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Summary

Investigation on May 19 - July 16,1981 (Report No. 50-498/81-19; 50-499/81-19),

1 Areas Investigated: Multiple allegations concerning the Brown & Root Coatings
Department South Texas Project (STP), and dealing with improper specification
and procedural changes, defective liner plate coatings, unqualified personnel
making engineering changes, falsified records, and improper repair material.
This investigation involved 162 investigative hours by two NRC investigators
and two NRC inspectors.

Results

Allegation that specifications and procedures were changed was confirmed;
however, the changes were not improper. Allegation of improper liner plate
coating was confirmed; however, this item was previously identified and cor-
rective action is planned. Allegation of improper coating records by a
contractor was confirmed; however, this deficiency was identified earlier by
Brown and Root and corrective action taken. Allegation of unqualified personnel
making engineering changes, falsification of records, and improper repair
material utilized,, were not confirmed.
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SUMMARY

Investigation confirmed alleged irregularities in the Coatings Department
at STP, in varying degrees. Allegation that sondblasting and waterblasting
were eliminated from coating procedures and specifications was confirmed;
however, only after proper evaluation and concurrence by the licensee and
contractor. Investigation confirmed that only one coat of AMERON 90 (vice
two) was applied to the liner plate inside the containment building (Unit 1)
and that rust bleeding had occurred; however, the contractor advised that a
second coat of AMERON 90 is planned, adding that in those areas where bleeding
has occurred, the original coating will be removed and a new first coat applied.
The investigation further disclosed that design changes are not unilateral
and must be approved by both the licensee and contractor personnel including
corporate level officials. Additional investigation disclosed that Brown &
Root QC records and coating records are in proper order; however, investigation
did disclose that one subcontractor's records of coating were incomplete and
corrective action had p eviously been taken to correct this situation. Further
investigation disclosed that repair material utilized to repair minor holes
and cracks in concrete was used correctly.

BACKGROUND

On Sunday, May 3, 1981, senior managers of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
met with Individual A at the Headquarters of the Office of Inspection and
Enforcement (IE) in Bethesda, Maryland. This meeting was held at the
request of Mr. William S. Jordan, an attorney representing Consumers for
Equitable Utilities (CEU), an intervenor group concerned with the construction
of the South Texas Project.

Mr. Jordan had contacted IE Director, Mr. Victor Stello on May 1,1981, and
stated that he had an informant who wished to meet with certain senior NRC
officials and present significant information concerning the construction at
STP. Jordan did not elaborate further nor did he identify the individual
at this time; he indicated that the information was very important however,
and Mr. Stello agreed to the requested meeting.

Present at the meeting on May 3 were Mr. E. L. Jordan, IE Director, Mr. Victor
Stello, NRR Director, Mr. Harold Denton, Mr. Ed Reis, OELD attorney, Mr. Pat
McLain, Congressional Staff Representative, Mr. Peter E. Baci, IE Senior
Investigator, and Individual A, a former employee of Brown & Root (B&R) at STP.
Individual A indicated that his concerns were primarily in the area of coatings,
an area in which he stated he had approximately 22 years experience. Individual
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A stated that he first came to STP in October 1976, at which time he was employed
by B&R as a lead Q/C inspector in the Coatings Department. Individual A left
STP in November 1977 because of what he termed " unacceptable conditions;"
he returned in August 1980, after receiving what he characterized as a " rosy
picture" of improved conditions at the site. Individual A stated that he
tendered his resignation to B&R on April 9,1981, after he was notified that
he was being transferred from STP to Houston. Subsequently, on May 19, 1981,
Individual A reduced his concern to a sign sworn statement, (Attachment 1).
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Employees

J. Geige. QA Manager
J. Williams, STP Site Manager
G. Parkey, Supervising Project Engineer
D. Dujka, Construction Engineer

Principal B&R Employees

F. Gonzales, Technical Coatings Engineer

Other Individuals

Individuals A through S
''

2. Investigation of Allegations

Allegation No. 1

That specifications were improperly revised to conform with procedures
which were written to eliminate references to sandblasting and water-
blasting. (Specification 3A810WS017 and Pro ~ dure A040KPCPP-6.)

