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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

}\ & April 12, 1985

Docket Nos. 50-329
and 50-330

A\ MEMORANDUM FOR: Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Licensing

THRU: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Direct
for Licensing .
Division of Licensin

Elinor G. Adensam, Chiet;>r’4
Licensing Branch No. 4 ')‘
Division of Licensing 194’

FROM: Darl S. Hood, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL BOARD NOTIFICATION REGARDING
GAP LETTER ON NRC's HANDLING OF E. KENT A!LEGATIONS - MIDLAND

PLANT, UNITS 1 & 2

The enclosed letter of March 6, 1985, from Ms. B. Garde asks the Commissioners

to appoint a member of the ASLE to review, investigate and issue findings about
the NRC staff's handling of the allegations of Mr. Earl Kent. Mr, Kent's allega-
tions are the subject of contentions by Ms. M, Sinclair which have been admitted,
but not yet litigated, in the Midland OL hearing. The letter and its several
attachments are supplemental to previous Board Notifications 82-117 and 83-102.

I recommend that the Midland ASLB be advised of this information according to
the procedures of Office Letter 19.

ARL /JS,LJZ:::>

Darl S. Hood, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
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Docket Nos: 50-329 OM, OL

50-330 OM, OL ’

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal
Commissioner Zech

FROM: Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL BOARD NOTIFICATION REGARDING WELDING-RELATED
ALLEGATIONS AT MIDLAND 1 AND 2 (BN 85-045)

This supplemental Notification is provided directly to the Commission in
accordance with NRC procedures regardina Board Notifications. The information
is deemed material and relevant to issues before the Board in the Midland OL
hearing. The appropriate Boards and parties are being informed by copy of
this memorandum.

In Enclosure 1 dated March 6, 1985, Ms. B. Garde asks the Commissioners to
appoint a member of the ASLB to review, investigate and issue findings about
the NRC staff's handling of the allegations of Mr, Earl Kent. Mr. Kent's
allegations are the subject of contentions by Ms. M, Sinclair which have been
admitted, but not vet iitigated, in the Midland OL hearing. The letter and
its several attachments are supplemental to previous Board Notifications
82-117 and 83-102.

Tho staff notes that the Board and hearing parties are on the service list
for direct receipt of Mr. C. Norelius' March 22, 1985, letter (Enclosure 2)
to Consumers Power Company. That letter forwards a report by our contractor,
Brookhaven National Laboratory, addressing Mr, Kent's allegations. It also
sets forth the NRC's plans for resolution of these allegations relative to
the Midland Plant,

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:

As stated

cc: SECY (2) C. Bechhoefer, ASLB
OPE J. Harbour, ASLB
0GC F. Cowan, ASLB
EDO A. Rosenthal, ASLAB
Parties to the Proceeding T. Moore, ASLAB

ACRS (10)




MIDLAND BN ADDRESSES

Mr. J. W. Cook

Vice President

Consumers Power Company
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Stewart H. Freeman

Assistant Attorney General

State of Michigan Environmental
Protection Division

720 Law Building

Lansing, Michigan 48913

Ms. Julie Morrison
Midland Daily News

124 McDonald Street
Midland, Michigan 48640

Mr. R. B. Borsum

Nculear Power Generation Division
Babcock & Wilcox

7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief
Division of Radinlogical Health
Department of Public Health
P.0. Box 33035

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Resident Inspector's Office

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Route 7

Midland, Michigan 48640

Mr. Paul A, Perry, Secretary
Consumers Power Company

212 W. Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Mr. Walt Apley

c¢/o Mr, Max Clausen

Bettelle Pacific NorthWest Labs
SIGMA 1V Building

Battelle Blvd.

Richland, Washington 99352

Regional Administrator, Region III
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137



MIDLAND BN ADDRESSES (CONT'D - PAGE 2)

Mr. Ron Callen

Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Geotechnical Engineers, Inc.
ATTN: Dr. Steven J. Poulos

1017 Main Street

Winchester, Massachusetts 01890

Billie Piruer Garde
Director, Citizens Clinic

for Accountable Government
Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Commander, Naval Surface Weapons Ctr.
ATTN: P. . Huang

White Oak

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Mr. L. J. Auge, Manager
Facility Design Engineering

Energy Technology Engineering Center
P.0. Box 1449
Canoga Park, California 91304

Mr. Neil Gehring

U.S. Corps of Engineers
NCEED - T

7th Floor

477 Michigan Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48226

Mr. I. Cherak, Manager

NRC Assistance Project
Argonne National Laboratory
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, I1linois 60439

ATTN: Clyde Herrick

Franklin Research Center

20th & Race Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103

Mr. Patrick Bassett

Energy Division

Norwest Bank Minneapolis, N.A.
8th and Marquette
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55479
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March 6, 1585

Chairman Nunzio Palladino
Commissioner Thomas Roberts
Commissioner James Asselstine
Commissioner Frederick Bernthal
Commissioner Lando Zech

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Commissioners:

The Government Accountability Project regretfully
reguests that the Commissioners appoint a meczber of the
Atcmic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) to review,
investigate and issue findings about the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Staff's handling of the allegations of Mr. E.
Earl Keat.

We request this procedure because, frankly, the system
established by your agency to protect the public's health
and safety has failed for three years. And, it continues to
fail to provide adeguate responses to the guestions raised
by Mr. Kent as well as those raised Ly the public about the
NRC's gross bungling of this matter.

lir. Kent's experience with your agency has involved
inspections by two Regions, the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR), the Office of Investigations (0I), the
Office of Inspector and Auditor (OIA), ané now the Brookhaven
National Laborateries (BNL). Yet, his concerns about the
generic welding procedure deficiencies remain unanswered.

If the OIA and BNL investigations had been competent and
thorough, our request would not be necessary. Unfortunately,
the CIA report is sophomoric, self-serving and short-sighted.
The BNL report, although not yet publicly issued, is, allegedly,
a regurgitation of the same flawed analysis that has plagued
this inspection and investation from the outset.

This request is not filed under 10 C.F.R. 2.206. The
Staff, through its numerous branches, has had many opportunities
to address Mr. Kent's allegations and/or the inadequacies of
the agency's inspection efforts. 1Instead, we reguest the
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Commission exercise its authority and appoint a judicial
Proceeding, conducted by the agency's adjudicatory branch.

Background'

Three years ago, in March 1982, E. Earl Kent was fired
from his job as a Bechtel Quality Engineer at the now-cdefunct
Midland nuclear power pPlant. He was told that he was being
terminated because he coulé not adjust to the way things were
being done at Miiland. He wa- also told by his Bechtel super-
visors that he had failed the oral part of a lLevel I examination.
Mr. Kent knew then, as he knows now, that he was fired from the
Midland site because he found and reported too many serious
problems with the welds, the gualifications of the welders, the
welding technigues and Procedures, and the quality of the plant.

Mr. Kent immediately reported his concerns toc the NRC
through Region IIIX inspectors. Scon thereafter, he also
reported his concerns to a local citizen intervenor. 1In
July 1982, he submitted, through the Government Accountability
Project (GAP), an affidavit ocutlining his concerns about the

Midland welding defects.

In August 1982, Mr. Kent visited Region III to check on
the status of the investigation into his concerns. Region
III had nothing to report to him. They did not tell him that,
at that time, Region III hag already decided that his concerns
were of no safety significance.

In early September, after he (Mr. Kent)decided to contagt
Southern California Edison (SCZ), the owner of San Onofre
Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS), and tell them, as oppcsed
to telling the NRC or Bechtel, about the generic welding .
pProcedure deficiencies, his allegations were dismissed almost
immediately by SCE. However, they were duly reported to the
Region V NRC office. The NRC accepted the disposition of
Bechtel and SCE without comment.

Mr. Kent then contacted the local Citizen intervenor group
in California, the Alliance for Survival (Alliance), and told
them of his concerns, and his frustrations about the failure
©f the NRC and SCE o study his safety concerns about defective
Bechtel welding procedures.

The Alliance put Mr. Kent in contact with a Los Anceles
Times reporter, Mr. John Odell. 1In October; Mr. Ocell began
calling the NRC and SCE and Bechtel to get to the bottom of
the problems Mr. Kent had raised.
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On Octcber 13, 1982, the los Anceles Times ran a large
article about Mr. Kent and his concerns. The bureaucratie

reasponse was swift. O0I, in concert with Region v, imnediately
they tock him on a
Site tour of San Onofre.

interviewed Mr. Kent. Scme weeks later,

Less than six weeks later, the NRC relesas

conference, its inspection and investigation effort into the

Kent allegations -- whiceh revealed, predictably, that there
was no substance to his allegaticons.

ed, at a press

For six months, GAP investigators
the NRC conclusions. 1In a June 20,

the results of its probe to the NRC

probed the basis for
1983, letter, Gap reported
Comnissioners and Congress.

Another six months passed and in January 1984, oIa began

its own probe into the Kent Affair. That Ieport was submitted -
to the Commissicners for their review in April 1984, and was
obtained by GAP in July 1984.

Meanwhile, in the fall of 1883, Region III submitted
the Kent materials to BNL for an analysis of the generic
welding concerns raised by Mr. Kent about the Bechtel welding
pProcedures at Midland, San Onofre and the Palisades nuclear
power plant. That study has been completed by BNL and
submitted to the NRC. It has not yet been released to the
public. Since BNL has never contacted Mr. Kent to determine

what his allegations are, GAP does not expect the BNL report
to adequately answer Mr. Kent's concerns.

