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Investigation Summary:

Investigation during the periods September 7 and 12; October 11, 16, 18
and 20, 1979 (Report No. 50-445/79-22: 50-446/79-21)
Areas Investigated: Special investigation of allegations concerning the
quality of construction at the Comanche Peak facility, Units 1 and 2, by a
former Quality Assurance inspector, whose comments are contained in the
University of Texas at Arlington " Shorthorn" newspaper, dated July 18, 1979.
The investigation involved thirty-eight inspector-hours by four NRC inspec-
tors.

Results: The allegations either have no merit, or could not be substantiated.
No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
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INTRODUCTION

Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Units 1 and 2, are under
construction in Somervell County, Texas, near the town of Glen Rose,
Texas. Texas Utilities Generating Company is the Construction Permit
holder with Brown and Root, Inc. as the Constructor and Gibbs and Hill, Inc.
as the Architect / Engineer.

REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

As a result of allegations in regard to the quality of construction at the
CPSES facility by a former Quality Assurance inspector, whose comments are
contained in the University of Texas at Arlington (UTA) " Shorthorn" newspaper
dated July 18, 1979, an investigation was initiated in order to assess their
validity and impact on safety-related components and systems.

SUMMARY OF FACTS

1. Allegation No.1

On Wednesday, July 18, 1979, the UTA " Shorthorn" contained a front page
article entitled, " Peak Construction called ' Sloppy,' Former Inspector Cites
Defects." The article, by Mike Hinshaw, a UTA staff writer, contained the
results of an interview held by the writer with a former Brown and Root
employee and currently a student at UTA. In the article, the former
employee alluded to examples of the lack of job site coordination, shoddy
workmanship, poor supervision, and a waste of construction materials. In

addition, he indicated that hundreds of defects have not been identified
during construction of the facility.

I

Allegation No. 2: -

During the course of an interview by the IE inspectors with the former
employee, he alleged that he was told by an individual (unidentified)
that a radioactive material / source (nondescript) was dumped into the
Comanche Peak cooling lake.

Allegation No. 3:

The alleger also stated that he was told that improper welds were made
on Primary Coolant System, Field Welds FW-19 and FW-20.

Allegation No. 4:

In addition, he stated that he was told that a 6" check valve weld
deficiency had been repaired without correct procedural instructions.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. Allegation No. 1: Matters Identified in Newspaper Article

Although the alleger related to instances of what he termed " shoddy"
workmanship, poor supervision and poor job site coordination, he could
not provide any additional information, beyond conjecture and hearsay,
that would support his allegations of undetected defects in the con-
struction activities at the Comanche Peak facilities.

2. Allegation No. 2: Allegation that Radioactive Material / Source was
Dumped into the Comanche Peak Lake

Although the alleger was requested to have his unidentified source
contact the NRC Regional office, no such person has done so. Sources
whose partial identity met the descriptions given by the alleger were
interviewed. They had no knowledge of such an event, nor could they
imagine such an event happening without their being aware of it.

This allegation appears to have no merit.

3. Allegation No. 3: Alleged Improper Welds on Primary Coolant System

The reference made to Field Welds FW-19 and 20 by the alleger regarding
improper repair appears to be hearsay. The allegation has no merit in
that witnesses and records of the repairs do not substantiate improper
repair.

4. Allegation No. 4: Four or Six Inch Check Valves - Disassembly Without
Proper Procedure

The witness identified by the alleger was interviewed. The witness
stated that the valve in question was a 6" check valve and that pro-
per repair and resolution of the initial discrepancy was complete and
documented. Furthermore, there is no evidence that would suggest
that the procedure discrepancy cited by the alleger would have a
potential detrimental impact on the health and safety of the public.

Since the witness, who had first hand knowledge of the valve repair,
refuted the allegation, the IE inspector concluded that the allegation
could not be substantiated,

f
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Employees

R. G. Tolson, Site QA Supervisor
J. V. Hawkins, Product Assurance QA Supervisor
R. V. Fleck, Startup QA Supervisor

Former Brown & Root /TUGC0 Employee

The Alleger, Former Brown and Root (B&R)

Brown & Root Employees

Individuals "A" through "C"

Other Personnel

Two members of Citizens for Fair Utility Rates

2. Investigation

a. Allegation No. 1: Matters Identified in Newspaper Article

On September 7, 1979, two IE inspectors met with the alleger at
his apartment on the campus at the University of Texas (UTA),
Arlington, Texas. The interview was prearranged through a tele-
phone conversation with the alleger on September 5, 1979.

1

In attendance during the interview were guests of the alleger
who were introduced as members of an organization known as Citizens
for Fair Utility Rates.

The alleger and his guests requested that the interview be tape
recorded, utilizing a cassette tape recorder and operated by the
guests. There were no objections to the request as presented.

The IE inspectors identified the " Shorthorn" article as the specific
area of concern to the IE Regional Staff. Particular reference
was made to the last few paragraphs which state:

" Asked if there's a possibility defects in Comanche Peak
construction have not been caught, the alleger said yes.
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How likely is that possibility?

"'How likely? It's a 100 per cent.'

" Asked if he knew for sure that there are defects that
will go into the plant, he again said yes. The dialogue
went:

"Do you know how many such cases there are like that?

"'No.'

"More than 10?

"'Yes.'

"More than 100?

"'Sure.'

"More than 500?

"Long pause. 'Possibly.'

"Would they be in critical areas? Could it be in the cooling
system?

"'It goes all the way across the board,' he said, 'from piping
systems to electrical systems to electronic systems.'"

