phillip had returned from the initial investigation at the site and
believed there were areas that had not been completely addressed. Af ter
discussiog the investigation results with Phillip, Vandel agreed he
should accompany Phillip back to the site. As stated earlier, Vandel

and Phillip were particularly concerned with possible noncompliance in
the material control arer.. It was a result of the discussions with
Phillip that Vandel agra 3 that they should return to the site and make
a more thorough investiga' ion into the =atter. Vandel repeated that he

and Phillip only addressed the a'reas related to the pipe spools and
material control. Vandel then stated that, during Phillip's first visit
to the site, Kavin *4.rd had locked at the radiography and other nondestruc-
tive examination areas which also included the pipe spool welds. Vandel
then continued by stating that Ward did not look into the control procedures
that permitted so=e sections of pipe to be installed without appropriate
procedures. That was the sole purpose for Phillip and he to return to
the site.

According to 7andel, Ward's efforts to address Applegate's allegations
covered one level concerning alleged welding deficiencies. The second
trip and investigatico at the site was another level, or more closely
scrutinized ef fort. 7andel stated that ene particular procedure being
checked was the failure to keep identified nonconforming material
segregated fro = material that was ready to be installed. A second
procedure that was reviewed allowed the installation of saterial to be
installed in a location as long as it was " tagged" or had proper identifi-
cation. Regarding the specific issue of PM's performing radicgraphs of
pipe, Vandel believed it was appropriate for Kaiser to overrule FM's
tests. Vandel explained that , if anything, he believed that FM should

-
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have been "chastized" f or not doing their job properly. Specifically,

Vandel stated radiegraphy which was cenducted by FM was an i= proper
technique for identifying possible deficiencies in the welds.

When responding to questions regarding the EE report of investigation
and Vandel's involve =ent in either rev1sving or writing portions of the
report, Vandel stated that Phillip was the author of the section of the
report which incorporated the details. Vandel explained that =ost of the
inf or=atien and wording in the " Details" section is Phillip's. Vandel
then stated that he did have the opportunity to previde certain inf orma-
tion Wich was sub=ttted as dafts. One portion - which was already
mentioned - involved the noncompliances regarding the =aterials. Vandel,
upon reviewing OlA's copy of the report of investigation, also stated
that he believed some of the input in the findings paragraph for allega-
tion 3 (page 13) also contained his writing. V:.ndel then explained that
the rest of his inf ormation or involvement in the ec= piling cf the
report would have been Only verbal exchanges with Phillip.

Vandel continued by stating that on a previous visit to the cite a
General Mechanical Superintendent for Kaiser had shewed hi= pieces of
=aterial that some of the employees had been using to manuf acture belt
buckles at the site. Vandel believed the belt buckle =aterial was part
nf the material which was used in the rotating screens at the intakes.
Vandel then stated that he did not pursue the belt buckle nanuf acturing
because he did not consider it safety-related. Vandel continued by
stating that he would have been concerned only if the material had been
considered safety-related caterial which was not replaced.

Near the conclusion of the interview Vandel volunteered that during the
time of the AEL3 hearings which occurred approximately May-July 1979,
NRC staf f attorney Charles Barth and he =et with Mrs. Maggie Erbe from
Moscow, Ohio, on a nu=ber of concerns. One of the concerns was the
manuf acturing of belt buckles. Vnndel had no additional involvement in
the =atter other than he heard kit 3arth subsequently wrote a letter
back to Mrs. Erbe regarding the rilegation. Vandel then stated that he
at one ti=e had a sa=ple of the =aterial which was being used to =enuf acture
the belt backles.

Vandel stated that either prior to or during the investigation he neither
met ner talked to Applegate. He stated he knew Applegate had ce=e
f orward or volunteered the inf ormation to the NRC. In regards to Phillip's
centact with Applegate, Vandel understocd that Phillip had inf or:ed
Applegate that the II was not going to investigate other issues raised
by Applegate: specifically, =anufacture of belt buckles, time card
padding and drinking at the site.

Regarding the results of the IE investigation, Vandel stated that, at

some 11:e near the conclusion, P 1111p described all of the allegatiens
to a group at Region III; he belteved ever7ene knew what items were
going to be included in the investigation and report and what issues or
allegations were net going to be adcressed as being cf concern to the
NRC.