The Report of the Office of Inspector ané Auditor

On April 4, 1984, the Acting Director of OIA issued his

Té€pciL to the Commission on their investigation of the Kent
Affair. The 0OIA investigation was Prompted by a June 20, -
1983, letter from GAP to the Commissioners regarding the

fumbled staff efforts to deal with the Kent issues up to that
time.

The report, released to GAP under FOIA,

is enlightening --
both on the issues the report addresses and o

n those it does not.

To summarize, the report confirms the following allegations
about the NRC Staff's actions:

(1) Region III "sat on" the allegations of generic
welding problems provided to it by Mr. Kent from
March through Octuber 1982. (OIA Review of a
Government Accountability Project Complaint
Concerning NRC's Treatment of E. Earl Kent, at 1l).

(2) Regien III's OI investigator provided to Region V
) investigators' only "credibility” (i.e., defamatory)

information about Mr. Kent (given by Bechtel to the
i NRC). (Id. at 2).
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Region V OI investigators utilized "strict interview
and documentation standards” when obtaining informa-
tion for Kent which were not applied to anyone else
during the course of the subseguent Region V
inspecticn. (Id. at 2).

Alternatively, when "pursuing the validicy of
Kent's allegaticns, Region V personnel conducted
casual interviews of unidentified licensee and
Bechtel personnel and documented these interviews
by informal notes which were later destroyed."”
(Id. at 2).

Region V Office of Inspection and Enforcement
(IE) personnel denied Kent "inspection tools,
guages, ladders, and other measuring eguipment"”
during an October 25, 1982, site tour of the
San Onofre plant. (Id. at 2).

Region V management personnel decided to conduct
a press conference on December 6, 1582, in which
they reported that Kent's allegations had been
unsubstantiated. That did not notify Kent or his
counsel (GAP), nor provide either with a copy of
the inspection report. (Id. at 2).

Region V destroyed copies of drafts and notes of
the final IE inspection into Kent's allegations.
(Id. at 2).

Region V "is not able to support or verify its
inspection activity with confirming records or
data." (1d. at 4).

Region V responded to the Rent allegations only
after major media interest followed the publication
£ the October 13, 1982, los Angeles Times article.
(Id. at 2).

The NRC never obtained a written statement from
Mr. Kent. (As noted, the NRC has never conducted
an adeguate interview of Mr. Kent in order to
understand his allegations.) (Id. at 3).

Other miscellanecus findings of inspection and
investigation irregularities or inadeguacies were
discovered by OIA investigators. (See report
summary) . '



~ page Five .
march 6, 1985 :

The OIA report substantiates all of the GAP allegations
which it addresses of procedural mishandling of Mr. Kent's
concerns. However, the investigation does nct address at all
the most important questions that we raised. That is:

The second category, although separate from

the actual hardware issues, is the guestion

of the NRC's technical review of the issues

raised by Mr. Kent. For example, although

Region V reguested assistance from the Office

of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) to evaluate

the technical details of Mr. Kent's allegations,
it appears that, in fact, no independent review
was done. Under the Freedom ©0f Information Act

we requested and received the communications,
notes, memoranda, etc., that surrounded the issues
raised by Mr. Kent. Review of these documents
found a circular trail of verification that simply
relied on the industry =-- both Bechtel and Southern
California Edison -- to interpret and explain

Mr. Kent's allegations away. We have found no
evidence of independent analysis of review by the
NRC. (June 20, 1983, letter, p. 6).

Questions that remain not only unanswered, but apparently
unasked, are:

(1) Why did NRR adeopt, virtually verbatim, the
technical analysis of Kent's allegations, performed
by Bechtel and provided to the NRC?

(2) Why didn't Region V officials include in their
inspection report that the basis of their conclusions
about Mr. Kent's allegations came from Bechtel?

(3) Why did Region V allow Bechtel and SCE to dictate
the conclusions of the Kent allegations?

Also not addressed is the serious charge that "(t)he
Kent inspection was curtaileéd and prejudiced at the onset
by SCE and Bechtel influence."

OIA investigators apparently "defined out" of the scope
of the investigation the evidence of impropriety in regards
to the two-week NRR "blitzkrieg" inspection. (id. at 15-16).

OIA did not interview anyone from NRR at al. regarding
their involvement in the shoddy dispositicn of Kent's
allegations. 1Instead they based a conclusion that the Kent
inspection was thorough on the totally self-serving statements
of the alleged targets of the investigation.
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OIA's conclusion simply is not supported by the facts
and documents gathered during GAP's investigation. The
investigators failed to perform basic interviews necessary
for adequate disposition. For example,

(1) The OIA investigators have never contacted
Mr. Kent or GAP to determine whether the
scope of their investigation was adequately
addressing the concerns raised to the Commissiun.

(2) BNL has never contacted Mr. Kent to determine
what Mr. Kent's allegations are, therefore the
"new independent look" at the Kent allegations
is severegy bandicapped, if not totally crippled,
because it draws the allegations from an inadequate
and fatally fleawed interview, an unsigned statement,
a summary affidavit, and the self-serving interpre-
tations of the allegations provided by Bechtel

(3) The OIA investigator never contacted any
representatives of Bechtel, SCE or Consumers
Power to determine their knowledge, or establish
the veracity of the NRC's statement.

(4) 1t is our information end belief that OIA removed
from the record, without explanation, memoranda
or portions of memoranda about Mr. Jim Foster's
dealings with Earl Kent.

GAP believes that the evidence suggests the OIA investi-
gation was deliberately narrowed in scope. We also have reason
to believe that the report finally submitted to the Commission
is far less comprehensive than the original report. Those
drafts were as usual withheld from the public.

GAP will soon file suit under the Freedom of Inforkation
Acz in U.S. District Court to obtain the materials which the
NRC refuses to disclose. We are committed to discover all
the facts behind the Kent Affair. OIA obviously is not.

Clearly, OIA either cannot or will not address the
key issue of the Kent affair -- the curtailment of an NRC inspec-
tion by the Bechtel Corporation. It is therefore up to the
Commission.

GAP unfortunately realizes that this issue has become
so adversarial that it is no longer possible for amy branch
of the NRC Staff to resolve it. In the past, the Commission has
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requested special administrative Proceedings to resolve
similar matters. This appears to be the only remaining
agency remedy.

Sincerely,

Billie Pirner Garde
Citizens Clinic Director
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. €. Josds

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chefrman Palladine
. Crmmissioner 6111nsky
Comissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine

Comissioner Berntha
)é{z‘v el
FROM: George H, ~ssenger, Acting Dicetor
Office of Inspector and Auditor

SUBJECT: OIA REVIEW OF A GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTAEILITY PROJECT
COMPLAINT CONCERNING KRC'S TREATHE&T OF E. EARL KENT

The attached report documents an investigation by the Office of Inspector and
Auditor (OIA) of information 1n & June 20, 1883, letter from the Government
AccountabiIity Project (GAP) to the Commissfon. In this letter, GAP requested
the Commission review the NRC 1nspectfcn/1nvest19:tion fnto allegations by

E. Earl Kent of specific and generic welding flaws at Bechtel Power
Corporation (Bechtel) constructed nuclear power plants, particularly the

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stations (SONGS) Un{ts 1, 2, and 3. Based on
our review of the materfa) sent by GAP, we determined the following three
1ssues were appropriate for fnvestigation by OlA:

== NRC's trestment of Ken+ in regard to his dllegations to the NRC.

== Regfon ¥ compliance with administrative procedures and {nspection methods
fn addressing tllegations by Kent/GAP.

*= The confidence Tevel that can be placed 1n KRC's technica) fnspection and
technical analysis of Kent/GAP concerns.

Our fnvestigation {nto the first fssue disclosed that Kent's allegations
regarding Bechte) welding procedures, which were {nitfally brought to the
ettention of Regfon 111 {n March 1582, were generic 1n nature and applfed to
Bechtel's Midland Nuclear Project as well &8s other Bechtel constructed nuclear
facilities. Region 111 fnspected Kent's ellegations as they related to
Midland; however, Region 111 did not eddress the overall ssue of whether
Bechtel's welding procedures were in compliance with professional society
welding standards, At SONGS, Kent pursued his generic allegations concerning
Bechtel's welding procedures and presented additiona) welcing allegations
pertaining to SONGS.
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On Octodber 13, 1982, Kent's ellegations were reported by the Los Angeles
Times. In response to the medis Coverage, Region ¥V fnterviewec Kent and
recorded Kent's allegations regarcing welding deficiencfes by tape recordings,
transcripts, end @ statement. However, the strict interview and documentation
stancerds which were used when obtaining information from Kent were not
epplied to anyone else during the course of the subsequent Regfon ¥
fnspection. In pursuing the velidity of Kent's ellegations, Regfon y
personnel conducted casual fnterviews of unidentified 1icensee and Bechtel
personnel and documented these interviews by- fnforma] notes which were later
destroyed.

On October 25, 1982, Kent, NRC personnel, and licenses personne) conducted a
site tour at the San Onofre Plant during which Kent was provided the oppor-
tunity to point out his concerns. However, Kent was denied {nspection tools,
geuges, ladders, and other meesuring equipment. Regfon V personne) proffered
that potential 1icensee fnsurance T1ab{11ty prevented Kent from unlimited -
dccess within the plant; however, under these 1imiting conditions, the legiti-
macy of the site tour s Questionable, Since NRC chose to participate 4n the
tour, we believe the hecessary equipment should have been rade available so
Kent could have fully demonstrated his concerns,

Our investigation did not disclose any overt effort on the part of NRC to
personzlly discredit Kent as 2lleged by GAP, The fact thet notatfons are made
in & file concerning an 2lleger's background and work histery 1s not {nappro-
priete. However, OIA review of the material relayed to Region V by Region I11 .
indicates Kent's credibility rather than a review of his allegations was the
substance of the communication between Region 111 and Region V personnel.