Investigative Findings

On May 19, 1981, Individual A was interviewed and signed a sworn statement
(Attachment 1) alleging that Individual F had improperly ordered his
subordinates to eliminate all references to sandblasting and waterblasting
from Procedure A040KPCPP-6 and that this was in conflict with South Texas
Project (STP) Specification 3A810WS017. This specification and the
attendant procedure delineate the requirements for surface preparation
and application of surface level 1 coatings for concrete surfaces.

Individuals C, D, E, F, J, K, L, M, N, and P were interviewed on June 24,
25, 26, and 30, 1981, with regards to this allegation. These interviews-
disclosed that there were no improprieties in the sequence of changing
the above specification and procedure. The investigation further dis-
closed that several HL&P and B&R corporate level meetings were held in
the fall of 1980 and again in February, March, and April of 1981, during
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.

.

.

9
i

which the pre-coating preparation of concrete surfaces was discussed. It

was the consensus of the 21 attendees (Attachment 2) that sand and/or
waterblasting was an expensive and unnecessary step in achieving the
proper pre-application surfaces. Further, Individual K stated that
contact with two manufacturers of concrete coating (Imperial and Amercoat)
disclosed that both manufacturers concurred with the HL&P and B&R ?osition
on proper pre-application of concrete surfaces. According to Individuals
K and L, several other nuclear construction sites using identical or
generic coatings were contacted to establish the industry's current
established practice for concrete surface preparation. These conversations,
although undocumented, indicate that cleanliness and surface profile
are the key factors, regardless of the method of achievement, in surface
preparation. Further, that it was stated verbally by Imperial representa-
tive Individual R to the NRC, that if the manufacturer's recommendations
were observed in the application of the coating the requirements of ANSI
standards N5.9, N45.2, and N101.4 would be met. Individual F, having
been a party to these discussions and meetings, instructed his field
engineering personnel that specification changes were imminent and that
they should begin drafting procedural revisions to comply with this
specification. Individua! F stated that he requests that procedural
draft revisions be initiated 30 to 60 days in advance of projected
effective dates of specification changes because of the time necessary
to gain the required approvals for specification and procedural revisions.
In the case of Specification 3A810WS017, the final approval involved
a multiple-step final review and the signature acceptance by the
originator, discipline project engineer, design quality engineer,
engineering project managc", quality assurance, HL&P engineering personnel,
and ALARA. Procedure A040KFCPP-6, revision C, which w&s written to
comply with the above specification that eliminated the references to
sandblasting and waterblasting, also required the approval of the Brown &
Root site chief coatings engineer, QA manager, and site manager. Approvals
were also required for this procedural change by the HL&P consti t. ion
supervisors and HL&P QA supervisors prior to issuance. Individuae F,
having knowledge of the impending specification changes, minmized the
time involved in the piocedural approval cycle by issuing verbal
revision instructions as he became aware that these changes were inevitable.

~ The dates of the Specifications approval were all May 11, 1981, and the
Procedure was approved on May 29, 1981. The issue of the Specifications
was withheld until June 4,1981, to coincide with the Procedural issue ,

date to avoid the possibility of a Specification / Procedure conflict.

Allegation No. 2

That only one coat of AMERON 90 was applied to the liner plate in Unit
1 as opposed to two coats required by specification and procedure.

_ . - . . - _-. . -
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Investigative Findings

Investigation disclosed that only one coat of AMERON 90 has been applied
to the liner plate of the Unit 1 containment building at this time. The
application of a second coat is scheduled to be accomplished at a
later date, after all of the major components and most of the auxiliary
equipment has been installed. The coating sequence was scheduled in this
manner so that all coating repairs on the liner plate could be performed
at one time and the required second coat will be applied when there is
minimal danger of the coating being damaged by equipment movement and/or
defaced by graffiti. It has been noted by Brown & Root and NRC investi-
gators/ inspectors that minor rusting (bleeding) has occurred in some areas
under the present single coat of AMERON 90. Provisions are presently
being made to sandblast and recoat one large area of rust (bleeding).
All of the other rust areas are minor in nature and are very small.
The entire liner surface will receive a solvent wipe-down prior to the
second coat application. These steps are in full accordance with the
AMERC0AT Manufacturer's recommendations.

Allegation No. 3

That Individuals D and E are not qualified to make design engineering
changes; however, they are in positions where they can control design
engineers and therefore, make decisions concerning design.

