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Investigation Summary:

Investigation November 10, 1979 through February 7, 1980 (Report No.
50-498/79-19; 50-499/79-19).

Areas Investigated: Special investigation of allegations concerning lack of
QC management support, intimidation and harassment of quality control inspectors
and the assessment of the effectiveness of the quality assurance / quality
control program at the South Texas Project. The investigation involved 1113 1

inspector-hours by one investigator and five NRC inspectors.

Results: Nine of the initial 12 and 10 of the 19 additional allegations were
substantiated. One of the initial 12 allegations was partially substantiated.
Eight of the additional allegations require further investigation and are con-
sidered unresolved. A total of 3 allegations were unsubstantiated. Twenty-two
items of noncompliance were identified:

The quality control inspection function lacked support and organizational
freedom, paragraph E.1.d; failure to complete the special process of back-
filling in accordance with the qualified procedure, paragraph E.3.a; failure
to take prompt corrective action on nonconforming test equipment, paragraph
E.3.c; failure to establish procedures for sampling as part of a systematic
testing program, paragraph E.3.a; failure to maintain records, paragraph
E.3.d; failure to take effective correction action, paragraphs E.7.d, E.2.b;
inspection and testing personnel not qualified per procedure, paragraph E.2.c;
failure to maintain controlled documents up-to-date, paragraph E.4.a; welding
activities not adequately controlled, paragraph E.4.c(2)(c); failure to
provide adequate control of special processes, paragraphs E.5.b(2)(a),
E.5.b(2)(b), E.5.a(2); radiography not performed to code, paragraph E.4.b;
failure to take proper corrective action, paragraph E.1.b (Allegation 10A);
fai n:re to take action on repetitive deficiencies, paragraph E.9.b(3); deficient
conditions not documented per procedure, paragraph E.9.a(1); knowing use of
equipment identified as nonconforming, paragraph E.3.f; inadequate test control,
paragraph E.3.f; failure to conduct an effective audit program, paragraphs
E.8.c, E.8.d(2), E.8.d(3), E.8.d(1), E.9.a(3), E.8.d(2), E.8.d(3); inadequate
inspection, paragraph,E.2.b; welding procedures and specification changed
without proper review and approval, paragraph E.4.c(3)(d); and interim changes
to procedures not controlled per requirements, paragraph E.5.b(1)(a). l
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A. INTRODUCTION

1. Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's Office of Inspection and Enforcement (NRC, OIE) on
November 10, 1979, under the provisions of 10 CFR Part 50.70. Its

purpose was to: (1) investigate and determine the validity of recent
allegations made by a South Texas Project employee concerning lack
of support of quality control inspectors by their management, harass-
ment and intimidation of Quality Control personnel and discrepancies
in the construction and quality assurance program for concrete
placement work; and (2) assess the effectiveness of the Quality
Assurance / Quality Control (QA/QC) program at the Houston Lighting
and Power Company's (HL&P) South Texas Nuclear Power Plant (STP).

2. Scope of Investigation / Inspection

The investigation / inspection effort was. divided into two parts. The
first was the investigation of the specific allegations recently
received from a worker at the South Texas Project. The second was
the inspection of selected construction activities to assess the
effectiveness of the QA/QC program for the South Texas Project.

'

The need for the second phase was dictated by past allegations that
also concerned lack of support by management, threats and harassment
of Brown and Root, Inc. quality control inspectors. Some of these
past allegations have received considerable media interest which has
generated inquiries from several Congressmen and the NRC Commissioners.
Appendix 1 lists the inspection reports that document the results
of the NRC OIE investigation into these past allegations. These
investigations were conducted without the use of signed, sworn
statements.

The following site activities were reviewed to determine if an
effective QA/QC program is being implemented.

a. Observation of on going work and review of records relative to
the:

(1) production, placement, testing and curing of concrete and
associated activities such as Cadwelding. A significant
portion of the investigation / inspection effort was concen-
trated in this area because the majority of the allega-
tions, both past and present, concern the construction and
QC inspection activities for the placement of concrete.

(2) Installation and testing of plant engineered backfil'.
|

(3) Installation and welding of safety-related piping.

|
l

I
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(4) Fabrication, installation and welding or bolting of
structural components.

(5) Nondestructive examination (NDE) o' oipe and structural
welding.

b. Training and qualification of inspect. ion, testing, welding and
NDE personnel,

c. Nonconformance Reports and Field Requests for Engineering
Action.

d. Audit and inspection activities.

The inspection did not include a review of installation and
inspection of electrical work because of the relatively small amount
of on going activity in this area. Handling, storage and maintenance
of equipment also was not reviewed because of previously identified
problems in this area by both the NRC and the licensee and the
on going corrective action.

3. Facility Description

The South Texas Nuclear Project is co-owned and managed by the
Houston Lighting and Power Company with home offices located in
Houston, Texas. The site is located in the southeastern portion of
Texas near the Colorado River in Matagorda County approximately 90
miles southwest of Houston. The South Texas Nuclear Project
consists of two nuclear units both currently under construction.
Their completion status as of November 30, 1979 was: Unit 1 and
shared facilities - 50.7% and Unit 2 -16.4%. Engineering was
approximately 63% complete.

The nuclear units are pressurized light water reactors of the four
loop design furnished by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation. The
balance of the plant was designed and is being managed and constructed
by Brown and Root, Inc., a Houston-based architect-engineering and
construction. firm.

The license application for each unit is for a core power level of
3817 mWt which will result in a gross electrical output of approxi-
mately 1250 mWe. Construction permits CPPR-128 and CPPR-129 were
issued for the units on December 22, 1975. The licensee's current
project schtdule is based on Units 1 and 2 receiving operating
licenses and, loading fuel in September 1983, and September 1985,

,

respectively.

B. ALLEGATIONS

The current allegations were brought to the NRC's attention on November
( 2, 1979 by a South Texas Project (STP) employee who reported alleged
|

cases wherein construction employees and QA/QC management personnel had
|

|

|
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threatened or intimidated quality control inspectors. The employee
initially conveyed his concerns to the Region IV Resident Inspector and
subsequently expressed 12 specific allegations that covered threats to QC
inspectors, dominant influence of construction craft personnel over QC
management, non-support of QC inspectors by QC management, and question-
able construction practices.

C. CONDUCT OF INVESTIGATION

1. Interviews

During the course of this investigation 57 formal interviews were
conducted, by the assigned investigator, and approximately 50
informal interviews / discussions were conducted in the field by the
NRC investigator and inspectors. Formal interviews were both selec-
tive and random. Selected interviewees were identified by co-workers
who claimed they had pertinent information. Random interviewees
were identified from employee rosters. In addition, the sequence of

the interviews between random and selective interviewees was varied
in a effort to protect the identity of personnel.

Investigation by the inspectors consisted of routine inspection and
investigation techniques including observations, review of documen-
tation, performance of tests and interviews and discussions with
site personnel. Those interviewed included HL&P and B&R construction
and QA/QC management personnel; B&R QC inspectors and engineers;
Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory personnel; and other site personnel
such as pipefitters, iron workers, welders, warehouse, training and
office personnel. The summaries of the signed, sworn statements
are contained in Appendix 2 and the summaries of interviews are
contained in Appendix 3.

An allegation was considered to be substantiated if the information
developed during the investigation demonstrated that it was reasonable
to conclude that the alleged event did occur.

2. Investigation Team

The NRC onsite investigation team was comprised of five OIE
inspectors and one investigator. One inspector and the investigator
were from Region IV, one inspector each were from Regions I, and II,
and two inspectors were from Region III.

'

3. Management Meetings

A formal entrance meeting was conducted on November 19, 1979, with
the top HL&P QA and Project management site personnel. The licensee
personnel were informed that in connection with the investigation
and inspection efforts the NRC investigator and inspectors would be
conductin,g formal and informal interviews and discussions with HL&P
and their contractor personnel; that the interviews would be conducted
without HL&P personnel present; that statements would be taken from

' 4

4
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selected personnel; and that they would be informed of significant
information identified during the investigation but, as appropriate,
sources of information would be protected. Periodic site meetings
were conducted to enable the licensee to initiate actions to analyze

and correct, as required, those problems identified in this report.

A meeting was held with HL&P corporate management personnel by the !

Director of Region IV of the NRC and members of his staff on |
December 21, 1979 at the Region IV offices in Arlington, Texas. The '

purpose of this meeting was to inform the licensee of allegations
that had been substantiated and deficiencies identified to date
relative to concrete placement activities. These deficiencies were
the same or similar to those previously identified in June 1979 and
which in part led to a self-imposed stop work directive. Based on j

this fact and the substantiated allegations, the licensee agreed at '

that time to stop placement of concrete for all safety-related
structures until corrective action could be developed and implemented.

HL&P corporate management personnel presented their proposed
corractive action in a followup meeting held on December 28, 1979,
also at the Region IV offices. The licensee had proposed or
initiated action sch of the adverse findings identified as of
that date. The unoerstanding reached on these actions in the meeting
were later confirmed by HL&P in a letter dated December 28, 1979, to
the Region IV offices. The licensee had proposed or initiated
action on each of the adverse findings identified as of that date.
The understanding reached on these actions in the meeting and later
confirmed in the HL&P letter was acknowledged by the NRC in an
Immediate Action Letter dated December 31, 1979 and it was agreed
that safety-related concrete placement could be resumed for non-
complex placements. The stop work for complex concrete placements
for safety-related structures remained in effect.

>

A formal exit meeting was held with the Houston Lighting and Power
Company corporate and site management personnel on January 24, 1980
at the South Texas Project site. Those attending the meeting are
identified in the " Persons Contacted" section of this report. The
NRC inspectors discussed the results of their investigation and res-
ponded to the licensee's questions. The Director of the NRC Division
of Reactor Construction Inspection reviewed the various enforcement
options available to the NRC and explained that appropriate enforce-
ment action would be taken following careful review of the investi-
gation findings.

4. Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Employees

G. W. Oprea, Jr. , Executive Vice President*

E. A. Turner, Vice President*

R. A. Frazer, Manager Quality Assurance*

\

.i
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Principal Licensee Employees (Cont'd)

W. N. Phillips, Projects QA Manager*

T. D. Stanley, Projects QA Supervisor*

L. D. Wilson, Site QA Supervisor*

T. J. Jordan, Lead Mechanical Engineer
D. G. Long, Lead Civil Engineer

* D. G. Barker, Pro,,ect Manager
L. K. English, Project Site Manager*

* Denotes those persons who attended the exit meeting on
January 24, 1980.

Brown & Root Employees

k J. R. Geurts, Vice President
T. Gamon, QA Manager
C. Vincent, Project QA Manager

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory

1A. Ewton, Site Manager -

1

Hartford Steam Boiler Insurance and Inspection Co. !

R. Bryan, Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) A. Nieman, Authorized
Nuclear Inspector

The investigator and inspectors also contacted or interviewed other
licensee and contractor personnel during the course of the
investigation.

D. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS |

This investigation has determined, through the examination of current i

work activities and interviews with over 100 personnel on site, that the !

QA/QC program at the South Texas Project is impaired. Procedural and |

programmatic inadequacies in the HL&P and B&R organizations t' ave resulted
in a failure to systematically identify quality problems and a failure to |
routinely correct and prevent recurrence of identified problems. !

Procedural, organizational and personnel inadequacies in the B&R QA/QC
organization have resulted in a lack of adequate control over safety-
related activit?es. The lack of detailed involvement of HL&P in the |

total scope of the activities associated with the construction of the
South Texas Project has apparently been the reason behind these problems.
This lack of detailed knowledge and involvement has hindered HL&P's
ability to maintain adequate control over B&R which for this facility is
the designer, constructor and provides the majority of support personnel
for cuality assurance / quality control program.

Allegations of harassment, threats and intimidation of B&R QC inspectors
by B&R construction personnel that were common knowledge through rumors
have been substantiated. These conditions have gone unchallenged by HL&P
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and B&R to the point that the quality of work at the South Texas Project
could be affected. In addition, instances were reported where inspectors'
decisions in the field were improperly overruled by QC supervisors, at
the request of construction personnel. While most of the allegations
investigated were substantiated, no major deficiencies were found in any
of the construction already completed.

Difficulties in controlling structural concrete activities and quality
problems in completed portions of structures have been continuing problems
:t the South Texas Project since 1977. Ample evidence of this is provided
in licensee and constructor documents, allegations, NRC inspection and
investigation findings and licensee /NRC management meetings. Two stop
work orders and two accompanying Immediate Action Letters from the Region
IV NRC office support the seriousnes: of these problems. The inspection
of current activities and recent QA records indicate that the QA/QC
program has not prevented recurrence of poor concreting practices that at
times resulted in voids in structural concrete. Another recent example
of this was the lack of quality control during the Unit 2 containment
shell void evaluation in December 1979, which resulted in severe deforma-
tic.7 of the containment liner (See Appendix 4). Procedures lacking in
clarity and qualitative acceptance criteria; personnel with inadequate
training, experience and/or education; production pressures, harassment
and intimidation have all contributed to this situation.

That the South Texas Project QA management may not fully recognize the
requirements for QA/QC organizational freedom was evidenced by a January 4,
1980 lecture by the B&R Project QA Manager to the B&R site QA/QC and
construction engineering and supervisory personnel. This lecture repeatedly
overemphasized the D&R QA/QC organization's responsibilities to minimizing ;

project cost and maintaining the construction schedule. In addition, the

lecture strongly emphasized the fact that a B&R QC inspector's decisions
are subject to question, challenge and supervisory review and reversal. :

This lecture was delivered as a result of NRC substantiation of allega-
tions that QC personnel were being harassed and intimidated by construc-
tion personnel ano were not being adequately supported by QA/QC management.
This presentation was subsequently put in printed form and distributed to
all B&R site personnel (See Appendix 5). ,

in the area of soil foundations, serious questions remain as to whether
the inplace compacted backfill has met the required densities. When the
licensee recently initiated a retest program to provide answers to these
questions, the QA/QC program failed to adequately review and control this
operation, in that standard test requirements were not followed.

Although safety-relateo welding activities are~at an early stage at the
South Texas Project, serious problems were identified in the areas of
welder qualification, welding process controls and NDE performance and
interpretation.

Further, although not reviewed during this investigation, licensee
personnel indicated significant problems relative to the storage and
maintenance of equipment and processing of quality records.

i

!

i
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Improper implementation of the HL&P and B&R QA audits and surveillance
programs and the failure to perform continuous and effective trend
analysis of site documents that record problem areas have allowed these
conditions to persist. The failure to prevent or identify and correct
many of the deficient conditions identified by this team is indicative of
a lack of aggressiveness and effectiveness in the QA/QC program and
management.

E. REPORT DETAILS

1. ALLEGATIONS AND CONCERNS

a. Initial Allegations

The following is a detailed report of all allegations investigated.
. During the course of this investigation 57 individuals were

formally interviewed. These interviews took place between
November 10, 1979 and February 7,1980. Twenty-four of these
individuals executed signed sworn statements. These statements
have been paraphrased and summarized in an effort to protect
the identities of the individuals, and are attached to this
report as Appendix 2.

In addition, 29 individuals did not execute written statements.
These individuals were either not asked or expressed a desire
not to make a sworn statement. However, a Results of Interview
was prepared. These Results of Interviews have been paraphrased
and summarized in an effort to protect the identities of the
individuals. These summaries are attached to this report as
Appendix 3.

The remaining four individuals who were interviewed were either
new employees and/or did not profess to have any pertinent
knowledge or information and therefore no Statements or Results
of Interviews were executed.

The interviewed individuals are numbered Al through A57.
Individuals identified as B1 through B19 are employees who have
voluntarily terminated, been terminated, were not immediately
available for interview, or were not fully identified.

Supporting documents 01 through 08 are referenced in the
investigative findings, however, to protect the identities of
the individuals involved, they are not attached to this report.

The allegations, as understood by NRC, and resultant investigative
findings are stated below:

.

t
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Allegation No. 1

Individual Al alleged that A40, during a site QA/QC meeting, on
November 9, 1979, told the inspectors that he would know if any QC
inspectors went to the NRC; that the NRC is tired of your complaints
and he insinuated that action would follow.

Investigative Findings

Individuals A4, A6, All, A21 and A27 executed signed sworn statements
wherein they claimed that A40, during a meeting warned them not to
talk to the NRC indicating that action (trouble) would follow.
Individual A43 also confirmed this comment by Individual A40, but
did not execute a signed statement. Interview of Individual A40
resulted in a signed sworn statement wherein he admitted to stating
"Every time you go to NRC, we find out" explaining that the NRC
usually arrives on site to investigate and eventually he learns who I

made the complaint. Further, Individual A40 admitted to stating |

" Going to the NRC, they are probably getting tired of your call"
explaining that he was just giving his personal opinion. A40 denied
that he inferred action or trouble would follow to those individuals
talking to the NkC. Individual A40 advised that it was not his
intent to warn or discourage QC Inspectors, but merely to point out
the facts to them.

,

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. All individuals who substantiated
the allegation stated they were unaware of any defective structures,
components or materials. Therefore, there is no known direct bearing
of this allegation on plant safety. The working environment created
by this incident is not conducive to proper performance of the QC
inspectors. If allowed to continue, such a work environment has the
potential for permitting relevant deficiencies to go uncorrected.

,

t

e
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Allegation No. 2

IIndividual Al alleged that in early November 1979, a quality control
inspector was threatened by a general foreman.

Investigative Findings

Individuals A3 and A6 executed signed sworn statements wherein they
claimed they were present when Individual A50 threatened Individual;

A3. Interview of Individual A50 resulted in a signed sworn statement
wherein he admitted that he threatened Individual A3, but explained

,

he just lost his temper and made no attempt to actually injure A3.'

A35 indicated that he was present when A50 threatened A3.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. This incident represented a case
of a threat. A6 also indicated he was unaware of any defective
structures, components or materials. There was no evidence from
either A3 or A6 that would indicate any known safety-related defects
are present in the facility. The working environment created by
this incident is not conducive to proper performance of the QC
inspectors. If allowed to continue, such a work environment has
the potential for permitting relevant deficiencies to go uncorrected.

1

|
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Allegation No. 3 <

Individual Al stated he was present when a general foreman knowingly
violated specifications by allowing excessive freefall and lateral
movement of concrete. This occurred in the spring of 1979.

Investigative Findings

Individual A2 executed a signed sworn statement wherein he
corroborated Al's allegation in that the general foreman, A50, and
his concrete foreman, A45 knowingly allowed concrete placement to
continue under deficient conditions. A2 stated he did not measure
the excessive distance during the freefall and lateral movement of
concrete and therefore could not, in effect, prove his contention
that there was excessive freefall and lateral movement. Interview

,

w'th individual A50 resulted in a signed sworn statement wherein he
advised that Al and A2 were present at the placement and that they
had claimed there was excessive (greater than 5 feet) freefall and
that vibrators were being used to move concrete laterally more than
5 feet. A50 advised that neither Al or A2 had made measurements and
when A30 (QC Supervisor) was called to the site, A30 agreed that the
placement could continue. Interview of Individual A45, who works

directly for A50 and was the concrete foreman 'nvolved in the place-
ment of the concrete, resulted in a signed sworn statement wherein
he denied excessive freefall of concrete, but admitted he moved
concrete laterally, by vibration, in excess o' that allowed by the
specification. A45 advised that during this ,ncident the specifica-
tion called for lateral movement not to exceea 5 feet, however,
admitted that he moved the concrete approximattly 7 feet. A45
stated he usually overvibrates the placements to ensure that honeycomb
does not occur.

Interview with Individual A30 resulted in a signed sworn statement
wherein he advised that QC inspectors had tried to stop A50 from
placing concrete and had failed. As a result A30 had been called to.

the site of the placement where he determined that Al and A2 had not
measured the distances of freefall, one of the items in question.
A50 advised that when he measured the freefall on the second pass

the distance was within the allowable limits. A30 told Al and A2 to
measure the distance in the future. A30 allowed the work to be
completed without an NCR since the placement wasn't critical. A30
advised that he was aware that A50 had allowed excessive freefall in
the past. A30 also advised that at this same time there was a
question over the lateral movement of concrete more than 5 feet but
that Al and A2 had not measured it in this case. A30 advised them
they must measure before stopping a placement. y

As a result of another situation A3, a QC inspector, was interviewed
and provided a signed sworn statement. A3 advised that recently he
noted freefall of concrete in excess of 42 inches at four locations.
A3 pointed this out to A45 who did nothing. A3 then told A50, A45's
immediate supervisor., and A50 did nothing to correct the situation.

.
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A3 then told A50 he 'sas going to leave the placement. A50 then
stopped the placement and corrected the situat',on. A45 in a signed
sworn statement said that he had cut the tremies too short and the
QC inspector told him to stop the placement but he continued to
place with the intention of stopping at the end near the form. The

QC inspector threatened to walk off the job until A50 told A45 to
stop and placement was ended. A50 in a signed sworn statement
stated that he was notified by A3 that the tremies were too short
and when he was informed of this he ordered the foreman, A45, to
stop the placement. A50 was unaware that A3 had previously asked
the foreman, A45, to stop.

Further, interview of A35 and AS4, both QA/QC supervisors, resulted
in both stating that they were aware that A45 could not be trusted
to place' concrete that will meet all specification requirements.
AS4 was aware of this based on information received from A35.

IConclusion

The allegation concerning lateral movement is substantiated. The
allegation concerning freefall is substantiated. ;

The excessive lateral movement of concrete in this case is not
considered to have had a significant effect on the integrity of the
structure since no segregation was observed.during the placement and
no effects of segregation were observed after form removal. No

apparent effect of excessive freefall was observed since segregation
was not detected. This incident represented a case of lack of QC
management support, but results in no direct concern for safety of
the as-built structure.

l
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Allegation No. 4

Individual Al advised that he overheard a concrete foreman A45,
state that the construction practices on Lift #3 on RCB-1 shell wall
were worse than Lifts #8 and #15 which resulted in significant
voiding, previously identified to the NRC.

Investigative Findings

Interview of construction foreman, Individual A45, resulted in his
executing a signed sworn statement wherein he admitted that he may
have made a comment indicating that Lift #3 was worse than Lifts #8
and #15. Individual A45 explained that the present quality control
inspections are much improved over the quality control inspections
in 1976, and that the concrete slump in that particular placement,
in 1976, was 2 inches where as a slump of 4 to 6 inches is allowed
today.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. However, a review of the B&R
specification disclosed that in 1976 the specified slump was 2 to
4-inches. The present specification now specifies a slump of 5 to
7 inches for containment exterior shell wall concrete. This change
in the specification was made to facilitate placement and consolida-
tion of these congested placements. The NRC considers the range of
siemps from 2 to 7 inches is acceptable as long as the resulting 1

properties meet the design requirements. No records were found I
iwhich indicated the necessary properties were not met.

The licensee has established a program to study voiding in completed
containment shell wall concrete. The possible presence of voids in 1

'

Lift #3 will be investigated as part of this effort. (Note: On
2/18/80, after this investigation was completed, the licensee
submitted a final report on the voids in Units 1 and 2 reactor
containment buildings. All exploratory work is completed and all
repairs made except for a 10' x 14' area on Unit 2 where the liner
bulge occurred. This area will be reported on by the licensee
separately. See Appendix 4.)

9
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Allegation No. 5

That a QC inspector and construction personnel agreed to place
concrete in a complete 24-inch lift instead of the 18-inch lift
required by the specification. This occurred during the spring of
1979.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Al resulted in his executing a signed sworn statement
wherein he admitted that he allowed construction personnel to place
a complete lift of 24 inches instead of 18 inches, explaining that
the specification calls for a maximum 18 inch lift with an occasional
variance to 24-incnes allowed. Al stated that he was subsequently
confrontee; by A30 and A35, his supervisors. Interview of A30 and i

A35 confirmed that Al allowed construction personnel to place a
complete concrete lift of 24-inches. In addition, A50 claimed he
was present and admitted to A35 that construction was equally
responsible for the'24-inch placement.

|Conclusion
|

This allegation is. substantiated. However, it is noted that the '

specification allows occasional variances to 24-inches, that the I

inspector stated that the concrete had been properly consolidated ]and that this involved only the bottom layer of a 4-foot thick
section.

This item has no safety significance.'

.
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Allegation No. 6

That quality control inspectors (Civil) have lost support of their
supervisors shen they (inspectors) are confronted by construction
personnel.

Investigative Findings

Interview of A1, A2, A3, A4, AS, A6, A9, All, A14, A16, A17, A21,
A27, A31, and A52 resulted in each executing a signed sworn statement
wherein they claimed that their supervisors, identified as Individuals
A35 and A40, have not supported them during confrontations with
construction personnel, whom they identified as individuals A33,
A45, and A50. Individuals A25 and A37, also voiced the same concern.
Interviews wiAh A33, A45, and A50 resulted in signed sworn statements
wherein they admitted ignoring and/or bypassing quality control
inspector's directive to stop by continuing their work, and then
going to the QC inspector's supervisor, to reverse the QC inspector's
directive. Individuals A33, A45 and A50 all agreed that in the
future they will try to listen to the quality contrci inspector and
when told to stop work, they will stop, until a resolution can be
worked out. Individual A50 also agreed that in the future he will
not bypass his own chain-of-command or the chain-of-command of the
quality control to gain support over the inspector for his point of
view. Individuals A35 and A40 verbally advised that they tried to
support quality control inspectors at all times. A35 commented that
he personally went to Individual A50 and requested support from A50
in that comments from construction personnel to the effect that A35
will sign off placements over the objection of the assigned inspector
is undermining his authority and credibility. A35 pointed out that
he has supported Individuals A45 and A50 because most of the time

'
,

they are correct.

Conclusion
.

This allegation is substantiated. Most civil QC inspectors feel
that they are not supported and perceive that the construction
organization usually has the final word (authority) when confronta-
tion occurrs. This instance represents a case of lack of QC manage-
ment support. No direct safety significance of actual structures is
attached to this substantiated allegation. Instances related by the

involved individuals that might pertain to safety are addressed
elsewhere in the report.

'
'
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Allegation No. 7

That QC inspectors do not have direct communciati3n (two-way raJios)
with their supervisors when in the field; that thtir superviso"s
refuse to supply radios; that they do not have drawings in the
immediate placement area in the field.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individual A1, ,'4, AS, A6, A9, A14, A17 and A27
resulted in signed sworn statements wherein they advised that two-way
radios fu. concrete placement inspectors in the field are not avail-
able and therefore they have no immediate communications with their
supervisors. Most of the above individuals pointed out that the only
radios available were the ones held by construction personnel and
when they are trying to stop or correct a concrete placement, it is
somewhat awkward to ask Construction if they can use their radios to
get support to use against them (Construction). A40, a QC supervisor,
advised that radios are available during placements and that all the
inspectors need do is search through the QC crganization to locate
an available. radio. A40 stated, that he assumed that QC inspectors
were aware of this, however, admitted that he has never discussed or
written any notices to this effect. A40 explained that it would be
too expensive to issue two-way radios to all placement QC inspectors.
In addition, Individual A40 explained that all QC inspectors have
temporary Stop-Work authority and therefore, do not really need the
radios. A35 advised that two-way radios would help QC inspectors, ;

but the lack of them could be worked around. He also noted that the |

request for the radios had been rejected by HL&P.

Additionally, most QC inspectors advised that copies of prints and
specifications are not readily available in the field, however,
admitted that they are accessible in certain field shacks. A40
pointed out that drawings and specifiations are readily available at
various QC shacks located adjacent to the work area in the field.

Conclusion

The allegation that QC inspectors have no direct (radio) contact
with their supervisors aad that radios are not supplied by super-
visors is substantiated. It was determined that most lead inspectors
have radios, but that they are not always present at each placement
or during the full time of a placement. This situation is not
judged to have any direct safety significance with regard to the
actual structures, however, the problem may add to the number of
times the verbal confrontations occur between constraction and
qun11ty control personnel. The allegation that drawirigs are not in
the field is not substantiated in that drawings are located in
various central field locations, in the main QC offices,'and in the
Document Control Center.

,
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Allegation No. 8

That one of the QC inspectors reported that the assigned concrete
foreman left a concrete placement; the concrete placement crew would
not correct procedural violations identified by the concrete place-
ment inspector. This occurred in September or October 1979.

Investigative findings

Interview of Individual A9 resulted in a signed sworn statement
wherein A45-was identified as leaving a concrete placement for about
one hour while the placement was in progress.

The interview of Individual A45 resulted in a signed sworn statement
wherein he admitted leaving a concrete placement while it was in
progress for about one nour in order to attend a meeting. A45
explained that he left, one of his construction workers in charge of
the placement,'but did not inform the QC inspector.

Interview of A56 advised that it is the policy of B&R that the
concrete place. ment foreman must be present during placement of
concrete. A56 explained that A45's supervisor had cal, led a meeting
at the time of the placement in question. However, he emphasized
that no meeting in the future that will require a foreman to leave a
placement.

Further, Individual A9 stated that procedural violations occurred
during this time which were documented on the preplacement examina-
tion checklist. The placement was, however, completed with all
aspects of the specifications met. A9 noted that some of the para-
meters were against the limits of the specifications. A9 stated
that the placement was thoroughly monitored. A9 told relief
inspector, A2, about this incident as well as A9's supervision, A17.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. The fact that the foreman left
the site does not represent a direct safety issue. QC inspection
personnel were on site during the placement and the procedural
violations that occurred were noted and documented. All the speci-
fication requirements were met. The incident was later the subject
of verbal comments which left the QC inspector in the position of
being harassed.

1
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Allegation No. 9 ,

That a QC inspector was threatened by a con: traction worker who
stated he was going to throw him off the top of a concrete wall.
This occurred between September 15 and October 31, 1979.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individual A2 resulted in his executing a signed sworn
statement wherein he claimed that a concrete worker threatened to
throw him off the top of the containment wall. A2 could not identify

the individual and efforts to locate witnesses to the incident were
unsuccessful. A2 further stated that the construction individual
was much smaller than him and that he did not take the threat too
seriously.

Conclusion

This allegation is not substantiated. No direct question of plant
safety was involved. The working environment created by this
incident is not conducive to proper performance of the QC insp3ctors.
If allowed to continue, such a work environment has the potential
for permitting relevant deficiencies to go uncorrected.

,

|
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Allegation No. 10

That a QC inspector was threatened by a carpenter who stated he
would hit him with crescent wrench during a dispute involving water
curing of concrete. This occurred in October 1979.

Investigative findings

Interview of Individual A5 resulted in a signed sworn statement
wherein he explained that during a curing process, one of the car-
penters cut off the water supply to some concrete being water cured.
Individual A5 advised that he asked the carpenter to turn the water
back on, at which time the carpenter threatened to hit him with a
crescent wrench. A5 could not identify the individual and efforts
to locate witnesses to this incident were unsuccessful.

Conclusion

This allegation is not substantiated.

Although the location and extent of the curing water interuption was
not established a continuing concrete curing inspection program was
in existance and any discrepancies would have been noted and corrected.
No direct safety significance involved. The working environment
created by this incident is not conducive to proper performance of
the QC inspectors. If allowed to continue, such a work environment
has the potential for permitting relevant deficiencies to go
uncorrected.

\
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Allegation No. 11

That a QC inspector complained that markers, notentially containing
halogenic materials, were used by vendors to mark stainless steel
items and that stainless steel and carbon steel were stored together
(touching) by a vendor.

Investigatise Findings

Interview of Individuals A12 and A13 disclosed that during a recent
vendor survrillance (September 24-28, 1979) off site, they observed
markings sespected of containing halogenic material being used on
various stainless steel items scheduled to be sent to the South
Texas Profect. Individual A12 explained that the markings were
brought ta the attention of the vendor, at which time the markings
were ordered removed, B&R Purchase Specification ILO60 PS101-D
specifies maximum limits of chloride, other halogenics and sulfur
content for material in contact with austenitic stainless. steel.
Also, as a result of a torn plastic shipping bag, carbon steel and

'

stainless steel were found in contact.

The vendor surveillance specialist, A26, for the Septembeb 24-28,
1979 vendor inspection was interviewed and indicated that a number
of problems were identified during the surveillance including the
storing of stainless steel with carbon steel. Individual A26 remarked
that deficiences were identified on a Corrective Action Requcat
(CAR) for vendor action and no items were released fo.a shipment that
had deficiencies. The applicable Vendor Surveillance Report D1, and
CAR D2, outlining the inspection plan and documenting the.results
were examined. Corrective action included the segregation of carbon
and stainless steel,and the removal of markings from stainless steel
items.

B&R warehouse storage of hundreds of safety-related stainless steel
fittings was examined. This examination resulted in two fittings
marked with black ink (of unknown composition). Nonconformances
were subsequently written against these items. Additionally the QC
inspector, A38, responsible for material issues stated that no items
are issued with non qualified markings. Observations of,the markings.

reflect that these two items were special items rather than part of,

bulk supply of standard fittings.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. However, corrective action was
taken and existing site procedures appear to preclude the issuance
and installation of discrepant materials. There is no reason to
believe that discrepant materials were ever issued from the B&R
warehouse for installation since nonconforming material was identified
and rejected or repaired. There is no resulting safety q'oestion
concerning installed materials.

, ,
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Allegation No. 12

That traceability of embeds is lost after leaving the B&R Receiving I

group.