At & December € 1082, press conference, Region V reported that Kent's allega-
tions had been inspected by the NRC and were ynsubstantiated. Copies of the
inspection report were proviced to the press. GAP w2s not informed of the
press conference nor provided a copy of the fnspection report. Although

. Regfon V personnel claimed this was an oversight, 1n QIA's view NRC should
have been more responsive to the alleger. To correct this shortcoming, the
Regfon V Admiristrator fnstituted a new regional program to improve comunica-
tion between NRC and allegers,

OIA {nvestigation into Regfon V compliance with NRC edrinistrative procedures
and inspection methods when ecdressing Kent's dllegations revealed that NRC,
in responding to a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request by GAP, was
unable to produce documents to support the findings and conclusions in the
Regfon ¥ {nspection repert. GAP, therefore, concluded that efther the {nspec-
tion of Kent's concerns was not thoroughly conducted or documents were
inappropriately destroyed in violatfon of FOIA and the NRC Inspection and
Enforcement Manyal. O1A lTearned, however, that the lack of documentation
Prepered during the Regfon V {nspection and routine destructfon ef drafts were
the reasons why there were no documents available for release. Our
investigation did not disclose any withholding or destruction of documents
which violated the provisions of the NRC Inspection and Enforcement Manual or
r B

a2

While OIA does not have the expertise to technically evaluate the Region ¥
inspection report nor the Division of Engineering, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation's, Sefety Evaluation Report, pertaining to Kent's allegations, the

/
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preperetion of en {ndependent technice) en2lysis by the Division of
Engineering 1n addition to the Regfon V inspection report Indicates that
technicel attention was given Kent's a1legetions by NRC,

Our review of GAP's concerns over the handling of the NAC {nspection/
fnvestigation of Kent's allegetions determined thet the fnadequacies 4n
Region ¥'s performance 4n addrassing Kent's ellegetions were procedural and
scministrative 4n mature. W belfeve, regardless of the procedura) and
edministrative shortcomings, the efforts of Region V and NRC Headquarters

personnel demonstrate that NRC was committed to & thorough technicel evalua-
tion of Kent's allegations.

Attachment:
As stated

cc: W, Dircks, EDD (3)
B. Hayes, 01
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BACKGROUND

During the week of January § through 13, 1984, Office of Inspector and Auditor
(OIA) Investigator Albert B. Puglia traveled to NRC's Region V office,

Walnut Creek, California to review Regfon V's performance in dddressing alle-
gations concerning welding procedures at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Statfor (SONGS), San Diego County, California made by Mr. E. Earl Kent. This
OIA review was conducted based on assertfons that the NRC mishandled an
inspection of Kent's 2llegations. These assertions were made by the Government

Accountability Project (GAP) on behalf of Kent in 2 June 20, 1983, letter
(Attachment 1).

SUMMARY

An analysis of GAP's concerns fdentified three broad issues which were

addressec by OIA. These fssues are (1) NRC's treatment of Kent in regard to
his 21lcgations to the NRC, (2) Region V compliance with NRC administrative
procedures and inspection methods in addressing the allegations by Kent/GAP,

and (3) the confidence level that can be placed in NRC's technical inspection
8nd technical analysis uf Kent/GAP concerns. '

I. NRC's treatment of Kent 4n recard to his allecations to the NRC

\
|
Inftially, Kent telephonically reported his 8llegations regarding welding
practices at Midland to NRC Region III personnel {n March 1582, He
subsequently furnished an afficavit to Region 111 1n July 1982, which
documented his concerns over Bechtel Power Corporatfon (Bechtel) welding
procedures in general and the welding procedures used at Bechtel's
Midland Nuclear Project in particular. Additionally, 1n August 1982, Kent
travelled to Region III, Glen Ellyn, ITlinois and expressed his concerns
to Region III personnel. Upon completing his interview with Region III
personnel in Glen Ellyn, I111nofs, Kent returned to Southern California
and began pursuing his concerns regarding Bechtel welding procedures at

nuclear power plants built by Bechtel 1in general and at SONGS 1n
particular,

On September 6, 1982, GAP, on behalf of Kent, wrote to the Region 11l

Administrator, James P, Keppler, complaining about the lack of NRC
response to Kent's concerns.

On September 7, 1982, Kent expressed to Southern California Edison
Company (SCE) his concerns regarding the adequacy of Bechte!l welding

- procedures at SONGS. SCE conducted a review of Kent's allegations. During
the week of September 13, 1982, SCE also reported Kent's concerns to the
NRC during a routine inspection of the facility. The NRC {nspector
reviewed SCE's action to resolve Kent's allegations. This review con-
sisted of discussfons with SCE personnel and an examination of documenta-
tion. The inspector reported in his Inspection Repert, 50-362/82-27, that
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he was satisfied SCE hagd taken appropriate action to resolve welding
fssues raised by Kent,

On October 6, 1982, Mr. John 0'Dell, a reporter for the Los Angeles Times
contacted Region V angd related he had been contacted by Kent on

September 27, 1582, and Kent had described faulty welding practices at
SONGS. 0'DeNt esked for an NRC response to Kent's allegations. 0'Dell was
informed of the Inspection Report noted above and SCE's action with
regard to Kent's concerns,

On October 13, 1982, Kent's allegations were reported in the Los Anceles
Times which also generated significant additional media interest Tn the
tory. Kent was further interviewed by other Southern California media

organizations, Based on the significant media interest generated by th
0'Dell article and to more properly respond to media inquirfes, Region ¥
decided that inspection activities were warranted into Kent's alle-
gations,

While the subject of GAP's June 20, 1983, letter principally relates to
Region V's performance 4n addressing Kent's concerns, Region II1]'s
performance 1n reacting to Kent s also noted.

Kent had expressed his 2llegations to Region Il on three separate
*tcasions, March, July, and August of 1982. In GAP's view, the lack of an
NRC response to Kent made necessary a GAP letter complaint on

september 6, 1582, to the Regional Administrator. Moreover, GAP claims 1t
was not until November 1682 (wel after Region V 1s heavily engaged 1in
tie Rent affeir) that Regfon 111 contacted Kent and informed him of
Region I1I1's course of action in responding to his allegations st
Midland. .

Attachment 2 is a series of memoranda and Inspection Report 50-325/82.04
prepared in Region IIl which outlines Region I1l's actions in addressing
Kent's allegations recarding welding.flaws at Midland, In sum, Region 111
did document their contact with Kent and did conduct an inspection at
Midland. The inspection report addressed Bechtel welding procedures at
Midland; 1t did not address generic welding procedures used by Bechtel,

After the publication of the media story in Soutiern California on
October 13, 1982, Kent was contacted by Region V NRC and a meeting was
scheduled for October 15, 1582, to discuss his concerns. It should be
noted that in GAP's letter complaint of June 20, 1883, 1t {s implied that
Regfon V contacted Kent only after Kent had offered his assistance and
information on welding flaws at SONGS to Region V and only after the news
articles appeared in the press. While Regfon III had had extensive
contact with Kent, Region V's gwareness of Kent's concerns inftially came
about through press inquiries and not from Kent or Regien II1.

In responding to Kent after the media covera e, Region V Office of
Investigations (01) investigators met Kent on October 15, 1982, to
discuss his allegations. This meeting was tape recorced. In addition, 1t
w2s agreed that a written transcript would be made of the tape recording
“and that a succinct written statement would be prepared for Kent's
sfgnature, Kent subsequently refused to sign the statement on the advice

’

/
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of his counsel, GAP, During his interview with Regien vV 0! personnel,
Kent fdentified two other individuals who he felt could support his
allegations, ™ land t 2 Recion V O personne) subsequently
interviewed these two Indivicuais ane tepe recorded the meetings.

After Regfon V 0] personnel cocumented Kent's concerns regarding welding
cdeficiencies, via the tape recordings, treascripts, and a staztement, this
information was given to Regfon ¥V who proceeded to look into the natter,

Concerning the distribution of the tape recordings and transcripts of
Kent's {nterview, on about October 14, 1582, Region V OI personne)
dgreed, in a conversation with GAP representatives, to voluntarily
furnish GAP a copy of the tape recordings of the meeting with Kent, A
review of Region V memoranda established that an en-going dialogue
developed between 0I, Region v, and Mr. Victor J. Stelle, Deputy
Executive Director for Regional Operations and Generic Requirements, on
how best to release the tape recordings and transcripts to GAP, Region ¥
personnel explained that they were concerned that the transcripts were
fnaccurate and required review and correction before they could be
relezsed. On November 8, 1982, BAP filed an FOIA request to obtain this
material. When confronted with GAP's FOIA request, NRC released the tape
recordings and the transcripts in mid-December 1S82. The transcripts had
not been corrected.

On October 25, 1682, Kent, NRC personnel and licensee personnel conducted
& site tour at the San Onofre Plant during which Kent was provided an
cpportunity to point out examples of his concerns. However, Kent was
denied {nspvection tools, gauges, & ladder, and other measuring equipment.
Region V personnel proffered that potential l{censee fnsurance T1abi14ty
preventec Kent unlimited access within the plant.