.
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In respense to se=e questicas related to procedures for investigations
at construction sites. Vandel explained that the inspections and investi-

gations are unannounced unless there is a particular reason for advising
the licensee, e.g., to coordinate a schedule to view a particular phase

of work in pregress. Vandel believed that it was the policy that investi-
gators ioitially contact allegers or individuals bringing information to
the attention of SRC by telephone to establish a tine ard schedule for
a personal interview to discuss their cencerns. Vandel then explained
that this is usually done by the investigators who make an effort to
contact individuals away frem the site. Tandel concluded by stating
there are certain occasiens when the investigative staff requests an
inspector with engineering bcckground to acca=pany them en specific
cases when they believe the inf ormation will be so technical to require
senecne with techn' 4 erpertise to assist in the interview Of the
alleger. 7andel r .cded the interview by stating that he could not

provide any additi nal inf ormation regarding the Applegate allegations
or the investigation conducted at the **- er site.

Reinterview of Gerald Phillip and Karin Ward

Gerald Phillip and Kavin Ward were reinterviewed on February 19, 1981,
by Ja=es C-~ * ngs, Arthur Schnebelen, Oavid Gamble, and John Sinclair,
C IA .

Phillip described the review he and Ward performed of the 99 velds in
tne core spray system. He said they obtained frca document centrol
pertennel 99 envelopes which contained the radiographs and " reader
sheets" for the welds in this system. They did not review any of the
weld packages which centained the detailed weld history for each of the
welde. Phillip said they did not review all the radiographs either. He
said they reviewed all the reader sheets and found two situations where
Kaiser accepted welds that FM had considered rejectable. Phillip said

that Ward exc=ined the radiographs for these two and agreed with Kaiser's
determination. Fhillip said they did not look at the radiographs for
the othcrs - including the "five to ten" that Kaiser rejected af ter FM
had accepted - because their objective in conducting the review was to
determine (1) the degree of Kaiser's everruling and (2) whether Kaiser's
overrulings were legit 1= ate.

01A then addressed page 6 of the IE report which identifies " Allegation 1"
as " Defective welds in safety-related systems have been accepted, among
t hem we r e we l ds CY-606, HR-42 ( s ic ) , and K- S il . " Phillip was then asked
whether the alleger actually used the word " accepted" and, if he did,
whether he real'ced that " acceptance" connoted particular for=al acts by
Kaiser? Thillip responded that he believed the alleger said that they
had ' Sought" bad welds : he did not recall the alleger's use cf the ward
" accepted." Ward explaiaed, by way of background, that acceptance Of a
weld is demonstrated by Kaiser's approval en the reader sheet.

_
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Phillip said that they did not list the history of each of the three
individual welds in question (page ? af the 1E report) because they were
only interested in the final version of each weld. Ward noted that the
licensee is only required to maintain the final radiograph and reader
sheet to demonstrate compliance with the code. Ward and Phillip believed
they reviewed the radiographs f or these three welds. Ward noted that
accenpanying each of these radiographs was an NE3 form which stated that
it had discrepancies which had ye: to be resolved.

Phillip and Ward said they did not knew whether CT-606 was a saf ety-
related weld, althcugh Ward said he was subsecuently inferned that it
was. Ward said that just three weeks before this interview he learned
fre= the licensee that the " discrepancy" with CY-606 was that an i=prerer
technique was used when the veld was radiographed: no shims vere used
under the penetrareter. Ward said that he also just learned that this
weld is buried in concrete. Ward said that he is unable to independently
review a radiograph to deter =ine a weld's acceptability when an improper
radiegr aphic technique was used.

Phillip was then asked why the !E report's outline of CY-606 (page S,
para. 4) f ailed to mentien that NES ' Cetober 12, 1979, finding of
" discrepancies" followed Kaiser's August 12, 1976, acceptance which
overruled the radiogrcpher's August 11, 1976, finding that the weld was
rej e ctab le . Phillip clai=ed that they did not see the decenent containing
this overruling. Phillip further stated that, tven if they had learned
of the overruling, they would not have rade a big point of it. He said
tha: their review of the 99 welds in the core spray systen was to provide
an indication of the degree of the overruling; therefore, even if they
had located this overruling which was in another systen, it would not
have altered : heir finding regarding everruling.

Phillip and Ward recalled that, when they asked about veld K-Sil they
were infor=ed that it had been cut eut and replaced by K-916. They said
that Kaiser furnished then with dccurentation to this eff ect, presunably
the 1979 ncnconformance reper: C%R #E-213SR1). Phillip and Ward could

not explain why a deficiency in a 1977 weld uns act documented by a
NR until 1979. Ward said that he learned just three weeks before this
interview that K-916 has not been radiographed because of water in the
line. Ward also said that a Kaiser nondestrue:1ve examination superviser
has inferred him that K-916 is a class C veld (i.e. , it is not safety-

related).