Investigative Findings 1

Investigation of the embed material receiving, storage, and fabrica- |

tion areas, through interviews and procedural reviews, established |
that QC does not verify the identification of embeds during erection I

and installation. Quality Construction Procedure A040 KPCCP-3, !
" Pre-Pour Activities," Revision 4, specifies the inplar.e inspection
to be performed by the QC inspector. The procedure provides for
checking the type, number, location, and support of embeds. There
is no objective evidence to indicate the material traceability is

,

verified for embedments. The licensee's architect / engineer per- I

formed a special investigt.a ve audit during November 14-16, 1979, land identified lack of embed plate traceability as a finding. The ;

audit finding is discussed in internal correspondence and, at the
time of this investigation, is pending resolution.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. The traceability of embed plates
is not maintained to the point of installation, however, the licensee's
audit program had identified the discrepancy and corrective actions
are being considered. Further review of this matt'er is planned pending
implementation of corrective action (498/79-19-01 and 499/79-19-01).

.
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b. Additional Allegations

The following allegations identified as IA thru 19A were developed
during the course of this investigation.

These allegation surfaced during formal interviews of individuals Al
thru A57.

The allegations as received and understood by NRC are stated below.

.
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Allegation No. lA

That a QC inspector had falsified concrete curing records. This
occurred in early November 1979.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individual A5 resulted in him executing signed sworn
statements wherein he admitted he initialed two documents as instructed
by his supervisor, A31, indicating he performed inspections, when he
in fact had not conducted the required inspections. A5 identified
D3 and 04, Brown & Root Quality Assurance Examination Check Sheets,
as the documents bearing his initials which falsely indicate he
inspected concrete curing. A5 initialed the dates on the right side
of D3 and 04, pinpointing the exact falsification. In addition,

review of Brown & Root Labor Control Sheet, 05, verifies that A5 did
not work on two dates so indicated by his. initials. A5 advised that
he falsely signed off on D3 and D4 under the direct instructions of
his supervisor, A31. A4 stated that A5 told him that A31 had asked
A5 to sign off on the record. Interview of A31 resulted in a signed
sworn statement wherein he denied instructing anyone to sign curing
records when the inspection was not performed.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated, however the reason for the
falsification is not apparent based on the two interviews.

However, the concrete placements involved were being cured with
liquid membrane curing compound which needs only to be inspected for
damage. The records indicate that the c,;ndition of the curing
surface was satisfactorily inspected after the days in question
which would assure no degradation of concrete quality. Therefore
,there is no question with respect to the adequacy of the concrete
structure. This incident apparently represented intimidation.

The matter of falsifying a record is being referred to the Office of
Inspector and Auditor for possible further action.

.
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Allegation No. 2A

That a construction general foreman threatened a quality control
inspector with bodily harm. This occurred in the fall of 1979.

Investiaative Findinas

Interview of Individual A18 resulted in his executing a signed sworn
statement wherein he claimed that A50 threatened him with bodily
harm. Interview of A23 resulted in a signed sworn statement wherein

,

he witnessed A50 threatening A18. Interview of Individual A50
resulted in him executing a signed sworn statement wherein he admitted
threatening A18. Individual A50 explained he lost his temper adding
that he did not plan to harm A18.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. No direct question of plant
safety was involved, but the incident was a threat. The working
environment created by this incident is not conducive to proper
performance of the QC inspectors. If allowed to continue, such a
work environment has the potential for permitting relevant
deficiencies to go uncorrected.

.
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Allegation No. 3A

t

That a construction superintendent threatened a QC inspector with
.,

bodily harm. This occurred sometime between October and November
, 1979.

Investigative Findings

Individual A17 executed a signed sworn statement wherein he identi-
fled A53 as threatening him with bodily harm. Individual A53 was
interviewed and admitted that he threatened A17 with bodily harm. ;

A53 explained that he lost his temper and did not actually intend to !

hurt anyone.

Conclusion i

This allegation is substantiated. No direct question of plant
safety was involved, but the incident was a threat. The working '

environment created by this incident is not conducive to proper f
performance of the QC inspectors. If allowed to continue, such a ;

work environment has the potential for permitting relevant i

deficiencies to go uncorrected.
:
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Allegation No. 4A,

I

That a QC supervisor stated words to the effect that aftet NRC
leaves we will have to get rid of some of the QC inspectors, indi-
cating that the QC inspectors who talked to NRC would be " hitting
the gate." ;

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individual A16 resulted in a signed sworn statement
identifying A35 as the individual who stated, "It is my opinion that
if QC inspectors don't straighten up, they'll be hitting the gate."
A16 advised that A35's comments were interpreted, that management
would get rid of QC personnel who talked to the NRC. Interview of
A35 resulted in A35 admitting that during mid-November 1979, he used ,

words to the effect, that after NRC is finished investigating, we
need to get rid of some of our people. A35 emphasized that his
intention was to get the message across to QC inspectors that if
they were not performing their jobs in a proper manner they would be
released. A35 added that as a supervisor he was not responsible for
the interpretation of his comments by the various QC inspectors, and
therefore, did not have to explain his comments to anyone.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. No direct question of plant
safety was involved, but the incident represented a case of
harassment. The working environment created by this incident
is not conducive to proper performance of the QC inspectors. If

ellowed to continue, such a work environment has the potential
for permitting relevant deficiencies to go uncorrected.
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Allegation No. 5A

A memo / letter from a former B&R employee directed to B&R management
was received by the NRC during the course of this investigation. He

alleged that he had information that was significant enough to make
the current NRC investigation "look like a picnic."

,

Investigative Findings

Individual A55, the author cf the memo / letter 06 directed to B&R
management was interviewed by telephone. During this interview A55
stated that the information he possessed was in the area of cost
overrun, adding that "it was none of NRC's business." A55 declined
to provide amplifying details and emphasized that it was a B&R'

internal affair and that he did not want to discuss it further. He

did, however, comment that in his opinion the South Texas Project
had the worst cost overrun record in the country. A B&R response
letter, D7, apparently satisfied A55 concerns. A55 furth6r remarked
that the NRC requires QA/QC personnel to have experience in the i

field, however, there is apparently no requirement that construction
workers / laborers (male and female) have background experience.

Conclusion

This allegation is not substantiated.

AS5's statement relative to.no requirement for background experience
is partially true, however, Criterion II of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
and certain codes and standards do contain personnel qualification
requirements for construction workers in certain specialized tasks
such as welding and reinforcing steel splicing. A55 is correct that
there are no all-inclusive requirements of the NRC for construction

'

workers comparable to the requirements for the personnel in the
QA/(C programs. No question related to plant safety was raised by
A55.

|
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Allegation No. 6A

The NRC investigator received an allegation that the Surveillance
Deficiency Report of B&R was changed for no apparent reas6n and that
the concrete audit schedule was changed to July 1980, a later date

,

for no apparent reason.

Investigative Findings

The NRC inspector contacted site internal surveillance (SIS) per-
sonnel relative to changing site internal surveillance findings that
had been initially reported and finally documented in Report 515-26
(Special Surveillance of Concrete Activities) performed in October
1979. The surveillance personnel were'sent back to the field in
November 1979 because of differences in opinion between the surveil-
lance personnel an'd their supervisors relative to their surveillance
findings. Management did subsequently review and revise this
surveillance report.

The B&R site Lead Auditor, A57, was interviewed and the audit
schedule was subsequently reviewed. The audit of concrete work
activity is scheduled for July 1980. A57 explained that concrete
activities were scheduled for July 1980 because he had determined
that there were serious problems in the B&R QA records vault and he
decided that QA records should receive priority. The NRC inspector
asked why QA records were to be audited monthly for the next four to
six months when serious problems relatively to concrete work activity
exist. Again, A57 stated that QA records deserved higher priority
than concrete.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. However, it is management's
choice to direct additional monitoring and/or report revision when
deemed necessary. Further, management routinely reschedules work
based on priority. The NRC inspector was subsequently informed that
surveillance of concrete activities would be given a higher priority.
No direct safety questions concerning the plant were raised as a
result of this allegrtion.

,
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Allegation No. 7A

That QC inspectors are taught during a B&R QC (Civil) inspector
training course, not to expect any support from their supervisors.

Investigative Findings

Individual A27, who recently completed a B&R QC (Civil) training
course, executed a signed sworn statement, wherein he claimed that
the instructor, Individual A28, taught that QC (Civil) inspectors
are not to expect any support from their QC supervisors. Interview
with A28 resulted in him confirming that he does, in fact, teach
each prospective QC (Civil) inspector that they will be working
alone on many occasions; that there will be times when no support
from their supervisor is immediately available; and that when con-
struction personnel do not agree with them they will have to prove
their position without support from their supervisors. A28 remarked
he did not clarify or explain B&R's position, but added that
experienced QC inspectors will assume that one or two QC supervisors
cannot be at 20 different locations at the same time.

Conclusion ,

This allegation is~ substantiated. The investigation also disclosed
that QC supervision is usually available when needed. If QC inspec-
tors are properly trained to deal with the scope of responsibilities
assigned to them they should be capable of independent action within
that scope of responsibilities. No direct safety questions concerning
the plant were involved. This instance involved the lack of QC
management support.

.
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Allegation No. 8A

That Nonconformance Report (NCR) procedures are not being followed
in that NCR drafts are not serialized; that only approved NCRs are
serialized.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individuals A5, A10, A22, A29, A35, A36, A43 resulted
in all describing different methods of writing NCRs. All concurred
that most draft NCRs that are not approved, are destroyed or
discarded prior to assigning a serial number to the NCR.,

Conclusion . .

This allegation is substantiated. This represents an instance of
lack of QC management support.

Further information on this allegation is contained below in
paragraph E.1.b, Allegation No. 9A.
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Allegation No. 9A

That a large , number of Nonconformance Reports (NCRs) relative to
maintenance of stored equipment are not being processed and are
being filed away with no action.

Investigative Findings

Individual A36 advised that there has been a large number of Noncon-
formance Reports (NCRs) written over the past year in the Storage
and Maintenance Department. A36 remarked that under the present
system CARS are written and must be answered within 10 days after
they are submitted. A36 stated that there are no instructions as to
the proper action to be taken when the submitted CARS are over 10
days old. A36 explained that, presently delinquent CARS are stored
in a file with no apparent corrective action in progress. A36
emphasized that requested assistance for direction and guidance from
QC management concerning the delinquent CARS has been unproductive.

The NRC understanding of the problem is as follows:

1. QC inspections are performed to verify that equipment on site
is properly stored and maintained.

2. If the Equipment Storage and Maintenance Instruction (ESMI)
card is not being followed or if a ESMI card has not been
issued, this fact is identified in a Storage Inspection Report
(SIR). .

3. A response to the SIR is required within 10 d'ays and if not
received a Nonconformance Report (NCR) is issuerl.

4. A number of NCRs concerning inaction on SIRS, r,r the
preparation of ESMI cards have been issued by the Storage and
Maintenance departmeni, over the past year.

?

5. Corrective Action Requests (CARS) (Which escalates the matter
within B&R) have been issued by the Storage and Maintenance
department because of the continuing problem with inaction on
SIRS and ESMIs.

During this investigation two CARS were identified relative to
this item, No. 5-139 dated September 18, 1979 and No. 5-149
dated October 4, 1979. They identified numerous SIRS and/or
E5 mis where the required corrective action had not been taken.

This matter was discussed with B&R personnel including Systems
Engineering who have the respor:sibility for developing the ESMI
cards. Responsible B&R personnel were aware of the backlog and

,
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were working to correct this situation. This matter was also
discussed with HL&P QA including an apparent misunderstanding
relative to the intent of a third CAR, No. 5-157A which con-
cerned resolution of SIRS. HL&P QA had previously identified
this problem and the questionable purpose of CAR S-157A and
were in the process of preparing a memo to B&R management.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. However, the licensee had previously
identified the problem and was in the process of effecting corrective
action. No direct safety problems with in-place equipment were
identified. This represents an instance of lack of QC management
support.

This item is considered unresolved pending completion of the licensee's
corrective action and review by the NRC (498/79-19-02 and 499/79-19-02).
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Allegation No. 10A

That Cadwelders were not requalified as required by specification, !
'

2A010CS028-G, when 2 of 15 Cadweld splices were rejected per visual
examination by QC inspectors. An NCR was written in October 1979.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individuals A52 and A35, resulted in each claiming that
A33 refused to requalify Cadwelders in accordance with Brown & Root
procedures after 2 of 15 Cadweld splices conducted by the Cadwelders ,

were visually unacceptable by QC inspectors. A35 advised that an
NCR was written, 08, and during the six weeks that it took to resolve
the issue, A33 continued to work his Cadwelders. A35 and A52 pointed
out that each Cadweld made during this time was tagged by QC personnel.
Interview of A35 resulted in a signed sworn statement wherein he I

admitted he refused to stop his Cadwelders from Cadwelding when I

directed by QC inspectors and QC supervisors, because he (A33) |

disagreed with the interpretation of the specifications they were |
quoting. A33 remarked that he is not required to stop work when !

directed by QC inspectors or by an NCR that is written against his
crew's work performance. A33 concluded by stating in the future he
would stop his Cadwelders until disagreements with QC can be resolved.

Based on the review of DB, it was determined that five Cadwelders
who had two ui. acceptable production splices within a unit of 15
consecutive splices w re permitted to continue splicing without
requalifying as required. Also noted on D8 was a statement that "No
hold tags applied."

Specification No. 2A010CS028-G/DCN/5-2-79 " Concrete Construction,"
in effect at the time of the alleged events, states in paragraph
5.3.3.6 "when a splicer accumulates two unacceptable tests, either
visual or tensile, within a unit of 15 consecutive test samples, and
the rejections are not due to material deficiencies, he shall not be
permitted to continue splicing until he has requalified according to
paragraph 5.3.3.5." |

The South Texas Project Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) states
in Amendment 7 dated July 16, 1979, in Chapter 3 paragraph 3.8.1.6.3
"Cadweld. Splices:"

"As an alternate to the requirements of Regulatory Guide 1.10, the
provisions of the ASME-ACI 359 document, Paragraph CC-4333 are I

applicable as follows: )

Subparagraph CC-4333.3, Initial Qualification Tests, serves asa.
an alternate to Section C.1 of Regulatory Guide 1.10, except i

'

that a splicer will be requalified if in any 15 consecutive

|
|
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Cadwelds there are 2 unacceptable (either visual or tensile)
Cadwelds made. The splicer will be requalified in the position
or positions in which the failure (s) occurred. Qualification
splices and procedures meet the requirements of Paragraph
CC-4333 and Subarticle CC-5320." ,

D8 was dispositioned by revising the requirements of Specification
2A010CS028-G. This specification change was documented and approved
by Engineering in a Document Change Notice (DCN) dated November 12,
1979.

"When it is identified that a splicer accumulates two (2) unacceptable
tensile tests within a unit of 15 consecutve tests samples, he shall
not be permitted to continue splicing until he has requalified
according to paragraph 5.3.3.5.

When it is identified that a splicer has accumulated two (2)
consecutive visual rejections in any one positin, his next two (2)

,

production splices for that position shall receive 100% inspection |

(i.e., preparation and final). |

In view of the fact that the specification revision also affected
commitments contained in the STP-FSAR, DCN/11-12-79 was reviewed to
verify that it was properly coded to initiate a FSAR Change Notice
required by procedure PEP-12. The DCN was properly marked indicat-
ing FSAR paragraphs 3.8.1.6.3.1(a) and 3.8.3.6.3.1(a) would require I
revising. I

It should be noted that all splices performed by the Cadwelders in
question, both prior to and subsquent to, the alleged events were
properly inspected by QC personnel and those splices not meeting
requirements were replaced. The quality of the Cadwelds in meeting
specified requirements is not in question.

Conclusion

The allegation is substantiated. Both specification requirements
and FSAR commitments were violated. Further, tne resolution of 08
was not adequate in that it did not address the fact that Cadwelders, I

contrary to applicable specification requirements, were p' rmitted toe

continue making production splices after two unacceptable' splices
within a unit of 15 consecutive splices were identified by the QC
inspectors. No safety related questions remain regarding the quality
of Cadwelds completed by these individuals. This represents an
instance of lack of management support. |

This item is contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR Part .50,
Appendix B, Criterion XVI as identified in Appendix A of the report

'

transmittal letter (498/79 19-03 and 499/79-19-03).
\
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Allegation No. 11A

That Lift #5, RCB-2 shell wall, was not totally inspected for clean-
liness before the placing of concrete. .

Investigative Findings

Individuals A44, A45 and A49, executed signed sworn statements
wherein they indicated that lift #5 was not completely inspected
prior to the concrete placing and that A35 signed off the placement
without totally inspecting the lift. During interview of A35, he
admitted that he signed off the placement knowing that lif t #5 was
not 100% inspected for cleanliness.

Conclusion

This allegation is substantiated. This represents a case of
production pressure.

This same allegation was previously investigated by NRC Region IV
inspectors. The results of their investigation are documented in
Report No. 50-498/79-09 and 50-499/79-09 and are surmarized in
Appendix 1 herein on page 1-1.

The working environment created by this incident is not conducive
to proper performance of the QC inspectors. If allowed to continue,

such a work environment has the potential for permitting relevant
deficiencies to go uncorrected.

|
|
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Allegation No. 12A

That vertical cracks exist in structural steel clips in RCB-1,

El 36', boron injection room FA, These were identified in October
or November 1979.

Investigative Findings

This allegation made by Individual A8 was not investigated and
remains unresolved pending followup during a future inspection
(498/79-19-04 and 499/79-19-04).
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Allegation No. 13A

That a pipe sleeve weld located at Azimuth 300*, El. 8'-0" in RCB-1
near work panel 15, contains a defect approximately 1/4 inch deep.

Investigative Findings

This allegation made by Individual A8 was not investigated and;

remains unresolved pending followup during a future inspection
(498/79-19-05 and 499/79-19-05).
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Allegation No. 14A

That a problem existed with the RCB-1 polar crane.

Investigative Findings

Individual A25 stated that it was his understanding that problems
existed with the RCB-1 polar crane; however, he did not know the
exact problem.

The licensee informed the NRC inspector that it was HL&P's position
that the polar cranes are not safety-related, thus the requirements
of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B did not apply to their design, fabrication
or installation.

This item remains unresolved pending further review and determination |

of the crane's classification (498/79-19-06 and 499/79-19-06). |
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Allegation No. ISA

That problems exist with the storage of electrical / mechanical
penetrations and that Megger tests of motors in the warehouse are a
problem because the electricians do not understand the test.

Investigative Findings

Although not included in his statements, Individual A14 believes
that there are problems with the storage of electrical / mechanical
penetrations; however he could not specify the details of the problem.
A14 also believes that there are problems with the Megger tests of
motors in the warehouse because the electricians do not understand
the test; however, he could not specify the details of the problem. I

These items were not investigated and remain unresolved pending
: followup during a future inspection (498/79-19-07 and 499/79-19-07).

.
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Allegation No. 16A

That an NCR was written because the intake structure was improperly
cured, but no action was taken.

Investigative Findings

This allegation made by Individual A9 was not investigated and
remains unresolved pending followup during a future inspection
(498/79-19-56 and 499/79-19-56).
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Allegation No. 17A

A QA auditor, A25, alleged that he had heard a former QC inspector,
B18, say that B18 had told an NRC inspector something about voids in
concrete. A25 was not aware that this had ever been investigated
since he had not seen an NRC report. A25 thought that B18 had never ;

seen an NRC report either. Because of this A25 said that some QC ;
'

inspectors'are reluctant to talk to the NRC.

Investigative Findings

This allegation made by Individual A25 was not investigated and I

remains unresolved pending followup during a future inspection j
(498/79-19-57 and 499/79-19-57).
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Allegation No. 18A

A QC inspector in a signed sworn statement quoted a QA manager as having
stated that the NRC is telling HL&P/B&R who is talking.

Investigative Findings

This allegation made by Individual All has not been fully investigated. In a
signed sworn statement the QA manager, Individual A40, explained that his
statement was: "Everytime you go to the NRC we find out." He explained that
this meant that after any allegation is made to the NRC, the NRC arrives at
the site to investigate. This matter remains unresolved and will be referred
to the Office of Inspector and Auditor.
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Allegation No. 19A

A QC inspector in a signed sworn statement indicated that he discovered 3
horizontal reinforcing bars omitted. (Resolution unknown).

Investigative Findings

This allegation made by Individual A17 has not been fully investigated to
ascertain whether the missing reinforcing steel was added prior to the place-
ment of concrete, whether there was a FREA or NCR, or other disposition. The
location was determined to be in placement MEl-W250-01 which is the loading
dock area. This remains unresolved pending followup during a future inspection
(498/79-19-59 and 499/79-1S-59).
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c. Comments and Concerns

Listed below are comments or concerns, expressed by site personnel
during the course of this investigation, that are not contained in
the Summaries of Statements or Results of Interviews. These items
are either discussed elsewhere in this report, were not considered
significant relative to effects on plant safety or the person
expressing the concern had insufficient information to permit a
meaningful investigation. Therefore, the items listed here are
not considered unresolved and need no further followup effort.

(1) Nine individuals expressed concern relative to the adequacy of
concrete curing or the performance of one of the concrete
curing inspectors. These included: (a) It is believed that
inspection of curing is absent or is inadequate on the back
shifts and weekends; (b) one inspector gets seven-day curing
requirements mixed up with 14-day curing requirements; (c) one
QC inspector that inspects curing is not respected by most QC
inspectors; (d) concrete was allowed to " dry out" during the
curing process (wet method) and that inspectors would be fired
for this at other nuclear projects where he has worked.

(2) Over 21 individuals commented or expressed concern relative to
management or management practices. These included: (a) manage-
ment at this site is all " fouled up;" (b) I have never worked
at a site with such poor management; (c) I contribute poor
management to: (i) authority not delegated, (ii) QC supervisors
do not see the big picture, (iii) too many layers of supervision,
(iv) QC inspectors have two bosses at the same, time, and (v)
lines of. communication are bad, (d) concrete foremen do not
cooperatc with QC inspectors; (e) there are many young engineers
who do not know what they are doing,because they are fresh out
of college; (f) the area management concept and procedure
GCP-21 allow too much interpretation; (g) proper action was not
taken against a construction foreman for threatening a QC
inspector; (h) that the usual fix by engineers is "to accept as
is"; many of the construction foremen are not qualified - B&R
has run off all the good crews; (i) construction exerts an
undue amount of influence on QC personnel; and (j) two QC top
managers " overrode" a lead QC inspector concerning a rebar
congestion question without investigating the problem.

(3) One individual stated that a problem on the December 7, 1979
diesel generator building placement, was lack of preplacement
inspectors; that additional manpower was requested but none was
furnished; that placement inspectors were seen standing around
but did not assist the preplacement inspectors.

(4) One individual questioned the integrity of a MEA wall placement
because of'a 16-foot lift on the 1-1/2 foot thick wall. He

considered the lift excessive and questioned the ability of
inspectors to observe the placement / consolidation.

,
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(5) One individual stated that engineering and construction
generally allows 8-foot free fall of concrete in 12-inch walls;
no tremies are used.

(6) Two individuals stated that the November 9, 1979 QC meeting was
a' farce.

(7) One' individual stated that specifications that QC inspectors
must follow are too loose and vague (when a requirement impedes
construction progress it's changed or reworded to be vague).

(8) One individual stated that on occasion concrete construction
personnel tried to intimidate the " hell" out of QC inspectors;
that cancrete crews think of themselves as " prima donnas."

(9) One i idividual stated it was his opinion that the wall at
MEAB-2 W012-06 moved because vibrators were repeatedly allowed
te penetrate too far down into the previous layer and that the
base did no! develop the required strength to support the
sever al concrete layers added. This was reported to a supervisor
but he said that the specification did not limit the depth and
that QC inspectors were not the engineers. The individual also
said that during the placement, the lifts were not put in as
per directions on the pour card; that voiding resulted because
groJt was not placed around pipe penetrations prior to the
placement of the concrete.

(10) One individual said it was common for walls to go out of
tolerance during a placement because of poor workmanship and
gave examples as: ME2-W001-13, ME2-W0013-6, ME2-W001-00, and
ME2-WO12-04.

(11) One individual stated that a preplacement inspection conducted
two weeks prior to the diesel generator building base mat
placement indicated that the placement area would never be
ready by December 7, 1979; that management knew this and that
this was another example of construction scheduling concrete
placements before they a re ready.

(12) One individual said rebar foreman will tell you they have
people who do not know what's going on; that they cannot speak
English; that they stay on the job by just showing up every
day.

(13) One individual stated that during a 20-hour placement, low
slump concrete was dumped in the placement.

(14) One' individual stated that part of B&R's problem with turnover
is that they hire inspectors who are less qualifed than many
that are already on the job and pay them a dollar an hour more.

i

_ <



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

, .

- 49 -

d. Summary of Conclusions

Of the initial 12 allegations, nine were substantiated and one was
partially substantiatel. Two could not be substantiated. Of the 19
additional allegations, 10 were substantiated and 1 was not substan-
tiated. Eight additional allegations require further investigation
and are considered unres$1ved. None of the allegations led to the
discovery of any major deficiencies found in the work already
completed.

Interviews indicated that the QA/QC organization in the civil area
was not sufficiently independent from the pressures of production.
Thirteen of f,ifteen allegations concerning production pressure, lack
of supervisory suppo: t of QC inspectors, harassment, intimidation
and/or threats have been substantiated. Repeated cases were reported
where civil construction personnel ignored the findings of QC and
willfully violated procedures and specifications. In other cases QC
allowed improper work practices to be performed.

Interviews also revealed many instances where QC supervision did not
properly support field inspectors. It is noted that in some instances
a supervisor's correction or overruling of an inspector's decision
was probably justified. However, a significant problem affecting
the quality of work by the QC personnel is indicated by the following
considerations:

(1) QC supervision corrected and overruled civil QC inspectors
decisions in front of construction personnel, usually as a
direct result of a request by construction personnel, although
in some instances the QC inspector was not correct.

(2) The large number of these reported occurrences indicates either
improper training or qualifications of QC insp"ctors or improper
actions by the supervisors in overruling their inspectors.

(3) In one instance it was confirmed and admitted by a supervisor
that he had accepted a cond-tion that had not been inspected.

(4) Confusion exists on the part of many civil QC personnel
regarding the criteria to be met in order to initiate a
controlled nonconformar.c:: report (NCR) % well as the meaning
of " temporary stop work" and "stop work" orders and where the
authority to impose and lift these controls actually rests.

Failures to assure the organizational freedom and independence of
QA/QC activities and failures to provide sufficient and well-defined
authority are in noncompliance with Criterion I of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B as discussed in Appendix A to the report transmittal
letter (498/79-19-08 and 499/79-19-08).

|

|
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2. STRUCTURAL CONCRETE ACTIVITIES

a. Specifications and Procedures

The following documents reference or provide the guidance,
material and process controls and acceptance criteria for
safety related structural concrete activities:

STP PSAR and FSAR Sections 3.8 and PSAR Section 17.1

B&R Specification 2A010CS001, Rev. G, " Concrete Supply"

B&R Specification 2A010C5027, Rev. F, " Inspection and
Testing of Concrete and Its Constituents"

|

B&R Specification 2A010CS028, Rev. G, " Concrete l
Construction" 1

STP Quality Construction Procedure (QCP) A040KPCCP-3,
Rev. 14, "Prepour Activities"

STP QCP A040KPCCP-4, Rev. 13, " Concrete Placement and
Finishing" i

STP QCP A040KPCCP-8, Rev. 7, " Form Removal, Concrete
Curing and Repair"

STP QCP A040KPCCP-11, Rev. 9, " Reinforcing Steel Mechanical
Splicing (Cadwelds)"

STP QCP A040KPCCP-12, Rev. 5, " Installation of Waterstop
and Waterproofing Membrane System"

STP QCP A040KPGCP-21, Rev. 8, " Field Requests for
Engineering Action"

STP QCP A040KPGCP-13, Rev. 2, " Indoctrination and Training"

B&R QA Procedure ST-QAP 2.6, Rev. 3/15/79, "Nonconformances"

B&R QA Personnel Training Manual, Rev. 8/23/79

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory (PTL) Procedure QC-FSTC,
Rev. 18, " Field Sampling, Testing and Inspection of
Concrete"

1

PTL Procedure QC-CBP-1, Rev. 7, " Concrete Batch Plant
Inspection"

PTL Procedure QC-PQ-2, Rev. 8, " Training and Qualification
of Testing and Inspection Personnel"

t
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The above documer.ts were reviewed for basic scope, completeness,
consistency with referenced codes, standards and NRC regulatory
guides and for reference during inspection of field activities
and quality records. The following observations were made :

regarding the licensee's procedures.

QCP CCP-3 for prepour activities does not require reinspections l

of an area after lengthy delays before concrete placement or ;

after additional "last minute" construction work has been
performed. It also does not make provision for adequate time
for final QC inspection prior to scheduling of a placement.

1Examples of problems in these areas include placement ME2-W012-06,
placed on November 26, 1979 with the pour card signed off five
days earlier on November 21, 1979 and inspection problems on
DG1-M1 discussed later in this report (E.2.b.).

QCP CCP-8 for concrete curing should specify that ambient |
temperatures at the placement are to be determined and when l

they are to be determined. This would replace the use of mean
daily temperatures at an offsite upproximately 75 miles) loca-
tion as the procedure now specifies. The time at which curing ;

actually commences (for record purposes) and the length of (
irequired curing should also be clarified.

Based on field observations end discussions with QC persont91,
it was also determined that, at least on a sampling basis,

,

water curing inspections should be performed prior to day shift i

craft personnel arriving onsite. This could identify and
possibly prevent cases where curing water is being shut off on
backshifts and turned back on at the beginning of day shift.

Specifications 2A010CS028, " Concrete Construction" and QCP CCP-
4, " Concrete Placement and Finishing," should be revised to
provide a dimensional acceptance criteria for permitted lateral
movement of concrete.

Tighter limitations for free standing water and rainwater for ;

concrete placement should be instituted in the above two docu- I
ments and QCP CCP-3, "Prepour Activities." Paragraph 3.4.1.3 |

of CCP-4 allows continuation of placing during rainfall and
pushing water ahead of the concrete and ditching for runoff.
This operation could easily result in excessive washing of
mortar, especially at the construction joints.

The above observed deficiencies if corrected can aid in
clarifying and quantifying acceptance criteria. The adequacy
of QCP GCP-21, " Field Request for Engineering Action," and
ST-QAP-2.6, "Nonconformances" is discussed elsewhere in this
report (E.7.). The strengthening of these procedures is identi-
fied as an unresolved item (498/79-19-09 and 499/79-19-09).
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b. Field Activities

Aggregate storage and batch plant operations were observed. Batch
plant scales had current calibration stickers attached. Plant
inspectors and operators were interviewed as to responsibilities,
procedural requirements, and acceptance criteria. The concrete
laboratory was examined for cylinder curing conditions and equipment
calibration. Compressive strength tests for three 7-day cylinders
(sample 4411) and three 28-day cylinders (sample 4349) were observed.
Loading rate and documentation of failure loads and break types were
acceptable. The specimens tested met the required strengths.

Portions of the following placements were cbserved:

CIl-W818 11/20/79 RCB #1 Pressurizer Cubicle Wall
i

CA-2-W6 11/28/79 RCB #2 Tendon Gallery Access Shaft
Wall

DG1-M1 12/7/79 #1 Diesel Generator Building Basemat

ME2-W010-02A 12/18/79 #2 Mechanical Electrical Building Wall

The general condition of forms and the cover and layout of rein-
forcing steel appeared satisfactory. Chutes were utilized to control
freefall and lateral flow distances were not excessive. Slump, air
content and test cylinder molding activities were observed to meet
procedural requirements. Test personnel were interviewed concerning
test requirements and acceptance criteria. Truck tickets were
initialed by the PTL inspector verifying delivery of the proper mix
design.

The following items of concern, however, were observed during these
placements. On placement CIl-W81B vibrators were not being placed
in any uniform pattern as specified in CCP-4 and ACI 309. On numerous
occasions vibrators were left in the concrete for over one minute at
a time. ACI 309 provides guidance as to the visual indications of
sufficient vibration and also specifies a nominal time of-immersion
of 5 to 15 seconds. The general lighting on this placement was
inadequate, requiring QC inspectors to use spot lights to.see the
concrete being placed on the lower layers of the lift. It appeared
th,at vibrator operators could not determine the presence of the i

visual indications of sufficient vibration identified in ACI 309. '

It should be noted that the preplacement plan required special
lighting be provided to aid QC and placement personnel in ensuring

.

proper consolidation. This was not provided. |

Poor vibrator practices including moving of concrete laterally,
horizontal insertion and no uniform pattern were also observed in
placement DG1-M1. In addition, placement methods, i.e., stepped
placement as outlined in ACI 304, were not specified in the place-
ment plan as required by Paragraph 3.1.1.3 of CCP-4, nor were they



- _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

, ,

s

.

- 53 -

discussed in the preplacement meeting held December 6, 1979. This
large slab (82 feet x 107 feet x 4 feet) consisting of three integral
bays was placed by completing the middle bay and then bringing
forward the side bays from MEA building. This resulted in the
concrete in the north end of the middle bay having been in place
several hours before being tied into the final placements'of the
siCe bays. A specific placement approach, such as " stepping", is
necessary.for this type of placement to minimize the possibility of
colo joints.

This failure to follow procedure CCP-4 regarding improper vibrator
practices and lack of a specific placement method is in noncom-
pliance with Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B as discussed in
Appendix A to the report transmittal letter (498/79-19-10 and
499/79-19-10).