On December 6, 1982, Region ¥ held a press conference and disclosed that
Kent's 2llegations had been inspected by the NRC and they were
unsubstantiated. Copies of the Inspection Report were mace avaflable to
the press. During OIA interviews ef Region ¥ personnel, 1t was stated
that the purpose 4n holding 2 press conference w2s to make public NRC's
inspection of Kent's ellegations and to expedite the relezse of the NRC
fnformation. The Region V Public Affairs Officer informed OIA that the
Kent matter had generated substantial media attentfon anc that during the

ourse of the inspection, the Region was repeatedly asked the completion
date of the inspection. Rather than responding to mecdia erganfzations
individually, 1t was decided by Regional management that a press con-
ference was the appropriate means of making known NRC's inspection of
Kent's concerns. Regional Fmanagement denfed that they were attempting to
discredit, or embarrass Kent anc stated that the decision to utilize a
press conference was appropriate in this case 1n view of the significant
Tevel of media attention to the matter. OIA inquired as to the reason
Kent or his counsel, GAP, was not furmished a copy of the Inspection
Report, was not advised the {nspection had been completed, or was not
dlerted that a press conference was planned, Regional personnel claimed
it was an oversight., :

GAP, in their complaint of June 20, 1983, to the NRC concerning NRC's
inspection of Kent's ellegations, {ndicated that there w2s an overt
effort to personally discredit Kent and engage in malicious conduct
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toward Kent. GAP make: particular mention of notes of a telephone
conversatfon between Regfon 111 and Region V which are contafned in
Region V files concerning Kent's background and work history. GAP
obtained this material from a FOIA request. Prior to cormitting agency
resources to review and Ynspect.an 21leger's concerns, 0] Region V
considered 1t appropriate to obtain {nformation concerning the allegers
background, eduzation, expertise, work history, etc. This was
accomplished in Kent's case. OIA's review of the notes in question
indicated the emphasis of the telephone conversation w2s Kent's
credibility rather than his ellegations,

\
\
0IA conferred with the newly appointed Region V Rdministrator concerning
Region V's treatment of Kent. He stated that, independent of this 0IA
review, he had also reviewed the Kent matter and as a result, substantial ‘
procedural and policy changes had been implemented in Region V concerning ‘
ellegers and their concerns. Specifically, the Regfon V Administrator has
dttempted to institute » program in which 2llegers such as Kent are \
treated with a high degree of tact and courtesy when bringing their ‘
concerns to the attention of the NRC. Attachment 3 s the newly imnle-
mented Region V policy which formally institutes this program. Essen- |
tially, Region V has committed ftself to improving communications between
the NRC and allegers, {ntervenor groups, and GAP-type organizations. It |
should also be noted that the Region V Administrator has independently '
corresponded with GAP concerning the Kent matter (Attachment 4), In sum, ,
it 1s the Regiona) Administrator's view that 2llegers need to be apprised “
of the status of their ellegations and concerns and that generally
speaking, allegers should be treated with the same degree of courtesy and
|
|

- -

St hit s extended to licensee representatives.

2. Region V compliance with administrative procedures and inspection methods
in_2ccressinc allesations by Kent/GAP

GAP, 1n their letter complaint of June 20, 1983, to the NRC, indicated
that the inspection procedures utilized by Region V in addressing Kent's
concerns, were inadequate and not in compliance with existing NRC re-
Quirements. GAP, upon recefving a copy of the completed fnspection
report, submitted an FOIA request to the NRC to obtafn the background
material, draft report, notes, and interviews utilized in preparing the
final NRC fnspection report. The NRC, in responding to the FOIA request,
was unable to produce the meterials and documents which firmly supported
the findings and conclusions documented in the final inspection report.
GAP, therefore, concluded that either the fnspection of Kent's concerns
w2s not conducted and/or that documents were inappropriately destroyed in
violation of FOIA requirements. In sum, GAP called into question the
validity of the fnspection that was undertaken to address Kent's
81legatfons and Region V found {tself in the position of not being able
to support or verify {ts inspection activity with cenfirming records or
data. For example, while Kent's allegatfons were tape recorded,
transcribed, and put into a statement, Regfon V personnel were unable to
produce fdentification data and supporting documentation pertaining to
the persons they interviewed during their inspection of Kent's
allegations. In pursuing the validity of Kent's allegations, Regional
personnel conducted informal interviews of unidentified licensee and
Bechtel personnel, and took informal notes which could not be produced

4
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when an FOIA request was submitted. In the fina) enalysis, the validity
of the {nspection report prepared in response to Kent's 2llegations
essentially rests on the personal integrity and professional assertions
of Regfon V personnel that they had, in fact, put forth a good faith
effort in addressing Kent's concerns.

GAP, in their letter complaint to the NRC, 21so suggests that the Kent
inspection had 2 predetermined completion date and was curtailed at the
outset by licensee and Bechtel {nfluence. In support, GAP cites meeting
notes from a Recfon ¥ meeting on October 14, 1582, and a letter to the
Cffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) on October 29, 1982,

The meeting notes noted above were the result of 2 Regfon V meeting at
the time Region V was made aware of Kent's concerns as published in the
Los Anceles Times. The notes state, 1n part: '

*(1) Interview Kent for 211 his concerns;
(2) Need ful investigative support;
(3) Tech positions in Reg II1 and V have to be the same (Engelken);

(4) Have NRR reaffirm their pesitfon on the code. ASME Code;
(5) Call Fitzgerald/Ward and discuss the matter with him.*

OIA inquiry with the Region V Ol Field Office Director, determined that
the 1ist can be described as a tasking Tist developed at the initial
meeting of Region V personnel to address Kent's allegations. It
essentially outlines Regfon V's plan to address Kent's allegations.
Region V attempted to carry out these acticns during the course of the
Kent inspection and nothing 1s contained ir the Tist to suggest that the
inspection was curtailed or prejudiced.

GAP then makes reference to an October 29, 1982, memorandum from Jesse L.
Crews, Supervisor, Region V, to NAC Headquarters, in which Crews stated:

"It 1s our intention to have a satisfactory resolution on all of the
allegations by Mr, Kent prior to license fssuance for San Onofre
Unit 3, tentatively estimated by Region V as Novemder 15, 1982. Your
assistance in this time frame would be appreciated.”

BAP goes on to state that the above noted paragraph indicates that the
Kent inspectfon had a predetermined time frame for completion.

Regfon V management advised that Crews' memorandum dttempted to alert NRC
Headquarters that their prompt assistance would be required to resolve
Kent's allegatfons 1f the NRC was to maintain fts proposed target date -
for the 1icense. Crews' memorandum also states:

"In the course of Regfon V's specfal {nspection (currently in
progress) into allegations by Mr. Kent, we recognized that some
could potentially impact upon 1icense {ssuance for San Onofre Unit
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3, and that the resolution of some {ssues m2y require technical
assistance from NRR.®

Regfon V management indicated that to read into the Crews' memorandum
that Region V was not committed to serfously looking fnto Kent's alle-
gations 1s a wrong rezding of the memorandum. Region V¥ was simply 2lert-
ing NRC Headquarters that their prompt 2ssistance was required to resclve
Kent's 21legations in a timely manner. Further, a concerted effort s
normally made to resolve al) open allegations before considering changing
2 license {ssuance date. ‘

GAP has also suggested that additfonal documents exist in Region V and
had been inappropriately withheld from relezse under FOIA provisions. QIA
review of Region V files as well as discussfons with FOIA personnel did
not cisclose any improper withholding of documents under FOIA provisions.

GAP further asserts that agency documents concerning the Region V in-
spection in response to Kent's 2dllegations were destroyed in violation of
Inspection and Enforcement (1E) Manual and FOIA. In support of this
contention, GAP quotes paragraph 201, Section 1005-20, IE Manual,
"Although draft {inspection reports will not be disclosed as 2 routine
basis, they will be available to members of the public upon request,” as
NRC policy prohibiting destruction of draft {ncpection reports, However,
the term "draft irspection report" 1s defined in paragraph 102, Section
1005-04, of the It Manual, and Section 1005-40 of the Manual outlines the
format and content of draft inspection reports (Attachment 5). DIA
determined that the Kent fnspection report was inftially drafted and that
routine supervisory and management review resulted in non-substantive
corrections and changes. These actions resulted in retyping of the
repert. Draft reports, such as these, which are only earlier versions of
the “ina) report, do not fall within the meaning of draft fnspection
reports as defined in the IE Manual. Consequently, the Manual citation by
GAP as prohibition ec2inst the destruction of the draft reports does not
2pply in this instance, With regard to notes obtained by {nspectors
during the Kent inspection, they were personal in nature and assisted the
writer in the preparation of the inspection report. They were destroyed
upon incorporating their substance in the inspection report. Personal
notes are not considered dgency records as long as they have not been
circulated to others and have not been co-mingled with agency records,
&nd there are no prohibitions egainst destroying nersonal notes after the
information has been {ncorporated into the inspeciion report. [Porter
Company Chapter Isaak Walton League v. AEC (N.D. Ind 1974) and British
Rirports Authority v, CAB 531 F, Supp. 408 (D.C. Dist Ct 1982)]

The confidence level that can be placed 1n NRC's technical {nspection and

technical analvsis o Kent concerns:

OIA does not have the expertise to evaluate the technica) sufficiency of
the Region V {nspection report or the Safety Evalustion Report (SER)
(Attachment 6) prepared by the Division of ngineering, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulatfon. The Division of Engineering review, which is docu-
mented in the SER, was an {ndependent en2lysis of some of Kent's allega-
tions. The review involved (1? interviewing the people who accompanied
Kent-on 2 walk through tour of SONGS, (2) repeating the tour and
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fnspecting those welds which Kent pointed out were of concern to him, and
(3) reviewing the documents provided by the applicant which demonstrated
compliance with applicable codes. The preparation of the {ndependent
technical analysis by the Division of Engineering was 1n addition to the
inspection report by Region V.
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Report of Interview

James G. Hanchett, Public Affairs Officer, Region V, Walnut Creek, California
stated that upon Mr, Kent holding a press conference in the Los Angeles area
in which he voiced his concerns regarding Bechte) welding procedures, Region V
received numerous inquirfes from media organizations requesting comment,
Hanchett described Kent's press conference s generating sfignificant media
ettention in which Region ¥ was repeatedly asked for a comment as to the
velidity of Kent's concerns. Region V's fnitial response to the press was that
an NRC inspection was planned and that upon completion of the fnspection NRC
would be in a better position to comment on Kent's concerns.