Ward said he was also inf ormed just three weeks before this interview
that weld RH-4 2 had been cut cut and replaced by K-261 and K-262. OIA

displayed :o Phillip and Ward copies of welding records which decu=ented
that rework en RS-42 was being conducted at the same time the 1E investiga-
tica was underway. Phillip expressed surprise end replied that he was
not aware of this. Phillip and Ward said that when they reviewed the
reader sheet for RS-42 during the peried April 7-9,19S0, it reflected
that the weld was acceptable. They said the records contained no indica-
tion that RR-42 had been, or was going to be, cut out and replaced.
Phillip said they did not inforn the licensee in advance as to what
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velds would be reviewed. ?hfilip noted that, inasmuch as Applegate
clained he brought these welds to Schweirs' attention, the licensce may
have expected that sececne would be revicwing this weld semerite.

Investiga: cts' Note - Af ter a lunch break the interview was centinued

with Phillip only.

Phillip said he knew frc his first visi to Zi=cer that the notati:n on
NRFE-1911, F.ev.1 - which was holding up installatien of the spec 1
pieces - had been lined cut; however, he did not establish who lined it
cut. Phillip said he also realized en his return to the Regienal Office
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released the speci pieces based on the altered "R inf ormed his that he
was present when Schweirs directed 01:: to line cut the notation.
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advise OIA :nat he had just learned frc Len Wood of COLE that the three
Ue said K-916 is a class 3 weld and bothwelds are all safety-related.

K-262 and CY-6C6 are class 1 welds.

* Changes incorporated pursuant to reinterview cn 3/4/ 31.
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scretime around March 3,1990. Wil11arsen said that abcut a week bef ore
that dste his super 71scr, Willia Ward, inst.ructed hi to meet Regicn 1!I
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investiga:ien. Williansen said that Ward inferred hi that Applegate
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and recorded Applegate's call and Ward called Applegata back. Ward said
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Applegate was articulate and sec=ed to have genuine concerns. Ward said
Applegate indicated he had dene seme undercover work at the Zimmer
Nuclear ?cwer Station. Ward gave Williamson the name of a Mr. Upchurch
who was with the 73I's Cincinnati office. Williamson understcod his
purpose was to observe and assist ?hillip as a vitr.ess; his if =ited
involvement was because Williamson had only been with the NEC for about

two nonths.

Williamson said that he called Upchurch and inf ormed him that he would
be in teen soon and nay want to talk to him. He then contactei Phillip

regarding tra rel arrangements. He cet Phillip at *he Cincinnati airport

on Monday morning. They too'; a rental car to Covington, Ksntucky, where
they called Applegate frca a restaurant. W1111arsen did not know how
r.uch previous contact Applegate acd Phillip had had. Applegate ga 'e

them instructions to meet him in the parking lot of the Church of Christ

in Covington. Applegate described how he would be dressed so they could
recognice him.

Williansen said they met Applegate about 1:00 pm. He described Applegate
as a big guy and he was wearing boots, a hat and a "Marlboro j acket."
He said applegate walked then several doors away to his house. When

they got ins id e , Applegate tock his jacket off and they observed he Lv s
wearing a gun.

Ap plega t e then described his role at Zi=mer. Williamson said be did net
understand cny of the technical things that Applegate was descric h g.
He saic that Applegate and Phillip did most of the conversing. The only

thing 6'illiacson recalled asking Applegate was biographical data such as
his name, address and phene number. Williansen recalled that Applegate

said he was hired as a private investigator to investigate tire card
padding ** 'd-"er. Williamson recalled three specific issues that

Applegate raised: 1) the Canufacture and sale of stainless steel belt
buckles; 2) the sale of hand guns- and 3) an issue regarding safety-
related pipe . Willianson described the third issue as being a situatica
where pipe was delivered to the Zi= er construction site at night and
then drcpped en the grcund. Applegate claiced tne pipe required 100
percent radiographic testing af ter being ;ropped. Williansen was sure
there were other issues raised by Applegate but he could not recall
them. Applegate's cenversations were interspersed with sete of his
personal experiences, such as when he allegedly worked undercever to
help the Orug Inf orcemen: Administration. Willicasen believed that
Phillip was very neticuleus . He said Phillip spent a lot of time with

Applegate and listened to him very careful;y. Williamson recalled
specifically feeling at the time tha: Phillip had taken a lot of notes
and had paid a lot cf attentica to detail.

Williamson recalled listening to scre tape recordings which Applegate
played. He said the recordings cere garbled and therefore hard to
understand. He said Applegate apparently wore the recording device as a
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body recorder, although Williansen did not believe the recorder was
designed for that pu rp os e . Applegate described who was participating in
each of the recorded conversations and whot was the subject natter of
the conversation. Willicasen said that he and Phillip tried to listen
to the recordings, but they could not understand the recordings wh_1.e
the recorder was sitting on the table. He said that h1 and Thillip held
the recorder up to their ears in an attempt to understand what was being
said. Williamson said that intermittently they could understand sone of
the conversation but the quality was still poor.