In addition, IE inspectors noted prior to placement DG1-M1 that many
(estimated later by B&R QC to be more than 100) vertical reinforcing
tie bars had not been wired in place. Many other bars were loosely
wired. The untied shear ties were noted on the preplacement punchlist
but the number and locations were not identified. There were only
two preplacement inspectors assigned to this placement. After the
number of loose ties was identified approximately 15-20 persons
worked to locate and secure the steel. However, when the IE inspec-
tors returned later after the placement was 1/3 completed, approxi-
mately 10 ties were observed, at the north end of the east bay and 3
additional untied bars were noted. The NRC inspectors pointed out
the condition to a B&R QC inspector but relied on the B&R inspectors
to identify additional untied bars. Since they middle bay had been
placed at this point, no one could determine the number of loose
bars in this bay. This matter will have to be addressed by the
licensee in answer to the noncompliance. |

|

This failure to properly inspect the reinforcing steel for placement |

|DG1-M1, as required by CCP-3, is in noncompliance with Criterion X
of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B as discussed in Appendix A to the report
transmittal letter (498/79-19-11 and 499/79-19-11).

|

It should be noted that craft personnel were working on items to be |
embedded in placement DG1-M1 up to within one hour of the scheduled
time to start concrete placement. There were only two preplacement
inspectors assigned to do the final inspection. This poor scheduling,
coupled with the full concrete batching and placing crews standing
by on an overtime shift, resulted in great pressure on the QC inspec-
tors to accept the preplacement conditions. Numerous QC personnel
stated during interviews that placements are often scheduled prema-
turely resulting in such pressure on QC. A review of the post

placement interview report, required by CCP-4 to highlight problem
areas identified during complex placements, revealed that the
problems with the lack of sufficient preplacement inspectors, last
minute work by construction and the loose tie bars were not
addressed.

1
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This is anotner example of noncompliance with Criterion XVI of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B as discussed in Appendix A of the report
transmittal letter (498/79-19-10 and 499/79-19-10).

A punchlist of outstanding work items, deficient conditions, FREA's
required, etc., is generated for each concrete placement. Entries
to this punchlist can be made by crafts, engineering, QC or others
and a column is provided for signoff that the item has been corrected
or completed. After the completion of placement ME2-W010-02A the IE
inspector noted that five items on the punchlist had not been signed
off by the QC inspector as corrected or completed. Discussions with
the preplacement QC inspector indicated that he did not believe that
he needed to sign off items entered by non-QC personnel. Although
the punchlist is not a formal QA document and final acceptance of a
placement for placing of concrete is the signoff on the pour card,
the NRC inspector considers that the punchlist is a necessary and
effective tool to aid the QC preplacement inspector. All items
should be verified by the QC inspector as having been corrected or
completed prior to signing off the pour card.

On at least three occasions inspectors observed loaded concrete
trucks in transit or standing-by with the agitating drum idle. With
the high slump concrete often used at STP jarring or shaking during
transport without agitation can cause segregation. In addition,

paragraph 3.2.4.4 of CCP-4 specifies maximum drum revolutions as
part of the acceptance criteria for the interval between batching
and placing. If drums are not rotated this criterion cannot be used
for inspection. In the situations observed ther'e were no indications
that concrete quality had been affected. However, this item is
identified as an unresolved item (498/79-19-12 and 499/79-10-12).
Licensee actions will be examined in a future 1.:spection.

Throughout the investigation the inspectors observed water and
membrane curing'of varicus placements for complete . coverage, protec-
tion, proper initiation and duration. Craftsmen and QC inspectors
responsible for curing inspections were interviewed regarding proce-
dural requirements and problems areas. Procedural changes resulting
in part from the IE observations of curing have been previously
outlined in this report.

The inspector examined completed placement ME2-WO12-06 as a result
of concerns expressed during an interview (See paragraph E.1.c(9)).
These concerns were that the forms had moved during this placement
and that there were voids around pipe penetrations due to poor
placement practices. There appeared to be no significant distortion
of this wall and a review of documents and discussions with involved
personnel indicated that the placement had been stopped and the form
condition corrected prior to completion. The voiding around the
penetrations resulted from the close spacing of the penetrations and
the spillage of concrete into and partially blocking the top space 3
before the specified grout could be placed. These voids had been
identified and were being repaired.
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Completed placement ME2-W001-13, ME2-W0013-6, ME2-W001-00 and
ME2-WO12-04 were examined for distortion based on concerns expressed
during an interview (See paragraph E.1.c(10)). Although there was
some slight distortion noted in two of these placements, nothing of
significance was noted.

c. Quality Assurance Records

Quality assurance records for four completed placements were examined
for completeness and compliance with licensee procedures, specifica-
tions and commitments. These placements and the records examined
were as follows:

CSI-W5, 660 cubic yards placed October 21, 1977
Pour Card, Curing Inspection Card, Concrete Inspection
Book, Concrete Curing Daily Log, Special Prepour Check-
list, Post Tensioning Inspection Reports, Concrete Test
Load Tickets, Truck Tickets and Attachments II through
VIII of PTL procedure QC-CBP which consist of reports on
Daily Batch Plant Operation, Scale Dial Reading Digital
Printout and Batch Tolerance Checks, Batch Record Summary,
Moisture Content of Aggregates, Moisture Adjustments and
Batch Weights, Batch Plant Equipment Inspection and Field
Testing Summary.

CSI-W17, 884 ' cubic yards placed December 21, 1978
Pour Card, Special Prepour Checklist, Examination Checks
for Preplacement, Placement and Curing, Truck Tickets and
Attachment II - VIII of PTL procedure QC-CBP.

CS2-W5, 464 cubic yards placed April 27, 1979
Pour Card, Special Prepour Checklist, Examination Checks
fcr Prepour, Placement and Curing; Inspection Repair Card,
depair Inspection Report, Post Tensioning Inspection
Reports, Attachments II - VIII of PTL procedure.QC-CBP,
Truck Tickets.

,

,

CS2-W7, 450 cubic yards placed September 17, 1979
Special Prepour Checklist, Examination Checks fhr Prepour,
Placement and Curing, Prescon Corporation report on post
tensioning, Concrete Placement Plan.

It was noted that the truck tickets in the QA records vault did not
have the required PTL inspectors' initial indicating that the proper
mix design was delivered to that placement. It was then determined
that the initialed copy of the ticket was being forwarded to B&R's
accounting department and an unsigned copy from the batch plant was
being forwarded to the QA records department. The initia. led copy
for future placements will be provided to B&R QA records and those
for prior placements have been retrieved from accounting. A spot
check of the'retriefed copi'es indicated that PTL inspecto.rs were in
fact documenting the use of the proper mix design.

,
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Pour Cards, Preplacement and Placement Examination Checks -for the
following placements made November 1-7, November 20, September 12
and September 17, 1979 were reviewed for completeness and the type
and extent of problems identified:

'

MEl-5203 ME2-W010-02
ME2-WO12-01 MEl-5047
ME2-WOO 7-39 CS2-W7
ME2-W210-06 ME2-WOO 9-07
CIl-W818

It was noted that improper consolidation and excessive lift thick-
ness were mentioned on three of these reports. Review of B&R Site
Internal Surveillance (SIS) Report 26 (November 1979) and.the pour
cards and examination checks for placements ME2-W012-06 and ,

ME2-W001-04 also indicated that consolidation and lift thickness )
continue to be problems. This failure to take effective remedial
ection for these repetitive problems is another example of noncom-
pliance with Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B as discussed in
Appendix A to the report transmittal letter (498/79-19-10 and i

499/79-19-10).

Curing Examination Checks for eight placements on September 27, 1979
and October 2, 1979 were examined.

Complex pour post placement interview minutes for the following ,

Iplacements for September - November 1979 were reviewed for thorough-
ness and types of problems identified:

1CIl-554 CIl-W81A
CI2-W14 CIl-W90 ,

CS2-W7 CIl-W83 i

CS2-W8A

The following additional concrete quality assurance records were
examined.

(1) Main batch plant scale calibration reports for admixture
dispensers (July 1978, January 1979 and July 1979), water and
ice, cement, two coarse aggregate and sand scales (June 1978
and June 1979).

(2) PTL Concrete Test Data Sheets for cylinder compressive strength
tests performed August through November 1979.

(3) W. R. Grace Company Certified Material Test Reports for air
entraining agent (February 23, May 14 and September 14, 19/9),
water reducing agent (February 23. April 25 and October 29,
1979) and water reducing retarder (February 73, April 25,
May 14, September 14 and October 29, 1979).

I

.
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(4) PTL Daily Aggregate Tests for September 25, 1979.

(5) Report for intensified monitoring of course aggegrate free
moisture for September 6-21, 1979.

(6) Daily Concrete Inspection Test Results for September 25, 1979.

(7) Concrete Inspection Test Reports for placements CIl-S54 and ,

ME2-S002 placed on September 25, 1979.

(8) Monthly mix water chemical analysis for April - September 1979.

(9) Cement chemical and physical test reports dated June 18, 1979
for grind C-204 and August 27, 1979 for grind C-214.

(10) Early Stiffening of Portland Cement tests run from November 8,
1978 through May 21, 1979.

(11) Six month aggegrate test results for magnesium sulfate sound-
ness, potential alkali reactivity and Los Angeles Abrasion on
PTL report dated September 27, 1979.

(12) Monthly aggregate tests as listed Table 5.6 in specification
2A010CS027 for samples taken July 1, August 2 and September 1, i

1979. )
l

The inspector selected the following 11 placements to examine '

documentation of the inspection of concrete surfaces for defects as
required by CCP-8: FH1-W99, W16C, 13C; MEl-5025A; CII-W58, W59, W61;
MEl-WO25-03A: MEl-WO33-10; CIl-W37; MEl-W012-04; ME2-W001-04;
MEl-W001-06; ME2-W006-03; CI2-W14.

The first seven placements had documentation attesting to the
inspection and th'e last four, placed between August - October 1979,
had not yet been inspected. Although there is no time limit for
this inspection, it was noted that some inspections were not per-
formed for more than a year after placement and B&R has no log or
other means to readily verify that eacl. placement has been inspect-
ed. The QC Engineering Civil Supervisor indicated that some method
of keeping track of the inspection status would be developed. This
is identified as an unresolved item (498/79-19-13 and 499/79-19-13).

For pumped concrete, sampling for air content, slump, temperature
and test specimens is performed at the truck discharge, not at the
point of placement as specified in ACI 304-73 and ANSI N45.2.5-1974.
In addition, neither is continuing correlation testing performed as
specified in ANSI N45.2.5-1978. Correspondence and correlation
tests results from the approximately 80 tests run during May -
October 1977 were examined. The STP practice of sampling pumped
concrete only at the truck discharge has not been accepted by NRC's
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) and is the subject of

. .
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i
d

FSAR question 130.25 from NRR. On December 21, 1979, HL&P Engi-
neering directed B&R to resume correlation testing for pumped

; concrete. Pending resolution of this matter by NRR this item will
4

bt identified as an unresolved item (498/79-19-14 and 499/79-19-14).

The qualification of personnel involved in concrete placement was
examined for compliance with site procedures, licensee commitments ,

'

and NRC requirements. In response to NRR question 411.70, HL&P |
. committed in Appendix A to the PSAR to comply with Regulatory Guide'

(R.G.) 1.58, Revision O. R.G. 1.58 endorses ANSI-N45.2.6-1973 for
qualification of inspection personnel. However, B&R Quality Assur-,

ance Personnel Training Manual specifies experience levels con-:

sistent with the less restrictive ASME Section III,' Division 2, not
ANSI N45.2.6. PTL QC Procedure QC-PQ-2 is not clear as to which
experience requirements apply to concrete inspectors but actual
practice at STP has been to qualify them to the requirements of ASME
Section III, Division 2. This inconsistency between the PSAR commit-
ment and actual site practice is identified as an unresolved item
(498/79-19-15 and 499/79-19-15).

The qualification / certification records of 14 B&R civil QC inspectors
and six PTL concrete inspectors were reviewed for compliance with
B&R Quality Assurance Personnel Training Manual and PTL Quality

:. Control Procedure QC-PQ-2. These records indicated that five B&R
inspectors and three PTL inspectors did not have the required
applicable QA/QC experience at the time of their certification.

j Examplss include less than the required amount (years) of experience,
; experience totally unrelated to the inspection tasks certified for

and little or no QA/QC experience (construction experience only).
.

i

This failure to follow site procedures is in noncompliance with
' Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, as discussed in Appendix A of;

the report transmittal letter (498/79-19-16 and 499/79-19-16). A
similar item was. identified to the licensee in report 50-498/ 79-12
It should also be noted that the responsible level III inspector and

'

the site QA Training Coordinator indicated that the experience
listed on personnel resumes is not verified with previous employers.3

Construction and QC personnel are briefed on changes to site
procedures during formal training sessions. Personnel requiring
training are designated by reviewers on a cover sheet to the pro-
cedure revisions. A review of training records for. Revisions 8 and
9 to CCP-11 and Revisions 9, 12 and 13 to CCP-4 indicated that a few
QC inspectors and a larger number of construction foremen did not!

!

receive the specified training. The program for training personnel
in changes to procedures is not included in site procedures and no
training or briefing is performed for revisions to specifications.4

Considering the continuing difficulties between construction and QC
and the concrete placement problems at STP, training for QC and
construction persqnnel concerning changes to procedures and specifi-
cations should be controlled by a formalized program. This program;

, .,

7

I

!
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should include a more positive means to assure that all persons
requiring training are identified and that they actually receive the
training. This will be identified as an unresolved item (498/79-19-17
and 499/79-19-17)., The PTL program for keeping inspectors current
on procedure and specification changes was examined and appeared
satisfactory.

d. Cadwelding Activities

Due to questions about the accuracy and completeness of Cidweld
records prior to 1979, B&R is conducting a special review of these
records. At the time of this investigation no inspection reports
have yet been located for 106 Cadwelds and 1660 could not be identi-
fled as to specific location out of a total of 37,030 Cadwelds.
This records search is continuing and these activities are being
followed by RIV inspectors.

Acceptance criteria for Cadwelding activities at STP are contained
in CCP-11, Regulatory Guide 1.10 and ASME Section III, Division 2.
Cadweld inspection books for the Unit 1 RCB Dome. dated November 8
and 9,1979 and for the Unit =1 MEAB dated Noven. bet. 14 and 15, 1979
were examined. The Cadwelder Test Record ar . Caevelder Qualifica-
tion Report for Cadwelders 36 and 48 were reviewed for compliance
with test frequency requirements. The satisfacto.'y tensile test of

qualification Cadweld 80HX2 was observed. Cadweld inspectors were
interviewed and were knowledgeable concerning site Cadweld activities ,

and procedural requirements. |

l
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3. PLANT BACKFILL

The inspector met with Houston Lighting and Power (HL&P), Brown and Root
(B&R), and Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory (PTL) representatives to review
in progress and completed work activities relative to the placement and
testing of Category I plant backfill material. The purpose of the review
was to establish:

That the Safety Analysis Report, specifications and procedures are.

consistent, reflect the design criteria and are consistent with NRC
requirements.

That a test fill section had been placed to demonstrate the plant.

backfill material could be consistently compacted to the required
density using the available equipment, given a systematic and
controlled placement of the material.

That a production sampling program had been implemented in the field
,

.

during placement to verify the consistency of the backfill material |

and that the specified densities were being obtained.

That records of completed work demonstrate the backfill material.

placement and compaction was accomplished in a controlled manner as
specified and the density test results reflect that the required
soil densities were obtained throughout the placement, both in area i

and depth. |

That field activities of ongoing work were consistent with pro-.

cedures and specifications.

Specificatio5s and Proceduresa.
,

The following documents reference or provide the guidance, material
and process tontrols and acceptance criteria for safety related
Category I backfill.

(1) STP PSAR and FSAR Section 2.5.4 t

(2) B&R Specification 3YO69YS029, Rev. F., " Structural B'ckfill"a

!
.STP Quality Construction Procedure A040KPCCP-2,.Rev. 2, !

!.

l (3)
" Structural Backfill" ll

(4) PTL Procedure IS-511-D1556-64, Rev. 2, " Density of Soil
In-Place by the Sand Cone Method"

(5) PTL Procedure IS-S10-D2049-69, Rev. 3, " Relative Density of |
Cohesionless Soils"

I

I

|
1

|

. .
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The above documents were reviewed for basic scope, completeness,
consistency with referenced codes, standards and NRC regulatory
guides and for reference during inspection of field activities and
in the review of quality records. The following procedural defi-
ciency was discussed with the licensee: PTL's QA Procedure No.
IS-511-D-1556-64 requires that the in place density measurements are
to be performed according to ASTM D-1556. However, there are no

instructions in the PTL procedures as to what depth below the back-
fill lift surface the test should be performed. A review of PTL's
density records and discussions with soil inspectors indicated that
PTL inspection personnel have been performing density tests at
various test <jepths.

This failure to establish procedures for a systematic sampling
technique as part of a testing program to verify that the required
densities are being obtained throughout the placement lifts is
contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B,
Criterion V, as discussed in Appendix A of the report transmittal
letter (498/79-19-21 and 499/79-19-21).

In addition, the FSAR in Section 2.5.4.5.6.1 states that the maximum
lift thickness for structural backfill would be 18 inches where
there was unrestricted placement. B&R Specification 3Y069YS029,
Rev. F, also indicates the 18 inch maximum lift thickness. The
inspector reviewed the document purported to represent the results
of the test fill program (See Section E.3.b herein). This indicated
that the test fill program resulted in the determination that for 18
inch maximum lift thickness, it would be necessary to make 12 passes
with the compcction equipment. The inspector reviewed the associated
construction precedure, STP-QCP A040KPCCP-2, Rev. 2, Structural
Backfill, and determined it required only 8 passes with the compac-
tion equipment for the maximum lift thickness of 18 inches.

The failure to complete backfill compaction, a special process, in
accordance with a procedure that reflected the qualification proce-
dures used for an activity affecting quality is a noncompliance and
is contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B,
Criterion IX as discussed in Appendix A of the report transmittal
letter (498/79-19-18 and 499/79-19-18).

The NRC inspectorgalso determined from conversations with the
cognizant B&R engineer initially responsible for specifying the lift
thickness that 12 inch lifts had originally been specified. The
lift thickness was changed to 18 inches as a result of a suggestion
by the soils consultant, Woodward-Lundgren, during the review of the
B&R specification. Woodward-Lundgren in making that recommendation
also suggested that a test fill section should be completed to
demonstrate that 18 inch lifts could be consistently compacted to
the required density. This item remains unresolved pending further
review (498/79-19-58 and 499/79-19-58).

P
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b. Test Fill

Discussions with HL&P and B&R began on December 18, 1979 concerning
whether a test fill had been completed. Finally, on January 3,

1980, after several discussions subsequent to December 18, 1979, the
inspector was informed by HL&P that a test fill had not been completed
at STP. However, the next day the B&R cognizant engineer,(the
design engineer from B&R, Houston) presented a memo to the inspector
as the document representing the results of the test fill program.
This indicated the use of 18 inch lifts of material and compacted

using 12 passes of the equipment. The memo, No. BC-00990?JDG dated
June 16, 1976, was reviewed and considered to be inadequate for the
following reasons:

(1) Backfill material used for the test was not identified.

(2) The base material used for the test fill was not idehtified.

(3) The report did not indicate placement of more than ohe test !

lift. If in fact only one test lift was placed the specified |

testing depth of 18 to 24 inches would only reflect density
tests on the base material.

(4) Some of the documents attached to the test fill record indicate
a 16 inch loose lift was tested while the cover letter on the
memo stated a 18 inch loose lift had been tested.

During the review of information relative to a test fill program the
inspector determined that the licensee's soils , consultant, Woodward-
Lundgren, recommended in their Special Study No. 330, dated February
12, 1975, that a test fill (field test) be performed, stating that j
it would be presumptuous not to conduct a field trial test. They
again recommended a test fill in their subsequent review of the B&R
Structrual Backfill Specification 3Y069YS029, dated April 14, 1975. |

l

Since the performance of a valid test fill program is important to
verify that the relevant backfill placement parameters are adequate
in order to achieve the desired field densities, the inspector i

requested inplace field density tests. The performance of theses

tests in a normal fill area, could, if they met the compattion
requirements, provide verification of the construction method being
used to compact the backfill material. Relevant paramete'rs which
can affect field compaction are considered to be loose thickness of
lift; weight, speed, and frequency of vibratory compactio'n equipment;
number of passes; and moisture used.

Two density tests were performed to verify the adequacy o'f the
compaction equipment which had completed an 18 inch lift., The two
density tests performed for the inspector on January 7, 1980 failed
the acceptance' criteria even though the lift had been previously
approved by PTL for placement of the next lift. The results of the

:
.

I

B



. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . - - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
.

. .

- 63 -

tests conducted for the inspector indicated that the upper part of
the lift as well as the top of the previous lift had not been
compacted to the required density.

Following placement of another 18 inch lift in the same area, six
additional tests were conducted on January 8, 1980. The upper two
tests indicated that the top 12 inches of the lift were not compacted

,

to the required density. This is not considered to be abnormal for
this type of material. The other four tests, taken at -12, -18, -28
and -34 inches, all passed but were not considered representative
since the number of passes in the test area by the compaction equip-
ment was observed by the NRC inspectors to greatly exceed the eight
one-way passes specified in the site procedure.

The same special treatment (i.e. , excessive number of passes of
compaction equipment and extra watering) was observed on the next
lift. The licensee's representative in response to questioning
concerning the special treatment given the selected test are stated
"it's only human nature" that they want to make sure the tests pass.

Because of observat?)ns in the field, Woodward-Lundgren's special
study, discussions with the B&R soils engineer and HL&P field personnel
and a literature review, it is evident that the upper part of the
last lift of the backfill material used at STP "cannot" be compacted
using the current methods. Given this fact, at least six to nine
inches of material beneath Category I buildings probably does not
meet compaction cr,iteria. B&R's cognizant engineer, when questioned
about the loose fill, indicated that they have literature that
indicates loose material under the structures is satisfactory. This
item remains unresolved pending review of the B&R literature
(498/79-19-19 and'499/79-19-19).

Subsequently, on February 6, 1980, as a result of the NRC findings,
the licensee conducted a site test fill to demonstrate that 18 inch
lifts could indeed be compacted with only eight one-way passes of
the equipment in use. The results of this test fill had not been
fully evaluated as of February 21, 1980 and had not been provided to
the NRC. During the conduct of the retest of fill placement the NRC
inspector and the licensee's representative observed that the compac-
tion equipment roller was overlapping a full half drum width. Thus,
the center section of the test fill would have received 16 passes
instead of the specified eight of the field procedure. The licensee,
following questioning by the NRC, stopped the improper rolling of
the test fill. The matter remains unresolved pending review of
the test fill resu'Its (498/79-19-20 and 499/79-19-20).

.
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c. Soil Samplina Program

A comprehensive soil sampling (testing) program must be implemented
at the beginning of backfill operations to verify the consistency of
the backfill placement procedures and to insure that the specified
densities were obtained.

The FSAR in Section 2.5.4.5.6.2.4 and B&R's Specification No.
3YO69Y5029 Revision F, paragraph 9.e, and B&R's Procedure No.
A040KPCCP-2, paragraph 3.3.3.5 require that at least one relative
density test be performed for every fourth field sand cone density
test. A review of PTL's relative density laboratory data on
December 18, 1979, indicated that a relative density test had not
been performed since November 17, 1979, although plant backfill
material continued to be placed during that period. Furthermore the
testing laboratory personnel failed to document and correct this
nonconforming condition. Discussions with the PTL cognizant indi-
vidual indicated that the relative density test apparatus had been
out of service since November 17, 1979 and had been breaking down
periodically during the previous month. The test equipment was
replaced and relative density testing was resumed on January 7,
1980, nearly two months later. Plant backlift continued to be
placed during the entire period of the equipment breakdown. Subse-
quent tests on the retained samples indicated that the required
relative densities had been met.

The failure to take prompt corrective action once the defective
equipment was identified and the failure to preclude repeated cases
of tests not being performed is in noncompliance with Criterion XVI
of 10 CFr 50, Appendix B as discussed in Appendix A of the report .

transmittal letter (498/79-19-22 and 499/79-19-22).

d. Records

Quality assurance records for backfill inspections were examined for
completeness and compliance with licensee specifications, procedures
and commitments.

B&R Specification No. 3Y069YS029, in paragraph 7.1.e, requires that
the backfill material be placed in uniform layers not exceeding
18 inches of loose thickness. Paragraph 3.3.3.2 of B&R Procedure
No. CCP-2 requires that the minimum number of passes of compaction
equipment will be eight one-way passes. A review of the test records
and procedure indicated that neither the procedure or the test
record Form SF-6, "In-Place Density Test by Sand Cone Method,"
required this important information to be documented.

It was determined from discussions with PTL's personnel that the
lift number on the test record has no relationship to lift elevation
in a specific area. The NRC inspector and HL&P personnel attempted
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toobtainelevationdataonconsecutiveliftsinaspecifIedarea
from other QA records to establish that the fill had been',placed
systematically and uniformly in 18 inch layers and comoacted
accordingly. However, due to the method of lift numbering and
system of filing, this could not be accomplished during the inspec-
tion. The licensee is continuing their efforts to assemble this4

data. Further review is planned for future inspections on this
unresolved item (498/79-19-23 and 499/79-19-23).

Discussions with B&R excavation personnel indicated that no
.

instructions as to minimum number of passes to make with the compac-
tion equipment are given to the compactor operators. The operators
are told to roll an area until told to stop. This information was
obtained through an interpreter since the compactor opera {or did not
speak English and his foreman didn't speak Spanish. B&R's excavation
superintendent also indicated that "there are no project requirements
on number of passes of equipment since each compactor has different
characteristics, and to specify number of passes would be meaningless."

| PTL's soil inspectors indicated that they have no idea on how many
passes of the compactor the fill area received before they test it, |

onlythattheB&Rsupervisorcallsthemovertoperforma; test.
Failure to document the lift thickness and the number of passes of
the compaction equipment, which are needed to assure that.the back-
fill material is being systematically placed and compacteif, is
contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVII
as discussed in Appendix A of the report transmittal letter
(498/79-19-24 and 499/79-19-24).

e. Field Activities

PTL's testing activities were observed both in the soils laboratory
and in the field. PTL personnel were interviewed as to rbspon-
sibilities and procedural requirements and acceptance cri'eria.t

A laboratory relative density test was observed and was performed in
accordance with the procedure. However, a review of PTL'c laboratory
data on relative density determinations indicated that PTL had run only
dry maximum density determinations in the laboratory. ASTM D-2049-69,
the reference testing standard states in Note 2 that, "While the dry
method is preferred from the standpoint of securing results in a
shorter period of time, the highest maximum density is obtained for
some soils in a saturated state. At the beginning of a l'aboratory
testing program, or when a radical change of materials oct urs, the
maximum density test should be performed on both wet and dry soil
to determine which method results in the higher maximum density.
If the wet method produces higher maximum densities, (in' excess of
one per cent) it shall be followed in succeeding tests." Therefore,
the inspector requested that a maximum density test be run wet and
a Modified Proctor test be run to determine if the maximum density
that PTL is using to control the backfill placement is iddeed the
maximum density. The results of these tests indicated that the

:
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placement ~is indeed the maximum density. The results of these tests
indicated that the relative wet maximum density was less than the
relative dry density. In fact, the material in the relative density

mold became looser under vibration with the addition of water. This
matter was discussed with B&R and HL&P personnel to detersine what
effect this might have on the plant backfill material undw earth-
quake conditions in view of the normal plant high water taole. HL&P

,

and B&R representatives indicated that the would look into it. The i

problem of possible liquefaction is corsidered unresolved pending
completion of their review. (498/17-19-25 and 499/79-19-25)

The Modified Proctor test showed a maximum dry density of 127.5
pounds per cubic foot which agreed with the values documented in the
SAR. The minimum-maximum relative density values referenced by the
FSAR (93.5 and 128.1 pcf) represent those values noted orginally in 1

the PSAR. These were different from those being used in the field |

(105.3 and 123.6 pcf). In light of discussions with PTL personnel
who indicated that the material properties haven't changed during
the course of the work, the inspector questioned whac backfill material
was tested to obtain the SAR's values. Since the values documented
in the SAR's were used for liquefaction studies, further review of
this matter is needed. This item remains unresolved pending this I

further review (498/79-19-26 and 499/79-19-26).

Numerous field sand cone density tests were observed. Th& one PTL j

soils inspector that performed the tests was conducting them accor- i
ding to established procedures. (Lack of instructions relative to |
the sampling technique for the tests is discussed in paragraph 3.a. j

above). |
1

f. Additional Soil Penetration Tests |
l

Subsequent to the initial phase of the investigation, the licensee l

initiated a soil penetration test program to ascertain whether the |
plant backfill was adequately placed and compacted. The NRC was I

informed of this program on January 30, 1980, after the testing
commenced on January 28, 1980. *

A review of the Woodward-Lundgren drilling procedure indicated that
they were to conduct the soil penetration tests according to ASTM
D-1586, " Penetration Test and Split-Barrel Sampling of Soils." I

The resident NRC inspector determined on January 30, 1980 after
several tests were run, that the required ASTM 140 pound hammer on
the test rig did not have a weight certification. Upon further
examination it was determined that the hammer had been weighed on
January 28, 1980 and was found to be in nonconformance wi.th the
requirements of ASTM D-1586. This nonconformance was documented on
a Woodward-Lundgren "Nonconformance and Corrective Action Report" ,

dated January 28, 1980. Although disposition of this nonconformance |

was not completed until February 4,1980, site soil penetration
testing activities were allowed to continue during the period

,

4
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January 28 to February 4, 1980, using this hammer which had been
identified as nonconforming.

This is contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XV as discussed in Appendix A of the report transmittal
letter (498/79-19-27 and 499/79-19-27).

On February 5, 1980 the NRC inspector measured the inside diameter
of the split-spoon cutting edge to be 1.50 inches. ASTM D-1586
requires the spoon inside diameter of the cutting edge to be 1.375
inches. Also, the required 0.75 inch taper on the end was 0.50
inches and the cutting edge was very rough. From discussions with
the Woodward-Lundgren engineer responsible for logging in the borings,
it was determined that he was not aware that the split-spoon should
be 1.375 inches.

This failure to identify a deviation from the specified ASTM test
procedures is in noncompliance with Criterion XI of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B as discussed in Appendix A of the report transmittal
letter (498/79-19-28 and 499/79-19-28).

The recorded blow counts with these two deviations (i.e., hammer
weight and split spoon size) cannot be compared to " Standard Penetra-
tion Test-Relative Density Curves" since they are not " standard"
blow counts. This item is currently under review by Woodward-Lundgren
to determine if the recorded blow counts can be transformed into
" standard" blow counts. This iten is considered unresolved pending
review of the results of this study (498/79-19-29 and 499/79-19-29).

During the subsequent inspection it was also learned that Boring
204, near containment building No. 2 encountered loose material near
the base of the foundation mat. The extent and thickness of the
area of loose material had not been determined as of February 21,
1980 but B&R indicated that this matter was being evaluated. B&R
engineering indicated that there had been a slope washout at that
location during August 1977 before any backfill material was placed.
However, a review of PTL's inspection reports for backfill material
placed in the same area met density requirements. The NRC is
currently waiting for the Woodward-Lundgren subgrade verification lreport for that area. Pending receipt and review of this report |

this item is considered to be unresolved (498/79-19-30 and |

499/79-19-30). I

'

'
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4. REVIEW 0F WELDING ACTIVITY

a. Review of Welding Procedures

The inspector reviewed the following welding procedures which
appeared to meet applicable code requirements which for the STP
are contained in the ASME B&PV Code, M7a, with addenda through
winter 1975.

A040KPMECP-1 Qualification of Welders & Welding Operators
A040KPMECP-2 Field Fabrication and Erection of Structural Steel
A040KPMECP-4 Field Fabrication and Welding of Piping Systems and

Components Nuclear Systems
A040KPMECP-8 Control of Welding Material
A040KPMECP-9 Field Welding and Inspection of Instrument Lines
A040KPWCP-2 Administration and Organization of Welding Engineering

Department
A040KPWCP-6 Functional Check of Electrode Ovens
A040KSWES-1 Stud Welding
A040KSWES-2 0xygen Indicators
A040KSWES-4 Field Welding of Aluminum-Bronze Pipes (Inspection

Plan)
A040KSWES-5 Instructions for Weld Documentation
A040KSWES-8 Maintenance of Welding Power Supplies
A040KSWES-11 Electronic Alignment, Performance Verification and

Maintenance of the Dimetrics Gold Track II Automatic
Welding System

A040KSWES-12 Main Coolant Loop Pipe Welding

The inspector identified document control problems during the course |
'

of the inspection. Document control procedures in the B&R QA Manual
Section 6 states in pirt: " Documents used for the design, procure-
ment, and construction of code and safety-related items should be
distributed and controlled in accordance with approved Project
Procedures..."

Contrary to the previously referenced procedure, on January 8,1980,
the inspector identified that the licensee's controlled copies (Nos.
04 and 05)of, the contractor's QA manual did not contain thu latest
issue of interim changes.