Investigative Findings

A review of the personal qualifications (records) of Individual D
disclosed that Individual D is not qualified to make design engineering
changes. During interview of Individual D, he stated that he is not
qualified to make design engineering changes and added that he has not
made any design engineering changes. Inditidual D stated that to the
best of his knowledge no one or two individuals can make engineering
design changes in that all proposed changes must be approved by Brown &
Root engineering and HL&P engineers and that this process involves con-
currence by numerous design engineers at the site level as well as the
corporate level. In addition, Individual D remarked that any proposed
changes must be documented and/or justified and concurred with by cor-
porate level management. (B&R,HL&P) Ind;vidual D explained that he
has requested design engineer changes and/or pointed out design problems
to his supervisors in accordance with his duties, however, these are
only requests, suggestions, and/or recommendations. Individual D

_
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remarked that in his position he has some design engineering type engineers
working for him and usually when a design engineer requests or makes
a recommendation for a change he forwards the request to his supervisors
for appropriate action with a comment in support or against the change.

A review of Individual E's personal qualifications record disclosed
7at he received an engineerir.g degree at a midwestern university

auring the 1950's, and has had 12 years experience in the nuclear
engineering industry. Individual E remarked that although he may be
qualified to make engineering design changes he does not make engineering
changes. Individual E advised that he has qualified engineers working
for him who are qualified to make design changes, however, he pointed out
that any design engineering change is not a one or two man decision.
Individual E emphasized that making design engineering changes is a
collective effort requiring the approval and concurrence of Brown &
Root, HL&P, and in some cases consultants. Individual E stated that
he encourages all personnel who work for him to seek new and better
methods of improving the quality of work and has received numerous
requests for design change notices (DCN's) from levels I, II, and III,
both from Brown & Root personnel and in some cases from HL&P personnel.
Individual E advised that some of these DCN's he has endorsed and others
he has not supported. Individual E stated that he has never changed
a DCN, however, he will make his personal comments on the DCN.

Individual E stated that he believes in and supports the chain of
command and explained that he had designated one individual in the
Coatings Department as the point of contact of all inquiries. Individual
E emphasized that if these inquiries are from Brown & Root, HL&P,
consultants, or other personnel and are desiring, status of work, inter-
pretation of specifications, or answers to technical questions concerning
coatings, all of the inquiries are funneled through one point of
contact. Individual E remarked that if the point of contact cannot
answer any inquiries or questions, then he has been directed to refer
the matter via the chain of command to the technical personnel who work
for him that are knowledgeable in the particular area in question.

Allegation No. 4

That some QC records pertaining to coatings were falsified according
to a document clerk identified as Individual 0.

Investigative Findings
,

Individual 0 was interviewed. Individual 0 related having worked in the
painting department (coatings) from one to two months in 1980, and that

_ _ - - _
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during this time, Individual 0 worked with a QC inspector identified as
Individual Q. Individual 0 stated that Individual Q falsified records
in the following manner: Individual Q would not sign off the necessary
documents that would allow the Painting Department to coat various
surfaces, claiming that the surfaces were not correct when in fact the
surfaces were correct. According to Individual 0, Individual Q would
"nf tpick" and this would severely interrupt the painting schedule.
Individual 0 remarked that if Individual Q did not feel like working he
would find some "small or imaginary discrepancy" that would force the
Painting Department personnel to work through lunch and they would
appear to be incompetent because of their constantly falling behind
schedules. Individual 0 related that it was the opinion of the department
that Individual Q was trying to display his importance and in doing so
falsified QC records by stating the surfaces were not correct when in
fact they were correct. Individual 0 explained that after about two
months in the Painting Department Individual 0 was transferred into
another department at which time, coincidently, Individual Q terminated
his employment with Brown & Root. Individual 0 claimed to have no
knowledge of any improper work performed by the Painting (Coatings)
Doartment. n review of personnel files disclosed that Individual Q
worked for B&R as a coating inspector until his resignation in the fall
of 1980.

Allegation No. 5

That some coating records were not authentic because of observed new
forms in 1980 for work done in 1977.

Investigative Findings

The alleger stated that in 1980 he observed Coating Inspection Book (CIB)
inspection records in the B&R vault and noted that records of inspections
performed in 1977 were on forms which where not put into use until after
the inspections were performed. He stated the old (original) inspection
records were attached to these new forms. His observation, made in
February 1980, was made of records generated in 1977. An NRC review of
all of the 1977 coating records revealed that the situation described did
exist as stated but that an updating of the inspection records had been
made and that new forms are presently being used. A data transfer was
made of all information on the old forms, excluding signatures, and the
old forms attached to the new to guarantee the authenticity of the data.
This is an acceptable method of transferring data and upgrading a records
system. The NRC reviewer noted only one minor discrepancy; one inspector
neglected to date his signature for an inspection.
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Allegation No. 6
,

That American Bridge Co. did not maintain complete records of coatings
on steel at STP as required by ANSI standards.