Willianson said Applegate had sace documents regarding his work which he
obtained from Major Ccx, his e=ployer. Williamson said he did not take
any notes or retain copies cf any of these documents. Willicmsca said
he did get the documents capied and he gave these copies to Phillip.
Williamson said that, in order to get the documents copied , Applegate
called the F3I's Covingten of fice to ask if they would copy them. When
they turned A.pplegate down, they thought the FBI Cincinnati office may
be able to help . Williamson said he also figured that he could then
talk to Upchurc'.a

W1111arsen lef t Applegate's residence around 2:00 pm. He got to down:Jvn
Cincinnati sene ti=e be tween 2 : 30 pm and 2 : 45 p=. He then went into th e
Federal Building to see Upchure'. Upchurch recalle.d having talked with
Ap ple ga te . Willic=sen said he sas unable to copy Applegate's dccuments
at Upchurch's office because the F3I xerox machine was net verking.
W1111cmson believed that he got a copy of an F3I letterhead renorandun
f rem Upchurch, although Williamson could not recall how Upchurch made
the copy because the xerox =achine was breken. W1111acson said he
talked to Upchurch for about 15 or 20 minutes; this cenversation was
=cstly small talk and not so euch about Applegate 's allegations .
W1111amscn could not recall whether Applegate had ce=e to the FBI or
whether screene else had referred Applegate to them.

Williamson then tried to get the dccu ents copied at the US Attorney's
office; howe ve r , their nerex machine was also breken. Finally, after
a bout 15 ainutes cf searching, Williamson found sameone in the State Tax
Assessor's Of fice who allowed him to copy the documents. By this time
it wa s 4 : 20 pm and, when Williamson returned to his car, he disecvered
t na t his car had '-een inpounded due to a snow emergency. Willianson
said he got the car back around f:00 pa and returned to Applegate's
residence by 6:00 pm. Wil11arsen only re=ained in Applegate's house fer
a bout fi e or 10 minutes becaase Phillip was ready to leave. W4''4=-son
did not re?all Phillip's bringing any tape recordings with hin. 41111ansen
did not h.cw .hether Phillip gave Applegate any breakdown of either the
issues he perceived or NRC's jurisdictional limitations.

Willianson said that he and Phillip then went to dinner cnd returned in
their notel. 41111anson sai6 Thillip and he talked abcut what NRC's
jurisdiction was on the issues Applegate raised. Williansen said he
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cuestiened Phillip as to whether NRO had ;uriediction ever natters such
as 1) nanagement problems, 2) theft cf caterizls frc= the site, or 3)
weapens violaticas (which Willianson unders: cod to be within :ht juris-
diction of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fircarts) . Williamsoa
recalled Phillip's saying that this was sc=ething he had to icok over in
order to sort out Applegate's cencerns. Williate n did not recall
Phillip's singling Out any issacs as to which were or were not NEO
c onc e rns . Williamson said that after dinner at about 3:00 s= be and
Phillip went their separate ways at the nctel.

The next moraing Phillip called .Applegate and asked hin a few additienal
cu es tio ns . Williansen said he was in the scre reen at the metel during
Phillip's telephone en11. Williamsen said the call lasted about 10 or
15 ninutes. IS111ansen could not recall the substance of the call
because zuch of the technical aspects were f oreign to his at the time.
Williamson did recall Phillip's going through some of the documents with
Applegate. Williansen said that Phillip had reviewed the documents the
night bef?re and made sc e notes concerning then. Jilliansen said

Phillip left Cincinnati about 10:00 that corning and he (Williansen)
left a few Scurs later.

Willia =sen recalled talking with Ward upon his return to Headcuarters.
He said he told Ward that the caly allegation he saw that was within
NP.0's ;urisdiction was the issue about the piping being dropped of f the
truck. Williansen said this conversation only lasted abou: two cr three
minutes.