Additionally, an NRC inspector noted in a copy of the HL&P STP
Project (site) QA manual from the HL&P library that the entire
manual contained procedures dated 1976. This copy was compared to
the NRC copy, which was current (1979). The library copy was found ,

I

to be completely outdated. The HL&P Site QA supervisor stated that
it should be understood that this manual was uncontrolled since
there was no insert to say it was controlled. The NRC inspector
stated that it is acceptable to maintain outdated manuals, specifi-
cations and drawings, however, such reference material must be
clearly marked obsolete, superceded or for information only.

e
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This f ailure to control documents is contrary to the requirements of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI. as discussed in Appendix A of
the transmittal letter (498/79-19-33 and 499/79-19-33).

b. Welder / Welding Operator Performance Qualification Test (PQT) Records

The inspector reviewed records of examinations performed on welder /
welder operator PQT's specimens. The reviews were conducted to
determine compliance with regulatory and ASME Code requirements.
The contractor's welder qualification procedure, MECP-1, is based on
Section IX of the ASME Code " Welding Qualifications" and requirements
delineated therein are consistent with those of Section IX. This
procedure provides guidance for welding plate and pipe type specimens
in positions specified in Section IX. Tension and bend tests or
radiographic examination of the welded specimens is required to
verify weld qualit,. Since radiography is the principal examination
method employed by the contractor, radiographic documentation was
reviewed. Radiographs of plate type specimens and small and large
bore pipe of varying wall thickness were selected for review.

Two questionable practices were observed relative to welder / welder
operator qualification as follows:

(1) The methods used for welders qualifying for the 2G position for
pipeweldingwasquestionedbecausethepipewasrotatedafter j

welding 180 instead of welding a continuous 360*. The NRC 1

inspector interpreted the Code to mean weld 360* while the |
contractor interpreted that it could be welded 180 followed by ]a break then reinitiating the arc and welding the remaining i

180 . This practice was used because of the unusual layout of I
Ithe qualification room.

(2) Welders' qualification for pipe welding was performed by opening
the root gap from 3/8 to 1/2-inch instead of the required 1/16
to 1/8 inch. Also a backing ring was used during the qualifica-
tion and was not removed prior to radiographing. This is not i

typical of production welding and the backing ring silhouette I
may interfere with interpreting the radiograph. |

These matters are considered unresolved pending further review.
(498/79-19-31 and 499/79-19-31)

.

Radiographs of PQT pipe specimens 8 inches in diameter and less were
observed to contaid film side penetrameter(s). The applicable
implementing radiographic procedure, ST-NDEP-2.1, which is based on I'

the ASME B&PV Code, Section III, 1974, with addenda through Winter
1975, requires that a source side penetrameter be used, accessibility
permitting. Since the inside surface was accessible the inspector
questioned the undocumented departure from procedural requirements.
Discussions with examination personnel disclosed that site QA manage-
ment had issued oral instructions contradicting procedural requirements

1

i

.
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with respect to penetrameter placement. Reportedly, approximately
152 welders / welder operators have been qualified using these examina-
tion techniques. Specific radiographs of PQTs which show a film
side penetrameter include the following:

Log No. 1362, Log No. 1889, Log No. 1983, Log No. 2021, Log No.
2024, Log No. 2047, Log No. 2051, Log No. 2054, Log No. 2176, Log
No. 2063, Log No. 2138, Log No. 2074, and Log No. 2193.

Paragraph NB-4321 of Section III of the ASME B&PV Code requires that
welder / welding operator performance qualification tests be conducted
in accordance with Section IX of the ASME Code. Section IX, QW-191,
requires that radiography be performed to meet the technique require-
ments of Article 2, of Section V, of the ASME Code. Paragraph
T-263, of Article 2 of Section V, requires the use of a source side
penetrameter where accessibility permits hand placement on the
source side of the item being examined. The contractors implementing
procedure, ST-NDEP-2.1, reiterates these requirements. Contrary to
these requirements, the aforementioned radiographs contained a film
side penetrameter.

This failure to follow the requirements of Section III of the 1974
ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code and Addenda through Winter 1975
to obtain the correct radiograph technique to qualify welders is
contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a, Codes and Standards .

!(d)(3) as described in Appendix A of the transmittal letter.
(498/79-19-32 and 499/79-19-32).

c. Observation of Welding Activities

(1) Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary (RCPS) Piping Welding

The inspector observed the welding of steam generator nozzles
to hot leg spool pieces for two steam generators located in the
northeast and northwest quadrant of Unit I reactor containment
building. Fitup, cleaning, land dye check, tack welding the
insert, purge dam installation and purge, root pass, and hot
pass operations were witnessed.

The inspector reviewed the x-ray report, Log #2191, subsequent
to completing the weld. This weld was made by welders identified
as unqualified in paragraph 4.b(2) above.

(2) Safety Related (Piping) Welding

The requirements to control welding were:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX, " Control of Special
Processes" states in part that: " Measures shall be established
to assure that special processes, including welding ..., are
controlled and accomplished in accordance with applicable
codes, standards, specifications . . . . ."
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Section 17, of the licensee's PSAR, titled " Control of Special
Processes," states in part that: ". . written procedures and. .

controls be prepared to ensure special processes, including
welding, . . . . . accomplished in accordance with applicable
codes, standards, specifications,. . .". .

ASME B&PV Code, 1974, Section III, with Addenda through Winter
1975, paragraph NO-4412. " Cleanliness and Protection.of Welding
Surfaces" states in part, that: ". . .The work shall be.

protected from deleterious contamination and from rain, snow
and wind during welding . . . ."

Contrary to the above requirements the inspector observed the
following:

(a) Field weld No. 0011A in a safety injection pipe in Unit 1
Spent Fuel Building, lowest level, was being TIG welded.
The consumable insert had been tack welded in place. The
inspector observed that a sand blasting operation had
occurred above the weld location and cleanup was in
progress overhead. A piece of plywood was overturned and
the sand / dust decended profusely through the metal grating
and covered the weld joint surfaces which had been tack
welded. The joint was disassembled to clean. The welding
surfaces of field weld No. 0011A were not adequately
protected. The joint fit up on this weld was also found
to be improper because mismatch was so great that exces-
sive stressing occurred when the clamp was loosened and
many of the tack welds cracked. The inspector requested ,

!to see a procedure or instruction which describes the use
of Dearman clamps to align piping with respect to ovality, |

maximum offset or out of roundness. No procedure was )
1available.
l

(b) Fitup of a carbon steel flued head to carbon steel I

penetration sleeve No. 27 was in progress in RCB-1 at
approximately elevation 18 feet in the northwest quadrant
of the building. All tack welds contained porosity. The
inert gas line had a leak. Sand blasting operation was in
progress nearby during fitup and the supervisorjand welder
did not take adequate action to protect the joint. The
next day welding proceeded and the root pass an'd hot pass
was put in. The torch (rasebud) was lighted to heat the
weld joint area up prior to welding. Sand and dust was |

being ignited and sparks were visually observed by the NRC l
inspector and the welding personnel. The welding personnel |

could not understand why sparks were emitted. .The inspector |

observed that sand blasting was again in progress about 20
feet from the welding area. The inspector had* pointed out
the minor contamination to the welders on the previous day

,

%
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yet, heavy contamination was observed the next day. A

radiograph of the root pass showed incomplete fusion of
the insert.

(c) A six inch diameter 308L stainless steel seamless pipe
(schedule 40), Line #AF2004, was being welded to a pene-
tration. This weld, FW005, was located at the base of a
building wall in an excavation where loose sand was
observed. The inspector questioned the welder as to how
the weld would be protected from contamination and wind.

The inspector later observed a make shift method of
protection (a lean-to made from polyethylene). This left
two ends open and created a wind tunnel effect which was
as bad or worse than no protection. A radiograph of the
subject weld showed " sugaring" which is usually caused by
the loss of cover gas. The cover gas could not be main-
tained on the weld because of the wind. The welding was
not protected from " delete?ious contamination and from the
wind during welding".

This failure to control welding processes, which are
special processes, is contrary to the requirements of 10
CFR 50 Appendix 8 Criterion IX as discussed in Appendix A
of the transmittal letter (498/79-19-34 and 499/79-19-34).

(3) Observation of Welding on Safety Related Structural Steel
Supports and Components

(a) The inspector observed work performed on all of the Unit 1
steam generators. The inspector questioned HL&P and B&R
installation and QA/QC personnel about the sequences of
alignment of steam generators B and C. The inspector
could not determine the following from discussions with
construction personnel:

(i) The reason the base plate of the upper vertical steel
support column was not aligned prior to aligning the
steam generator. The inspector observed this sequence
of alignment to be unusual in that the base plate is
usually leveled prior to the commencement of pipe
installation.

(ii) The reason the upper vertical steel structural
supports were marked with an "H" stamp while the
lower vertical steel (H-beam) columns were not marked
with an "N" stamp. Licensee personnel stated the
lower columns were considered a part of the building
structure, not as coded supports.
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These matters are considered unresolved pending
further review (498/79-19-35 and 499/79-19-35).

(b) The inspector observed in the Fuel Handling Building (FHB)
No. I that the end of the fuel transfer tube did not have
a ASME Code symbol. As a result, the HL&P QA mechanical
engineer was interviewed and he' stated it would take
approximately two days to get the documentation, from the
Houston office, which contained an evaluation which had
determined that a ASME Code symbol was not required. He

said the tube (code stamped) arrived on site in two pieces;
thus the two pieces had to be welded. Additionally, the
expansion bellows had to be welded during installation.
When these welds were completed a hydro test was performed
per ASME code requirements. The welds were made but the
authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) inspected only one weld
and did not witness the hydro test due to a misunderstanding.
Subsequently concrete was placed without the required ANI
inspection being completed.

Brown & Root personnel requested the ANI to sign the data
sheet and the ANI refused because he had not performed the
necessary inspection and access was now prevented by the
concrete. This matter was referred to B&R engineering for
evaluation and engineering directed site personnel to
remove the code symbol because the ANI had not signed the 1

data report. This matter is unresolved pending further |
review to determine if adequate inspections have been ;
performed. (498/79-19-36 and 499/79-19-36).

(c) Lower steam generator structural steel supports were
formerly stamped NDT856. NDT848, and NDT852 but the stamps
had been removed as explained in paragraph 4.c.(3)(ii)
above. The inspector observed various pipe hangers,
clips, gussets, brackets and studs which were welded to
these and other safety related equipment supports through-
out the entire RCB-1. These columns were post weld heat
treated and thus subsequent welding could effect the
results of the heat treatment of these supports. The
inspector requested to see the weld records for the hangers,
clips, etc. and was informed that there are no welding
records to document this welding activity. There appears
to be no control of the welding of various parts on attach- 1

ments. This apparently is also the case with other beams, I

columns and supports located inside containment.
IB&R QA Manual Section 9.0, " Control of Special Processes"
|states in part, "The B&R QA Department shall ensure that

special processes are performed in accordance with appli-
cable Project Procedures, Code and regulatory requirements
by performing inspections and audit, to verify implementation

s
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:

of the special process controls. These procedures shall
provide a method for the control of special processes and
materiai,, the qualifications of procedures and personnel
used to perform special processes and for performance of
special processes under environmentally controlled conditions.

This matter is unresolved pending future review:during
inspections (498/79-19-37 and 499/79-19-37) .

.

(d) The inspector reviewed a B&R letter, BC-22539, dated
1/16/80 concerning the subject of weld root opening (NF
Hangers) (Reference same letter dated 11/26/79) and letter
BC-22625. Letter BC-22539 directed the followibg to the
B&R QA Project Manager and was approved by him in BC-22539:

:
" Root opening shall not exceed 1/8" max. If

root opening exceeds 1/8", buttering is rehuired
to build-up weld end prep of component. The
amount of filler metal deposited for buttering
shall not exceed 3/4". '

This requipement will be addressed in MCEPf3 and
MECP-4. In addition, the size of the fillet leg
shall be increased on one side by that amount
(1/8") max. See sketch below." '

:

This unauthorized change violated the B&R QA Manual Document
Control Procedure, Section 6, and Design Control Procedure,
Section 3, in that the letters authorized changes prior to:

(i) Review and approval of changes to Welding Proce-
dures MCEP-3 and MCEP-4

(ii) Review and approval of changes to spebification
A010P002, Piping Erection and Fabrication
Criteria; dated 7/18/78. j

:

Furthermore, field welding personnel and inspectors kere using
these letters as guidance to inspect and weld safety related
piping hangers. i

i
The failure to control changes to design documents i) contrary
to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria III as
discussed in Appendix A to the transmittal letter (458/79-19-38
and 499/79-19-38).

.
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5. NONDESTRUCTIVE EXAMINATION (NDE) ACTIVITIES

a. Liquid Penetrant Examination

(1) Liquid Penetrant Procedure

The inspector reviewed the contractor's implementing procedure
titled, " Liquid Penetrant Examination" (Solvent Removable
Process Visible and Fluorescent Dye), ST-NDEP-4.1. The review
was to determine that procedural requirements met those speci-
fled in applicable sections of the ASME Boiler and Pressure
(B&PV) Code, 1974, with addenda through Winter 1975.

The inspector determined that the procedure was technically
adequate and met the procedural requirements of the 1974 ASME
Code, including the 1975 Addenda for Section III and all
applicable Subparts, and Section V. Although a recently
revised procedure permitted the use of flourescent material,
this revision did not reflect additional training requirements
for the liquid penetrant examination. The licensee indicated
that no safety related work was being performed or scheduled.

The following are code and NDE procedure requirements relevant
to the observation of liquid penetrant examination discussed in
paragraph 5.a(2) below:

ASME Code, Section III, Paragraph ND-5351, " Evaluation of
Indications" stipulates that any indication which is believed
to be nonrelevant shall be regarded as a defect and shall be
reexamined to verify whether or not actual defects are present.
Surface conditioning may precede the reexamination.

NDE procedure ST-NDEP-4.1 paragraph 5.1.7, " Interpretation of
Indications", states in part, "Any indication believed to be
non-relevant shall be regarded as a defect until proven other-
wise", and paragraph 5.1.8, " Final Cleaning", states in part,
"Upon completion of the examination, the penetrant materials
shall be removed as soon as possible by an acceptable method.
Two acceptable methods are the precleaning method prescribed
herein".

(2) Observation of Liquid Penetrant Examination

The inspector observed the performance of ac'tivities associated
with liquid penetrant examination of Unit 1 steam generator "C"
hot leg nozzle cladding, and in the essential cooling water
system field weld, FW-0017, line 1205-WT, drawing 3Y361P-3G,
sheet 2. During the interpretation of results of the latter
examination, the inspector observed the appearance of numerous
linear indications adjacent to the weld being examined. Linear
inqicationsinexcessoftheacceptancestandardsrangingin
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length up to 0.5-inch, were randomly dispersed and were oriented
parallel to the longitudinal axis and adjacent to the weld.
After the prescribed development time had elapsed, the examiner
selected and removed a respresentative indication with his
finger and resprayed a thin coat of developer over this small
area. This, as explained to the inspector, was to determine
the relevancy of this and similar indications in this weld and
to determine weld acceptability. The inspector stated that
although the indications observed may have been nonrelevant,
both the applicable ASME Code and applicable site examination
procedure require actions to be taken to verify that the indica-
tions are not defects. The inspector added that he also
observed that the cleaning had not been done in accordance with
the procedure.

The inspector reviewed the liquid penetrant examination report
associated with the above described weld. This report only
showed the weld to be acceptable and made no reference to
whether the observed linear indication was relevant or non-
relevant. The report did not describe how the examiher disposi-
tioned the linear indication. Further, the report did not
indicate that a second examination was performed. Neither did
the report describe what type of mechanical surface conditioning,
if any preceded the re-examination.

This is contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion IX as discussed in Appendix A of the transhittal

~

letter (498/79-19-39 and 499/79-19-39).

This test report did not have a serial number and other.

examination reports were similar. Documentation of examination
results was inadequate. This item is identified as unresolved
and will be reviewed and discussed with the licensee during a
future inspection (498/79-19-40 and 499/79-19-40).

b. Radiographic Examination (RT)

(1) Review of RT Procedure

The inspector reviewed implementing " Radiographic Examination"
procedure ST-NDEP-2.1. The review determined that this proce-

dure generally met the requirements of applicable sections of
ASME B&PV Code, Sections III, V, and IX, 1974 Editio'n including
through the 1975 Winter Addenda. The procedure did 'otn
adequately describe the method for identifying radiographs to
ensure the position traceability back to the weld that was
radiographed. This was also identified in Audit BR 29, Check-
list M3.1-021, Item No. 4.2. dated October 15-18, 1979. Also
the procedure did not adequately describe NDE acceptance .

criteria, i.e, multi-acceptance standards are included in one
specification. Therefore, the Level II interpreter was confused I

!

|
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as to what acceptance criteria were applicable. This was also
identified in the previously referenced audit.

The inspector's discussion with liceasee/ contractor personnel
disclosed that no formal oroceduN to establish dark room
practices and controls to .nswe acceptable film had been
developed. Based on the poor radiographic quality of the
radiograph, discussed below, it is necessary that procedures be
developed to assure that all final radiographs are readable and
meet the quality required by the applicable Code. Additionally,
the contractor's procedure, ST-QAP-2.3, establishes minimum
retention periods for certain documents. The procedure must
consider requirements relative to producing a level in radio-
graphs which will allow maintenance of their quality during the
stipulated retention periods.

This failure to provide written procedures to control special
processes is contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion V as discussed in Appendix A to the
transmittal letter (498/79-19-41 and 499/79-19-41).

On December 10, 1979, the inspector determined that interim
changes are routinely issued which are in force for a period of
60 days as stated on the cover sheet. These changes become
void on the expiration date. For example, for NDE Examination
Procedure ST-NDEP-4.1, dated May 22, 1979, an interim change
was issued on August 30, 1979. However, this interim change to
the procedure was still being used by B&R NDE personnel in
January 1980. A similar instance was observed relative to RT
procedu n , ST-NDEP-2.1, dated March 13, 1979.

This failure to provide and/or follow current NDE procedures is-
contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V
as discussed ir, Appendix A to the transmittal letter (498/79-19-41
and 499/79-19-41).

(2) Review of Radiographs

(a) Radiographic Film Quality

The following are requirements relative to radiographic
film quality:

Paragraph T-233.2 of Section V of the ASME Code requires
that all radiographs be free from mechanical, chemical, or
other blemishes to the extent that they cannot mask or be
confused with the image of any discontinuity, including
foggit.g, processing defects such as streaks, water marks,
or chemical stains.

!
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Paragraph 5.5.2 " Radiographic Filns Quality", of NDE
procedure ST-NDEP-2.1 states in part, "All radiographs
shall be free from mechanical, chemical or other blemishes
to the extent that they cannot mask or be confused with
the image of any discontinuity in the area of interest of
the object being radiographed. Such blemishes include:
a. fogging, b. processing defects such as streaking,
water marks, or chemical stains, c. scratches, finger
marks, crimps, dirtiness, static marks, smudges, or tears".

Paragraph 5.1.2, " Radiographic Sensitivity" of NDE
Procedure ST-NDEP 2.1 states in part, " Radiography shall
be performed with a technique of sufficient sensitivity to
display the penetrameter image, the specified hold, and
the identifying numbers, which are essential indications
of the image quality of the radiograph. The penetrameter
shall be of the thickness specified for the thickness of
weld being examined, as shown in Attachment 6-D, or 6-E as
applicable."

The inspector reviewed randomly selected site produced
radiographs. This review was conducted to determine
whether radiographic quality had been achieved and main-
tained throughout their production. Radiographs of field
welds made on 4 inch to 30 inch diameter pipe used both
the single and double wall exposure technique. However,
the single wall viewing method was employed. The following
identified systems / welds were included in this review:
CV-1204 - FW-0004, CV-1006 - FW-0015, CV-1086 - FW-0002,
CV-1088 - FW-0018, CV-1088 - FW-0023, CC-1189 - FW-0002,
CS-1012 - FW-0003, EW-1205 - FW-0042, and EW-1305 - FW-0043.
The inspector found the following practices to be contrary
to the requirements identified above:

The above radiographs exhibited characteristics indicative
of chemical contamination in varying degrees. The radio-
graphs of the two welds in lines EW-1205 and EW-1305
contained views with discolored film. The former radio-
graph was processed November 28, 1979. In addition, the

inspector observed extreme weld image distortion on radio-
graphs of small bore pipe to fitting welds. Also, several

i

nadiographs disclosed excessive light fogging in the area !

of interest.

Radiographs of FW-0018, line CV-1088, had two views (double
film) whereby one film was much darker than its mating
film and it appeared that the speed of the auto processor
was increased to reduce film density one film. Al o. all

i

film appeared to be extremely dark on FW-0004, line CV-1704. '

,
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The radiograph of the first steam generator nozzle to pipe
weld was reviewed by the inspector. The inspector found
that the radiograph to be double film and of the same film
speed. The nozzle material and associated ramp was much
thicker than the adjoining pipe. The radiograph did not
clearly show the penetrameter image on the nozzle side.
Also, the film was very narrow in relation to the crown of
the weld and the outline of the weld was not readily
discernible. The licensee representation told the inspector
that the film was considered to be informative radiography.
Even though the licensee. considered the film informa-
tional, the inspector considered the radiographic technique
and interpretation unacceptable.

This failure to control radiography is contrary to the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion IX as
discussed in Appendix A to the transmittal letter
(498/79-19-39 and 499/79-19-39).

(b) Radiographic Review - Weld Quality

The inspector reviewed contractor field produced radiographs
and associated documentation. This review included portions
of shop welds and contractor field welds, and welder / welding
operator performance qualification tests (PQTs). This
review was conducted to determine whether weld quality met
the required quality levels established by the applicable
ASME Code section. Radiographs selected for this review
had been dispositioned as acceptable on the accompanying
interpretation (reader) sheets. The NRC inspector's
observations relative to radiographic documentation of
welds were based on the following requirements:

Paragraph T-290 of Section V of the ASME Code states in
part,. . ." radiographs shall be examined and interpreted. . .
record on a review from accompanying the radiographs the
interpretation of each radiograph and disposition of the
material examined..."

Paragraph 5.d.1 of NDE Procedure ST-NDEP-2.1, R'eport
Contents, states in part, "the'following items shall
appear on the report: . . . . d. Film interpretation noting
discontinuities and including dispositions as to acceptance
or rejection".

The inspector observed and reviewed radiographs and
reports in the following systems. Conditions described
below are contrary to these requirements.

.
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Safety Injection System (SIl

Weld, FW-0003, SI-1101-218, Drawing 2F-361P, Sheet w.
Observation: There were elongated indications throughout
entire length of weld. This weld had been accepted when
it should have been rejected.

Welds, FW-0007, SI-1101-UB, Drawing 2F-361P, Sheet 2.
Observation: There were linear indications throughout
entire length of weld. This weld had been accepted when
it should have been rejected.

Containment Spray (CS)

Weld, FW-0005, CS-1004-PB, Orawing 2C-361P, Sheet 2.
Observation: The radiograph shows root concavity. This

, condition was noted on the film reader sheet. However, it
had not been quantitatively / qualitatively evaluated, i.e.,

no remarks on this report.

Weld, FW-0003, CS-1012-PB, Drawing 2C-361P, Sheet 1.
Observation: Linear indication in area of interest was
not recorded on the film reader sheet.

Chemical Volume Control System (CV)
1

Weld, FW-1008, CV-1088, Drawing 2M-361P, Sheet 1. |

Observation: There was a linear indication between !

stations 0-2. This indication was not recorded on the film
reader sheet.

Weld, FW-0002, CV-1086, Drawing 2M-361P, Sheet 2.
Observation: A linear indication between stations 4-6-0.
This indication was not recorded on the film reader sheet.

IWeld, FW-0006, CV-1019, Drawing 2M-361P, Sheet 2.
IObservation: Original radiograph showed indication

between station 6-0. After the repair the reshot (R1)
showed that the excavation and repair of weld extended .,

into the next station area between 4-5. The R1 film of
stations 6-0 overlapped into station 4-5 and shows a
linear indication. This indication was not recorded on
the film reader sheet; nor was the entire repaired area /
weld reradiographed. l

I
Weld, FW-0018, CV-1088, Drawing 2M-361P, Sheet 2. )
Observation: There was root concavity observed between j

stations 2-4 not recorded on the film reader sheet. l

|
1

|

|

| .

|
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Essential Coolina Water System (EW)

Weld, FW-0032, EW-1202.
Observation: There was an indication in the intersecting
longitudinal seam adjacent to the circumferential field
weld. This indication was not reported on the film reader
sheet. Also, apparent surface indications showed on the
film; however, the reader sheet did not identify nor
adequately describe the type of surface indications on the
OD or ID surface. Also the report did not describe how
the indications were observed that is, visually or

borescope.

Weld, FW-0016, EW-EW-2305, Drawing 3Y-362P, Sheet 2.
Observation: There were linear indications between
stations 3-6 and 15-17 in weld area. Also, a transverse
linear indication was in the base material adjacent to
weld. Neither of these indications were reported on the
associated film reader sheets.

Weld, FW-0047, EW-2205, Drawing 3Y-362P, Rev. 0-B.
Observation: A linear indication was recorded on film
reader sheet only as an " elongated indication." However,
there was no documentation to describe what the indication
was, nor to support its acceptance.

Weld, FW-0032, EW-2302, Drawing 3Y-362P.
Observation: A linear indication between station numbers
5-6 were not recorded on the film reader sheet. Addi-
tionally, linear indications between stations 6-9 and 17-0
were reported only as surface indications. However, the
reader sheet did not identify which surface (inside or
outside) nor does it describe what type indication (s)i

(file, mark, undercut, etc.). Additionally, the reader!

.'

sheet did not state how this determination was made (visual
examination etc.)

Welder / Welding Operator Performance Qualification Test
(PQT)

Log No. 1890.
Observat' ion: There was a faint continuous linear indica-
tion in weld area extending between station numbers 2 and
5, This was not recorded on the film reader sheet. In
this case the welder was considered qualified / certified
however, if the film had had been correctly interpreted.
he would not have been qualified.

Based on this review the inspector determined that these
welds did not meet the minimum quality requirements of the
ASME Code. Discussions with both site and corporate

,
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radiographers, qualified as Level I, II and III, indicated
that.the radiographic film interpreters had not been
adequately trained. One film interpreter said that he was

. told by a Level III that as long as the image of the
required penetrameter hole was observable the radiograph
was to be considered acceptable.

The inspector observed that on several occasions the Level
II interpreter assisted the Level II radiographer as a
Level I radiographer. On many of these occasions poor
quality radiographs were produced due to improper techniques
or poor processing practices. The film interpreter had

been functioning, in the field, as a Level I radiographer.
He had been involved in the production of inferior quality
radiographs and, therefore, was reluctant to reject radio-
graphs of poor quality. Additionally, the interpreters
did not appear to be sufficiently familiar with the unique
characteristics associated with the welding of alumium-
bronze material to render a valid radiographic interpreta-

;

tion. Further, several reader sheets recorded elongated
indications that had been accepted when they should have
been rejected. A review of the associated radiographs
showed that these indications exceeded the length allowed
by the Code. The radiographer and interpreters stated
that they had been orally instructed by a Level III, that
unless the indications could be identified as lack of
penetration, just to record them as elongated indications'

and accept the weld. All radiographs exposed prior to
November 1979 had been discarded because the Code does not
require radiography be performed and these radiographs
were considered to be nonessential radiographs. As a
result, the review of the EW system consisted of films
made subsequent to that date. However, welds in this
system (essential cooling water) are Code Class 3 and must
meet the requirements of subsection ND of the ASME Code.
Since the licensee had determined the weld joint efficiency
to be .80, the Code does not require radiographic examination.

Based.on the inspector's findings described above the
inspector determined that neither the welds nor radiographs
were of adequate quality to meet the minimum quality
required by the ASME Code.

This f ailure to control radiography is contrary to the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion IX as
discussed in Appendir " le the transmittal letter
(498/79-19-39 and 499/79-19-39).

c. Personnel Qualification Records

The inspector reviewed qualification records of contractor personnel
performing NDE at the site. The records reviewed identified the

|

|

|
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discipline in which the individual had been trained and certified.
The associated physical examination records indicated whether or not
visual aids were required to meet minimum near distance visual
acuity requirements specified in the applicable Code. No departures
from SNT-TC-1A (the governing document) recommendations were identi-
fied except in the following instances:

(1) the liquid penetrant examination procedure had been revised to
include the use of flourescent materials. In this instance the
training records did not document that additional training had
been administered to the individuals certified to perform the
examination. However, examinations utilizing the flourescent
material were not being performed on safety-related components.

(2) the inspector's review of other personnel qualifications later
disclosed that no training had been provided for the following:

(a) processing radiograph,

(b) performing visual examination per AWS requirements;

(c) performing radiographic film interpretation, i.e.,

relative to responsibility, authority and training
necessary to read film of thick wall welds and aluminum
bronze welds) and,

(d) recording information on the examination reports.

The above items are considered unresolved pending a subsequent NRC
review (498/79-19-42 and 499/79-19-42).

d. Radiological Safety

On approximately December 6, 1979, the inspector toured the site
work area at Brown Minneapolis Tank Co. (BMT) and observed question-
able radiographic techniques relative to the safe use of X-ray
equipment.

The inspector notified the State of Texas, a reciprocal agreement
State, relative to these safety issues such as the area not being
roped off, and general lack of knowledge relative to using this
equipment. The State immediately performed an inspection and
impounded the console which controls this equipment because the
equipment had been rented from an Oklahoma company and because BMT
had failed to notify the State of Texas relative to their operation
at South Texas Project.

,
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6. QUALITY CONTROL PERSONNEL TURNOVER

The Brown and Root Site Quality Assurance Department personnel. staffing
was reviewed for the period February 1979 through November 1979, for
organizational structure and rate of personnel changes. The rdview was
prompted in part by the many comments received during interviews and
discu:sions with site workers concerning low morale and high personnel
turnaver.

Two QC sections within the site QA department were selected for detailed
study to determine personnel changes that occurred during the period
February 1, 1979, through November 1979 (10 months). One of the groups
selected inspects civil activities and the other inspects mechsnical and
nondestructive examination (NDE) activities. Protective coatings, soils,
and maintenance / storage inspectors as well as clerical personnel were
excluded. The civil and mechanical QC groups were selected because the
majority of site work in progress involves these disciplines.

The Brown and Root QA department personnel staff reports for February 1,
1979 and November 30, 1979 indicated the following:

Ia. Civil QC Inspectors
.

Staff as of February 1, 1979
'

1 Supervisor
4 Quality Engineers
4 Lead Inspectors (Job Class IV)

29 Inspectors (All at Job Class III)
38 Total in Group

.

Staff as of November 30, 1979 ,

;

1 Supervisor
4 Quality Engineers
6 Lead Inspectors

29 Inspectors (Includes two Trainees) ,

40 Total in Group

Summary of Civil QC Inspection Staff Changes (10monthsknding
November 30, 1979) j

'

22 of the 38 in the Civil QC Inspection Group as of '
,

February 1,1979 voluntarily terminated,.were terminated, or
re-assigned.

The Supervisor was replaced

Two of the four original Quality Engineers were rep 1' aced

Three of the'four original Lead Inspectors were replaced
,

\
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Two new Lead Inspectors were added

Sixteen of 29 Inspectors were replaced (two of the replace-
ments were trainees)

b. Mechanical /NDE Inspectors

Staff as of February 1,'1979

1 Supervisor
5 Quality Engineers
7 Lead Inspectors (Job Class IV)

27 Inspectors (Includes two trainees)
40 Total in Group

Staff as of November 30, 197

1 Supervisor
2 Quality Engineers
6 Lead Inspectors

31 Inspectors (Includes five inspectors in training)
40 Total in Group

Summary of Mechanical /NDE Inspection Staff Changes (10 months
ending November 30, 1979)

28 of the 40 in the Mechanical /NDE Inspection Group as of
February 1, 1979 voluntarily terminated, were terminated, or-

reassigned ;

The Supervisor was replaced

All five original Quality Engineers no longer serve

Two of the original five Quality Engineers were replaced

Three Quality Engineers positions were not filled

Two of the s'even original Lead Inspectors no longer serve

One of the original seven Lead' Inspectors was replaced

One Lead Inspector position was not refilled j

Twenty of 27 Inspectors were replaced

Four new 1.nspectors were added .(Trainees)

,

I
I

|



_ _ _ . _

. .

q.,e 3.. 4 -

|.

1

- 86 -
i

c. Summary and Conclusions

High personnel turnover:

(1) Is frequently an indication of poor management or management
practice.

(2) Generally lowers the overall qualification and impacts on the
effectiveness of the organization.

(3) Affects continuity of the work effort.

(4) Impacts on the audit and surveillance activities needed to
assure continued effective implementation of quality program
requirements.

(5) Adds significantly to the orientation and job training needs,

s
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7. NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS and FIELD REQUESTS for ENGINEERING ACTION

Nonconformance Reports (NCRs), Field Requests for Engineering Action
(FREAs), Examination Checks (ECs), and other inspection records were
reviewed for types of problems identified, repetitive occurrences, resolu-
tion of the problems including action taken to identify and correct " root
causes", and timeliness of resolution.

The review was con' duct'.ed as follows: (1) random selection from record
files, (2) as part of the document reviews for inspection of on going
activities, and (3) in the investigation of specific allegations.

a. Nonconformance Reports

Prior to June 26, 1978, deficient items and conditions were identified
in Deficiency and Disposition Reports (DDRs). Starting on June 26,
1978, DDRs were discontinued and since then these items have been
identified and documented in Nonconformance Reports (NCRs).

A total of 420 DDRs were issued between December 15, 1975 and June 26,
1978. As of November 27, 1979, 2388 NCRs had been issued. This
includes about 125 that involve non-safety related work.