During the course of the fnspection, media organizations repeatedly {nquired
8s to the completion date of the inspection. Hanchett went on to explain that
because of the large nurber of media erganizations that were following up on
Kent's concerns, it was determined by Fegion V management that the most |
-efficient manner to respond to the media was via a press conference in the |
Southern California area rather than responding individually to the media
representatives who had been fnquiring as to KRC action in the matter.
Hanchett claimed that the decision to hold the press conference on December 6
1862, in Southern California was made to expecite the NRC response to Kent's
concerns and to provide the NRC response on one occasion rather than
responding to the media organizations individually.

Hanchett further stated that at the press conference copies of the NRC {nspec-
tion report were furnished to the media and NRC management officials made a
brief statement and were available for questions. When asked why Kent or his
Tecal counsel, Government Accountadility Project (GAP), was not also provided
& copy of the {nspection report, Hanchett replied that it was an oversight. To
his knowledge, there had been no discussion or decision to deny Kent access to
the inspection results or participation 1n the NRC press conference. Hanchett
was further asked 1f Region V wes engaged in an fnappropriate game of “one-
upmanship® in responding to Kent's press conference with an NRC press
conference. Hanchett denied this had occurred and stated that the NRC press

conference on December €, 1982, was merely &n effort to provide service to the
press in the most effective manner.

mevmien on January 1), 1984 5, Walout Creek, California ,.,  83-82
. Albert B. Pugliap”7 January 27, 1984
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Otfice of inspector and Aucitor

Dot of transcription Januerv 27, 1984

Report of Interview

Willfam V. Johnson, Assistant Director for Materials and Qualifications

. Engineering, Division of Engineering, Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), was
telephonically fnterviewed. Johnson stated that his staff had reviewed Kent's
concerns which had been referred to his office from Region V. Johnson further

stated that his office had concluded that Kent's concerns were

unsubstantiated. Johnson went on to explain that his staff travelled to the

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station and conducted a site tour to inspect and
review Kent's concerns. It should be noted that this site tour was independent
of the Kent/Region V site tour in which Kent pointed out his concerns. Johnson
indicated that the technical ana2lysis conducted by his office examined Bechte)
welding procedures, appropriate professiona) society codes, NRC requiements,

&nd a review of Kent's specific concerns. Johnson went on to indicate that NRR

recognized that the various professional society codes have different

&cceptable standards and are not in unanamity. Consequently, an analysis of
the issues raised by Mr, Kent required & determination as to the appropriate
code provision to be applied. Additionally, an independent safety analysis was
conducted by NRR as to Kent's concerns. Jochnson reiterated NRR's conclusion

that Kent's welding concerns were without technical merit and that he had
confidence NRR technical en2lysis was comprehensive and complete, NRR's

inspection and an2lysis report was prepared and forwarded to Region V (See

Attachment 6),

wtion on _J2NURPY 12, 19&[‘:5] o Walnut Creek, California tuew 83-82

Albert B, Publia, Investigator, OIA Bore erores J2NUAFY 27, 1984
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Dlu"unun.hoa rebruary 13, 1984

Report of Interview

Dennis F. Kirsch, Inspzction Supervisor, Region V, Walnut Creek, California
was subsequently interviewed telephonically because he and his staff were on
assignment during the Office of Inspector and Auditor (0IA) review in Region-
V. Kirsch said that substantial Region V inspection resources were comitted
to addressing Kent's concerns. Kirsch indicated that he had 2 good grasp of
Kent's concerns, that they were examined and inspected to determine whether
they had technical merit, Kirsch further stated that he was aware of the
subsequent controversy concerning the treatment of Kent and the issues raised
in the drafting of the inspection report. Kirsch noted that these topics have
resulted in substantial changes in Region V inspection procedures. However,
Kirsch reiterated that the application of technical resources to Kent's
concerns were sfgnificant and the inspection was conducted in good faith,
Kirsch complained that he was disturbed that doubt has been cast on his
professional integrity and the Quality of the technical inspection based on
reporting requirements and cther administrative matters. Kirsch confirmed that
he was confident 1n the technical conclusions and that Kent's concerns were
unsubstantiated, .

Kirsch said that the reporting format and record keeping procedures employed

fn the Kent affair were in compliance with Region V inspection procedures up

-to that point fn time. Subsequently identified shortcomings in repo-ting and
.~ inspection procedures were not peculiar to the Kent inspection and that the
. Kent inspection was conducted and reported in good faith.

rrigetion an e o Bethesda, M4, Ve & 83-82
+ebrvaryl, 1884 : a
- Albert B. Pugﬁgyi Investicator, OIA ... .cwee  February 13, 1984
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Report of Interview

Ida M. Alexander, Chief, Administrative Services Branch, Region Vv,

Walnut Creek, California stated that she 1s the FOIA Coordinator in Region ¥
and that pursuant to FOIA request B3-618 submitted by Governmental
Accountability Project (GAP), an extensive search for documents was conducted
in Region V. Alexander indicated that to her knowledge, the FOIA request was
handled in a proper manner, Alexander further indicated that there have been
instances in Region V when Region V personnel have not promptly responded in
searching for documents and that some Region V personnel do not appreciate the
importance of prompt compliance with FOIA provisions. Alexander went on to
repeat that the FOIA requests that were received from GAP concerning the Kent .
affair were handled routinely and promptly. Alexander was not cognizant of any
improper destruction.of documents or withholding of documents from release
under FOIA provisions.

request B3-618 was examined and no discrepancies or indications of improper

|
|
\
|
|
|
The Region V anc Office of Investigations (01) Headquarters file of FOIA
handling were identified,

\

\

\
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Report of Interview

John B. Martin, Regicnal Administrator, Region V, Walnut Creek, California
stated that upon being assigned 2s the Regional Administrator in Regfon ¥ he
reviewed the Office of Investigations (01? Royce/Gunderson report and the
Region V Kent inspection report. At the time Mr. Martin assumed the duties as
the Regional Administrator, Regfon V was the subject of severe criticism from
GAP and an intervenor group a2t the Palo Verde Nuclear Power Plant. Martin said
it was his fnitial determination that communications between Region V and
these groups required dramatic improvement. Conseguently, Martin said he made
2 determined effort to meet with these groups to discuss problems of mutual
interest. Martin indicated that the mere fact that these groups had an
opportunity to meet with NRC representatives and discuss mutual problems
substantfally improved relations between these groups and the NRC. Martin also
said that he followed up these meetings with confirming correspondence
(Attachment 4).

Martin stated that 1t was his position that Regfon V had not treated
individual citizens and citizen groups with the degree of courtesy and tact .
that should be forthcoming from a public agency such as the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). Martin indicated that, as a general rule, he
hoped irZividual citizens and citizen groups who come 4n contact with the NRC
would be treated with the same degree of courtesy that {s extended to licensee
representatives. ; )

As a further result of Martin's review of the Kent situztion, he said that he
‘nstituted new procedures within Region V that carefully detailed a forma)
program of receiving, inspecting, reporting and notifying individuals who
report conditions relating to NRC's responsibilities to regulate the nuclear
industry (Attachment 3).

Martin indicated that his review of the Kent inspection report and the GAP
complaint determined that NRC's treatment of Mr. Kent was not what it should
have been, Further, the inspection and reporting procedures that existed in
Region V at the time the Kent inspection was conducted were inadequate. Martin
said the newly instituted procedures within Region V strengthen inspection and
reporting requirements and should alleviate many of the criticisms pointed out
by GAP, Martin further stated that 1t was his determinatfon that the technica)
:nspection and technical analysis of Kent's concerns by Region V were adequate
n

spite of other shortcomings. Martin safd, from an exclusively technica)
standpoint, Kent's concerns had been addressed and he had confidence that the
technical conclusions reached in the report were valid,

nwrstigetion en » ﬂ‘lnu: ::g‘k. :!1‘:. e ® '3"'2
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Date ¢! transcription Jan'.mry 30, 1684

Report of Interview

Bobby K. Faulkenberry, Deputy Regional Administrator, Region V, Walnut Creek,

. California stated that the Kent affair occurred during the tenure of the
previous Regional Administrator. Faulkenberry safd that the Kent affair arose
abruptly in Regfon V as a result of 2 press conference held by Mr. Kent 4n :
Southern California. While Kent had had prior dealings with the NRC in Region
I11, Region V was not awarz of his activities in Regfon V. Consequently the
fnitial media inquiries for 2 Region V response to Kent came upon them without
warning. Faulkenberry indicated that from the beginning of the Kent affair, 1t
was Region V's intention to expedite the inspection of his concern and to
disseminate a prompt response to the public. Faulkenberry acknowledged that
some of the shortcomings that have been {dent{fied in Region ¥'s handling of
the Kent affair have merit and, upon reflection, resulted in changes in Region
V procedures. Faulkenberry indicated that the Kent affair was handled in
Region V utilizing routine fnspection methods which, at this point in time,
had been determined to be shortsighted. However, Faulkenberry further
indicated that at no time was there any effort to discredit Kent personally or
not to address his concerns in good faith. Initial meetings with the then
Regional Administrator were directed at committing Regfon V resources in good
faith to complete a prompt and thorough inspection of Kent's concerns.
Faulkenberry said that FOIA provisions were complfed with in spite of the
Iimited information that was available for relesse. Moreover, while individual
inspectors had destroyed their notes, they had incorporated their information
into the inspection report and there was no attempt to hide information from
public exposure. Additionally, the destruction of initial drafts of the
inspection report resulted from routine administrative revisions and
corrections and was not 2 celiberate attempt to 1imit the content of the
report.