Williamson guessed that his next contact with Phillip was sometime in
the nex: two or three weeks. Willia sen said he later (in May) received

a call f cs a newscaster frc= Channel 9 in Cincinnati. The newscaster

had a copy of Phillip's letter to Applegate describing the issues ta be
investigated. Williamson recalled speaking with Phillip remetire af ter
being centacted by the newscaster. Wtiliamson said he had no nere

with anyone regarding this investiga:icn until the raterial camecentact
cut f r c: the Government Accour.tability Project. Willia son said he was
not involved with the writing of the ?.egien III repcr: of investigation.
He did not feel that he had to write anything nor did he ever feel that
he vould have any input into the report.
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Review of **el ding Records
-

On February 19, 1951, OIA requested IE's senior resident inspecto: at
Ziener, Tom Daniels, to provide ecpies of the complete veld packages for
velds CT-6C5, RH-4 2, and K-311. OIA reviewed these packages and determined,
among other things, that each of these welds - at one or more times -
had been accepted by Kaiser. Additionally, subsequent to acceptance two

of the selds in questien were cut out and replaced.

The IE report described the history of weld KH 42 and indicated its
current status as being included in an engoing radiograph review.
Contrary to this, CIA learned f cm the available veld documentation that
on March 21,1:31, Kaiser of ficials ordered weld RH-42 cut out; by
April 14, 1931. the weld was rc=cved and Kaiser personnel vere working
on its replacement. This rework cccurred during the period of the IE

inve s tig a tion (the investigators were en site April 7-9 and April 3C-
no. s )' .u.a ,y 9,. .

The IE report stated that weld K-311 was welded en November 9,1977.
DIA discovered that this date related to another veld (K-516) and that
veld K-811 was actually velded on January 30, 1979. The IE report

correctly stated that veld K-311 was cut out and replaced by weld (K-
916) in acccrdance with the disposition specified in NR #E-2133 R1
(Revision 1) ; however, CIA compared the original cf this NR stamped
"7010" with Revision 1 and f ound three items of note.

First, although the original NR identified that both welds (K-311 rad K-
516) had " hold points" scheduled for inspection by the Authoriced Nuclear
inspector (ANI), Revision 1 of the NR deleted any reference to weld K-
516. 01A subsequently reviewed the weld package for weld K-516 which
disclosad that the inspection documentation (KE-1 form #A-16922) contained
a " waiver" of the hold point by the ANI dated November 9, 1977. The
initials of the ANI and the disposition of the missed hold point indicate
that NR ?-2133 =ay have =1stakenly identified the weld as having a
missed hold point. Ecwever, interview of the inspector assigned to
review documents disclosed that he believed the inf ormation centained on
the original NR ? ad Cetober 11, 1979, was accurate. The inspector
also could not exp .in why the inf or:ation relating to -tid K-316 was
deleted frca Revision 1 and advised that he had not written (typed) the
re.'ision of the NR.

Second, the cr's. nal NR carries a disposition of " accept as is" which
contradicts Re. sion l's disposition of " cut out and replace weld."

Third, Revisicn 1 was not written by the same inspectcr as indicated
a bcva , ye t the inspectors' name and criginal date are centained on the



40

.ev4.e 4.. n . . w.. a.s ou,S , .s . 4 . .: a. d 'sv, * k. e '. . _c- . S , c . ". '. s - . ~.# '^C -cn. co~n*. u'~

. . ... .. s- _

, A,
.m T -.a

..w. ..o se i.4 .e e A . a. ,k..e f .C.3.A..eS, . o . _e ,1.,,, . . c. 4 7 4 ., e A
-

33, r.a.4 e. nA, k. u. A.o v . --
.- o . s . .-. . . .

.,een .c n _ ,., gn w
.

a ; 4.- _, o.c _g. a 3 a-__e u..t ,, ,o.e , a p. , ., u. _., -...e .e_v sc.s. s._ ~ .w..,. . . _ . . . . ,. .

. . . . e. 3 . a . 4 , e. r e m . , . ) . . w a ._ w. . . e p , ,. . e .a . s. . t,.,u- e :. .u.. , ,4, - s. . . . ... . . . . . . . .,, anc .e e. .b. a.. dm . ..e
sA- 4 e ., ., u..e . ., rn.e nmev .. .4on 1, .hm..c.s,ee, oms- . . < . . n 3 ,__e . a._t, m_ c..s.e4

. . v. .....
- . _ -

.Aa.,. o u..e , .,4 4 a ,. . g ,f . e s .. ., ...e. .t..e A ~t e e.# **e "".v_'.'.'..3,: ",,e
3 .

,, . ,
. o . . . .

(DeCenber l', 1979). The result of thiS action, however, gives the
appearance that not only did the original inspeC:or write the reviSica,
xU.. a., a,0 * h. a . +.'a 0 .d -4-.' n ".O u e. CU*. . a. .l n' .P- 3 ' .' ' a s u- # e - a 'C *. * D e " 1. ' , .' O. 'e .o,

'

. .e e . . e-p .1,ync . ' a e.
eu.a --

s . _ w v . ...

p . e. -,. . o e. -m i. e e , . n. ' s, .ta e s.4 . e , . .k o.n , e, ...e y n . s a n g,.w .a ._u.,-.
. .. . m- .- .