The numbar of DDRs and NCRs issued to date is not considered abnormal
for a two unit plant at this stage of construction.

Each NCR is coded as follows:

S - Safety Related
SN Nonsafety Related-

GeneralG -

Mechanical 1M -

Electrical and Instrument Control |E -

Civil / Structural |C -

|
Thus NCR No. S-CXXX, for example, would involve a safety related
structure, component or activity in the civil / structural area. The

'

NCR numbers, a brief description of each nonconformance, dates, and
other information is entered in a Log book maintained by the Brown
and Root QA/QC Department.

A review of the NCR Log buok for the period July 1978 through j
November 27, 1979 indicated that 202 NCRs had been withdrawn or .

voided. Thus, about 10 percent of the NCRs initially processed are
later withdrawn or voided.

Procedure No. ST-QAP 2.6 Revision dated March IS, 1979, titled
"Nonconformances" was the procedure in effect at the time of the
investigation. The procedure does not address the processing method,
approval chain, record retention requirements or feedback procedures
to the originator for the disposition of withdrawn NCRs either in the

i
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body of the. procedure or in the attached flow diagram. This matter
was discussed with the licensee and is considered to be unresolved
pending review of the revised procedure (498/79-19-43 and 499/79-19-43).

Thirty voided NCRs were selected at random for detailed review as to
why they were withdrawn or voided. The following summarized the
results of the review:

(1) Four were duplicates of previously issued NCRs.

(2) Eight were voided for other justifiable reasons such as
misinterpretation of drawings, etc.

(3) One was voided and a Corrective Action Request (CAR) was issued
instead. The voided NCR involved the improper disposition of a
previously issued NCR (No. 1830), i.e., the required QC inspec--

tion was not performed. '

(4) Eleven were voided and FREAs were issued instead. NCRs S-C
2716, S-C 2206, S-C 2207, S-C 3188 and S-C 2225 are typical of
these.

(5) Six appeared to be valid NCRs but subsequent discussions with
one or more of the QC inspectors involved in the issuance of
these NCRs indicated that they had no problem with the NCR
being voided since the condition was either considered not
nonconforming or had been corrected to their satisfaction.

Although in the above instances the QC inspectors did not question
the NCR being voided, it would appear processing the NCR in some
cases would have been more appropriate than voiding it. NCR No. S-C
3147 provides an example of this. The nonconforming condition
observed by the QC inspector was " reworked" to bring the installation
into compliahce with requirements. " Rework" is an acceptable method
of dispositioning a NCR under NRC regulations and site Quality
Assurance Procedure ST-QAP-2.6.

9

During discussions with QC inspectors, several commented that they
were sometimes thwarted in their efforts to issue a NCR, that the
NCR would be " blocked" by a supervisor; usually someone higher than
their immediate supervisor (see Allegation 8A, Section E.1.b). This
same allegation had previously been investigated by Region IV with
the results documented in report No. 50-498/78-12 and 50-499/78-12.
This was one of the items discussed in the August 15, 1978 meeting
with Houston Lighting and Power corporate management.

A dish:ssion was held with the B&R Nonconformance Supervi'sor on
November 29, 1979 as to how NCRs are processed. The following steps

were outlined to the NRC inspector:

:

.
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(1) Draft NCRs are prepared by a QA/QC inspector, construction
personnel, engineering personnel or any other employee of B&R.

(2) Draft NCRs prepared by QA/QC inspectors go to their supervisor
or Quality Engineer (i.e. , those authorized to review and
prepare NCRs by the B&R Project QA Manager).

(3) If the supervisc.* or Quality Engineer (QE) agrees, he attaches
a signed prenumbered NCR form and forwards it to the Noncon-
formance Supervisor.

(4) The NCR supervisor has the NCR typed, coded, etc. and then
returns it to the originator's supervisor or QE for proof
reading.

(5) The NCR then is returned to the NCR Supervisor.

(6) It is then submitted to the Project QA Manager for his
approval, which validates the NCR.

(7) The NCR then is sent to the organization responsible for
resolution via the NCR Supervisor.

Subsequently, the NCR supervisor informed the NRC inspector that he had
not meant to imply in his previous discussion that draft NCRs were not
assigned a number until approved by the originator's supervisor or QE.
At that time, the NRC inspector also learned that all NCRs issued by
civil QC inspectors had to be reviewed by the civil QCE supervisor before
they are processed.

Discussions with the civil QCE supervisor indicated that he reviewed the
NCRs to stay better informed on the types of problems his inspectors were
identifying and that he had not blocked the issuance of any NCRs as a
result of these reviews.

In the course'of the investigation three instances were identified where
draft NCRs had not been assigned a number or processed and where sufficient
information was available to the NRC inspector to permit followup. One
involved failure to properly maintain a piece of equipment, another
involved lack of required documentation and the last concerned unreported
damaged equipment. In all three cases, followup inspection verified that
the reported deficiency had been corrected. None of the three instances
concerned the civil / structural area.

Prenumbered NCR forms in packets of 100 are issued as requested to the
field construction and QC supervisors. Discussion with QC inspectors in
the various groups indicate each group processes NCRs slightly differently.
In some groups the prenumbered forms are readily available to the inspec-
tors and in others they are controlled by the supervisor.

Twenty three (23) NCRs were selected at random for a cursory review. No

deficiencies were identified.

.
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b. Field Requests for Engineering Action

Quality Construction Procedure A040KPGCP-21 applies to the issuance
and processing of Field Requests for Engineering Action. Revision
No. 8 dated June 28, 1979 was in effect at the time of the inspection.
As described in Paragraph 3.3.2.1 of the procedure, the site Document
Control Center maintains a FREA master log which includes .the FREA
number, date requested, originator, date construction complete, etc.

The first number of the FREA indicates which unit it applies to; a
zero meaning it applies to both units. The letter in the number
indicates the discipline, i.e., M for Mechanical, C for Civil. E for
Electrical, W for Welding, etc. and the last four numbers are the
sequential number. Thus FREA No. 0-C-2420 applies to both units,
concerns the civil area and is the 2420th FREA issued forithe civil

'area.

The master FREA log indicated the first FREA for the civil discipline
was issued on August 12, 1976 and from that date through December 4,
1979 a total of 4323 were processed. (Approximately 10% of these
were later voided or disapproved). About 77% of the FREAs are coded
to a specific unit, primarily Unit 1.

Folicwing assignment of a number, review and approval, the FREA is
distributed to the field from the Document Control Center'(DCC).
Each person to whom controlled drawings are issued is responsible
for maintaining a file of all applicable FREAs (usually a. loose leaf
notebook). He is also responsible for entering the FREA number on
the applicable drawing. *

The NRC inspectors primarily limited their review of FREAs to the
civil / structural area since the majority had been issued in this
discipline; for example only 93 FREAs had been issued in the
Mechanical a'reas as of December 6, 1979 and 24 of those had been
voided or disapproved. *

When construction completes the work authorized by the FRkA, a line
is drawn through the FREA number on the drawing. When QC! inspectors
complete their inspection of the work for concrete placement they

The 'ompletionenter the FREA number on the back of the pour card. c
status of the work or the inspection of that work cannot be deter-
mined by looking at the FREA form. The form is signed by'the B&R
construction chief engineer to indicate completion, but this generally
occurs well after the work has been completed and concrete placed.

A sample review of FREAs in the record vault indicated th'e completion
signature on the FREA sometimes occurred as late as a yea [r after the
work was completed and on occasion by a person who was not at the
site at the time the work was done. For example, FREA No. I-C-1$93
was authorized on September 13,1978 and signed as completed on

[
. ,
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July 7, 1979. FREA No. 1-C-0997 was authorized on May 19, 1978 and
signed as complete on July 17, 1979. These FREAs involved concrete
placements completed by September 20, 1978.

Considerable confusion exists relative to the use of FREAs versus
NCRs. In response to questioning, most HL&P and B&R supervisory
personnel stated that in regard to civil work an NCR is not used
unless a structural de>iciency is identified after concrete has been
placed. Deficiencies identified prior to concrete placement, such
as omitted rebar, improper spacing, etc. are either corrected to
meet design requirsments without issuance of an NCR or if left "as
is" a FREA is used as the authorizing document and not an NCR.
Discussions and interviews with QC inspectors indicate they feel
strongly that repeated deviations from specifications are allowed by
FREAs; that FREAs allow construction to "get away" with work that
does not meet requirements.

QC inspection fir. dings relative to placement No. CII-518, W22E
placed on February 24, 1978, provides a good example of this concern.
The final QC inspection list dated February 22, 1978 identified
nineteen (19) discrepancies. Some of these discrepancies were minor
and easily corrected; others concerned fabrication or installation
details that did r t meet specification requirements and should have 1

been documented on an NCR, even though concrete had not been placed.
Records indicate all items were either corrected or accepted "as is"
based on Engineering approval o' stained via use of FREAs including
FREA Nos. 1-C-0713 and 1-C-0746.

Another point brought out in discussions with construction and QC
inspection personnel is '. hat the initiation of work that deviates ;

from drawings or specif' cations is sometimes authorized verbally l
pending issuance of a F(EA. Thus it is possible for the work to be :

completed before a copy of the FREA is recieved in the field. i
These, for example may involve unanticipated interferences etc., j
where verbal approval is given to deviate to avoid construction ;

delays. Procedural requirements exist to notify the involved QC 1
4

Iinspections when such action is taken but this does not always
occur. Thus a QC inspector not knowing about the verbal authoriza- !

tion, may issue a NCR if he notes the installation deviates from the )
drawing. Such occurrence; account for some of the voided NCRs. 1

High turnover of QC inspection personnel also contributes to this ;
problem area (i.e.', replacement inspectors are not always aware of '

previous activities; FREAs, etc.)
,

The NRC inspectors did not identify an , instance where verbally l

authorized FREAs were not subsequently issued in written form. j

|
'

c. Trending I

Documentation reviews and discussions with site personnel were
conducted to determine if QA program provisions were being effectively

,

1
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implemented relative to the identification of repetitive deficiencies /
discrepancies, evaluation of " root causes" and corrective action to
prevent recurrences. This review was primarily limited to those
deficiencies / discrepancies documented on NCRs, FREAs and EC/ Inspection
Books concerning civil / structural activities.

At the time of the inspection, on November 28, 1979, no formal trend
analysis program was being conducted for NCRs nor did approved pro-
cedures exist for such a program. The trend analysis supervisor had
been transferred to another job in September 1979 and his position
had not been filled as of November 28, 1979. One trend analysis
clerk was assignec to the group but the experience and education
background.could not qualify the clerk to review and evaluate
deficiencies /discrepencies.

Records' indicate that a " preliminary" QA trend analysis report was
issued in three parts in March and April 1978. Part One covered
DDRs from December 1975 to February 28, 1978, Part Two from January
through March 1978 and Part Three covered DDRs issued in April 1978.

The first formal trend evaluation of NCRs/DDRs was apparently
conducted for the period May 1 through December 30, 1978, and docu-
mented in a report dated March 6, 1979. This evaluation, as were
subsequent evaluations was conducted without benefit of an " approved
procedure." The second formal NCR trend analysis report dated
May 22, 1979 was for the period January 1, 1979 through March 31,
1979. The third dated July 17, 1979 was for the period April 1,
1979 through June 30, 1979. The fourth dated August 6, 1979 was for
July 1979 and the fifth dated September 4,1979, and the last one
issued as of November 28, 1979 was for NCRs processed in August 1979.

Except for the first report the transmittal letters for the reports
all stated that there were no significant trends to report. The
first report indicated that a serious problem existed in the area of
documentation and that "it was universal and has existed since day

one." These documentation problems primarily involved the material
receiving area and this activity was not reviewed during this special
investigation. However, a review of Receiving Inspection Report No.
4 dated July 17, 1979, indicated that, although improvement was
made, a significant problem with documentation still exists involving
some of the same vendors identified in 1978. A review of material
receiving activities is planned for future inspections and is identi-
fied as an inspector followup item 498/79-19-44 and 499/79-19-44).

Provisions exist for coding NCRs for trend analysis. For example in
the Civil / structural area the following codes were established:

C1 - Excavation / Backfill
C2 - Preplacement of concrete
C3 - Co'ncrete Batch Plant Operation
C4 - Structural / Misc Steel Fabrication
C5 - Structural / Misc Steel Installation
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C6 - Cadwelding
C7 - Welding
C8 - Nondestructive Examination Results
C9 - Inspection / Surveillance.

A sample review of deficiencies identified in recent NCRs as to how
they were coded indicated that the codes are not being applied uni-
formally, for example deficiencies involving omitted reinforceing
steel were coded to'C2, C5 and C9 and deficiencies involving cold
bent reinforcemntssteel were coded to C2, C4, CS and C9.

Descriptions of nonconformances involving the civil / structural area
and specifically reinforceing steel (rebar) were reviewed for repeti-
tive deficiencies for the period July 1, 1979 through November 27,
1979. The results of this review indicated the following:

34 NCRs concerned omitted rebar
35 NCRs concerned cold bending of rebar
44 NCRs concerned improper spacing or location of rebar.

A review of Trend Analysis Program - Non-Conformance Reports No 3, 4
and 5 indicated that 9.9 percent of the 161 NCRs processed relative
to safety related civil activities during April through June 1979,
28.8 percent of the 45 NCRs processed in July 1979 and 57.4 percent
of the 68 NCR processed in August 1979 involved preplacement concrete
problems. Neither report No. 4 or 5 identified this as a significanttrend.

Available records were reviewed and discussions were held with field
design engineers relative to the evaluation and trending of FREAs.
The inspector was informed that no trending or evaluation of FREAs
was presently in progress and that the last report issued relative
to analysis of FREAs (ST-BR-HL-20262) was issued on January 9, 1979.
This report was identified by the author as a simple enlaysis and
primarily dealt with number of FREAs issued, number open, whether
the site or Houston engineering group approved them, turn aroundtime, etc.

Although information and records were requested it could not be
established that a procedure existed for trending FREAs or for
evaluating the' cumulative effects on structures of the discrepancies
and deviations f, rom design authorized by FREAs. The item involving
evaluation of cumulative effects of FREAs is considered unresolved
pending further review (498/79-19- 45 and 499/79-19-45).

A review relative to the evaluation and trending of Examination
Check (EC)/ Inspection Books was initiated by the NRC Inspectors.
This effort was discontinued when it was learned that 8 & R QA/QC
had already identified the problem encountered by the NRC inspectors.
The problem was that very few unsatisfactory ECs were being written;
that unsatisfactory conditions were being resolved before completion

,
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of the inspection and completion of the ECs and thus the unsatisfac-
tory conditions we re not being documented. Followup review in this
area is planned for future inspections and is identified as an

unresolved item (498/79-19-46 and 499/79-191-46).
,

e d. Summary and Conclusions

(1) Considerable confusion exists at all levels within QA, QC,
Engineering and construction over use of FREAs vs NCRs

(2) FREAs are frequently used instead of NCRs.

(3) QC inspectors feel strongly that repeated deviations from
| specifications are allowed by use of FREAs. That FREAs are
' used to avnid construction delays without adequate attention

given to why the construction did not meet design in the first
place.

(4) Practice of entering FREA numbers on drawings in the field,
lining out the FREA numt+r to indicate construction work is
completed and entering the FREA number on the back of the pour
card to indicate the work was inspected has a number of weak-
nesses including:

(a) No positive way of assuring all applicable FREAs are
listed on all drawings.'

(b) In many cases work to be authorized by a FREA is initiated
verbally

(c) Construction sign off in block 20 or 21 has little meaning.

(d) No signature blocks provided on the Fora form for craft
signoff for completion of work or foi .. verification of ;

acceptability

(5) No effective trending of FREAs is being conducted. This concern
is heightened by the large number of FREAs issued in the civil /
structural area.

In view of the above and discussions with QC, engineering, and
construction personnel it is concluded that a program to identify
and effectively prevent repetitive problems adverse to quality was
not being implemented on a continuing basis as evidenced in the
civil area.

This is consiv.ered to be in noncompliance with the requirements of
Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B as discussed in Appendix A of

i

the transmittal letter (498/79-19-47 and 499/79-19-47). |

,



--

o .

- 95 -

8. PROJECT AUDIT SYSTEMS

a. Scope of Review

The audit systems as implemented by Houston Lighting and Power Co.
(HL&P) and the Brown & Root Inc. (B&R) were reviewed for compliance

-
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII; South Texas Project PSAR,
Section 17.1.18; South Texas QA Plan Section 8.0; HL&P QAP-5; B&R
ST-QAP-7.1 and applicable ANSI Standards, N45.2 and N45.2.12. The

greatest emphasis was on audits of site activities from January 1,
1978 through December 31, 1979; however, the review also covered
the audit periods dating back to 1976.

b. Purpose of Review

The purpose of the review was to determine that implementation of
the QA program had been audited by HL&P and B&R as required by the
PSAR and applicable audit procedures. This included verifying: (1)

that the subject audits reviewed objective evidence that the docu-
mented program was properly implemented, (2) that the audits assessed
the effectiveness of the QA Program, and (3) that program nonconform-
ances were identified and corrected. In order to review this effort,
the NRC inspector selected the area of concrete activities to deter-
mine whether or not routine and/or supplemental audits were being
performed to the depth necessary to assure that the HL&P and B&R
site quality procedures were being implemented effectively,

c. Review of Procedures

HL&P STP QA Plan Section 8.0 " Auditing" and QAPS " Audit Procedure"
did not describe the criteria for performing supplemental audits as
required by paragraph 17.1.18A of the STP PSAR and paragraph 3.4.3
of ANSI N45.2.12 " Requirement for Auditing of QA Programs for Nuclear
Power Plants."

This represents a noncompliance with the requiremer',s of Criterion
XVIII of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, as discussed in Apgendix A of the
transmittal letter (498/79-19-48 and 499/79-19-48).

HL&P QA Plan, Section 8.0, Auditing, paragraph 8.2.4 states in part:
"Other organizations are responsible as specified through purchase
order requirements for performing internal and external audits of
quality related activities and vendors." Pittsburgh DesMoines
contract PDM 35-1197-0011, dated April 30, 1974, contained Quality
Requirements: (1) 10CFR50, Appendix B (April 1974), (2) ANSI N45.2
(Reg. Guide 1.28), QA Program Requirements, (3). ANSI N.45.2.9 (Reg.
Guit? 1.88), Collection, Storage and Maintenance of Nuclear Power
Plant QA Records, (4) Reg. Guide 1.19, Revision 1, NDE of Primary
Containment Liner Welds, and (5) Reg. Guide 1.57, Design Limits and
Loading Combinations for Metal Primary Reactor Containment System
Components. The NRC inspector interviewed the licensee's site QA
(Lead) mechanical engineer relative to why ANSI N45.2.12 audit

.
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requirements were not included in the contract. The inspector was
not able to determine why this commitment was not passed on to the
subcontractor. This matter is unresolved pending receipt and review
of additional information from the licensee (498/79-19-49 and
499/79-19-49).

d. Audit Requirements

The STP audit system requirements are as follows:

Criterion XVIII of 10CFR 50, Appendix B, states in part: "A+

comprehensiva system of audits shall be carried out to:

verify compliance with all aspects of the QA program.. .
determine the effectiveness of the program. ..

The STP PSAR Section 17.0, paragraphs 17.1.18A states in part:
" Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&P) requires in its Quality
Assurance (QA) Pro' gram, through approved written policies, plans,
procedures, and instructions, planned and periodic audits be performed
to verify compliance with all aspects of the program. HL&P will
perform such audits internally as well as on Westinghouse Electric
Corporation (Westinghouse), Brown & Root Inc. (B&R), and others, as
necessary, to determine that the QA Program has been developed and
documented in accordance with established requirements of 10CFR50,
Appendix B and American National Standards Institute (ANSI) N45.2,
to verify by. evaluation of objective evidence that the documented
program has been properly implemented; to assess the effectiveness
of the QA Program; to identify program non-conformances; to deter-
mine quality progress; and to verify correction of identified non-
conformances. The HL&P QA Program places this same requirement and
philosphy on the quality activities of the prime contractors to
assure they satisfy the above objectives in their auditing....

Applicable elements of the QA Program shall be audited at least
annually or at least once within the life of the activity, whichever
is shorter. The frequency of audits shall be accomplished as indi-
cated above with the following additional criteria to be used for
modifying the audit frequency: ....

(3) When significant changes are made in the QA Program of
either HL&P, the Contractor or Vendor

(4) When it is suspected the safety, performance or reliability
of an item is in jeopardy due to deficiencies and noncon-
formances with respect to the organization's QA Program

(5) When it is considered necessary to verify implementation
of required corrective actions

(7)' When a systematic, independent assessment of program ,

effectiveness or item quality, or both, is necessary.. ." |,

l
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The STP PSAR section 17.0, paragraph 17.1.188 states in part:

" Brown & Root, Incorporated (B&R) has established an audit system
both for internal and external audits. Internal audits are audits
of activities of the B&R organization and external audits are audits
of suppliers and contractors outside the B&R organization. Such
activities are engineering, design, procurment, construction, fabri-
cation, installation, inspection, and documentation results of all
activities. B&R performs audits of all activities affecting quality,
including but not limited to the following:

The evaluation of work areas, activities, processes, and items
(hardware)

The review of documents and records

An objective evaluation of

a. Quality related practices, procedures and instruction
b. The effectiveness of implementation"

HL&P STP QA Plan Section 8 states in part: "HL&P has the responsi-
bility for the overall auditing of quality activities for the South
Texas Project. The Quality Assurance Department is responsible for
internal and external quality assurance audits performed by HL&P and
for ensuring and verifying that audits are performed by the other
outside organizations who are responsible for audits. The frequency
of audits performed by HL&P is based upon the individual character-
istics of the equipment, material or service being provided and are
generally as follows:

HL&P Site QA - Semi-annually
B&R Construction Site QA/QC - Semi-annually
BaR Construction Site - Annually"

Houston Lighting & 12r Co. (HL&P) Quality Assurance Procedures
QAP-5B states in part:

"6.2 Conducting the Audit

6.2.2 Audit Process

6.2.2.2 Objective Evidence. Objective evidence
shall be examined for compliance with Quality
Assurance requirements. This includes review of
Quality Assurance / Quality Control procedures and
documentation which implement the Quality Assurance
Program Requirements.

,
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,6.2.2.3 Implementation. Selected elements of the
quality assurance effort shall be audited to the
depth necessary to determine whether or not it is
being implemented effectively."

The following details describe five findings which were contrary to
the requirements described above.

(1) HL&P Audit of the HL&P Site QA Function
,

HL&P corporate audits of site QA activities HL-27
(2-23-76), HL-34 (6-28,29-76) HL-37 (10-7-76) HL-47 (6-29,
30-77), HL-51 (12-28,29-77), HL-58 (7-7,13-78), HL-62
(3-12,13-79) and HL-71 (8-20,21-79) were reviewed.

These audits were reviews of objective evidence (records)
which documented the following: (1) Site QA Surveillance |
Schedule, (2) Training Records, (3) Site Discrepancy 1
Administration, (4) Procurement Document Review, and (5) '

Checklist per Site QAP. Although objective evidence was
reviewed, the audits were not performed to the depth>

necessary to determine whether or not Site Quality for STP
were being effectively implemented as required by the STP
PSAR Section 17.0, paragraph 17.1.18A, and QA Procedure |

QAP-5. j

That is, the audits referenced above did not identify that
concrete surveillance checklists C.2.1 through C.2.5 did
not' document unsatisfactory conditions as required by
PSQCP-C, Revision 1, and PSQP-A3, Revision 9. The HL&P
Projects QA Manager was interviewed relative to this
subject. The inspector questioned the effectiveness of
the subject surveillances. The HL&P representatives
stated that unsatisfactory conditions observed during
these surveillances had not been documented if B&R had
initiated action.

The audits also failed to question the effectiveness of
the Surveillance Checklist C.2.1 since only one un:;atis-
factory condition had been identified since April 26, 1975
(after 184 observations). If the material receiving and

storage of cement, aggregate, etc. was always satisfactory,
QA management could have reduced the. frequency or included
additional or more meaningful characteristics to be checked.
Thus, surveillance time could have been more profitably
spent in areas where problems were known to exist. An
adequi.te audit would have shown this.

,
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This failure to perform adequate audits is contrary to the
requirements of 10CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII as
discussed in Appendix A of the transmittal letter and paragraph
E.9.a of this report which describes HL&P surveillance
(498/79-19-48 and 499/79-19-48).

(2) HL&P Audit of Brown & Root Site Activities

HL&P corporate audits of B&R's site activities BR-10(10-76)*,
BR-11 (8-76), BR-14 (10-76)*, BR-16 (13-77)*, BR-19 (6-77)*,

;

BR-20 (5-78)*, BR-22 (11-78), BR-24 (3-79), BR-26 (6-79)*, and
BR-29 (10-79)* were reviewed.

* Denotes all audits of site activities that HL&P identified and
submitted to the NRC inspector.

These audits were reviews of objective evidence (records) and
were not performed to the depth necessary to determine whether
or not the B&R site procedures were being implemented effectively
as required by the STP PSAR Section 17.0, paragraph 17.1.18A
and QAP-5, Audit Procedure. HL&P had not audited B&R to the
frequency specified in the South Texas QA Plan Section 8.0,
paragraph 8.5.1.

That is, the B&R ST-QA Procedures (ST-QAP-2.7, 3.1, 3.2, 4.3,
5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.11 and 6.1) had not been audited in 1978 and
1979. Furthermore, brief review of the 1976-1977 audits indi-
cated that some of these same procedures had not been audited
during those years.

None of the Brown & Root Site construction procedures had been
audited during 1977, 1978 or 1979. These included GCP-1 thru
GCP-35; PICP-1 thru PICP-5; PMCP-02 thru PMCP-10; CCP-1 thru
CCP-7; MECP-1 thru MECP-10, and WCP 2 and 6, less any deleted
procedures.

The HL&P Audit Coordinator was interviewed regarding this
matter on January 23, 1980. He referred the question to the
HL&P QA Hanager who explained that HL&P never intended to audit
all of the B&R site procedures. Further, he stated that HL&P'

had committed to perform audits, but it was not necessary for
the corporate audit group to do more than was currently being
done, i.e., review records only, because of the B&R audits of
site and HL&P surveillances of site activities. The HL&P
surveillances were stated to be a part of the HL&P audits of

r site during this interview, but on January 24, 1980, during the
NRC exit meeting, the QA manager stated that he now felt that
the surveillances were not audits.

The PSAR Section 17.0, paragraph 17.1.18A, STP QA Plan, Section i
8.0, paragraph 8.5.1, and HL&P QA Procedures QAP-5, paragraph

,
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6.2.2.3, state that B&R QA/QC Site Organization and Procedures
will be audited semi-annually and construction site will be
audited annually. The same requirements require in depth audit
to assure effective implementation in addition to audit of
objective evidence that the documented QA Program was properly
implemented.

This failure to perform audits which assure effective implemen-
tation of the B&R QA program is contrary to the requirements of
10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII as discussed in Appendix A
of the transmittal letter (498/79-19-48 and 499/79-19-48).i

The inspector found that concrete activities had not been
audited since 1976 and the 1976 audits were primarily record
reviews. No supplemental audits of the civil (concrete)
activity were performed nor was the frequency increased despite
the criteria described in the previously referenced requirement.

This failure to perform supplemental audits and/or increase the
audit frequency is contrary to the requirements of 10CFR50,'

Appendix B, Criterion XVIII as discussed in Appendix A of the
transmittal letter (498/79-19-48 and 499/79-19-48).

(3) Brown & Root (Houston) Audits of B&R Site

B&R audits of site ST-08 (11/8-10/77), ST-09 (4/4-5/78), ST-10
(5/4-5/78), ST-11 (6/13-15/78), ST-13 (7/11-13/78), ST-14
(8/8-9/78), ST-17 (10/24-26/78), ST-19 (1/29-2/1/79) ST-21
(3/19-21/79) and ST-26 (7/30-8/8/79) were reviewed.

These audits were primarily an audit or review of objective
evidence (records) and were not performed to the depth necessary
to determine whether or not the B&R site activities were being
implemented effectively. These audits of site activities were
considered inadequate. The site surveillances performed by
Brown & Root site from September 1979 were the exception.
Prior to this date, the site group had been performing highly
effective surveillances since August 31, 1978. B&R management
apparently had recognized the inadequacy of their audit system
and slowly strengthened their audit process. Interviews with
B&R personnel confirmed that the audit system was very weak
because of inadequate manpower. The audits were acknowledged
to be " arm chair" audits, i.e., primarily QA record reviews.

This failure to perform audits which assure effective implemen-
tation of the QA program is contrary to the requirements of
10CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII as discussed in Appendix A
of the transmittal letter (498/79-19-48 and 499/79-19-48).

. .
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B&R (Houston) did not schedule or perform supplemental audits,
or increase the frequency of audits as described in PSAR
Section 17.0, B&R QA Procedure ST-QAP 7.1, paragraph 5.3 or as
required by ANSI N45.2.12. That is, additional audits were not
performed even though site surveillances of concrete and SIS I2
and SIS 12.1-12.5, identified serious repetitive deficiencies.
Continuing allegations of substandard construction and inspection
activities in the civil area should have triggered supplemental
audits. Recent program changes should have also caused additional
audit effort.

,

This failure to perform supplemental audits or increase the
audit frequency is contrary to the re'quirements of 10CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion XVIII as discussed in Appendix A of the
transmittal letter (498/79-19-50 and 499/79-19-50).

The followup of previous audits ST-10 and B&R-27 was an action
item listed in audit plan ST-13, but was not de amented in the
issued audit report, ST-13. A letter was subsequently found
for followup on ST-10, but B&R-27 followup was not documented.
Followup should have been documented in the audit report. This
matter is unresolved pending receipt and review of the revised
procedure (498/79-19-51 and 499/79-19-51).

Dssign'r/antrol was not audited,in 1978 after audit ST-12 was
cancM }ed; that is, it (design control) was not rescheduled for
audit in 1978. In general, B&R Checklists did not reference
the procedure audited; therefore, the NRC inspector could not
readily correlate and determine whether all B&R procedures had
been audited. This matter is unresolved pending receipt and
review of a matrix from B&R which will cross index procedures
audited to the audit report and checklists (498/79-19-52 and
499/79-19-52).
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9. PROJECT SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM

The Quality surveillance system is described in HL&P Project Site Quality
Procedures. QA Procedure QAP-8 defines quality surveillance as a
continuing review, observation, or inspection for the purpose of verifying
that required actions have been accomplished. HL&P surveillances are
described as scheduled and unscheduled. The former uses checklists with
characteristics to be checked as satisfactory / unsatisfactory.

a. HL&P Surveillanc_e

(1) Scheduled Surveillance of Concrete Activities

Material Receiving and Storage Surveillance Checklists C.2.1-001
(3-31-76) through C.2.1-046 (12-5-79) were reviewed. Five
characteristics were checked during each surveillance and a
total of 184 observations were made during these surveillance
activities. C.2.1-002 dated 4-26-76 was the last time an
unsatisfactory condition was observed.

Measuring, Mixing and Transporting Equipment Surveillance
Checklists C.2.2-001 (4-4-76) through C.2.2-045 (11-15-79)
contained approximately 12 characteristics per surveillance and
a total of 540 observations were made during this period. Only
six unsatisfactory observations were reported. No unsatisfac-
tory conditions were reported from C.2.2-031 (9-21-78) through
C.2.2-045 (11-15-79).

Concrete Preplacement Surveillance Checklists C.2.3-001 (4-22-76)
through C.2.3-057 (11-6-79) contained approximately six charac-
teristics per surveillance for a total of 372 observations
during the period checked. Only five unsatisfactory conditions
have been identified. No unsatisfactory conditions were found
in surveillance No. C.2.3-022 (1-13-78) through C.2.3-057
(11-6-79).

Concrete Placement Surveillance Checklists C.2.4-001 contained
approximately twelve characteristics per surveillance for a
total of 754 observations for all surveillances. Only twelve
observations were found to be unsatisfactory. No unsatisfactory

conditions were identified in surveillances C.2.4-027 (2-2-78)
through C.2.4-062 (12-7-79).

Curing and Formwork Surveillance Checklists C.2.5-001 (4-29-76)
through C.2.5-050 (12-11-79) were composed of approximately ten
characteristics per surveillance and a total of 500 observations
were made. Three unsatisfactory conditions were identified.
No unsatisfactory conditions were identified from C.2.5-017
(6-22-77) through C.2.5-050 (12-11-79).

. - -

The results of these surveillance activities did not correlate
with recent NRC inspection findings, B&R surveillance activity
(SIS 12, 12.1-12.5, and 26) and the stopwork order issued as a

,
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result of voids in Unit 1 reactor containment wall Lifts 8 and
15. This lack of correlation was discussed with the HL&P Projects
QA Manager and Lead Civil Engineer. They agreed there was a
lack of correlation and explained that the personnel conducting
the surveillance activities recorded unsatisfactory conditions
as satisfactory if B&R personnel initiated appropriate action.
As a result of this policy, actual surveillance results were
not documented.