Faulkenberry went on to describe new procedures <hat have been instituted in
Regfon V concerning the documentation of Region V inspections. These new
procedures better preserve information and fully {dentify persons interviewed.
Aoditfonally, a formal system of obtaining citizens concerns and formerly
corresponding with them to report the progress of NRC's effort to resolve
Inspection issues has been instituted in Region V. Faulkenberry noted that
these new procedures were principally fnstituted as a result of the criticism
received after the fssuance of the Kent inspection report.

Concerning the tape recording and the trans.ription of Kent, Faulkenberry
noted that this was the then normal practice employed in obtaining citizen
concerns. Faulkenberry went on to acknowledge the confusion that resulted
between the Office of Investigations (01) and the Regfon V staff concerning
releasing the tape recordings and transcripts of Kent to GAP,

nsesngetion an _ JanuAry 11, 1984 - o Walnut Creek, California Pue ® 83-82
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Faulkenberry concluded the interview by restating that 1t was Region ¥'s
objective to address Kent's concerns 1n 2 good faith manner and to 2pply the
necessary Regfon V technica) resources to resolve his concerns. A:dft1Cne1Iy.
the leve) of public interest that was generated regarding Kent's concerns,
required a2 prompt NRC response. Consequently, {n ettempting to Quickly res

to the public and media, Faulkenberry acknowledged shortcomings arose
concerning NRC's relationship witl, Kent 8nd his legal counsel, Government
Accountability Project (GAP), Faulkenberry indicated with the new procedures
instituted in Regfon V should avoid a repetition of the criticism received in
1ts handling of the Kent affair,

S
pong
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Office of Inspector and Auditor

February 13, 1984

Date o trpnseription

Report of Interview

James E. Foster, former Investigator, Region 111, Glen Ellyn, IMinois,

presently assigned to the Region 11l Inspection Staff, was interviewed

telephonically and stated that he had numerous conversations with Mr. Kent

during 1982 regarding his concerns of welding flaws at the Midland Nuclear }
|
|
|

. Project. Foster denfed the GAP allegation that he had ignored Kent and did not
take appropriate action to pursue resolution of Kent's concerns. Foster
directed OIA attention to a September 24, 1582, memoranda with attachments
which he had prepared for Regional Acministrator James P, Keppler which
outlined his meetings with Kent during 1982. This memoranda was prepared in
response to & GAP letter dated September 6, 1982, to Keppler regarding the
Midland site. Attached to the cover memorandum s additicnal correspondence |
dated March 3, 1982, March 4, 1982, i ~ch 5, 1982, March 22, 1982 (2), .
March 24, 1982, and August 11, 1982, hich reports Region I1l's meetings, ‘
conversations, and inspection of Mr. kent's concerns ?Attachment 2).

Foster denied GAP's allegation that Regfon 11l had not taken action regarding |
Kent's concerns and referred to the above noted memoranda which documented

Region 111's response to Kent's concerns, '
Foster stated that he had not alerted Region V of Kent's concerns as they

pertained to the San Onofre site and indicated that he was involved in re-

sponding to GAP's September 6, 1982, Tetter to Keppler in late September 1982.
Foster indicated that he had olanned to refer Kent's information to Region V,
but Kent's press conference in Southern California had occurred prior to his
having an opportunity to alert Region ¥ of Kent's concerns.

Foster denied he had discredited or embarrassed Kent while addressing Kent's
welding concerns at Midland. : A

L TR um_x% » Lﬂ'd‘, M. Pue ® 83-82
. Albert B. Puglid® Investigator, OIA February 13, 1984
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UCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIO
Office of Inspector and Audnor

January 31, 1984

Date o trancription

Report of Interview

Owen C. Shackleton, Director, Office of Investigations (01) Field Office,
Region V, Walnut Creek, California stated that Kent's concerns were brought to
the attention of Region V based on fnquiries from a Los Angeles Times
reporter, John 0'Dell, 0'Dell was developing a newspaper article based on
Kent's concerns regarding welding flaws at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating

tation (SONGS). Shackleton indicated that 0]'s fnvolvement in Region ¥
responding to Kent's concerns was to conduct the interview of Kent, It was
recognized in Region V that Kent's concerns were technica)l 4n nature requiring
& regional inspection. Shackleton said that he was requested by the Region to
conduct the interview of Kent and teke a statement from him. Shackleton then
s2id he contacted 0] Headguarters &nc was advised that his participation 1n
the Kent affair would be limited to taking a statement from Kent and turning
the information over to the Region so that the inspection could be conducted,
Shackleton safd 01 was not the "lead organization® within the NRC concerning
resclution of Kent's concerns.

Shackleton said that he and a member of his staff met with Kent on October 15,
1982, 1n Southern California anc conducted the interview. This interview was
tape recorded. Shackleton also stated that he conversed vith GAP officials
prior to 1nter1ew1Lg Kent and had agreed to furnish thenm copies of the tape
recordings made during the interview. of Kent, :

oon completing the interview of Kent, Shackleton s2id that he reviewed the
tape recordings and prepared a statement which outlined Kent's concerns and
presented 1t to Kent for signature. Kent refused to sign the statement.
Additionally, Shackleton forwarded copies of the tape recording to NRC
Headguarters for transcription.

o~ A
Shackleton safd that he and his staff alsc 1ntew1e~e:LK Jand a
1 ent

%+ J These two individuals had beer fdentified by as being able to
support his allegations regarding welding flaws at SONGS. These interviews
were 2150 tape recorded.

Shackleton then said he contacted Ol Headquarters at which time he wes in-
structed to terminate his involvement 1n the Kent effair and to turn over the
tape recordings of Kent to the Region for forwarding to the Government
Accountability Project (GAP), Shackleton 1ndicated that in his conversations
with GAP he had agreed to turn over copies of the tape recordings, however,
when the transcripts of the tape recordings were recefved they contained
fumerous errors and which required "clean vp" and correction.

vies on  JoNUATY 11, 19684 0/ o Malnut Creek, California 83-82
. —_— - ——

€
Albert B, Puglia, Investigator, OIA
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Shackleton was then asked the reason why GAP had not been sent the tapes after
he had agreed to do so. Shackleton replied that he was directed by OI
Headquarters to terminate his fnvolvement in the Kent effair and turn the
tapes over to the Region so they could send the tapes to GAP, Shackleton
pointed to several office memoranda in which he requested the Regfon to
forward the tapes to GAP, Shackleton indicated that the delay in sending the
tapes was linked to correcting the written transcripts which had to be per-
formed in Region V and which no one was willing to do. Consequently, there was
considerable delay in sending the tapes and/or transcripts to GAP, Advice was
8150 sought by the Region from Mr. Victor Stello, Deputy Executive Director
for Regiona] Operations and Generic Requirements, concerning releasing the
tapes.

It should be noted that GAP eventually recefved the tapes, transcripts, and
unsigned statement via a FOIA request after they had determined that the NRC
was not going to voluntarily comply with fts previous agreement, Further, OIA
sees little difference between ora tape recordings and written transcripts of
the oral tape recordings. Additionally, the written transcripts have never
been corrected nor has a signed statement ever been obtained from Kent,

Snackleton safd that Regfon V inspection personnel had obtained sufficient
fnformation from the tape recordings and the unsigned statement to proceed
with their inspection. Consequently, no one 1n Regfon V was willing to take
the necessary time to correct the transcripts or pursue obtaining a signed
statement from Kent. Shackleton also indicated that subsequent to the Kent
affair, OI had changed 1ts polfcy concerning tape, recording interviewees. 01
no longar $2p2 rezsrds {nterviewees. o - ,

Shackleton then said that a member of his staff accompanied Kent and Region ¥
inspectors on & site tour of SONGS. The purpose of the site tour was to
provide Kent an opportunity to point out specific examples of his concerns.
Shackleton stated that the Ticensee had indicated *{nsurance THability"
prevented Kent from having unlimited access to the plant. Consequently, Kent
was not proviced such things as a ladder or test equipment, {.e., gauges,
during the site tour,