O; e.k.e .ng an . *. L.a
u A 3

. . .- . C . n. a . . c. ._ O < a ?. .4... c. 3.f ia v ."_e *.. w C.# *'..u' ''*'d .A d # CC:p ,1 -n *,
. ... ...

O C .- ,., ,. . ., g .e .7 d. : . a .- e.,y p 7. 0 a- e. g A n,A k"CU'h # * # ^ "* - * # * * Ofb..a s. eg. g.4.eA- --w
.

3 6 ----'~'----... ..- .. . ~~

V.n ...a . .. 7A .awn o
.& d' c.b.D 4

I b.e._r, , ,3 7 .a .~Mwe-.- . .' : .t.. .....a.,. ^--r. n. .s : 4 . .4 1e.:n
. ..b .mO . .. U . . Y .. M

Cv,p 4 pS ,e v t. . ro 7~D .n .A .N .% r.a ,o cy
. . 0 .% . a.2 :C7n.4 , s.e . .,3 .% e. ...rw Cn - a. cn D.

e- -'
. & d.

~ + .. A *4.. .. a . . . ..- oos

D.nnysa.v a 3 %. e t. a .t
4~ 2 . g v- e. a , e 4 n e .m . e. %.. g:

A. e .C . e. 4.y gs.ar.5 9 :. .u.oe .L.emp. - . s g a. A.,4~.p e--e,, a .. .y co . ..
.. .?A- .un g m a.4 ~ .,y 3 e ; ., __ g e. e. . n .2 .- , n_ c.e.. . p .A .A . . .t n. n,.. .

n
. . . . . .m. - u, v. a- n. .. r %ov4 .u..,.s

. - . .-
,.-c ms .. . . . ...

?." -...A .hp. .O T 9.*A * o y g g e. 4 , S * 4 m, 3 .4e,
. 3......

oe
..

* *77 D P' E.f6W

. ...jpq S ,p. N-

s. J . &.
@, p pp

.3-.s..

'. e N .T . N N n. N ry Q- *$ E- - C' L"Y. o h f k .t . . p. e k. . h.u. a . *e .? Awf *.p ,9.Em A.. .
kmV, 3 vpnJ.eV ,

.. a3 ....b -'.

*aS ; 4. S e ^^~b* *a.A* ~ ' 'mJn.. C' 3 4.e ,.,e . .. C m..p A c . o% ',,1., T- *Y' .
4 *e.-A:. 12",4= -v.e

*****b- '" -*-1 ***. * .

.s , , S .4 ,, ^ *
s .. .A J = 7. J d n .4 7_1 (J . . k. . C. 4,. e B S
-

3 . . E, . . s- 4 ., ,.. + n . k. A . a ,. C n- S -.C ..
4 -

*s .
-o. v.. w.g

. ,e v a e. e p a 2 a ?. n e_ A . %. .e o_ .? A. . s e. a 4 2 . , v. a s, *r. s A .se. - u,n e p 1 a, '4 ', , .n n..a'
'

* .. _ . .. . . ., .
.

.e . b,.n. ?. eO % e a v- n e s e s k. ., O . 1 v. a. ,.,4 .y .,
- - y . N *uu _a e .3. e.%. e G 4 O , ~ ,%. 3~ .: n. ..m- A .A bser .

. . g .7 .A G a .' .# "" , * E .* .b." # " ' ~ e S .r * d "e^ec ". *. n a "' ' ". o' c',.' 's V m'"- .'IY 3 T. eV e .' ~~1. s .; . s ... - .- . ..

e. g d 4 w% , 3 r u e". '".. C C * w^ w^ e ". . ' . ' , '. O. ~ 3. , S a "*.S u' ' C .# * he .''7.I 4 ..a~ ^y e C '. .# ' 7.b #
.. s .3

. .-,.. u u .- + 3. d .4 .. S.Q. 7, 3 . T.ta e * e.,3. 9 " . . . 3 .b., AA
_ .

- AoCm_e .4c r.e ,r-.~ 4 e o- .,n wo' a3 aam. e..

u .e e n.p.";;% a.,a. , C e. 'D pe n . a 5 0.n . o.p. .n . C' . u ., . e 1. A. L--
. . ...

nn
m . .. _ .. . .. .uc * aco ..O t v a. n o. :...p A . .e. . s . -n wo .

. ~ . . .a ,; "s e .- A 4 , , a o - .~p e. . :. e. 4 ~ ,. .tq v. ,. n mp. c .. . u.a ..