Investigative Findings

Individual A stated that records of coatings on material supp :ed by
American Bridge Co. were incomplete. He further stated that these
coatings had been inspected by an independent consultant and were
found to be acceptable. On January 19, 1981, CAR (Corrective Action
Request) No. S-407 was issued by B&R noting that the documentation
received with the material in question did not comply with the requirements

| of ANSI N-101.4. The available documentation was incomplete in the
following areas: coating materials, shipping, receiving and warehouse
records; coating inspectors qualification records and records of
qualification for those who applied the coatings. CAR S-407 also notes
that the record forms used do not provide for the recording of all data
required by ANSI 101.4, Section 7.2.

Ken Tator Associates (KTA), a consulting firm in the field of coatings,
was contracted by B&R to conduct a series of tests on the questionable*

primer coating applied by American Bridge. An interview with Individual
S the KTA on-site representative by the NRC on June 24, 1981, revealed
that, as was stated by Individual A, the results of the tests performed
were acceptable and no detrimental coating conditions were identified.

1

Allegation No. 7

That Brown & Root made repairs on the outer surface of the Unit 1
secondary shield wall at elevation -11 feet, 3 inches on an area approxi-
mately 8 feet by 25 feet, using Concresive 1411, which was the incorrect
repair material because it is only intended as a patching material for
cracks and small " bug holes" and because the material has a heat distortiong
of 110 fahrenheit.

Investigative Findings

Interview of Individual I disclosed that he has repaired numerous " bug
holes" and cracks at various locations at Unit 1 at STP. Individual I
explained that " bug holes" first appear after forms are removed from
concrete pours and estimates that from 1 to 15 " bug holes" usually appear
in a one square foot area. Individual I stated that when a large number

:
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of " bug holes" appear on the concrete surfaces as has been the case in
several instances he would utilize Concressive 1411 as required. Individual
I explained that he has made numerous repairs of " bug holes" in a small
area (4 feet by 5 feet) and that this repair process would overlap one and
another resulting in the appearance that Concressive 1411 was used to
patch an entire area of a 4 foot by 5 foot dimensional area.

Individual H provided documentation of large areas where Concressive 1411
was utilized to patch small " bug holes."

Investigation identified Field Request for Engineering Action (FREA) No.
1-C-0738 which documents the repair of several surface voids (bug holes)
and rock pockets which were exposed at elevation -11 feet, 3 inches of
the outer surface of the Unit 1 Secondary Shield Wall. This FREA consists
of four sheets, three of which are diagrams of the areas repaired. In
addition, the Concrete Repair Card and the Inspection Repair Cards were
also reviewed. The specific area in question was also reviewed during
NRC Investigation No. 50-498/80-08; 50-499/80-08. Allegation No. 1 of
that investigation concerned a 24 inch by 30 inch hole through a 30 inch
thick radiation shielding wall in the Unit 1 Reactor Building. Deficiency
and Disposition Report (DDR) No. 5-335 described the void area in
Placements No. ':Il-W18 and W18C. The NRC inspector reviewed the corrective
actions related to the DDR and inspected the repaired areas. Both the
surface repairs and the concrete replacement repair of the void utilized
Concresive 1411. A review of Adhesive Engineering Company's Specifica-
tion for Concresive 1411 indicates that the material is intended for
bonding new to old concrete, for repairing voids and spalls, and for
grouting bolts, dowels, and rebar. The product description identifies
theHeatgistortionTemperature(HDT),asdeterminedbyASTMD-648,as
being 110 minimum. The HDT ir.dicates the temperature at which 0.01
inches of deflection occurs under a specified load and programmed
temperature rise. Section 4, " Significance," of ASTH D-648, " Standard
Test Method for Deflection Temperature of Plastics Under Flexural
Loud," states that, "This test is particularly suited to control and
development work. Data obtained by this method may not be used to
predict the behavior of plastic materials at elevated temperatures
except in applications in which the factors of time, temperature,
method of loading, and fiber stress are similar to those specified in
this test. The data are not intended for use in design or predictive
endurance at elevated temperatures."