Shackleton indicated that upon befng brought {nto the Kent affair, he
contacted Mr. James Foster, Ol Region 111, on October 12, 1982, to find out
Kent's prior involvement with Region 111 personrel, Shackleton said he made
notes of his conversation with Foster and the purpose of the conversation was
to obtain background material on Kent and his concerns as they related to the
Midland site, Shackleton characterized this conversation as routine and an
ettempt to gather background materfal prior to his interview with Kent,
Shackleton denfed GAP's claim that this conversation was an attempt to
embarrass and discredit Kent,

Shackleton then stated that the former Regfonal Administrator conducted a
staff conference on October 14, 1982, 1n which Region V's response to Kent was
discussed, Shackleton safd that he took notes at this meeting which described
Regfon V's plan to respond to Kent's concerns, Shackleton denfed GAP's claim
that the 11st of actions to be taken suggest that Regfon V was attempting to
curtafl and prejudice the Kent fnspection. Shackleton said he agreed with the
plan, as noted, and the impression of this meeting was that Reglon V was
Prepared to conduct a good faith fnspection of Kent's concerns,




€O OFFICIAL USE 0y ©9

-3-

Concerning FOIA requirements, Shackleton said he knows of no fnstances in
which documents were destroyed concerninc the Kent offer, and that he has
complfed with FOIA requirements in releasing material to GAP concerning the
Kent affair,

Shackleton denfed that he had discredited or embarrassec Kent at any time.
Shackleton said that information contained in 0l files concerning Kent's work
history, background, education, etc. was dppropriately gathered. Shackleton
indicated that prior to committing Agency resources in an NRC inquiry, 1t 1s
appropriate to obtain information on the credibility and relfability of the
person bringing forth concerns as Mr, Kent had.
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Report of Interview

Thomas W. Bishop, Enforcement Coordinator, Regfon V, Walnut Creek, Californ{a
stated that he coordinated the preparation of the Kent {nspection report,
Bishop indicated that subsequent to the completion of the Kent inspection
report and the arrival of the new Regional Administrator, substantial changes
have been made 1n Region V's procedures in responding to concerns brought to
the attention of the NRC from individuals, such as Kent, Bishop further
indicated that in his view, one of the maJjor shortfalls of Regfon v addressing
Kent's concerns, was the faflure of the Region to get back to and subsequently

-

correspond with Kent ypon completing the Regfon V inspection. Additionally,
the Regional procedures for documenting Interviews during the course of an
inspection were determined to be deficient, perticularly after GAP called into
Question the validity of the NAC inspection effort, |
|
|
|

Bishop stated that Regfon V has substantially revised 1ts {nternal procedures

in addressing concerns brought forward by individuals and organizations that

require the commitment of NRC inspection resources. The Kent affair and the

subsequent controversy surrounding Regfon V's fnspection of his concerns |
exposed the shortcomings 1n Region V's procedures to address these type

matters,

Bishop ndicated that & principal cause of the cortroversy surrounding Region
V's hanaiing of Kent's concerns was the failure of the Regfon to realize or
understand that 1t had to conduct or maintain 2 dialogue with GAP 1n address.
ing Kent's concerns, Wad this point been better understood by the Region much
of the controversy. which ensued could have been avoided,

Concerning e1leged destruction of documents which has been proferred by GAP,
Bishop said that to his knowledge all FOIA requests have been properly
responded to and thet a1l information concerning Kent's allegations has been
released. Bishop went on to s2y that routine adminfstrative revisions of the
fnftial tnspection report had occurred, however, the changes made were
adminfstrative and grammatical fin rature. Bishop said that the Kent inspection
report recefved routine processing and no effort was made to preserve earlfer
editions of the inspection report. Bishop also said that the inspectors
incorporated notes they had obtained in the report and subsegquently dcstroeed
them. At that point 1n time, this had been the routine practice in Region V,

———

.
oo January 12, 1984 20" Walnut Creek, California ,., 83-82
8 Care Sxiame JM\IASY 31' 1’.‘

DOCUMENT g ragrgmry OF NAC F LOANID T0 ANOTHER AGENCY 1T AND (T8 CONTINTS ARENOT YO RL DIBTRIBYY
OF Tl mece NG AGEINEY Wit mOUT PEAM ’




52

”,ey 7 UNITED STATES
:-' :\ ; 4\‘!‘ '—c NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
8 A, § WASHINGTON, D C. 20555
e wwe S &
N o HOV : 7 1982

Docket Nos: 50-329

and 50-330 f

} v

I

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Atomic Safety Licensing fppé:;)soard for
the Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: INFORMATION ITEM - NOTIFICATION OF WELDING-RELATED
ALLEGATIONS AT SAN ONOFRE 2/3 AND MIDLAND 1/2
(Board Notification No. 82-117)

The attached memorandum (Engelken to Eisenhut, dated November 8, 1982) summarizes
allegation: made by a former Bechtel employee regarding welding practices at the
Midland ana San Onofre Plants. We presently do not consider these allegations to
represent a safety concern since none of the allegations have been substantiated.
However, if any change in our position occurs, we will i1ssue a further notifica-

t1on..u_
. \Bj:L":2f7ﬁ'//
" “Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing
Division of Licensing
Enclosure:
As stated

¢c: See next page
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Mr. J. W. Cook

Vice President

‘ Consumers Power Company
1945 wWest Parnall Road
Jackson, Michigan 45201

[ 4

Michael 1. Miller, Esgq.

Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq.

Alan S. Farnell, Esq.

Isham, Lincoln & Beale

Three First National Plaza,
S51st floor

Chicago, 11linois 60602

James k. Brunner, Esq.
Consumers Power Company
212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Ms. Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640

Stewart M, Freeman

Assistant Attorney General

State of Michigan Environmental
Protection Division

726, Law Building

Lansing, Michigan 48913

Mr. Wendell Marshall
Route 10
Midland, Michigan 48640

Mr. Roger W. Huston

Suite 220

7910 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mr. R. B. Borsum

Nuclear Power Generation Division
Babcock & Wilcox

7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Cherry & Flynn

Suite 3700

Three First National Plaza
Chicago, I11linois 60602

Mr. Paul Rau

Midland Dafly News

124 McDonald Street
Midland, Michigan 48640

Lee L. Bishop

Harmon & Weiss

1725 1 Street, N.W., Suite 506
wWashington, D, C. 20006

Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief
Division of Radiological Health
Department of Public Health
P.0. Box 33035

Lansing, Michigan 489509

Mr. Steve Gadler
2120 Carter Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office

Route 7

Midland, Michigan 48640

Ms. Barbara Stamiris
5795 N. River
Freeland, Michigan 48623

Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary
Consumers Power Company

212 W. Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Mr. Walt Apley
c/o Mr, Max Clausen

Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNwWL)

Eattelle Blvd.
SIGMA IV Building
Richland, Washington 99352

Mr. 1. Charak, Manager

NRC Assistance Project
krgonne National Laboratory
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, 11linois 60439

James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

Region 111
789 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, Iliinois 60137

Mr. Ron Callen

Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way

P.0. Box 30221

Lansing, Michigan 48509
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MIMOKANDUM TOR: D. C. Cisenhut, Direclor, Division of Licensing, NRR ;
FROM: R. H. Fnyelken, Kegional Administrator, Region ¥V

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION FOR LICENSING BOARD NOTITICATION REGARDING i =
WLLDING RLLATCD ALLEGATIONS AT SAN ONOFRE UNIT 3, Rl
DOCKET NO. 50-362

A. Backgroynd

During the week of Scptember 13, 4082, Lhe Ticenwee notified the
_inspector that certain allegations had been received by SCE regarding
“welding adeyuecy al SONGS 2 and 3. The licensee had interviewed the
‘ we2lleger on September 7, 1982 und hud ducumented and rusolved the A
concerns expressed by the alleyer. The inspector reviewed the .
licensee's aclions to resolve the allegations and nuted that the
licenser's investiyalion Jdid not substantiate any of the alleger's
congcerns,.

On October &, 1U82 the NRC, Region V, was guntacted by a reporter
tor the Los Anyeles Tinws who rclayed several concerns, which had
been expressed to the media by the alleger. The alleger contacted
the NHC on October &, 19082 and reluyed additivne) concerns, in addition
tu the four previously expressed to the licensee on Septenber 7, 1982,

The alleger was interviewed by two Region V Investigators and one
Section Chief on October 15, 1982. The concerns expressed by the
alleqer were summarized into o statenent and presented to the alleger
fur review and signature on October 16, 1932. The alleger refuscd

o siyn the statement. The fourteen concerns sumarized in the
ctatement included the oriyinal four cxpressed to the licensee oOn
Septembar 7, 1987 and uddiliunal concerns cxpressed during the NRC
inlerviews. The statement it attached to this menorandum.

B. Region V Aclion

A team uf NRC personncl, consisting of two inspectors end one regional
supervisur, conducted an inspection at the Son Onutre Nuclear Generaling
Station site, during the period of October 18-27, 1982, to examine
. procedures, fnstalled plunt condilions and documentation related to -
Lhe concerns cxpressed by the alleyer. Region V has completed the
special inspectiors and did not substantiale any of the allegers
s o concerns,

{
+ -

Blllqe3s2 oL
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Region Vocurrently anticipates completion and issuance of the special
inspection report by mid Decewber, 1982.

Lertain alicgations regarding the adeguacy of and implementation of
Cude requirenenls have been referred to NRR for tochnical evaluation.
The results uf the KRR evalualon will be included as an attachment

to the special inspection report.