HL&P Site Quality Procedure PSQCP-C, Revision 1, paragraph 8.2,
states in part: "All checklists shall be completed in full.
Any discrepant item or deviations from specifications shall be
marked unsatisfactory and discussed in the " Remarks" Section.
Paragraph 8.3 states: "The QA surveillance personnel shall |

document all nonconformances and deficiencies according to

PSQP-A3". Site Quality Procedure PSQP-A3, Revision 9, states
in part:

"7.1.4 Notification of Brown & Root Site QA
1

Whenever a discrepant item or condition for which B&R
or a.B&R subcontractor is responsible is identified 1

'

by HL&P QA, Brown & Root site QA shall be notified
immediately. The notification may be by one of the I

previously mentioned HL&P Discrepancy Notification |
Documents or orally.- If immediate and acceptable I

action and recurrence control (as applicable) are
implemented by B&R pursuant ~to oral notification the
item may be closed out on the checklist itself if a i

checklist was used. Reference should be made on the
checklist as to the corrective action.

7.1. 7 Discrepancy Analysis ;

Discrepancies of serious or repetitive nature will (
require analysis to determine the causative factors. i

This analysis is the responsibility of B&R."

Contrary to the above procedures: (1) surveillance results
were not documented, (2) corrective action was not recorded and ;

formally monitored and (3) discrepancy analysis was not accurate i

because of this lack of documentation. |
l

This failure to follow the procedures to document unsatisfactory
,

conditions and corrective action is contrary to the requirements i

. of 10CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, as discussed in Appendix A
of the transmittal letter (498/79-19-53 and 499/79-19-53).

(2) Unscheduled Surveillance
IThis activity was reviewed by examining all Site Discrepancy

Memos (SDM), Concern Memos (CM), and Speed Memos (SM) generated

\
'
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in 1978 and 1979. Five SDMs, three cms and eight SMs were
written. Almost all of these dealt with the sign off of
inspection records. The policy of not documen+'ng unsatisfac-
tory conditions also appeared to apply to unsc , led surveil-

lances and should be considered when correcti.' 4 tion is taken
on the scheduled surveillance inadequacies discussed in the
above paragraph.

(3) HL&P Surveillance Effectiveness

The NRC inspector reviewed only a portion of the site
surveillance program since the primary emphasis was placed on
civil areas where problems were known to exist. That is, areas
where continuing allegations of substandard construction and
inspection activities, NRC inspection / investigation findings,
B&R Site Internal Surveillance findings, and reported construc-
tion deficiencies have indicated problems in concrete activities.

The current NRC Investigation Team observed unsatisfactory
conditions relative to concrete activities which were continuing.
Interviews with B&R personnel indicated the problems referenced
above had not been corrected. Considering this, the effective-
ness of the site surveillance activities was not apparent.
Even if these surveillance activities did informally identify
discrepant items or deviations from specifications, the problems
were recurring.

,

The HL&P audits failed to identify this apparent ineffectiveness
because the audits were mainly reviews of objective evidence
(records). The audits should have identified the following:

(a) Repetitive reporting of satisfactory results did not
correlate with NRC inspection and B&R internal surveillance
findings.

(b) No unsatisfactory conditions were identified since September
1978. Some of these surveillance activities had documented
only satisfactory conditions back to 1976 when the surveil-
lance was first performed.

(c) If surveillance was satisfactory, then the frequency
should have been changed or additional /more meaningful
characteristics should have been added.

The above findings are a part of the noncompliance described in
this report under HL&P Audit of the HL&P Site QA Function.

b. Brown & Root Site Internal Surveillance (SIS)

(1) Organization - This group was organized in early 1978 and
started performing the surveillance function on August 31, 1978.
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The group has had no charter or approved procedures until
September of 1979. At this time they became a recognized site
audit group, headed by a Lead Resident Auditor. During the
current inspection, the NRC inspectors were informed that the
B&R QA organization chart will be revised to reflect this new
audit group change.

(2) QA Audit / Surveillance Records - These records were not stored
in the QA records vault but were in a file cabinet in the Lead
Resident Auditor's office. The vault personnel refused to
accept these records because they were not on an approved list.
At one time, they did accept these records; therefore, they
only h d a partial file. The licensee agreed to immediately
transfet +he subject records to the QA vault and the inspector
verified on January 31, 1980, that the records had been moved
to the vault.

The same audit files contained responses to the subject
surveillances. In several cases the cognizant organization's
response was inadequate. In most cases the close out of items
in dispute were closed by a letter documenting the meeting and
the closing of the item, but did not document the basis for
closing. That is, it did not indicate either the final correc-
tive action or if the finding had been withdrawn. Since many
of the personnel involved are gone, the main concern at this
time is to assure that the bases for closing current and future
items is recorded. A different method of closing items out
should be devised. This matter is unresolted pending review of
licensee's corrective action (498/79-19-54 and 499/79-19-54).

(3) B&R Site Internal Surveillances

The inspector reviewed surveillances SIS Nos. 12, 12.1, 12.2, i

12.3, 12.4, 12.5, 18, 26 and 32. The main purpose of the
review was to evaluate those surveillance activities pertaining
to concrete activities or those which had not received timely
or adequate responses.

The surveillance of concrete activities (12, 12.1, 12.5)

identified significant deficiencies. The response to the

findings was inadequate about 50% of the time. 515-26 (Special
Surveillance of Concrete Activities) was performed in October
and November 1979. The responses were being evaluated by the
personnel who performed the subject surveillance. 515-26
identified several repetitive items relative to concrete activi-
ties. The responses were considered inadequate by the surveil-
lance personnel.

,
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ourveillance SIS-18 (FREAs) and B&R letter No. STQ-5153 dated
November 12, 1979 were two examples where responses were long
overdue and there was no evidence that the unsatisfactory
conditions had been corrected. Management was sent copies of
this correspondence and thus was aware of this situation;
however, the problems were not escalated for resolution.

This failure to take appropriate corrective action is contrary
to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI ac
discussed in Appendix A of the transmittal letter (498/79-19-55
and 499/79-19-55).

c. Auditor Qualification

B&R (Houston) and (Site) auditor's qualifications were reviewed and
appeared to meet the requirements of ANSI N.45.7.23 and applicable
procedures.

.
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F. SUMMARY OF ITEMS

1. NONCOMPLIANCES

Tracking Noncomp. Report Page
No. No. Section No. Subject

79-19-03 13 E.1.b. 37 Failure to take corrective
action when Cadwelders
needed requalification

79-19-08 1 E .1. d. 49 ' Lack of QA/QC freedom,
independence and sufficient,
well-defined authority

79-19-10 7 E.2.b. 53,54 Failure to take corrective
E.2.c. 56 action on improper vibrator

and conc. placement practices

79-19-11 20 E.2.b. 53 Failure to inspect reinforcing
steel for loose rebar prior to
conc. placement

79-19-16 8 E.2.c. 58 Failure to follow procedures
with regard to qualification'

of civil and conc. QC
inspectors

79-19-18 2 E.3.a. 61 Failure to complete backfill
compaction in accordance
with a qualified procedure

79-19-21 4 E.3.a. 61 Failure to establish
procedures for systematic
sampling as part of soil
testing program

79-19-22 3 E.3.c. 64 Failure to take prompt ;

corrective action when test |
apparatus failed, halting |
testing

! 79-19-24 5 E.3.d. 65 Failure to document soil
lift thickness and no. of I

passes of equip. as QA l

records

79-19-27 16 E.3.f. 67 Failure to control the use
of a nonconform. hammer for i

soil penetration tests |

I
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Tracking Noncomp. Report Page
No. No. Section No. Subject

r

79-19-28 17 E.3.f. 67 Failure to control the
dimensions of the split
spoon in soils test control

79-19-32 22 E.4.b. 70 Failure to follow ASME B&PV
Code per 10 CFR 50.55a for
radiography qualification

> technique
! 79-19-33 9 E.4.a. 69 Failure to control documents
! in that the contractor's QA

Manual copies out of date

i 79-19-34 10 E.4.c.(2)(c) 72 Failure to control welding
. as a special process with

regard to cleanliness
s

79-19-38 21 E.4.c.(3)(d) 74 Failure to control design
changes in root openings and
weld dimensions

79-19-39 11a E.5.b.(2)(a) 79 Failure to control
radiography, a special
process, in that radiograph
quality was poor

79-19-39 11b E.5.b.(2)(b) 82 Failure to control
radiography, a special
process, in that interpre-
tations were incorrect

79-19-39 11c E.5.a.(2) 76 Failure to control liquid
penetrant exam., a spec.

;

process in that indications
I

weren't reexamined

79-19-41 12 E.5.b.(1) 77 Failure to follow procedures
jin that a procedure was used

5

after an expiration date
i

79-19-47 6 E.7.d. 94 Failure to take correctiveg

action in control of NCRs
; and FREAs

, 79-19-48 18a E.8.c. 95 Failure to provide procedures
# for supplemental audits as

'

part of the HL&P QA plan and
audit system,

|

.1
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Tracking Noncomp. Report Page
No. No. Section No. Subject

79-19-48 18a E.8.d.(2) 100 Failure of HL&P to perform
supplemental audits of B&R
site activities

79-19-48 18b E.8.d.(1) 99 Failure of HL&P to perform
E.9.a.(3) 104 adequate audits in that ;'

unsatisfactory conditions
, were not observed

79-19-48 18c E.8.d.(2) 100 Failure to perform audits on
'

the prescribed frequency

79-19-48 19 E.8.d.(3) 100 Failure of B&R to perform
in-depth audits of site
activities

79-19-50 18a E.8.d.(3) 101 Failure of B&R to perform
supplemental audits of B&R
site activities

79-19-53 15 E.9.a.(1) 103 Failure to follow procedures
to document and correct
unsatisfactory conditions

79-19-55 14 E.9.b.(3) 106 Failure to take corrective
action in a reasonable time
and management did not get'

the conditions corrected or
the problem resolved

,

2
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2. UNRESOLVED ITEMS

Tracking Report Page
No. Section No. Subject

79-19-01 E.1. a 24 Licensee is correcting discrepancy
Allegation 12 found in traceability of embedded

steel plates

79-19-02 E.1.b 35 Licensee is correcting problems
Allegation 10A found in the resolution of old NCRs

on Storage /Mainten.

79-19-09 E.2.a 51 Need for additional controls in
procedures addressing prepour,
constr., curing of conc.

79-19-12 E.2.b. 54 Recheck on conc. transit trucks
standing or in-transit w/o agitation

79-19-13 E.2.c. 57 Final inspections on completed
placements not adequately controlled
and up to date

79-19-14 E.2.c. 58 Sampling of pumped concrete and the
lack of correlation program

79-19-15 E.2.c. 58 Conflict of personnel qualification
req'ts for concrete placement (ANSI
vs ASME)

79-19-17 E.2.c. 59 Need for systematic program to
assure that training is given to all
on spec / proc. revs.

79-19-19 E.3.b. 63 Compaction of upper part of last
lift which may remain below Cat. I
b1dgs; B&R literature

79-19-20 ' E.3.b. 63 Retest fill section completed with
excessive number of passes by double
roll overlap

79-19-23 E.3.d. 65 Records of fill lifts vs. location
in order to reconstruct fill
placement procedure lacking'

79-19-25 E.3.e. 66 Decrease in relative density
(bulking) of compacted mat'l in wet
state under vibration

,
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Tracking Report Page
No. Section No. Subject

79-19-26 E.3.e. 66 Discrepancies in min-max relative
densities of materials used vs.
reported is SAR for liquefaction

79-19-29 E. 3. f. 67 Attempt to correlate Std Penetration
values to those from oversized,

blunt spoon & nonconforming hammer

79-19-30 E. 3. f. 67 Boring 204, loose mat'l near base of
fnd. mat of RC8 Unit 2 - Aug. '77
washout area

79-19-31 E.4.b. 69 Details of welder qualification
procedures - work stoppage; root
gap & backing ring in question

79-19-35 E.4.c.(3)(a) 73 Alignment procedures on S. Gen. B&C
and Code stamp on lower S. Gen.
supports considered now as bldg.

79-19-36 E.4.c.(3)(b) 73 No Code inspection by ANI on weld
now embedded in concrete on the fuel
trans. tube

79-19-37 E.4.c.(3)(c) 74 Control of attachments on material i

|post-weld heat treat. - lower SG
supports & others

79-19-40 E.5.a.(2) 76 Test reports of liquid penetrant
examination not serialized and
documentation of examinations inadeq.

79-19-42 E.5.c. 83 No training for QC personnel in liq. )
pene, by flourescent mat'Is,
processing & reading radiographs,
visual AWS, recordkeeping

79-19-43 E.7.a. 88 Procedure for NCRs lacks processing,
approvals, feedback & records
retention details

i

79-19-44 E.7.c. 92 Review of documentation involved |

with Receiving documentati.on Inr
some vendors

s 1

79-19-45 E.7.c. 93 No procedures for trending FREAs and
reviewing cumulative impact of all
changes

,

t
,

' t
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Tracking Report Page
No. Section No. Subject4

79-19-46 E.7.c. 94 Unsatisfactory conditions found
during ECs not being documented

79-19-49 E.8.c. 96 Aduit requirements of ANSI N45.2.12
not part of the PDM contract

79-19-51 E.8.d.(3) 101 Audit B&R-27 followup not documented
and procedure to require this in
general is being written

79-19-52 E.8.d.(3) 101 Question of whether all B&R
procedures have been audited by B&R
Houston. Design control not audited
in 1978

79-19-54 E.9.b.(2) 105 Inadequate responses to surveillance
findings in that bases for closeout
lacking

79-19-58 E.3.a. 61 Resolution of why spec was revised'

from 12 to 18" lifts that was
counter to the B&R cog. engr.

- - - --
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3. OPEN ALLEGATIONS ,

Tracking Report Page
No. Section No. Subject

79-19-04 E.1.b. 39 Vertical cracks in structural steel
Allegation 12A clips in the boron injection room of

PCB Unit 1, El. 36'

40 Pipe sleeve weld defect 1/4" deep at79-19-05 E.1.b. '

Allegation 13A Az. 300 , El. 8' in RCB Unit 1 near,

<

work panel 15

79-19-06 E.1.b. 41 Classification of containment polar
' Allegation 14A crane

79-19-07 E.1.b. 42 Storage of elec./ mech penetrations
and lack of understanding by
warehouse electricians of Megger
tests on motors*

79-19-56 E.1.b. 43 Curing of the conc. intake structure
Allegation 16A on which an NCR was written

79-19-57 E.1. b. 44 NRC told of voids in concrete with no
Allegation 17A definite closeout or resolution

79-19-59 E.1.b. 46 Missing 3 horiz. rebars
: Allegation 19A

l

I
i

!

!

|
!
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4. OPEN ITEMS FOR REFERRAL

Referral Report Page,.,

! To Section No. Subject

OIA Allegation 1A 26 Falsification of a conc. curing
record admitted by an individual

OIA Allegation 18A 45 HL&P/B&R obtain information on who
allegers are from the NRC

i

,

;

!
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APPENDIX 1

Listed below are the NRC report numbers, dates and brief summaries of the
results of investigations into previous allegations concerning construction
practices at the South Texas Project.

Report No. 50-498/79-14; 50-499/79-14

Dates of Investigation: September 4-7 and 11-14, 1979

On August 8, 1979, the licensee reported alleged intimidation of QC inspectors
by construction personnel. Subsequently, allegations of QA/QC program irregu-
larities were received from confidential sources.

Results of Investigation: Four of the ten allegations were substantiated,
resulting in a deviation (improper record entry) and an item of noncompliance
(violation of a stop work notice). Four of the allegations were not substan-

(

tiated and the other two could neither be substantiated nor refuted. In
regard to the alleged intimidation, the QC inspectors involved perceived
statements of five construction workers as serious threats meant to hinder
their performance as QC inspectors. The construction workers denied making
threats or using abusive language in direct conversations with inspectors.

Report No. 50-498/79-09; 50-499/79-09

Dates of Investigation: May 15-18 and 22-23, 1979

On May 1, 1979 and other dates in May 1979, an individual alleged: (1) that
the responsible QC inspector refused to sign the concrete pour card for Lift 5
of the Unit 2 containment building because of discrepancies he had identified,
and that subsequently the card was signed off by his supervisor, and (2) there
were widespread discrepancies in Cadweld "as-built" location records,

t

! Results of Investigation: Both allegations were substantiated. However, it
! could not be established whether or not the final cleanliness of the Lift 5

placement area was acceptable (reason for the inspector's refusal to sign the
pour card) since concrete had been placed and the area was thus inaccessible
for inspection. In regard to the second allegation, it was determined that
the licensee was aware of the record discrepancies and was actively engaged in
measures to correct them.

Report No. 50-498/79-01; 50-499/79-01
;

Dates of Investigation: January 23-26, 30 and February 2,1979 ,

An individual en January 13, 1979 and other dates in January 1979, alleged
1irregularities in the civil construction and QA Program. The six specific

allegations concerned installation and inspection of cadwelds.

.
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Results of Investigation: Two of the six allegations were substantiated,
resulting in an item of noncompliance. The substantiated allegations
involved: (1) copying over of Cadweld Examination Checklists (ECs) and as a
result another person entered the field inspectors initials on the record
copy. (At the time, procedures did not prevent this and the practice was
considered acceptable) and (2) a Cadweld was accepted although QC records
indicated the existence of excess voids in the filler metal. (Records
indicated that the Cadweld was acceptable based on an evaluation in a " Field
Request for Engineering Action", considered an acceptable method of resolving
such matters).

Report No. 50-498/78-15; 50-499/78-15

Dates of Investigation: September 11-14, 1978
^

An individual on September 9, 1978, alleged irregularities in the civil
construction and QA program. Eleven (11) of the thirteen (13) specific
allegations concerned installation and inspection of Cadwelds; one concerned
mislocation of Unit 2 structures and the last was that Brown and Root foreman
can neither read nor write.

Results of Investigation: Four of the thirteen allegations were substantiated,
resulting in two items of noncompliance. The substantiated allegations involved:
(1) loss of a field sketch, (2) application of centering marks to rebar after

i Cadweld was fired, (3) lack of second shift QC coverage of Cadwelding, and (4)
that only three inspectors are available for Cadweld inspection. The allegation
regarding the inability of foreman to read or write was not reviewed by communi-
cation problems will continue to be the subject of future inspections. The
possible mislocation of Unit 2 structures had already been identified by the
licensee.

Report No. 50-498/78-14; 50-499/78-14

Dates of Investigation: August 22-25, 1978

Brown and Root representatives on August 17, 1978 alleged a bribery attempt by
a QC inspector.

Results of Investigation: The allegation that a QC inspector offered to
expedite acceptance of construction in exchange for material favors could not
be substantiated. The allegation was denied by the inspector. No witnesses
were present during the alleged bribery attempt. i

|

Report No. 50-498/78-12; 50-499/78-12

Dates of Investigation: July 25-28, 1978

An individual reported oa July 17, 1978 an alleged breakdown in the civil QA i
'

program. Allegations included: (1) inadequate training on new procedures, (2)
inadequate noncomformance reporting system, (3) inadequate support of QC

|i . .

:

|
|

,
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inspectors, (4) inaccessibility of upper management and (5) undue pressure
from construction on QC inspectors.

Results of Investigation: In general, the allegations were not substantiated
or only substantiated in part. The investigation did indicate apparent low
morale of some QA/QC civil inspectors and weaknesses in the civil QA program.

A special meeting was held on August 15, 1978 with Houston Lighting and Power
Company (HL&P) corporate management relative to the investigation findings,
and it was agreed that tne licensee would pursue these matters to bring about
progran, improvements. The meeting is documenfed in Report No. 50-498/78-13;
50-499/78-13. A HL&P letter dated October 3,1978 to the NRC Region IV office
documents the licensee response to the allegations presented in Report No.
50-498/78-12; 50-499/78-12.

Report No. 50-498/78-09; 50-499/78-09

Dates of Investigation: May 16-18, 1978

An anonymous individual on May 15, 1978 alleged falsification of Cadweld
records concerning Itck of qualification of QC inspectors and pressure on QC
inspectors to violate procedures and not hold up construction.

Results of Investigation: No evidence was found to indicate Cadweld records
had been falsified or that QC inspectors were not properly qualified. Inter-
views with QC inspectors indicated that while there was normal pressure to get
the job done, there was no undue pressure for them to forego hold orders (i.e.
violation procedures). One QC supervisor stated his " holds" had sometimes
been overruled by higher authority but he stated this was their prerogative
and did not result from construction pressure. '

Report No. 50-498/77-08

Dates of Investigation: July C-8, 1977

An individual on July 1, 1977 alleged QC inspectors were threatened if they
identified unacceptable items during concrete placement.

Results of Investigation: Two incidents involving threats to QC inspectors did
occur on June 30, 1977. Interviews with ten (10). civil QC inspectors indicated
six had experienced some harassment; several indicated they felt QC inspectors
were not receiving enough management support and that an inordinate amount of
friction had developed between QC and construction. All the inspectors
que<,tioned stated that they had not overlooked unacceptable inspection items

Report No. 50-498/77-03

Dates of Investigation: February 2-3, 1977,

lhe licensee reported on February 1,1977 that a Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory
employee was alleged to have falsified concrete material test records.

1

I

|

,
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| Results of Investigation: Allegation was substantiated; however, there was no
t~ effect on concrete quality as other tests established that material met-

requirements.
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APPENDIX 2

SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY Al AT BAY CITY, TEXAS

In the fall of 1979, A40 stated in a meeting that he would know if anyone went
to the NRC, and insinuated that action would follow or words to that effect.
I interpreted this to mean that the person would be fired.

QC Inspectors are frustrated through harassment and threat from construction
personnel and lack of support of QA personnel, particulary in the last 30
days.

A3 and A6 told me that during a post placement meeting A50 threatened A3
during the meeting. I believe this occurred over the placement of a concrete
wall.

As an example of A50 knowingly violates the specification: In the spring of

1979, an incident occurred wherein a concrete placement was in process. I
observed that too much freefall and excessive lateral movement was going tc,
take place in violation of specification that only allowed a 5 foot lateral
movement. I complained to A45 to stop the process. A50 started to place
concrete although he knew that I wanted it stopped. A2 was also present at
this time. I notified my boss, A30, who arrived after the placement started.
I told him of my concern and A50 who was present asked me if I measured the
distance. I said no, but it was about 10 feet; A50 said 3 feet. A30 said if
you didn't measure you don't know. I checked consolidation and it was OK.
Later the specification was changed to allow the lateral movement.

A45 told me about 2 months ago that lift #3 (RCS-1 Shell wall) was worse than
lifts 8 and 15 combined. I asked A45 "How do you know." He said, "I was
there and construction practices weren't very good back then."

An error in judgment was made wherein concrete personnel placed concrete in
two foot lifts with proper consolidation, and at that time the specification
only authorized 18" with an occasional variance of up to 24". A35 and A30
found out abnut it. A50 offered to lie and report that the lifts were proper.
Now the specifications have been changed. Proper consolidation was assured
and the remainder of the placement was changed back to 18" lifts.

About 8 months ago QC inspectors started losing support from QC supervisor
A35. He has the reputation that if QC inspectors will not sign off a job,
then A35 will arrive and sign off the job. I have heard A45 say if QC inspec-
tors don't sign off the placement, then A35 will. A45 told me Lift #5 (RCB-?
shellwall) was dirty. I believe that NRC investigated this.

During a QC/QA staf f seeting in early November 1979, A40 said every time you
call NRC we get a call telling us who called them. NRC is getting tired of

your complaints. After the meeting, A35 told me "You don't have much time
left, if you're smart,you will keep your mouth shut."
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This is just another example of QA supporting construction. Also, QC does not
regularly go into the field. Also, A20 has walked into QC shacks and threatened
to pull out the air conditions because too many people (QC) were in the shacks.
QA did not stand up to construction.

It is my opinion that mnrale is very low because of the above.

It is ny opinion that QC inspectors should have two-way radios to report
problems. "It is hard to ask a construction foreman if I could use his radio
to place him on report." A35 refused to provide me a radio when I asked for

,

one.

Also inspectors are having problems with doing their inspections because of
lack of a set of prints in the field.

About one month ago A9 told me that during a placement, a concrete foreman
left for about I hour during the placing and the concrete construction personnel
would not correct improper procedures.

Recently, A2 said that concrete personnel told him they were going to throw
him off the wall.

A5 said that one time a carpenter threatened to hit him with a crescent wrench,
over a water curing dispute.

A12 said that during a recent vendor surveillance, he noticed someo c "eing a
halogenic marker to mark stainless steel items and believed that t. .lon-halo 3:'ic
marker should be used. Also a vendor was packing carbon steel ard stainless
together (tcuching).

A25 said that traceability of embeds was lost ifter leaving the receiving
section. Also, he wrote a CAR (Correct;ve Action Request) but it was turned
down. Supposedly the NRC was aware of it.a

I have made this statement because I am afraid of the indifferer.:e towards
Quality Control. I believe that the safety of the public is not in jeopardy,
but the danger is in the trend to lessen the effectiveness of tte quality
control program.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two typewritten pages. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initia' led them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

s

Signature by A1

,

- ---__--- _
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A2 AT BAY CITY, TEXAS

About 2/3 month ago I went to Unit i elevation 60' on a wall to relieve A10.
While I was there I told A45's crew they made a QC inspector very upset! One

of the construction men, last name unknown, said to me " don't give us any
trouble, we'll throw you off the wall and you can pick the side." I said OK
" Friar Tuck" and looked him straight in the eye. He did not say or do anything.
I did not report this to anyone because I did not take him serious.

To the best of my knowledge, A45's crew was giving A9 a hard time, by not'

listening to A9 and violating placement procedures. A45 told me that he put

in a 4' lift on A9 when a 18" lift was the most allowed.

In the fall of 1979, A35 said during a QC meeting that A45 used to violate
specifications and procedures behind QC inspectors back, but now he will do it
in front of the inspectors.

I do not feel that intimidation is a problem at the site but I feel most of
the QC people are harassed!i

A45 said on two different occasions that he does not worry about any serious
problems because A56 would back him up or support him.

During the spring of 1979, I recall A45 and his crew were placing a wall. Al
and I were present when A45 started to place the wall. Al and I could see
that there was going to be more than a 5 foot lateral movement of concrete
because the trunk was not long enough. Al and I stopped them but A50 got down
inside the wall and ordered the crew to use vibrators to move the concrete ,

more than 5 feet. A30 arrived and we told him what had happened but he did !

; not support Al and myself.

I do not know of any intimidation of myself or other QC inspectors other than
what I have written herein above.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two handwritten pages. I
,

have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Signature by A2

i

4
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A3 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the fall of 1979, I noticed an improper concrete placement technique at
four places, in that the freefall exceeded the 42" max. The tremies were cut
approximately 10' above the previously placed concrete (worst case observed of
the four tremles). I told A45 that the freefall exceeded the max and was
unacceptable. He said and did nothing. I then told A50 and he did nothing io

correct the situation immediately. I then told A50 I was leaving the placement.

A50 then stopped the job and corrected the situation.

During a subsequent meeting A50 said there was a problem in placing the concrete,
however, he corrected the situation as soon as he was informed. At this time

I told A50 that I disagreed with that comment. A50 then said Quote: are you
calling me a liar... I come across that table... Unquote. Before he could
finish A35 told A50 Quote: w2 don't need any of that here. Unquote. A50
calmed down. I felt threatened and humiliated, intimidated. I did not feel
that my supervisor supported me and did not take a strong stand against con-
struction people. I do not know of any direct intimidation by QC supervisors
or construction supervisors, but do feel that there is a lack of support from i

'

QC supervisors.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two handwritten pages. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

|

1

Signature by A3
,

1

I
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SUMMARY OF SIATEMENT BY A4 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the fall of 1979, I discovered that an Examination Check (E. C.) for curing
performed had not been completed. I brought this to the attention of A31.
A31 told me that it would be taken care of Monday and to sign off my own
inspection. I signed my inspection off for Saturday and left the other item
on the E. C. blank.

!There was a QA/QC staff meeting called by A40. At this meeting A40 said, to
the best of my knowledge, the following: AS FAR AS GOING TO NRC OR HL&P, I
WILL INFORM YOU PEOPLE THAT WE WILL KNOW WHO AND WHEN, 50 DON'T FEEL YOU'RE
DOING ANYTHING BEHIND ANYB0DY'S BACK. I interpreted this to mean, a warning,
that QC inspectors would get into some kind of trouble.

I believe that two-way radios are needed for curing inspections, especially on
weekends. Also, they are sometimes needed for placements. I also feel that
QC inspectors need specifications, procedures, and ACI Codes in the field.

I have no knowledge of intimidation of QC inspectors, or defective structures,
components or materials. I have not altered any records or do I know of
anyone else who has altered records except as mentioned above. Also I have'

not been intimidated or threatened, but upon occassions have been harassed by
construction.

I do not feel that QA/QC management is giving QC inspectors total back-up. I
have never written an NCR.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two handwritten peges. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Signature by A4
'

s

.

.

b

.

,

i



__ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

. .

2-6
|

SUP94ARY OF STATEMENTS BY A5 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT
'

This fall I observed an improper watering practice (curing) of a concrete
wall. For some reason a carpenter had turned off the water. I told the

carpenter to turn the water back on. The carpenter said "Do you want a crescent
wrench along 6f de of your head." I just walked away. I do not know if the
carpenter turned the water on but I did report the incident to A31. I do not i

know what happened about the incident and I do not believe that I could identify
the carpenter if seen again. Also I do not know the carpenter's name.

This fall I have signed off curing examination checks as inspected when I did
not actually inspect the curing. I did this because A31 told me that someone
else had inspected the curing pod it was OK. A31 did not tell me who had
inspected the curing. I took off one-half day and when I returned the following
day I was told to sign off on the curing of a wall that I only inspected
during the morning hours. Another time I was off work and when I came back |

1A31 told me to sign off on curing for the dates I was off. I have signed my
name to the quality assurance department examination checklist, and have
placed my initials next to the dates where I had signed off but had not
inspected.

I believe that all placing of concrete should be done when the QC inspector
has a two-way radio. It is very difficult to stop a placement once it has
started. Also I believe that all QC inspectors should have access to a set of
prints and specifications. |

I believe that most of the QC inspectors are frustrated because of a lack of
support frnm QA supervisory personnel. As an example:

A. I can only submit a draft of an NCR. ]
B. I never find out the results of an NCR that I have submitted. :

C. To the best of my knowledge my QA Supervisor has never supported me on an l

NCR.

I have always performed my job to the best of my ability, in spite of a lack
of support from my supervisors.

Also I do not have any knowledge of any defective structures, components or
materials. ,

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two typewritten pages. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each'page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Signature by AS

|
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A6 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

During a post placement meeting this fall, A3 disagreed with A50. At this
time A50 got mad and said, " Call me a liar end I'll come across the table."
Then A35 sait, "Before this goes any farther we need to get settled down," or
words to the effect. I believe A50 thought that A3 had insulted him in front
of his supervisors.

I have not witnessed any QC/QA person that was being intimidated or am I aware
, of any defective structures, components or materials. I have never altered

records nor do I know of anyone who has altered records.

|
In early November 1979, during a QA/QC staff meeting A40 said words to the
ef fect that if you go to NRC, we have ways of finding out, people will tell'

-

I took this to mean a warning and, that a person would get into troublei us.
if he talked to NRC.

I believe that two-way radios should be with QC placing inspectors on all
complex placements and others where problems could occur. I also believe that
prints and specifications should be in the field.

I also believe that QC supervisors could give more support to QC inspectors.
It appears to me that they do not want to make waves with construction.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 2 handwritten pages. I hav(
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Signature.by A6

i
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A9 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Early this fall I was inspecting a concrete placement at an approximate time
of 10:30 a.m. During the placement I mentioned to A45 that his men were
vibrating excessively in one place. A45 became upset upon this comment and
stated, "Would you like to be fired instead of my concrete workers if honey-
combing occurs."

Later, about 11:45 a.m. , A45 left the placement leaving no one in charge to my
knowledge. The placement ended at 12:45 p.m. It was reported to me later
that A45 was bragging about placing a 4 foot lift. This comment was bragging
in my opinion since I had monitored the placement thoroughly and would not
have hesitated to write an NCR if a specification requirement had been violated.
The placement was considered structurally sound although I was pushed to the

' limit as for acceptance within the specification and procedures. No specifi-
,

i cation requirement was violated, therefore, no NCR was not written. Procedural
violations were documented on the preplacement examination checklist.

I have no knowledge of defective structures, components, or materials. I have
never altered records or know of anyone who has falsified records. I have not

been intimidated or threatened.

I believe on a concrete placement that a two-way radio should be present with
the QC Inspector.

In area MEA 1 we have' twe (2) sets of prints and specifications.

My supervisors have backed me up, however, I believe I may be an exception
because I have heard and seen other QC inspectors not being backed up on minor
areas.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

Signature by A9
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY All AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

I do not feel that QC supervisors back up the QC inspectors and that is one of
the reasons I am quitting. As an example, A20 will go to the QC supervisor or
upper management when he disagrees with a Q.C. Inspector and get things changed
or corrected to his thinking.

In early November 1979, during a QA/QC meeting, A40 stated, "I am tired of
people calling NRC about things, NRC is getting tired of hearing it and NRC is
telling us who is talking," or words to that effect. It is my feeling that
A40 is warning the inspectors that if anyone talked to the NRC then that
person would get into trouble.

I have not been intimidated or do I know of any defective structures,
components or materials on this site. I have not altered or know of anyone
that has altered any records.

.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of one typewritten page. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initia11ed them. I have signed
my name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best
of my knowledge and belief.