Findings

The IE inspectors asked the alleger if he could be more specific in
identifying the defects he was alluding to in the article. He responded
with an affirmative statement and proceeded in relating, quite emphat-
ically, numerous incidents that involved, in his opinion, work activi-
ties being done by unqualified and unconcerned workmen. Subjects
alluded to by the alleger included rigging, protection of installed
equipment, setting of diesel generator components, control room panel
discrepancies, etc. However, aside from material wastes in each of
the incidents related by the alleger he acknowledged that, in every
case involving safety-related components, corrective action and/or
measures were taken to his satisfaction and that what he may have
considered as " defects" did not go uncorrected. He further acknow-
ledged, that despite his frustrations in accomplishing his assign-
ments, he was functioning as the job description dictates as a
Quality Assurance inspector.

b. Allegation No. 2: Radioactive Material / Source
was Dumped into the Comanche Peak Lake Reservoir

In addition to the matter identified in paragraph 3 above, the
alleger stated that an Equipment Dispatcher (whom he knew personally,

6
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but refused to identify) told him that, sometime between
the period September 1978 and November 1978, the dispatcher had
received an urgent telephone call from the warehouse area,
possibly Westinghouse, "to dispatch a truck and cherry picker ASAP."
The dispatcher responded accordingly. After some unspecified time
lapse, the equipment operators returned and told the dispatcher
that they had just dumped nondescript containers or objects marked
" Radioactive" into the lake.

The alleger could be no more specific than that stated above. He
insisted on not identifying his source of information, but he
did agree to contacting the person and attempting to encourage the
person to contact the NRC Regional office.

Findings

(1) Interview with Individual "B" - Equipment Dispatcher

Individual "B" was interviewed by telephone September 18, 1979.

Individual "B" acknowledged being one of the Equipment Dis-
patchers during the period September 1978 through November 1978.
Individual "B" stated that the incident, related to by the
alleger was unidentifiable to Individual "B", however, Indivi-
dual "C", also an Equipment Dispatcher during the same time
span, may have some knowledge concerning the alleged event.

(2) Interview with Individual "C" - Equipment Dispatcher

On September 20, 1979, through information provided by
Individual "B", Individual "C" was interviewed telephonically.
Individual "C" acknowledged employment as an Equipment!

' Dispatcher during the time frame indicated by the alleger.
Individual "C" could not recall such an incident or event
alluded to by the alleger. Individual "C" indicated that
such an incident would be remembered and would have been
known to Individuals "B" and "C". Furthermore, given the

' situation described,no other individuals would be dispatching
the equipment involved other than individuals "B" and "C".

The allegation appears to have no merit.

c. Allegation No. 3: Improper Welding / Repair Process

The alleger was asked by the IE inspectors if he had knowledge
of any " defects" in other areas that he was aware of that went
uncorrected. He stated that a welder (whom he would not identify)
told him that he, the welder, improperly repaired a Steam Genera-
tor-to-Reactor Coolant Pump weld during a field weld repair.
The alleger stated that the field weld was either FW-19 or FW-20.
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Asked if he could be more specific concerning the defective repair,
the alleger stated that he was not that familiar with the welding
process, but that the matter involved grinding through the stain-
less material into the carbon steel, thereby contaminating the
stainless with carbon. The IE inspectors informed the alleger
that follow up would be performed in regard to the matter.

The alleger further stated that Individual "A" would be a knowledgeable
witness concerning this matter.

Findings

Interview with Individual "A"

During the interview with Individual "A" on September 12, 1979, he
stated that with reference to field welds FW-19 and FW-20, he had
monitored the repair activities of the specific welds on a daily
basis. To his knowledge, there was no area of repairs that would
have penetrated into the carbon steel material. The work was
completely controlled by the on-site Westinghouse Representatives
who worked closely with each repair. Repair procedures were
developed by the Westinghouse, Pittsburgh office. All work was
done properly and all defects were properly removed and properly
documented. Individual "A" stated that he could not agree with
the alleger.

In addition, during a routine on-site inspection conducted
October 11, 1979,1/ the IE Resident inspector reviewed
the record documents and radiographs of the two field welds,
FW-19 and FW-20 during his review of the piping installatior
activities. There were no discrepancies observed.

This allegation could not be substantiated.

d. Allegation No. 4: Disassembly of 4" (or 6") Check Valve Without
a Procedure

An additional matter, specifically identified by the alleger,
involved a repair to a weld that required, as he stated, "The
valve body disassembly in order to accomplish the proper repair."
He related that a 4" or a 6" stainless steel check valve, located
in the borated water system, in the area of the component cooling
system, had a Nonconformance Report (NCR) written against the
weld. The NCR indicated that the inside surface of the weld had
not been properly purged during welding and there was evidence
of oxide on the inside surface. he alleger further stated that,
although the inside surface of the weld was correctly repaired
by grinding, there was no evidence that a written procedure was
used in dismantling the valve: A repair that he contends could
only have been accomplished by dismantling the valve body. The
alleger specifically identified Individual "A" as the QC inspector
with firat hand knowledge of the specific uncorrected " defect."

~1/ IE Inspection Report 50-445/79-24; 50-446/79-23
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Findings

Interview with Individual "A"

On September 12, 1979, by a prior arrangement made by the IE
Resident Reactor inspector, Individual "A" was interviewed at
his home by two IE inspectors. Individual "A" acknowledged his
inspection involvement during the repair of the 6" stainless
steel check valve identified by the alleger. Individual "A"
stated that, "although there was no evidence to assume that
the valve was disassembled, the repair was correctly made and
I personally closed out the NCR, which received the proper
engineering approval."
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