A " w e a .n n.. S . . . , e e. p A. ' . . p i. J .a o q 'n o C e. .c .v ,. . k. 15 , . e a' .AJ en * ..as .wCaeL.4. c.? *D C.e . b.em
. . . . . . .. . . a * .m . ..

" . s. 3 ... a .7 . - m...- . .m m. 3. 3 %. ,y O.4 A-.a." n.m a ,. .A im-. e.*
e e a- ,s .4 - . ,4,e a s,.m-_es .mr-- em. e.c. .. . -u. sm m . r

4 s e. .e >.< -_a- T, 3 p.,.. A ~, _^

. f v .
:2 . e . , p r .,n e , , . n c e ., . e , u. ev c. .' o , .2. . .p s, ,_ A.A

e.- . . _, . . . .

J ..h .? ,a b .. m - . . s e ., n. 4. d a * . . g . +. 2.1.3 a. . e. e.u.. e p .44 0 . . ~.sp . . , S . c.- s-n. :- , -- , .e . d f p ..C C, e. Or D * . *. . .A

.c.A .g .n. a- .- v. 2 , : .a '. ' ,y. .A n e..g 4.,. _.a _.C',s.. e p e. 4 . n . '. %. 4.S. %. . e a k ,, , e _ m. . . n >.. ..i , . . ..,
6-' m .. w. . 3

*

v%e m c',ano. . Ce4.%.e5 . k.. e %. 4. .S . n .e- . . . u.a > . . e ." .J --,; .. - n as . o r * .m 'S .. 1,u . .. ;.a ya 3 s .



-eMe e e

wa

mN
.w .w =h.[ . u A.

A4e b ,m , v. p k p p %-A P. ..mm. .o. 4 .r w
* pop ?, 9 .. A A| ?.4M M.$ hW% w p p h.. O o

* n e,w.

. $-

*

ff .
pn w*

eek, M. .] w4be .vbw . wDeb g
h

., . , ,. ,3 .,gw w b 'd . } .

, ..3| <) ACWC:4 Cah:24o ! . . ~. , , ,

'4 fnnl~L. * *. m. e. w G . a, ?-r.%ww..saA4 2.,&. .. .,.
. L w '. i.im.; o s.w..

7%tc .J .J a % e. s. e .pJ .= Q g, m A w e. E.n./.d = S e n. S e. p 4 m C *. J. s.-3 .IC v. T.g. r e.m p .9g *. p. ".,.3) . w g. ,* 4=
7, ,19 7,[ * n .3 y uw .. yv. . .,c

r
w w.s ,-

sa 9,0"39, 14 44

w .e A.ee Ap-
'

"e ,; ? '4 Qp 'r m....ov..N,.,eU Aw

,a , e j n. ,., e. 3
* #.,.-a- J.v., ,%...*,y." . 7. O %'* *Q'7/*- s -w t-

. 3* . .ww/ / IO .4 w qg r,. C s . A... e.... w. . . . . _.. w .-
.,

Q |% f ~$. a . was4.3 s; 4 .m.*, * p S cme. . - . . ,-s < ~ms
..a

., +- = D C u., r. ., *2 : u, w- . ~~,,,.,a uy"o..~.. v C,y ,2 ..n3: - t ~ 3" .e : ~~ ..CD.-~ ~m ~ ..t...- ,. w.. . e .wal*) e sw- .g - .~w

, n
5...

:
4. .. w .o e . a ce.a e,..,* a n n. e. s + p ) %. g e .-- Sg .m.J n

s. -L y...ss_/ - . . . m. . c m 0 % . 4. n. e.. i, g e n e. ..: ,
! T F. 3. p e.. p e. v. _e n.. e.

~ ..
yv

s.

,

**60.147_u32n0 ms
.Pv . 3 C'K d. eo

a m.

* -O 6 . .t ,1., ..e * dL'AO,
*

~~ . : - --a e.n'r . e. wp . g e. Cr..w, A a g~ ,a w- i, d .a n Q .w C v. ~. .a ..u * w h, . d 5 .pwjn .; 4 , .;';|,k, w.n e w.w o._.f . 4

a n .
: a ..n-USiC" ~

211n17'.u / s D 2. p,a. , . '4 m. e. A. a v a. AJ( w w .. .

2 '.

f'. h

-* * 4 b . 4. .mn.. n o. wb 4 m. .l e. d.O..., 4. A .Z . v. b, d e. n. sQ,**;'"
2. bM W .4 s. g~ v. O w. 'n. .d- ?.* C m e n ~ S.

w f ..J '

+ A
b .

av m,
Mwk b d.[ ..M 4 w.