,

Signature by All

,
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A14 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the fall of 1979, I was inspecting a pre placement area consisting of a
one-foot thick wall, to be placed in an eight foot lift. After I completed my

inspection I signed off on the concrete pour card with the exception of the
bottom line. I did not sign the bottom line because of a memo, signed by a
former QC assistant supervisor who worked for A35. This memo states that the
bottom line should not be signed off until a QC placement inspector is present.
This memo is still in effect because it is posted in my QC shack. When I

;

refused to sign off on the card, A50 became upset and stepped into a nearby'

engineering shack that had a telephone. A few minutes later, A50 told me that

A35 wanted to talk to me on the phone. I picked up the phone and A35 told me
to sign off on the bottom line of the concrete card and take the place of the
QC inspector for placement until he arrives. I tried to explain to A35 my

side of the problem but he told me to "get up there and watch the pour." I
feel that A35 did not support me in this matter and totally supported construc-
tion. Later when I returned to my lead (inspector) A17, he told me that A35
had called him and told him that he did not want A14 to talk back to t!.a which
I interpreted as I cannot explain my position when construction calls him.

I am not aware of any defective structures, components or materials. I have
never altered or know of anyone who has altered records. Except for A50, I
have not been harassed or intimidated by anyone nor do I know of anyone who
has.

I also feel that the use of typical drawings instead of detail drawings cause l

the inspector to be in doubt as to what rebars should be placed in what loca-
tion and what rebar spacing should be in relations to other rebars, embeds,
etc.

Also that all QC inspectors on placements should have two-way radios for quick j
access to supervisors. ;

1

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten page. I have |

made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name I

in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

Signature by A14

*
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A16 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ,

In November 1979, during the morning hours, A35 said words to the effect "you
know the NRC is here." I said "yes." He said "They'll be here for 6 weeks.
It is a congressional investigation. It is my opinion that if QC Inspectors
don't. straighten up they'll be hitting the gate." Due to the tone of his
voice I interpreted it that management would get rid of QC personnel who
talked to the NRC.

It is my personal belief that the QC inspectors that are in danger of losing
their jobs are those who are first to talk to NRC. (Understood to mean those
first inspectors who talked to the NRC during this investigation are in danger
of losing their jobs)

I believe that A35 is a highly qualified man. However, the QC inspectors have
given a nickname because he signs off and overrides QC inspectors. I have no
knowledge of a job he did not sign off when asked by construction.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 handwritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have intialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Signature by A16

.
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A17 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the fall of 1979, one of the QC inspectors noticed an improper procedure
(work activity) and called it to my attention. I concurred and started to
writs a NCR. During this time I also notified A53. A53 became upset with me
and said "one of these days I'm going to stomp your ass." This comment was
made in my office and overheard by a senior civil engineer. I was more
embarrassed than scared. I continued to write the NCR. I reported this
comment of A53 to my boss and he informed A53's boss.

About 6 months ago I discovered three horizontal bars missing from a wall and
brought this to the attention of B10. He became upset with me for not finding
the problem earlier and said to me " lying --expletive deleted-- son of a bitch."
I believe that this response was due to the fact that the previous day I told
810 I thought everything was OK with the wall. About one month ago one of the
inspectors, A14, was told by A50 to sign off on a pour card that A14 felt was
improper. A50 became upset when A14 refused '.o sign off on the card and
called A35, who is not in our chain of command, and complained about A14
holding up work. Later I received a call from A35 who is not my boss, and
told me to tell A14 that he (A35) is still his boss and he does not want his
orders questioned. I passed the message to A14 and later I learned that had
happened from B8 who was present during the A50/A14 confrontation. At this
time A35 admitted that he acted without having the full story. In my opinion
A50 should never have bypassed A14's chain of command (supervisor)

In addition, I do not know of any defective structures, compnr.ents or materials.
I have not altered or known of anyone who has altered records. I believe all

placing inspectors should have 2-way radios.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my.name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
knowledge and belief.

,

Signature by A17
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SUMMARY Of STATEMENT BY A18 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the fall of 1979, during the morning hours I rejected three of four loads
of concrete to the STP site, because of high slump. During the afternoon a
test load came and I allowed B&R Construction to fill a bucket with two yards
of concrete because the slump looked OK. During this test I discovered that
the air content was below the specifications of PTL, but within the specifica-
tions of B&R and therefore, the B&R engineer accepted the load. About this
time, A50 learned of test results by way of a two-way radio and wanted to add
10 gallons of water to the load. I told A50 that if he would put the test
load (bucket) back into the truck and then add the 10 gallons then I would
consider it. At this time A50 became upset and asked me over the two-way
radio what my location was. After I told him, he A50, showed up a few minutes
later and said to me "You long haired hippie get your shit together or I'll
kick your ass." I was more suprised than scared. I told A50 that he was
yelling at the wrong man, because I just test it, not make it (concrete).

I believe that A23 was present and overheard A50's comments to me.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typwritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

Signature by A18
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A21 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In early November 1979, during a QC meeting with A40, he made a comment, words
to the effect of he did not want people going and talking to the NRC. He

wanted people to come to him first, and if they didn't, he said we have means
of finding out who leaked the information. He then indicated that there would
be consequences. I interpreted this to mean that QC inspectors would get into
some type of trouble with management.

I have worked with numerous foreman and have not had any difficulty with the
exception of one person and that is A50. This occurred during the summer of
1979. At this time I menticned to A50 to be sure that he did not get ahead of
the other adjacent lifts per engineering instruction. A50 said to me words to
the ef fect of, "You must be new here, I place concrete the way I want to." I
then reported this incident to my supervisor, B7 (who is no longer present on
site) and he subsequently received word from the design engineer who restated
that the placement should be completed as instructed.

I have not been intimidated nor do I know of any other QC inspector who has
been harassed, or intimidated, I have not altered any records, nor do I know
of anyone who has. Also I am not aware of any defective structures, components,
or materials.

I would also like to comment that friction between QC and engineering is
partially caused by Field Procedure Book, Quality Construction Procedure
A040KPGCP-21, Rev. 8, Appendix A, Paragraph 25. This paragraph does not give
QC inspectors the ability to identify and question procedural violations
and/or deviations from design drawings and/or specifications.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Signature by A21
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A23 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In early November 1979, I witnessed a confrontation between Ae1 and A18. At
approximately 4:00 p.m., we began placing a very congested 12" wall. The
first load batch for this wall was a scheduled " test" load and A18 performed
the plastic tests involved.

The slump was 3-3/4" with a specified range of 3"-5", the air content was 3.5%
with a specified range of 4%-6%. A18 called me to see if I would accept the

low air content which was within my allowable i 1% " buy" range. I told him I
would and headed toward the placement to sign the test ticket.

A50 overheard the test results on the radio and called me to see if I would
add the 10 gallons of available water in order to raise the slump to 5" to
facilitate placement of the wall. I asked A18 to go ahead and add the 10
gallons but he said t.1at too much concrete had already been discharged to
consider the load as " full" and that we couldn't add the water, because he
couldn't verify the exact amount of concrete remaining in the load. By then,
I had arrived at the placement and began to discuss A18's decision with him.
A50 arrived at the placement very angry about A18's decision and started to
protest loudly.

A50 indicated that he had heard that PTL and Champion were having conflicts
with each other and that all their "Goddammed silly games" were costing Brown
& Root a lot of time and money, and that "If you and all your long-haired
hippie sons-of-bitches don't get your shit together, I'll kick the dog-shit
out of you." A50 walked off with A18 not having said anythir.g.

It is part of my job to monitor Champion's and PTL's operations and I had
determined that Champion was'not intentionally batching erractic concrete and
that PTL was performing all their tests according to specifications.

A50 has an aggressive personality and at times will attempt to intimidate
people to motivate them or pursuade them. He was upset on the day of the
incident due to several loads of concrete being rejected as too wet or dumped
as too dry.

I personally have not been threatened or intimidated on this job. I am not
aware of any defective structures, components, or materials. I have not ;

altered or falsified records or know anyone who has altered or falsified i

records. |

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 2 handwritten pages. I have
made pny necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my

knowledge and beiief.,

Signature by A23

,
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A27 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

I would like to state that the QC supervisors are not supporting the QC
inspectors in the field. The following are examples:

In November 1979, I was the pre placement inspector and during this time, I
discovered a 3" ROD 0F0AM II seismic material, between the fuel handling
building 2 and MEA building 2, to have been burned by a torch. I brought this
to the attention of Bil, that the thickness of the ROD 0F0AM had been decreased
due to shrinkage caused by the burn. According to drawings the seismic joint
is to be 3" with no tolerance given. B11 inspected the problem and then
called B12. B12 arrived a few minutes later and inspected the joint. At this
time both B12 and Bil advised me that there was not significant problem and
asked me to sign off the pour card. I then said I would check with A17, who

j initially told me not to sign off. Later A17 said to go ahead and sign off
but make a comment / note on the back of the pour card, which I did. Within v

minutes A17 called me and said HOLD IT, A35 said B12 does not have the authority
to authorize comment on the pour card. A little later A35 arrived. However,
the bulk head was completely in place and it obstructed the questionable area.
At this time, A35 looked through the mesh and said to construction go ahead
and place. No NCR or FREA was written.

Later on the same placement while monitoring the placement along with A6 it
was noted that the vibrator crew was observed running the vibrator to a depth
of 5 feet from the top of the newly placed concrete. A6 and I felt that this
was a violation on concrete ' specification in CS0288, CCP-4 and ACI 309-72,
paragraphy 7.1. A6 brought this to the attention of B13 (last name unknown),
who indicated he would take care of it. Later A6 again mentioned to B13 that
this crew was running the vibrator too deep but nothing was done. The place-
ment rate of this wall was 2 feet per hour which was no problem. However, as
the placement pragressed it became e"ident that the forms were moving and this
was verified by the field engineers. B14 and B11 decided to halt the placement.
I believe that at this time B5 and A50 were told to stop the placement by C14.
At this time the placement was stopped. B11 left the area, about 2:30.
Later, about 5:00, B5 and B14 told me they wanted to start the placement up
again and asked me if I had any problems with this. I said yes, that too much
time had passed and.I was worried about a cold joint. Then A35 arrived and
said that the specification did not apply to this case and authorized B5 to
start the placement. A35 told me that I was not to interpret specifications,
and was not qualified to make engineering comments. I tried to explain that I ,

was only using common sense and A35 told me not to. I then left the placement.

Later the forms were removed and there was evidence of a cold joint.

Within the next day A46 took polaroid pictures of the wall. Later I believe I

that B15, B8 and B11 all inspected the wall and I was told that some cores |
would be drilled.

The above is an example of non-support of QC management to QC inspectors. I
have never seen or heard from other QC inspectors that A35 or A40 when

|

|
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confronted by construction on any controversy or procedural interpretation
supported QC. At all times QC supervisors have backed or favored construction.

In the late summer of 1979, during a training class A26 said when we got into
the field, that we were going to be on our own, and NOT TO EXPECT ANY SUPPORT
FROM OUR SUPERVISOR BECAUSE YOU'RE NOT G0ING TO GET IT. I did not fully

believe him, but now I do.

In early November 1979, during a meeting A40 stated words to the effect that
every time you people go to the NRC or news media, that we have ways of finding
out who talked, adding that action would follow

Also I believe that all placement QC inspectors should have a 2-way radio
during a placement.

I am not aware of any defective structures, components or materials. I have
not altered my records nor do I know of anyone who has altered records. I
have performed all required inspections within my area of responsibility.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 2 typewritten pages. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement'is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Signature by A27
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A30 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

During the spring of 1979, A50 was placing concrete with excessive freefall.
The QC inspectors on the site tried to stop A50 but they were unsuccessful and
I was called in. When I arrived one pass had occurred and the second pass was
in progress. When I measured the freefall on the second pass the freefall was
within limits, but would have been in excess during the first pass, but because
my QC inspectors had not actually measured the freefall distance, I told them
in the future to measure the freefall when in doubt, instead of eyeballing the
distance. Also because the placement was not critical I allowed the placement
to stand without an NCR. I cannot recall if any paperwork was written up on
this placement. I am aware that A50 has allowed excessive freefall in the
past. A50 will not always listen to QC inspectors and stop a placement when
requested to do so by a QC inspector. It is allowable for concrete.to be
moved over five feet provided that the flow is natural before inserting vibrator.
During this placement another problem was mentioned that lateral movement was
more than five feet, however, my inspectors Al and A2 did not measure the
lateral movement and again I had to remind them to measure distances before
stopoing the placement. Again I do not recall if any paperwork was completed.

During the past two years I have been threatened at least three times.

1. A construction person threatend to hit me with a shovel, by picking it up
and walking towards me. I picked up some rebar to defend myself and we
finally resolved the problem.

2. Again, the same construction person became upset with me for not passing
his work and he told me ,that the would be waiting for me in the parking
lot with a .357 magnum. I became worried that he was serious and about a
month later I finally told my supervisor, A35. We discussed it and I
decided not to pursue it any further. I later learned from the construc-
tion person that he was under a lot of pressure from construction bosses
to get concrete placed.

3. A construction civil engineer took a swing at me on one occasion and as a
result he was transferred to another area by Brown & Root.

The cause of the voids in lift 15 (RCB-1 shell wall) in 1978, occurred when I

there was an equipment breakdown for an extended period of time, wherein the I

concrete began to harden in the slick line. This low slump concrete was
released and pumped from the line after hammering the slick line with a hammer
and rebar to free the concrete. This problem goes back to the construction
supervisor because they were not ready to place; there was insufficient backup
equipment. lhe equipment broke down many times during the placement.

It is my opinion that construction is almost never ready to make a placement j

the first time. As a result, QC. inspectors almost always find things at the '

last minute and QC persons get blamed for holding up the placement. Also it
is my opinion that another reason that voids occur is the improper vibration.
I have heard from vibrator operators (ID unknown) that they were told by their

\
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bosses, when they are behind to just vibrate the outside face first and forget
about the middle. This could have happened in the past but not now, because
in the past QC only had two QC inspectors on the placement, and now QC has six
inspectors on the placements.

Also, during the spring of 1979, I became aware via a two-way radio that some
forms were moving during the placement. Since the placement was one of my

,

concerns I went to the placement site. At this time, Al told me that he had a
4' lift and to save time construction made two 24" passes, instead of the

normal 18". placement as per specifications. The specifications do allow for a
6" over/under. As a result of the weight of the concrete the forms moved

;

about 1 to 2", however, the forms were repaired. Also A35 arrived and talked
| to A1. I believe that A45 and A50 were present. Construction wanted to

complete the placement because their concrete finishers were present. I do
not believe any paperwork was made because Construction got the forms back in
line.

Also, at Lift #5 (RCB-2 shell wall) I was asked by A35 to inspect a portion of
the lift to insure that the lift was clean. At this time I checked the
northwest corner (area) to the southwest area. Also 81 checked the east side
earlier. When I finished the inspection my side was clean. A35 talked to B1
and then B1 walked away. I saw A35 inspect some (one or two) areas and then
sign off on the placement. To the best of my knowledge the east side was
never 100% checked before the concrete was placed, A35 just did not have
enough time to inspect it before the placement started. I would also like to
state that I saw A35 have construction remove debris at two locations that he
reinspected after B1 left the area.

I have read for foregoing statement consisting of 2 typewritten pages. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Signature by A30
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A31 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

All QC placing inspectors have temporary stop work authority, by letter dated
September 30, 1977, from QA management. I have no knowledge of procedural or
other Brown & Root instructions to this effect. -

|

To the best of my knowledge only one placcment foreman has ignored instructions,
by QC inspectors, to halt placing operations. ThisforemanisA45.j

All QC inspectors have the authority to write an NCR. For clarity, NCR's are
drafted, then written (typed) on numbered forms.

I have no knowledge of anyone signing a curing report without actuaily
inspecting the placement.

f

I have never instructed a QC inspector to sign a curing report that they did
not inspect. Curing inspection is required at least once each day.,

I check all curing cards at least twice each week for proper entriek. I
believe I would notice anyone signing a curing report if they did not make
inspection. I also know the inspectors who work weekends as I make those
assignments.

i am not aware of any defective structures, components, or materials. I am
not aware of any altered records. I have never been threatened, assaulted or
intimidated.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 2 handwritten pages. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name l

in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

,

Signature by A31 ;
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A33 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, WADSWORTH, TX

I was present on the Lift #5 containment shell placement (RCB-2 shell wall).
81 was the lead QC civil inspector. I was with B1 as he made his cleanliness
inspection before the placement and saw all of his areas of concern. Although
I didn't agree with any of his concerns, with the exception of one area, I had
all of the areas recleaned and personally reinspected all areas myself. All
areas were reinspected by other QC Inspectors, with the exception of the 0* to
160* segment, which I'm not positive was reinspected by QC. Concrete was then
placed on the lift. I feel that the complete placement area was clean as I
did inspect it myself and found it meeting all requirements.

In the fall of 1979, some of the Cadwald splices were rejected by QC for not
passing visual inspection and a NCR was written. I disagreed with their i

interpretation of the specification and continued production Cadwelding while i

... s question was being resolved. As it turned out my interpretation was'

correct. However, in the future I would not continue to work when QC believes :
1

they, or we, have a problem. I believe this because if I have the authority

to disregard QC's concern, then QC's effectiveness has to be questioned.
Supervisors at my level should have to respect all of the QC department's
concerns; not ignore them and continue work.

I feel that one way this situation could be remedied would be to have the
design engineers on site look at these problems face to face. They could then
make the necessary decisions and work proceed in the field. As it is now,

when QC and construction disagree, we have to try to explain the problem over
the phone, to the design engineer in Houston. This causes considerable time
delays and often unintended misinterpretation of the true situation. The
present P.S.E. program is not now effective because the engineers are reluctant
to make a decision, however minor, without first consulting the engineers in
Houston.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two handwritten pages. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and b'elief.

Signature by A33
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A40 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

I was aware of the first incident between A50 and A3 and that construction
management reprimanded A50 for his unprofessional attitude.

I was aware of the second incident with A50 and A18 and that Construction
Management warned A50 that they would condone no more incidents.

I was not aware of A53 threatening to beat up on an inspector; a carpenter
threatening to hit an inspector with a crescent wrench; the threat to throw an

3 inspector off the dome; the threat to hit an inspector with a shovel and get
him later in the parking lot with a .357 magnum.

I am not aware of modifications made in the NCR program wherein the draft NCR
is not serialized.

I do not condone the alleged type of action that was described relating to the
conversation between A50 and A35 and the alleged direction given to the QC
inspector as a result of that conversation.

I am not aware of nor do I condone any statement "After the NRC finishes, we
have to get rid of some of our people" indicating that people would be
terminated for talking to the NRC.

During an "all hands" QA meeting I made the following statement: "Every time
you go to the NRC we find out," meaning they immediately arrive on site to
invectigate. I also said " Going to the NRC they are probably getting tired of
all the calls." This is my personal opinion.

I did not, as alleged, infer that if anyone went te iaC thD. action would
follow.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 handwritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Signature by A40
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A44 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

I was working on Lift 5 (RCB-2 shell wall), with 81 and A49, both QC inspectors.
We arrived at the site about 6:15 in the morning. At that time, B1 told me
that he and A49 were going to check the inside shell wall and told me to check
the outside shell wall between the reinforcement and form work. It took me
about 1-1/2 hours to check the spaces and it took B1 and A49 about 2 to 2-1/2
hours to check their spaces. My spaces were clean after I had some minor
loose material removed. When I saw B1 and A49, Bl told me that his spaces
were very dirty. I was present when B1 told A33 that the spaces he checked,

were dirty. At this time B1 again went down into the wall to check some more.
A little later A33 asked me to point out the area that 81 had said was dirty.
I pointed out one area that 81 had told me was dirty. At this time A33 went
down into the area and returned about 15 minutes later, did not say anything
but just walked away. A short time later B16 arrived and talked to Bl. I did
not hear the conversation. About 10 to 15 minutes later A.15 arrived and went
down into the wall. About 30 minutes or less later he came nut, but did not
say anything to me. Later 81 told me that A35 had signed off the placement.

It is my opinion that the placement was dirty because B1 told me it was dirty
and A35 only spent about 30 minutes or less inside the wall.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of one typewritten page. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Signature by A44
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SUMMARY OF STAlEMENT BY A45 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the spring of 1979, I was placing concrete and two of the QC inspectors
complained that the concrete was dropped too far and I had vibrated too much
lateraly. As I recall A30, a QC supervisor, arrived and determined that the
two QC inspectors did not measure the drop or the lateral movement. I recall
that the drop was okay but that I did move the concrete more than the allowed
five feet. I believed that I vibrated the concrete about 7 feet. Presently,
there is no restriction on the movement of concrete with a vibrator.

It is also possible that I made a comment to the effect that Lift #3 (RCB-1
shell wall) was worse Lifts #8 and #15. The reason that I may have made a
statement to that effect was that during the early days when concrete was
being placed the slump was 2" which is lower than it is now. Now the slump is
about 4 to 6 inches. Also the QC is better than it was back in 1976.

On Lift #5 (RCB-2 shell wall), I did make a coniment that the lift may have
been dirty, because when I was placing the concrete I noticed a top of a can
float to the side next to a form. (It was not removed) I also recalled that
B1 a QC inspector refused to sign off on the placement, becausa he allegedly
believed it was dirty. I knew that construction wanted to make the placement
and I believed that A35 would sign off the placement if it was close to being
clean. I may have made a comment to someone to this effect. I have worked
with A35 for about 3 years.

I instruct my men to vibrate for about 30 sec. to 1 min. This was not
acceptable to one of the QC inspectors and they told me to stop because I was
over vibrating. I did not gtop because around June 1976 one time I under
vibrated and honeycomb occurred. Also during a recent placement I left the i

placement to attend h meeting. I was gone about one hour. I left one of my :

men in charge of the placement and gave him my two-way radio. I did not tell |

the QC inspector who was present I was leaving or who was in charge because
whoever had the radio was in charge.

In the fall of 1979, curing a placement I had cut the tremie off too short and
two of the QC inspectors told me to stop, but I did not stop at that time. I
had planned to stop after I finished the placement.at the end near the form.
At this time the QC inspectors threatened to walk off the job and A50 told me
to stop, which I did. In the future, I have decided that any time QC inspectors
request me to stop, I will stop.

I have never stated that I made a 4 foot lift when a QC inspector was not
looking nor have I done anything like this.

On the secondary shield wall I have made abou. 90% of the placements, all of
which have been complex.

I have never threatened, harassed, or intimidated anyone during my work on the
job site. I do not know of any defective materials, components or structures.
I do not know of any altered records.
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I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten page. I have
;

made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
i in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my

knowledge and belief.
,

Signature By A453
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A49 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

B1 and I arrived at Lift #5 (RCB-2 shell wall) because this placement was
assigned to me. I had asked B1 to help me because it was a big placement.
Also present was A44, who I believe was a trainee. I inspected one half of
the area and 81 agreed to inspect the other half which had the most penetra-
tions. I finished my inspection in about three hours. I found some dirty
areas and had them cleaned up. Bl told me that his half was very dirty. B1
said that when construction attempted to removed debris, sand and tie wires,
the pressurized water was unsuccessful because some areas were inaccessible
and the material was entrapped between penetrations. According to B1 it was
impossible to clean without removing the forms. I would like to add that the
day before I had inspected the area that 81 had inspected and I found the area
to be dirty. I recall that I told construction people to clean the area, and
they told me that it would be taken care of.

I believe that construction could have cleaned the area up without removing
the forms if they did it a certain way, wherein one of the construction people
would have to go into the dirty area with a bucket and clean the debris out by
hand. This may have taken extra time. 81 spent about 2-1/2 to 3 hours
inspecting the area.

I worked for B1 about 4 to 6 months, and to the best of my knowledge he has
always been honest with me.

I saw A35 talking to B1 after I finished my inspection. Also, I saw A50, A56,
and B17 of construction at the site (lift 5). I recall that these construction
personnel appeared to be very upset and wanted to make the placement as soon
as possible (if QC approved).

I do not know of any defective structures or materials used during the building |
of this site. Also I do not know, nor am I aware, of any false records 1

maintained or executed at this site.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten page. I have
made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name
in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of my i

knowledge and belief. 1

l
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lSignature by A49
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY A50 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

In the fall of 1979, while making a placement, I was notified by A3 that the
tremies were too short. When I realized the problem I ordered the foremen to
stop the placement. I was not aware that QC inspections had asked the foreman
to stop the placement before it was brought to my attention. Later during a
post placement meeting at which time we were discussing the placement, A3
overheard my description of the problem that occurred on the placement when it
was stopped. A3 stated words to the effect, "No, that's wrong." I then got

mad, lost my temper and said to A3 words to the effect " Don't call me a liar
or I'll come across the table ..." I did not continue this statement.

Last year I recall that I learned that a placement (forms) had moved after
concrete was placed. I arrived at the scene and to the best of my knowledge,
the concrete foreman and QC inspector agreed to place two 24" lifts on a 4'
lift instead of 18" lifts. When I arrived I took immediate corrective action
and checked the placement to insure that it was completed correctly. After
A35 arrived, I told A35 that construction was responsible for what had happened
and not necessarily A1.

Also, I recall that during the spring of 1979, Al and A2 claimed that the
concrete that was being placed was freefalling in excess of five feet and that
the vibrators were moving concrete more than the allowable five feet. (Presently,
it is okay to move concrete over five feet.) I called A30 to the placement
site and told him that neither Al nor A2 had measured the distance. A30
agreed with me and the placement was allowed to stand. I do not believe that
the lateral movement was more than five feet.

In the fall of 1979, while placing concrete in Unit 2, a QC inspector told me
not to get ahead of other adjacent lifts. I told the QC inspector that I knew
how to place concrete. I called B7 over and discussed the situation with him.
I do not recall if the placement was stopped before or after B7 arrived.
However, I did stop the placement and conformed to the engineering specifica-
tions, of which I did not have a copy.

In the fall of 1979, I recall that a QC inspector signed off a pre placement
card. I then ordered the concrete. Later after the concrete arrived I learned
from the same QC inspector that had signed the pre placement card that the
placement QC Inspector would not be arriving for about 20 minutes. I then
asked the present QC Inspector if he would watch the placement, at which time
he said "no." I then called A35 on the phone, told him the problem and asked
him for support. A35 said to put the QC inspector on the telephone, which I
did and as a result the QC inspector watched the placement, until the placement-
PC inspector arrived.'

Whenever a foreman or general foreman is hired by B&R, who does not have
nuclear constrnction experience, then that person should be sent to an indoctri-
nation school to learn about QC specifications, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
and the importance of building safety into the job. It took me a couple of
years to learn about all these things.

.
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I now realize that I have not always followed the chain of command in the past
when dealing with QC inspectors and other inspectors, and I believe that this
can create problems. I now believe that a chain of command should be followed
by all foremen, and all' personnel on the site and should be supported by all
management level personnel.

I also recall an incident that happened wherein PTL had started to refuse to
accept concrete loads from the Champion Concrete Company. I believe it was a
problem between the PTL QC inspector and the Champion personnel in that the
PTL inspector was allowing a personal problem to interfere with construction.
I questioned the PTL QC inspector and received a smart answer, lost my temper
and said words to the effect..."Long hair hippie, I could kick your ass". The
comment I made to him was wrong and we got together later and straightened
things out. This problem between PTL and Champion is ont that has occurred
over a two week period, and needed to be resolved before it affected the
quality of construction.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of two typewritten pages. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name in the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Signature by A50
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SUP94ARY OF STATEMENT BY A52 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

The investigator has asked me if I know of any problems concerning the QC
program at the STP Project. I would like to state that generally QC inspectors
have only limited problems with the construction personnel but have numerous
problems with the QC management in the area of receiving support.

In the fall of 1979, some Cadwelds were rejected on various personnel
(Cadwelders). As I recall there were two bad Cadwelds in a series of 15;

splices. B&R procedures (2A010CS028, paragraph 5.3.3.6) state that Cadwelders
who make 2 or more bad Cadwelds should be requalified. QC inspectors pointed
this out to A33, on a NCR, at which time he was told that until the disposi-
tion is received from B&R in Houston, the Cadwelders should not continue to
splice. A33 decided that he would disregard the QC directive and I was told
to flag each splice but not to do a final inspection, until the reply from B&R
Houston was received. As it turned out the resolution was in favor of the
solices, but my concern is that Cadwelders will continue to operate regardless
c. restrictions placed on them by QC inspectors.

Another example of lack of QC support to the QC inspectors occurred at the
containment dome shell wall. I rejected the weld because I was not informed
that witness marks on a 12" spacing was exceeded by 1". The B&R procedures
state that I should be notified. I discovered the excess during my inspection
and rejected the weld, because I could not determine the spacing between the
rebars. Later about 4 to 5 days, A39 told me that he had talked to A33 and
that the weld appeared to be OK, because A33 claimed that I was notified of

|the excess. At this time A39 told me to sign off on the weld, which I did. I
knew that A39 and A35 were close friends and it would be of no use to sunplain.
I personally feel that the weld is OK, but my concern is the lack of sq port
of my management when it comes down to my word and the welders' words.

I am not aware of any defects to structures, materials, and have no knowledge
of any altered records.

I have not been threatened or harassed by anyone on this job site, nor do I
know of anyone who has, during my presence.

IIn my opinion there may be some construction foremen that are not ftdly
qualified.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 1 typewritten pag . I have l

made any n'ecessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my name )
in the margin of each,page. This statement is the truth to the best of my
knowledge and belief.
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Signature by A52
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APPENDIX \

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A8 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A8 stated that he had attended a QA ineeting in November 1979 and that the
meeting had gotten out of hand. There were a lot of questions, many repeti-
tions, and many gripes. He thought some of the inspectors were demanding
respect from Construction when it really must be earned.

A8 considered the quality of work at this site to be as good as at other sites
where he had worked.

A8 expressed two concerns relative to construction defects: (1) he had noted
vertical cracks in structural steel clips in RCB-1, E1.36, Boron Injection
Room FA. He thought that this had been reported to QC on November 7, 1979;
(2) he had observed a weld defect approximately 1/4-inch deep in a pipe sleeve
weld at azimuth 300, El.8 in RC8-1 near work panel 15.

A8 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials except
as stated above.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A8.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A10 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A10 commented that he believes that QC concrete placing inspectors should be
provided with two-way radios when observing a placement. In addition, A10

stated that a copy of blueprints and specifications should be located in the
field. A10 remarked that the method of processing an NCR is as follows:

1. He writes an NCR in rough draft.

2. His supervisor (Lead QC Inspector) must approve the
draft NCR.

3. The draft NCR is then forwarded to the QC supervisor
who then, if he agrees, will serialize the NCR.

4. If the draft is disapproved, then it is thrown away.

A10 stated he was present when A40 said at a recent meeting, "I get hollered
at every day. You are at a construction site not in an office environment.
The NRC is getting tired of petty complaints."

A10 feels that the curing of concrete is not controlled.

He also gave one instance where he questioned the effectiveness of the curing
inspector. Dry concrete noted during curing inspection is not written up on
an NCR because the specification allows adding days to the required curing
period.

A10 witnessed one instance where an inspector held up a concrete placement
because the mud had not been cleaned off the stainless steel as required by
procedure. Construction supervisors came to the scene as well as an engineer
and they said it did not matter. The inspector still refused to sign off the, ,

placement. A10 remarked .that they argued so long that the time limit for )
ordering concrete had expired and as a result they had to scrap the placement.
He believed it would have taken only a fev minutes to clean the steel but
Construction was too stubborn to clean it.

IA10 stated that he heard A40 threaten to fire inspectors who constantly refuse
to sign off placements. A10 felt that inspectors should have a way to questien
conditions differing from design.

A10 felt that FREAs and NCRs are being used interchangeably thereby allowing<

the writing of NCRs to be avoided.
;

A10 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

|
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i.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials not previously reported*

' and investigated by NRC.
;

2 C. Any altered records. i

End of Sununary of Results of-Interview of A10.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A12 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A12 explained that during a September 1979 vendor surveillance he assisted in
the inspection at Capital Pipe Company in Pearland, Texas. At this time, A12
stated he observed possible irregularities wherein a marker possibly containing
halogenic material was used on stainless steel. In addition, he also observed

sloppy storage, wherein carbon steel was stored in contact with stainless
steel. A12 remarked he advised his supervisor of these observations who in
turn notified the vendor. A12 advised that he overheard the vendor instruct
an employee to " clean up the pipes before shipment is made." A12 knew of no
other irregularities.

A12 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, componants, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A12.

|

|

1

I
!

'
..

#

'l
'

-



_ _ _ _ __ - _ - - __ -

, .

3-5

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A13 AT SOURTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A13 advised that during a vendor surveillance (Capital Pipe Company, Pearland,
Texas) he witnessed a few markings potentially containing halogenic material
on stainless steel and reported this to his supervisor and the situation, to
the best of his kr.owledge, was corrected. A13 stated he also observed stain-
less steel and carbon steel stored together (touching), out advised that a
plastic bag holding the stainless steel had broken open and some of the stain-
less steel items had come in contact with carbon steel items. A13 stated he
reported this immediately and the vendor agreed to correct the situation. A13
advised that to the best of his knowledge a vendor surveillance report was
written which is filed in Houston.

A13 remarked he is not aware of:

A. Any threats'or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A13.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A19 at SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to'the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A19 stated he opens the majority of shipments received from various vendors
and is responsible for getting them properly stored. A19 recalled opening
shipments from Capital Pipe Company and on a few occasions had found stainless
steel and carbon steel items packed together. A19 stated that when this
occurs he immediately returns the shipment to the con.pany. A19 claimed that
most of the time stainless steel and carbon steel items are packaged in separate
boxes.