Based on the review performed during this inspection, the allegation
can be attributed to a misunderstanding of the significance of the
HDT and to inadequate knowledge of the specified applicability of this
material. The use of Concresive 1411 was proper and thoroughly
documented.
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS

1. On May 28, 1981, NRC Investigator Mr. Peter Baci, telephonically notified
Region IV and advised that he had teiked to Individual A on the telephone
at which time Individual A expressei concerns over the following B&R
listed correspondence:

Memo BC-30791, October 27, 1980

Memo SGM-00051, November 10, 1980

Memo GM-75036, November 3, 1980

Memo BC-30965, November 12, 1980

Memo ST-BC-31268, December 18, 1980

Memo SGM-00427, December 23, 1980

Memo GM-82228, March 2, 1981

Individual A remarked that the above items were identified problem areas
that B&R personnel discovered, and he expressed concern about the status
of these problems.

a. Memo BC-30791, identifies a question as to the necessity to coat
concrete behind pir,1 hanger plates.

b. Memo SGM-00051, answers Memo BC-30791, which states that all surfaces
of pipe hanger plates shall require priming a top coating and
complete coating for the concrete wall area behind these plates.

Re-contact with Individual A on June 23, 1981, concerning the above
correspondence resulted in Individual A stating that he did not feel,

| that the Coatings Department implemented Memo SGM-00051. Individual
|

A remarked however, that he did not know of any specific location or
individual who did not comply with Memo SGM-00051, and could not'

provide any examples of improper activity.
t

i c. Memo GM-75036, identifies concern on the part of the Coatings Department
that the coating of pipe sleeves is set on a high priorit/ by
the Construction Department to insure compliance with coating
specifications and to avoid costly and time consuming problems.

,. . _ - . . _ _ . _ _ - _ _ ,, _ . . _ - _ _
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d. Memo BC-30965, answers Memo GM-75036, which states that preliminary
schedules for coatings are being refined to assure coordination
between coating and other discipline work.

Re-contact with Individual A on June 23, 1981, concerning the above
memos resulted in Individual A stating that he did not feel that Memo
BC-30965, was implemented. Individual A remarked however, that he did
not know of any specific or detail information to substantiate his
feeling and could not provide any examples of improper activity.

e. Memo ST-BC-31268, identifies concerns regarding the protection and
coating of Westinghouse equipment specifically that coating repairs
to Westinghouse equipment is not presently in the B&R scope of
work. This item is presently being reviewed by Westinghouse, B&R
and HL&P.

f. Memo SGM-00427, reflects that HL&P is writing a letter to assure
that coating repairs of Westinghouse equipment is included in the
B&R scope of work.

Contact (telephonically) with Individuals T and U disu:osed that a
work authorization (No. 80-80) has been issued which requires B&R
Engineering to include in their specifications coating repairs to
Westinghouse equipment consistant with the original Westinghouse
coatings specifications. Individual U said that he did not believe
B&R would actually implement the coating repairs requirements until
September 1981. This issue is an unresolved item and will remain
open (81-19-1) until RIV has verified the B&R implementatior. of the
coating repair specifications.

g. Memo GM-82228, discusses the requirement of using AMERC0AT 90 for
coating of embeds and/or steel located outside the reactor con-
tainment. This memo also reflects that this requirement will
be implemented in Revision C of the coating specification in the
near future.

Contact (telephoni ully) with Individual U disclosed that embeds
which were topcoated with Reactic 1201 have not yet had the topcoat
removed and replaced with Amercoat 90. Individual V said that the
Reactic 1201 topcoating is currently being tested in Oak Ridge under
DBA conditions and if it passes these tests, the 1201 topcoating
will not have to be removed. This issue is an unresolved item and
will remain open (31-19-2) until the above test results have been
verified.

2. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, violations, or
deviations. Two unresolved items dis.:losed during the investigation
are discussed in paragraphs 1.f and I.g, above.
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Documents
i

The written statement and copies of all documents identified herein relating
to these allegations are being maintained at the NRC Region IV office. The
following is a list of documents utilized in this report:

1

1. Document 1 - Statement of Individual A, dated May 19, 1981 |

2. Document 2 - List of B&R and HL&P attendees at monthly meetings, dated
April 23, 1981
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