" V a_ ** * ' . ' .A 'v
. . . _ 'S ' ' D ^ 2 "3 '.e".. . ~ ,d . , A. 4...~-s%'y.... c , . c #. a ".. i.. a*no+~ 7''' '2 " . '

. . - w. p. . ww . . .- . , ., .

*/ 7 '. ee J nacce*pM.o.s- a.~ -y..

w - . c. .a7t*s }f - "I ".3....'$ w.a,. p.
* . aw.wa

? p s, 0 ~. *. 4..A4 v.gco" ,| a ,' ~~- Q pmAd , n e .. m %. a - . e. s . - y . 2. -. e e -s w g m e gm..e n.n-~ yw .~~ .. w

d H'A4VT Ca da m n Q *$--/*s1 ' * * | *' 3 d-}
'%*^*T *:._ .R o s e v e 4 m "A 4 n . e p A ~ ~ S g e p m. u..C. g S .nen

'~~--6a ,s A _ .r .s'- ' - * -*---- ' *

, p , . 4. c. . .p a ky.v,,. 4. . . 5. .t: . .B .5-.:2 . A .: _ .~ ...o c. >e
. r. 5 .%r a

- . r L,,a ..-,p-n n ... a.- s,* . . - . .* guw .y-u .. 3 . .. . .

. pv. 3w mo

_u..". . .ae. v.m-O M. s .M. . n. . .J m .*. Q5 ..P.h.*g.n.M.W
. .m. e . g 8 .M My s .s c 3

1M. w 4

. -.
e p .m Ng . 0 W.

w



- . . . . . . .. _

.

<,
-

v_, D m. _:-w _,n _

IE Investigatien Report

"Regarding veld No. RE-42, reecrds indicated this veld was first
radiegraphed on August 9,1976, and found to have unacceptable
perosity and slag in the areas cf 36-43. The areas vete repaired

and a reradiegraph perf arned en August 10, 1976, found it to be
acceptable. A review -as =ade of the radie raphs for veld quality,s
t e chniqu es , and report accuracy by an NES Level Il radiographer cc
Janua ry 25, 1930, as part of the above menticned re-review initiated
after the 197S-79 SRC inspections. The NES Level I! radiographer

found sene discrepancies which have not been resc1ved, and the veld
has not been given final acceptance."

01A Review of Welding Documentatica

CIA's review of the weld package revealed that du:ing the period March
to May 1950 weld RE-42 was cut out and replaced by weld ER-K-162. The
veld pankage describes the history of this weld as f allows:

S/6/76 Initial veld fit-up, etc., inspected.

3/9/76 Radiograph revealed "nacceptable porosity and slag in
the area of 3 6-4 3.

3/10/76 Rework ordered.

3/11/76 Rework accepted by KE: based upon August 10, 1976, reradicgraph.

3/21/30 Weld KH-42 crdered cas out.

4/21/30 Rewerk to reprepare weld area ordered.

4/23/30 QA verification of proper bevels, etc. , for the in precess
weld based upon April 14, 1930, Liquid Pecetrant Test Re po rt .

4/30/50 QA rejecticn of proper bevels, etc.

5/1/30 RA reverification of preper bevels, etc.

5/7/30 Radiographic Report and Veld Data Sheet indicate KII appru .s*

The veld package fer eld RH-42 is ine:uded as Attachment 6.

-
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WELD 'a'R-K-311

II investination Report

"Regarding weld No. K-Sil, a review of records showed it was velded
en Novembe r 9,19'i7, but because an Authorized Nuclear Inspec cr
hold point was rissed at the fitup, the weld was cut cut and replaced
by weld No. R-926. The missed hold point was documented by Mnn-
confornance Report (NR) No. E-213SR1. This NR i=dicates that the
disposi:lon was to cut cut and replace the weld."

01A Review o f ' lei di n& Occurentatien

The weld peckage describes the history of this weld as follows:

1/29/79 initial weld, fitup , etc.

10/11/79 Handwrit ten Sonec:.f or ance Report dated 10/11/79, No. E-2133.
Describes that established AN! hold point was =issed.
Disposition - Perfor: RT - Accept en basis of RT. NR stamped
""0ID" dated Decarber 14, 1979 (included as Attach =ent 9) .

10'11/79 Typed Nonceaf or ance Report dated 10.11/79, No. E-2133 R.1.
Oescribes that established ANI hold point was missed.
Dispcsition - cut cut and replace weld. Disposition signed on

1/14/SO.

1/13/S0 L'el d 50. K-916 initial vuld to replace weld K-311.

1/24/B0 Final p .ss of K-916.

The weld package for veld K-311 is included as Attachnen: 7

,
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