A19 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A19.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A20 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A20 stated that during'the summer of 1979, he observed a number of construc-
tion personnel spending too much time in the air-conditioned shacks. A20
claimed that he decided to go into all of the shacks and determine if he
needed to pull the air conditioners out in order to get the personnel out on
the job site. A20 remarked that while going to the shacks on site he also
entered the quality control department shacks. A20 pointed out that he removed
air conditioners from various shacks where he thought it was appropriate. A20
could not recall if he pulled any air conditioners out of QC shacks.

A20 stated that it is not the policy or the position of B&R to encourage
intimidation, threats, or harassment toward anyone in order to get the job
completed. He maintained that when incidents of threats have happened and
that have been brought to his attention he has taken proper action by either
terminating the individual or warning him that threats would not be tolerated
by himself or other management personnel.

A20 stated he was well aware of the chain of command of construction and QC
personnel and stated he was unaware of anyone bypassing their supervisor and
dealing directly with supervisors in other departments and/or disciplines. He
explained when construction and quality control personnel have a conflict and
cannot resolve their differences, then the matter is forwarded to the design
engineers in Houston, Texas, where it will be resolved. A20 stated that the
design engineering representatives located on the site are not a sufficient
staff for the amount of NRCs and FREAs generated and are therefore bypassed.

In response to questioning, A2L said there was considerable pressure on cost
and scheduling; overall, he felt QC was doing a good job but some inspectors
lacked experience.

A20 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation other than mentioned above.

B. Any defective structures,' components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A20.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A22 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A22 stated that the method of processing an NCR is as follows:

1. He writes an NCR in draft form.

2. The NCR is then submitted to the QC Supervisor's secretary for typing
and to be serialized.

3. The draft NCR is thrown away.

He stated that he is not aware that he has stop work authority.

He stated that he has seldom seen Brown & Root QA personnel in the field. He

also stated that typical drawings are occasionally a problem.

A22 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A22.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A25 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A25 stated that there is some mistrust of the NRC because he heard that B18, a

former QC inspector, had told an NRC inspector something about voids in concrete.
A25 was unaware that this had been investigated, be.cause he had never seen an
NRC report. He also thought B18 had never seen the NRC Report. A25 said that
some inspectors are reluctant to talk to the NRC because of this.

A25 claimed in the fall of 1979, he performed surveillance and found that
concrete QC inspectors did not know about stop work authority and were afraid
to stop placements. The surveillance also identified there were no stop work
procedures. He implied that he had recently turned in a surveillance report
that identified significant findings, but could not provide any details.

A25 stated there is no traceability after materials (embeds) reach the lay-

down yard.

A25 stated he had been told that the PSAR was no longer in effect. A25
stated that an audit identified problems with the polar crane but that the
findings were ignored.

(A25, after extensive interview, could not provide any further pertinent
information amplifying details of the above comments).

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A25.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW A26 AT BROWN & ROOT, INC., HOUSTON, TEXAS

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A26 recalled a vendor surveillance of the Capital Pipe Company, Pearland
Texas conducted September 24-28, 1979. A26 explained that a number of p oblems
were identified during the surveillance including the storage of stainless
steel and carbon steel together. A26 provided a copy of the B&R correcf.ive
action report and the Vendor Surveillance Report for Capital Pipe Comprny.
A26 emphasized that no items with identified deficiencies were releasr.d for
shipment from Capital Pipe Company during this time frame, adding that correc-
tive action by the vendor would have to be accomplished and inspected again by
B&R before shipment.

A26 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any defective structures, components, or materials
being shipped to STP.

B. Any altered records at STP or B&R Houston offices.

C. Any threats or intimidation by B&R or HL&P employees.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A26.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A28 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A28 stated that the B&R training classes that he conducts usually last about
four to five days depending on the engineering discipline involved. A28
maintained that included in his instructions to concrete inspectors is an
explanation of the QC inspectors' temporary stop work authority. A28 also
maintained that he emphasized to each QC civil inspector that:

1. They must know their scope and purpose.

2. They will be working alone on many occasions.

3. That there will be times when no support from their management
(supervisor) is immediately available.

4. That many times construction personnel will not agree with them and
they will have to prove their position to construction personnel
without support from their supervisors.

A28 remarked he did not explain why QC inspectors would be acting alone but
reaconed that one supervisor cannot be at 20 or 30 activities at one time and
that twperienced QC inspectors would know this.

A28 comme 7ted that one way to bring QC in closer contact with their supervisors
would be t1 utilize two-way radios, operating on a separate channel.

A28 stated le was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A28.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A29 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC !nvistigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A29 stated that a large number of NCRs are written because of, in his opinicn,
poor design of the spent fuel pool liner. A29 explained that NCRs are written
in the rough and if approved by QC supervisors they are serialized. However,
if the draft is not approved then the draft is destroyed.

A29 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A29.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A32 SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves. 1

A32 stated that the method of processing an NCR is as follows:

1. He verbally informs his lead QC inspector of the problem.

2. If the lead agrees with the inspector, then the lead inspector writes <

an NCR and submits it to the QC supervisor. |

3. If the lead disagrees, then nothing is written.

A32 remarked he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A32.
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SUP94ARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A35 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A36 began the interview by accusing the NRC investigator and inspector in a
hostile manner, of improper conduct with comments such as, "Well, here I am,
the guy you have nicknamed. I don't like what I have heard about how you
guys have conducted this investigation," "You are out to get me." The inter-
viewers explained the investigation was not out to get anyone, just obtain
facts.

A35 calmed down and advised that he has been employed by B&R for about seven
years.

A35 was asked for his comments on any knowledge of threats or harassment of
himself or his men by construction personnel. A35 remarked that he was aware
that a construction person, A50, had made threats to QC inspectors A3 and A18
and had been counseled by construction management on both occasions. Also
that A53 had threatened one of his inspectors A17 and only received a few
comments from his boss not to let it happen again. A35 claimed that one of
his inspectors, A30, told him a construction worker threatened to "get him"
with a .357 magnum in the parking lot after work. but that the inspector did
not desire anything be done, because the construction worker was under a lot
of pressure to meet concrete placement dates. A35 remarked he learned that A2
was also threatened by a construction worker and when he questioned A2, he
(A2) stated there was no problem. A35 explained he was also aware that A5 was
threatened by a carpenter, but that the carpenter's identity could not be
established. A35 stated he was at the meeting when A50 threatened A3. He

said he had told A56 to put A50's refusal to stop work on the agenda. A35
told A56 that work must stop when the inspector tells the foreman to stop.
A50 said A3 did not tell him about the problem until all the trouble started
but that he (A50) had stopped when A3 said stop. A3 said in a meek tone of
voice "I disagree." A50 then threatened A3. A35 said, "Let's hold the tone
of this meeting down or we had better just reconvene in A40's office," at
which time A56 replied, "maybe we should do that and talk about inexperienced
inspectors." 'A35 replied, "Maybe we should." A35 explained that the meeting
did continue and after the meeting he told A3 to write an NCR about the threat.
A35 indicated that he thought everything had been settled.

A35 claimed to the best of his knowledge that QC inspectors have never
threatened construction workers.

A35 claimed that, on occasion, A50 would contact him directly to obtain support
during confrontations with QC inspectors. f35 remarked that most of the time
he supported A50 because A50 was right. ~ A35 advised that A50 did not want to
wait until the inspector wrote a NCR because when placing concrete, time is
critical. A35 admitted that in the fall of 1979, he went. to A50 and asked him
to tell his people to stop making comments tt. his inspectors that he (A35)

c_-_._____a_. - _
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would sign off placements, because it is undermining his authority and
credibility. A35 claimed that A50 agreed to talk to his men.

A35 remarked that he was also aware that a construction person, A33, had
disregarded a written NCR and continued to allow Cadwelding by Cadwelders
requiring requalification.

A35 commented that a construction person, A20 attempted to app!y pressure to
the QC program by trying to remove air conditioners from QC spaces, however,
this approach was unsuccessfcl.

A35 described another example of pressure by construction personnel on
inspectors is the scheduling of the placement of concrete. Construction
would give notice that a placement was ready to be inspected. After QC had
inspected the placement and signed the pour card, the concrete was ordered.
However, before the concrete arrived, anywhere from three to 24 hours later,
the inspector would identify additional problems or discover that someone had i

inadvertently changed or altered forms or dropped debris into the placement. |
Construction would try to pressure inspectors to accept these conditions
because of the time and money it would cost to correct the situation. If

construction was unsuccessful and the placement was stopped, then it always |

seemed to be QC's fault.

A35 recalled an incident that occurred on RCB-2 shell wall lift #5, wherein a
QC inspector refused to sign off the lift as clean, claiming the lift was )dirty. A35 remarked he went to the lift to try and resolve the issue, pointing
out that the concrete had to be ordered within a few hours and a large number i

of construction personnel including construction top site management were |standing by to begin the placement. A35 claimed that he personally checked !
out a couple of suspected dirty areas, and had them cleaned out, however, he
added that even with a number of QC inspectors assisting him the lift was not
100% checked out. A35 indicated on a sketch the area that neither he nor his
assisting inspectors had inspected. This area was approximately between )
azimuths 130 and 160 degrees. A35 stated that he signed off the necessary i

documents to get the placement underway due to the critical time frame for
ordering the concrete. A35 added that one of the QC inspectors, B1, walked
off the placement site after claiming there were numerous dirty areas remaining.
A35 explained if the same type of situation occurred again he would not sign
off the placement, but would have notified his supervisor. .

A35 remarked that about eight months ago.Al had allowed construction personnel
(A45) to place a complete 24-inch lift instead of the specified 18-inch lift
and the placement forms started to shift. He stated he immediately'went to-

.

the area and emphasized to Al that he was to follow the specification and not |

to be swayed by A45.

A35 pointed out that A45 has tried to make placements incorrectly in the past
and maintained that he (A35) personally went to AS4, a HL&P supervisor, and
complained that A45 has been identified by his inspectors as a foreman that

.
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cannot be trusted, adding that in the past A45 has knowingly violated procedures
and specifications when no one was observing and has just recently started to
violate procedures and specifications directly in front of the inspectors. A35

cited examples of excessive freefall, lateral movement, placement rhte, and
overvibration. A35 remarked that AS4 indicated that A45 was very close to
being removed from the site.

A35 Hvised that A45, A50 and A53 are all still present.

A35 admitted that during mid-November 1979, after NRC began this investigation,
he male the comment, "af ter NRC is finished investigating, we need to get rid
of some people." A35 emphasized that his intention was to get the message
across to people that if they were not performing their jobs in the, proper
manner they would be relieved. A35 said as a supervisor he is not responsible
for the way people interpret his comments, explaining he does not have time
to explain his comments to everyone.

A35 denied he ever told anyone to keep their mouth shut when talking to NRC.
A35 maintained that all of his QC inspectors should be aware of their temporary
stop work authority, because they are taught this in their training sessions.
He stated that he has stopped more placements than anyone else since 1977.

A35 advised that the lack of two-way radios for his inspectors does cause a
prnblem, but it is a problem that inspectors work around. He stated radios
have been requested, but that the client turned the request down.

A35 stated that he supports his inspectors at all times when they are right
and pointed out the large number of NCRs that are written as an indication of
his support. A35 stated that NCRs made in draft and if not approved and
serialized, they are destroyed.

A35 stated that he was familiar with the problem that occurred between A50 and
~

A14. A50 was trying to get a placement inspector to the area to keep from
holding up a placement. A50 called me and told me that he wanted A14, and an
inspector, to stay for 15 minutes and waten the placement since it 'was ready
to begin. A35 acknowledged that he was not A14's supervisor but had ordered
A14 to stay, and felt if A14 misunderstood the intent he could not help that.
A35 explained that his intention was to provide inspection so the placement
could begin - not to side with A50. The way A50 went about it was not correct.
I support my people but I can't support them when they are wrong. '.

A35 stated that B&R Procedure GCP-21 had caused inspection problems because
this makes the engineer " God." The site PSE (site design engineer) makes the
final decision on interpretations. He stated that he did not know if this was
detrimental to the quality or safety of the structures. All quality cont.'ol
does is inspect per drawings and specif.ications. There is no formal system to
require the PSE to give quality control an answer or feedback in writing. !

A35 stated he knows of no material traceability problems since traceability to
receiving is all that is required by the Code. {

\
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A35 stated that punchlists are to be used by construction engineering and
quality control but he fel; that quality control ends up putting down most of-
the problems. Most of the " weight" is on QC inspectors not on construction to
perform good work.

A35 recalled that on one occasion B20 and B21 were the inspectors on RCB-1, a
shield wall placement where no lights had been installed by the electricians.
A50 came to A35 and asked that the placement t,a stopped because of the lighting.
Toward the end of this placement, the pumping equipment broke down and stayed
down for twa hours. The concrete left in the lines was low slump and dry.
The inspectors saw concrete crewmen beat the lines to free up the flow of
concrete when the pumping resumed. One of the problems was the vertical
rebar. It had been run up too far ahead and this prevented detection of
problems and proper consolidation. He stated that he contacted the inspectors
after the placement and they reported everything was alright. Because the QC
inspectors did not document the above problems on the examination checklist,
the QC inspectors received three days suspension for inadequate inspection
practices.

A35 stated he had never instructed inspectors not to go to the NRC. In fact,

claimed that he personnally had made reports to the NRC by calling Arlington,
Texas.

A35 stated that A5 is an inspector who needs to be fired because he makes
$9.50/hr. , but can hardly do Level I work, yet, makes more money than Level II
inspectors who are more highly qualified.

A35 stated he was not at the first QA meeting held by A40 on November 9, 1979.
He claimed he was at the second meeting on that same day and recalled A40
remarked that the NRC is getting tired of getting involved with inspectors
bringing in petty things and said they should go through the chain-of-command
first and then go to the NRC if supervisors do not solve the problem. A35
said he did not hear A40 say that he would find out who was talking to the
NRC. A35 indicated there were about 50 people at the meeting.

A35 stated that getting qualified people is a real problem since many sites in
more desirable locations pay more. This is evidenced by the high turnover
rate.

A35 stated that a major problem exists with construction management; that they
only think of quality as a necessary evil and emphasized that this is true at
least up to A20's level, if not further. There is much controversy over cost--

overruns and not meeting schedules.

A 35 advised he was unaware of any defective structures, components, or
materials or any altered or false records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A35.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A36 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A36 explained that the method of processing an NCR is as follows:

1. The inspector writes the NCR in draft form.

2. The NCR is reviewed by engineering.

3. If engineering approves the draft, then the draft is serialized.

4. If engineering does not approve, then the draft is returned to QC
inspector, marked disapproved and filed.

A36 remarked that because of the large amount of NCRs written over the year
that, presently, emphasis is now placed on writing corrective action reports
(CARS). Under this system, CARS must be answered in 10 days and then they are
filed. A36 stated that there are no instructions as to what action to take on
CARS over 10 days old and as a result they just stay in the files.

A36 stated that former QA/QC supervisors had disapproved the submission of
A36's NCRs in the past but has received support recently on NCRs written.

A36 explained that his repeated request for assistanc'. in the area of direc-
tion and guidance from QC management has not re=ulteu in any support.

A36 believes thcre are problems with electrical / mechanical penetrations,
however, A-36 did not specify details of the problem.

A36 believed that there are megger test problems because electricians do not
understand the test.

A36 explained that he had received a threat in the past, but the NRC had
investigated the incident and the individual who made the threat had gone out
of his way to be nice since the incident.

A36 was not aware of:

A. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

B. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A36.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTER \IEW WITH A37 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A37 stated he and two other inspectors are currently working on straightening
out Cadweld records. A37 advised that some Cadweld locations were not recorded
on records adding that the Cadweld records system was not the best since some
inspection records may be lost. A37 pointed out the number is quite small
considering 37,000 Cadwelds had been made to date. He stated he knew of no
cases where records had been falsified.

A37 stated that in August 1979, a controversy had developed between QC inspecters
and construction over poor lighting and congestion during a placement in the
reactor building. A37 advised that the QC supervisor overrode the QC inspector
and signed off the placement, and this has led to a feeling among the QC
inspectors that QC management is nonsupportive. l

A37 was unaware of threatr or harassment of QC inspectors.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A37.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A38 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A38 stated that all incoming items at the B&R warehouse are inspected and
stored properly. A38 remarked that he inspects all items that are issued and
to the best of his knowledge he has not issued any defective items. A38
explained that he has discovered improper or defective items and has segregated
them in an isolated area and executed an hCR in accordance with site procedures.
A38 stated he had written an NCR regarding Capital Piping Company of Pearland,
Texas concerning markings potentially containing halogenic materials on stain-
less steel items.

A38 statad he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials at
STP other than the ones he has identified.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A38.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A39 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A39 stated that there had been problems with the capping cf tendon sheathing
(part of the containment post tensioning system). He stated that-the problem
had now been solved. A39 said he would take a little harder line than some
inspectors. He indicated that the specification had been changed to provide
for alternate means of sealing the sheathing.

A39 stated that the November 9, 1979 QA/QC meeting was mostly a gripe and
bitch session.

A39 remarked that he had not been advised by any superv'sor that inspectors
would be " canned" if they talked to the NRC. However, A16 had complained to
him of receiving a phone call from A35 who indicated that if inspectors talked
to the NRC they would be " canned."

A39 believed that there should be a formal method of documenting minor
deficiencies. He said that the present examination checklist was not properly
doing the job.

A39 stated he believes in backing up his men, and that he has received very
good support from his supervisor (A35) although they did not always agree.

A39 stated he had not been threatened but had heard that there had been many
confrontations with construction. A39 stated he knew of no falsified or
altered records.

A39 stated that in October 1979, A33 had refused to stop work (Cadwelding)'

after A52 discovered a possible specification violation. A39 explained that
| an NCR was written concerning this matter and about six weeks later the NCR

was resolved. A39 expressed concern over the fact that A33 refused to stop
work when confronted by QC supervision and a written NCR.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A39.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A41 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRL investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A41 stated he has not been threatened, but routinely gets a lot of static from |

construction. A41 remarked he will not sign off on an inspection until I

requirements have been met. He stated that his supervisors sometimes sign off
over his objection when it is a matter of interpretation. A41 explained that
A35 is his civil QC supervisor.

A41 stated he witnessed an incident in August or September 1979 in the MEAB #2
when B19, rebar general foreman, knocked off A27's hard hat because A27 put an
item on the punchlist. A27 reported it and the foreman was counseled by his ,

management. He believed this incident was caused by pressure to place concrete. |
|

A41 stated he received adequate support from his supervisors.

A41 stated he is required to write an unnumbered draft NCR and to submit it to i

his supervisor for proper disposition. I

A41 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

B. Any falsified or altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A41.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A42 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
ther.selves.

A42 stated that he is responsible to ensure that all mechanical work under his
discipline is performed in acccrdance with procedures, in order to build a
safe plant. A42 remarked he regularly visits the field to personally observe
the work and also relies on four personnel in his department to visually
observe the construction.

A42 stated that he knew the weld rejects rates were high but did not feel they
were any higher than at other plants. He stated he was aware of the difficulty

in attracting and retaining good welders a*. South Texas Project.

A42 stated he was not aware of:
.

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A42.
,
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A43 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT
,

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

'

;

A43 stated it is not uncommon for construction (concrete) personnel to swear
at him or other QC inspectors when they are told to halt their work for correc-
tive action. A43 explained that experienced QC inspectors should expect
strong words from construction, but it should not affect the quality control
work. A43 stated problems with construction are just part of the job.

A43 advised that the method of processing an NCR is as follows:

1. The inspector writes a rough draft.

2. The draft is then sent to a QE (quality engineer).

3. If the QE approves the draft, then the draft is sent to the QC
supervisor for a serial number and typing.

4. If the draft is not approved, it is returned to the inspector and
discarded.

A43 recalled a meeting in early November 1979 that he attended along with
,

other QC inspectors, wherein A40 stated words to the effect that the NRC is
tired of hearing complaints and implying that they would know who went to the
NRC and that some type of action would follow. A43 remarked he just wanted to
do his job and to stay out of the way of management.

A43 stated this is the worst job he had even been on, as far as turnover is
concerned. He stated he worked at several nuclear projects.

i

A43 stated there are many in-house problems between managers, claiming A35 and |

A40 are the biggest problems in QA/QC. A43 did not specify or detail the '

problems, however, he added that A35 was a good inspector.

A43 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation not reported to NRC.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A43.

.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A46 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A46 stated that he makes daily trips to the field to observe construction
progress to ensure that all procedures are being followed. A46 explained that
in the past six months only three or four site disccepancy memos (SDM) had
been written by him or his department. A46 claimed that he has never identified
a SDM but has been notified by B&R personnel of discrepancies and took immediate
action. A46 remarked he spends much of his time trying to resolve problems
with B&R counterparts before they become discrepancies.

A46 commented that during the RCB-2 shell wall Lift #5 controversy over whether
or not the lift was clean, only the QC inspector (s) originally identifying the
foreign material could have known where all the debris was located, unless the
lift was 100% inspected by other inspectors.

A46 stated that A20 told him about an anchor bolt problem. This problem was
audited and traceability was found to be a problem, and is documented in a
report to HL&P.

A46 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials at STP that were
not reported.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A46.
.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A47 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

.

A47 stated that whenever construction falls behind in placing concrete, that
QC inspectors seem to always get the blame. This feeling is expressed at
upper management level meetings and in general conversations.

A47 feels that the two major problems are as follows:

1. Improper scheduling between the construction and QC departments,
explaining there is no liaison between the two.

2. A lack of understanding by construction personnel of the specifications
that QC inspectors must inspect against. A47 stated recently he held

a smal' 'ining meeting with some of the construction general foremen
and fore 1 where he provided a brief explanation of QC specifications.
The Construction personnel were surprised at the QC specification
requirements. A47 suggested that additional training sessions for
construction personnel (supervisory) in the area of QC procedures and
specifications would give them a better understanding of the mission
of QC and of NCRs

He stated that poor scheduling has been a problem since the beginning of the
project because construction always says they are ready when they are not.
A47 believed that at one time QC had a 24-hour period to do their inspection.
However construction scheduling pressures gradually reduced this inspection
period.

A47 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation not reported or investigated by NRC in
the past.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A47.
.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A48 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A48 advised he attempts to get out into the field once a day explaining his
job is to ensure that B&R engineering, construction and QA/QC departments are
conforming to required specifications, procedures and codes.

A48 stated that he feels that B&R has an effective QA program and does not
believe that construction personnel would actually threaten QC personnel. A48
remarked he has heard rumors of threats but has disregarded them and did not
investigate or report these things to this supervisor.

A48 claimed he personally, within the past month, reviewed the B&R NCR program
and found it to be working correctly. A48 remarked he went to the B&R QC
supervisor and asked if any problems existed in the NCR program and he was
assured that everything was working well. A48 observed NCRs being typed and
serialized and is confident that the procedures are being followed.

A48 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.
.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A48.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A51 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A51 stated he had observed falsification of records relative to grouting of
the lower lateral support secondary shield wall, Unit No. 1. B7 recorded the
temperature of the grout without actually taking the temperature. A51 informed
his supervisor and the man got chewed out and a letter was placed in his file.
B7 later quit and went to another job.

A51 was familiar with the problem of QC inspectors refusal to sign inspection
records on a Unit I west secondary shield wall blockout placement. He was
involved and stated that the problem was inspectors said they could only see
the upper three feet of a ten (10) foot wall placement. One foot was placed
before the problem was corrected. Holes were cut at the bottom so inspecto.'.
could see.

A51 stated he had heard the nickname for the QC person who seemed to side with
construction but did not agree with the implication.

A51 knew of no threats or harassment first hand.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A51. ,
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SUMMARY Of RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A53 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A53 advised that recently he was preparing to make a large concrete placement
and had previously answered three NCRs to the satisfaction of QC inspectors.
A53 explained that shortly before he was ready to place concrete he received
another NCR from A17. A53 admitted he lost his temper and threatened A17 by
stating, "I ought to stomp your ass." A53 explained that he did not intend to
hurt anyone but was frustrated in not being able to make the placement. A53
said, "I had A20 and 2000 yards of concrete on my back." A53 remarked that he
does not harbor any ill feeling towards A17 and indicated he has never lost
his temper and threatened people in the past, adding he is sure that he won't
in the future.

A53 concluded that the STP construction is much more difficult than the
Comanche Peak construction, stating that STP does not have as many highly
skilled personnel as' Comanche Peak, and therefore the man hours / cubic yard of
ccncrete is higher than previous projects.

A53 pointed out that many STP laborers are Mexican-American or other natiunali-
ties and do not speak or understand English as well as the laborers at Comanche
Peak. A53 stated that field construction personnel (workers) should be trained
so they would know QC's function.

A53 stated he was not aware of:

A. Any threats or intimidation other than mentioned above.

B. Any defective structures, components, or materials.

C. Any altered records.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A53.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH AS4 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

i

AS4 remarked that he feels that the QC program of B&R is effective and is
working appropriately. He stated that HL&P QA uepartment is effective and is
sensitive to the problems in building a plant of this size.

AS4 stated he is aware of the threats by A50, however, is confident that B&R
management has given him proper counseling. AS4, when told by NRC of five
suspected threats by B&R construction personnel towards B&R QC inspectors,
explained he was not aware of all threats, however, added that he did not
believe they will have any effect on the B&R QC program.

AS4 commented, a few months ago he approached A35 and asked him if the QC
program personnel were having any trouble with construction personnel. A54
stated that A35 answered him claiming that A45 could not be trusted to place
concrete to meet specifications, however, adding that they were keeping a
close eye on him. A54 advised he was not aware that A45 is involved in about
90% of the complex placements on the interior shield walls.

AS4 further claimed he was unaware of any bypassing of supervisors into other i

departments or areas and was also unaware of any iregularities concerning the !

processing of B&R NCRs. )

AS4 rsmarked that he felt that the plant is being built safety and correctly,
and that his personnel are keeping him informed of pertinent information.

.

AS4 concluded that both the B&R Construction and QC management have kept him
informed of problems of interest to him.

AS4 stated he felt that the B&R QC people go to the NRC to get something they
want that they otherwise would not be able to get. When asked, AS4 was unable
to give an example.

Other than as noted above, A54 is not aware of any threats or intimidations at I
STP, any defective structures, components, or materials at STP; or any altered l
records at STP.

'

End of Summary of Results of Interview of AS4.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A55 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT (TELEPHONIC)

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator properly identified himself.

A55 explained that he was formerly employed by Brown & Root in Houston, Texas.
A55 advised that by education he is an engineer, however, when working for
Brown & Root he was considered an expert in cost accounting and overruns. A55
advised that he worked as a technical assistant to the senior construction
manager for all of Brown & Root projects. ASS, when asked if he had any
knowledge of any irregularities concerning the construction site of the South
Texas Project, answered by stating that his concern is with the cost overruns
only, claiming that in his opinion, they are the worst in America. A55, when
asked for specific details, advised that "This is none of NRC's business."
A55 declined to provide specific details of this problem explaining that it is
a Brown & Root internal problem. He repeated that it was none of NRC's
business and he did not want to comment further. A55 did comment that he felt
that the NRC was in error in requiring background experience only for QA and
QC personnel, but not for construction workers / laborers (male and female).
A55 did not elaborate on this comment but felt that the NRC should require
equal background experiences in all areas of construction as well as in the
QA/QC program,

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A55.
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SutNARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A56 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT
'

Prior to the interview, the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A56 advised that he was aware that one of his personnel, A50, had made two
threats to quality control inspectors in November 1979. A56 explained that on
the first occasion, he had counseled A50 and told him that this type of action
would not be tolerated. A56 advised that his boss, A20, had counseled A50 on
the second incident. A56 further commented he was aware that A50 had bypassed
his own chain of command as well as the quality control chain-of-command and
had also counseled A50 that this type of activity would not be tolerated. A56
admitted that A50 may have followed his example, explaining that in the past,
when he was a superintendent, he (A56) confronted various QC inspectors
personally and went directly over their heads to the QC inspector's supervisor
in order to get the inspector to change his mind on a question concerning con-
crete. A56 quickly pointed out that QC supervision has complained to him on
at least two occasions of using rough language towards QC inspectors and in
swearing in their presence in order to get the inspectors to change their

- minds. A56 admitted that his conduct was not proper and had assured QC
supervisors that he would refrain from this type of activity in the future.

A56 remarked that A50 had probably picked up some of his habits but pointed
out that A50 is one of the best men he has ever had working for him. A56
explained that he has not put out any policy or directions to his general
foremen or foremen to ignore QC inspectors or to bypass their chain-of-commend.
He claimed that he had conducted a meeting with his personnel about temper
flares, indicating to them that loss of tempers would not be tolerated on-the-
job. A 56 denied the rumor wherein construction personnel were told to either
hit QC inspector with' vibrators or drop concrete on them to get rid of them
and get them out of the way. A56 stated that A45 conducts about 75% of the
complex placements on the site adding that he has not received any complaints
about his (A45's) work. A56 commented that during a concrete placement that
his foreman must be present during the placement and that if any foreman
walked away from the piecement, that would be grounds for termination. A56,
when reminded that one foreman identified as A45 had walked away while a
placement was in progress', quickly explained that that particular incident was
caused by one of his superintendents calling a meeting and requiring A45 to be
present. A45 was merely following orders. A56 advised that he has since
asked his personnel not to conduct any meetings that require foremen or general
foremen to leave a concrete placement that is in progress. A56 was not aware

'

of any altered records at STP.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A56.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH A57 AT SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

Prior to the interview the NRC investigator and inspector properly identified
themselves.

A57 stated that he currently works for B&R with job responsibilities in the j
area of site auditing. He stated that a site surveillance group not shown in |

the B&R organization charts or described in B&R procedures was formed in early |

1978. By August 31, 1978 the group was performing a surveillance function.
As of January 1,1980 this group became officially known as the Site Audit
Group. The group had scheduled surveillance of concrete activities for mid-1980. ]QA records are being audited on a monthly basis. When asked why concrete -

activities were not reviewed earlier and more frequently, A57 stated that
audits of concrete activities have been given lower priority due to serinus
problems in QA records vault.

A57 indicated that information in surveillance report SIS-26 from special
surveillance of concrete activities performed in October 1979 and into November i

1979 was revised by management after disagreements over the findings.

End of Summary of Results of Interview of A57.
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The Light
ME%f Houston Ughting #c Power RO. Box 1700 Houston, Texas 77501 [713)228-9211

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ . _ - _

:
:

March 24, 1980
ST-HL-AE-433
SFN: V-0100

Mr. Karl Seyfrit
Director, Region IV
Nuclear Regulatory Comission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
A-lington, Texas 76102 ,

Dear Mr. Seyfrit:

South Texas Project
Units 1 & 2

Docket Nos. STN 50-498, STN 50-499
First Interim Report on Damage to

The Steel Liner Plate in the
Unit 2 Reactor Containment Building

In a previous letter (ST-HL-AE-429), Houston Lighting & Power Company
.

comitted to provide a first interim report on the liner plate bulge by
March 28,1980. The attached logic for the liner bulge repair is proviced !

in_ response to this comitment. A second interim report will be submitted
by June 6, 1980.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Shawn Rodgers at
(713) 676-7953.

Very t ly yours,

5. b ,

-
l, p' a/Ji ..

Ex utiv H ice President

MP:bf 5
'

Attachment i
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Hasson Ughurg & Pbmer Capery

!
ST-HL-AE- 433

iPage 2

.

CC: .E.A Turner
D.G. Barker
C.L. McNeese
H.R. Dean |

R.L. Waldrop |
G.B. Painter ' '

A.J. Granger
R.A. Frazar
M.D. Schwarz (Baker & Botts)
R. Gordon Gooch (Baker & Botts) .

J.R. Newnan (Lowenstein, Newnan, Reis, Axelrad & Toll)
' Director, Office of Inspection & Enforcement

Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D.C. 20555

M.L. Borchelt
Executive Vice President
Central Power & Light Company
P.O. Box 2121
Corpus Christi, Texas 78403

,

R.L. Hancocke

_ Director of Electrical Utilities
City of Austin
P.O. Box 1088
Austin, Texas 78767 -

J.B. Poston .

Assistant General Manager of Operations
City Public Service Board
P.O. Box 1771
San Antonio, Texas 78296

R.C. Mecke
City Public Sovice Board
P.O. Box 1771
San Antonio, Texas 78296

|

|

M.C. Nitcholas
City of Austin
P.O. Box 1088
Austin, Texas 78767

R.L. Range
Central Power & Light Company
P.O. Box 2121
Corpus Christi. Texas 78403

Charles Bechoefer, Esquire |

Chairman, Atomic Safety & Licensing Board ,

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission |

Washington, D.C. 20555

. ._
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ST-HL-AE - 433
Page 3

Dr. James C. Lamb, III
313 Woodhaven Road
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514

i
Dr. Emeth A. Luebke
Atomic Safety & Licensing Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Steven A. Sinkin, Esquire
116 Villita Street
San Antonio, Texas 78205

Citizens for Equitable Utilities
c/o Ms. Peggy Buchorn
Route 1, Box 432
Brazoria, Texas 77422

Richard W. Lowerre, Esquire
.

Assistant Attorney General for the State of Texas
P.O. Box 12548"

Capitol Station
_

Austin, Texas 78711

. Henry J. McGurren, Esquire
Hearing Attorney
Office of tha Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D.C. 20555

.
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