Issucs Before the Qoard

The alleyations pertain to engincering and QA/QC 1sSues which have
heen addrecsed by the licensing board.

| S, W Ay
see« R. H. Cngelken ¢ %
Regional Administrator

“Attachmernt:
As stuted

ar
cc: M, Williams, ONRR
H. Road, NRR, 1B3
G. Knighton, LuJ
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I cannot recull anv s-eccific locations, but I do recall ob- : .

serving this condition on bYe:m and girder lplicol,H P IV 72 7 R

B g™ L &A% ONE VENDCR, E A @t
(11) 1 helieve t'at a snacer rlate iz miesing on the upner izside - !

door hinre of the Unit 2 corntalnment pe:.cnne}“hnteh because - N "

I observed u jap in t e weld icint of adbout 1/4 inch., I ( ;

erounht this te t e attentien of oy suporvisor“wnc also - b’”WM

c.arca t2at velisf. I belicve that by borinsinn this condition . 4

to the attentien ol mv gunervisar I had prouerly merformed py

2uty tc identifv tlis cendition. T did not cce:are the drave ‘

‘LR requirements to the installed conditioz ia maling this f '

determinaz-on of a miscing stacer niatey SLiduds pfy 3 JFER LM

. (VO IUALSGD TE WE THAT | T WA THE VENDOR's PROBJUE 4/ 77
(12) I believe that Ucchtel iiws misinternreted the r’equiromnt:’z fdz l{
v 20 LSHL Jeetion II1 weldin: stancardu re-urdinr socket weld > €74

ensuemen® lonprth witiiout iritiating a code case and obtaining oL 7o ¢

dvorotriate coge reliel.;The ASHE coce requires a gap betweer INEEDIb Ry
the pipe e¢nd and tne fittins of'"aprroximately 1/16 imech", I. '

believe that the code shoulc provide a more definjtive acceptance - £

_eriteria than merely "anrroximately 1/16 inch', EVIPJ:MfA}"ﬂ'(#}?_& e

o 4 Wirre Alea ANE Distbins ON, A LONE A% TIE PP |57 1o rdid s TR,
‘g'._"’ (13) Sechtel amecification lke2, Sheet 20, note 1, requires "shall o

: " ” E
P ng_t:_cxcced 1/3 inchese" recarding maxinuz grocve weld reinforcezent ﬁ o
pr ,’/74//97'!:“;:}1 “his reouiremeat should read "shall not exceed 1/8 inche.." .
LA 1.5 b N '7 as regquired Ly the ASIE Section III code orn groove weld reinforcezest.
.+ Airrcawniie /Y Lneh neirhtgdas imclercnted at San Cnofre.
T a Sty L SeplA b Br, Aike A7 477 Ll = E
’ (14) I believe that the caliber of individuals ennloyed by Feadody Testing
AT o3
‘ . to perform nondestructive cxanination (JDE) on welds iz nucloar A
service annlications wan not acceptable. This belief is based e ‘;
- " 49 FILE,
the otservatior o meaydspelline errors, such as tie iscorrect WeEL "
,n('W/."-"'A’fo’;f;f,,.mel)inv-.; ef tie words ""fillet" and "weld",[On NDZ reports prepared
(7.’4-f,4’,{/-’4} by these individuals, Jecause of thooe observed spelling mﬁ!-,"f‘fb 13
' ' T auestion tne osbLiJities of these DL mersonnel to perforz the oTkeR

AP required examinaticna as recuired by their procedures, I believe
P& Cthat estallizhed "industrvy tandards rerardine the nualification of
ot - K 'LT personnel are not surficient to assure an adeguate level of
Sk persorncl comnability and knowledre in this very importent area
ANl [".f'c‘,lv'ﬂ'g. of inzpection. --'.."&"""' Lxlyrs F 4 .
I have wndvised the ubove named il2C personnel of other concerns I have
re~ardin~ inadeouacies that I “Yeed-exist in Industry Codes and Standards

(i.es AYS, ASIE, AIZC, ete,)s The WAC representatives have told me that
these areas are not ui:hin\:tr.c Jurisdiction of the /FC and although I do z[

Sjeny ¢ TRESE ALow INAZERubnE Wgepy

F’L-/,,-;‘;‘ /‘.,, P bt Elopa D iwer s wmiww dns ot Boe Mecris dai W,
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HA¥ BF
not necessarily agree with this, I do understand that this 4& the smme.. ..
The IIRC rerrescntatives Lave also told me that I can report my areas ef &,

concern resarding Codes to the anplicable code coc:ittoo.ﬁ(pw‘g; W
IAFETY £ RIFE. )5 47 4TARE , T Mye’ THEY Te Fedr MF ZFrenrs at‘é gzw;«-,.
I further rave advised tre NR cTepresentatives that I have zany cofoerns */;
resarcing welding done on non-nuclear safety related systems and squiptent,
I have been advised by tre NRC representatives that these arcas are also Ao
not within tnhe jurisdiction of the NRC. The NRC representatives have told 24/
me that I can revor: these concerns directly to the utility, SCE, or - *fﬂ
whatever other local,state, or federal anency that has jurisdiction, ﬁﬂlm
4
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20555

NOV 1 1882

/ 2 -
/'/ ] r’»./ (’/l i //J\ L s 3

The Atomic Safety Licensing Appeal Board for San Onofre
Units 2 and 3

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: INFORMATION ITEM - NOTII 10t WELDING-RELATED
LLLEGATIONS AT SAN
(Board Notification No

The attached memorandum (Engelken to Eisenhut, dated November 8, 1982)
summarizes allegations made by a Bechtel employee regarding welding
practices at the plants. We presently do not consider these allega-
tions to represent a safety concern since none of the allegations have
Leen substantiated. However, if any change in our position occurs,

we will issue a further notification,

) Toweay 29

> g ,/ //v /,/, o

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing

Enclosure
As stated

cC OPE
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Region V Administrator
Service List




DISTRIBUTION FOR BOARD NOTIFICATION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board

L 4
San Onofre Units 243
Docket Nos. 50-361/362 ACRS Members

Stephen F. Eilperin, Esq. Dr. Robert C. Axtmann
Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy Mr. Myer Bender

Dr. W. Reed Johnson Dr. Max W. Carbon
James L. Kelley, Esq. Mr. Jesse C. Ebersole
Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr. Mr. Harold Etherington
Mrs. Elizabeth B. Johnson Dr. William Kerr
Janice E. Kerr, Esq. Dr. Harold W. Lewis
Alan R. Watts, Esq. Dr. J. Carson Mark
Mr. Gary D. Cotton Mr. Hilliam M, Mathis
A. 5. Carstens Dr. Dade W. Moeller
Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks Dr. David Okrent
David R. Pigott, Esq. Dr. Milton S. Plesset
Richard J. Wharton, Esq. Mr. Jeremiah J. Raye
Charles R. Kocher, Esq. Dr. Paul G. Shewmon
Phyl1is M. Gallagher, Esq. Dr. Chester P, Sfess
Charles E. McClung, Jr., Esq. Mr. David A. Ward




UNTED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGON V

1450 MAaMIA LANTD SUITE 270
WALNUTCREEX, CALIFORNIA A5

NOY & 182

MIMOKANOUM TOR: D. C. [isenhut, Nireclor, Division of Licensing, NRR
FROM: R. K. Fnyelken, Kegional Administrator, Region V

SUBJELT: RECOMMENDATION FOR LICENSING BOARD NOT}r1CATLON REGARDING
WLLDING RLLATCD ALLLGATIONS AT SAN ONOFRE INIT 3,
DOCKET NO. 50-362

Background

During the week of Scptembor 13, 1ORZ, Lhe licenwee notified the
inspector that certain allegations had heen received by SCE regarding
“welding adequecy al SONGS 2 and J. The licensee had interviewed the

alleger on September 7, 1982 und hud ducwmented and rusolved the

concerns expressed by the alleyger. The inspector reviewed the
licensee's aclions to resolve the allegations and nuted that the
licensee's investiyalion did not substantiate any of the alleger's
cnncerns

On Octover &, 1ui2 the NRC, Region V, was cuntacted by & reporter

tor the Los Anyeles Times who rclayed several cancerns, which had

been expressed to the media by the alleger. The alleger contacted

Lhe NXC on October 6, 1982 and reluyed additivnal concerns, in addition
tu the four previously expressed to the licensee on Septenper 7, 1982.

The alleger waos interviewed by two Region V Investigators and one
Section Chief on October 15, 1982. The concerns cxpressed by the
alluaer were summarized into o statement and presented to the alleger
for review and signature on October 16, 1982. The alleger refuscd

o siyn the slatement. The fourteen concerns sumarized in the
statement included Lhe original four cxpressed to the licensee on
Septembar 7, 1987 and addiliuna) concerns cxpressed during the NRU
inlerviews. The statement is attached to this memorandum.

Region V Aclion

A team of NRC personncl, consisting of two inspectors and one regional
supervisor, conducted an inspection at the San Onutre Nuclear Generaling
Station site, during the period of October 18-27, 1982, to examine
procedures, jnstalled plunl condilions and documentation related to

Lhe concerns cxpressed by the alleyer. Region V has completed the
special inspections and did not substantiate any of the allegers
concerns.

BLi|Go35L Poe




Region Vocurrently anticipates completion and issuance of the special
inspection report by mid Deceuber, 1982.

Code requiremenls have been reforred to NRR for technical evaluation.
The results uf the KRR evalualon will be included as an attachment
to the special inspection report

Lertain allcgations regarding the adequacy of and implementation of
!
o

Issucs Before the [card

The allegations pertain to engincering and QA/QU 1sSues which have

heen addre«sed by the licensing board.

Fecr

» k s/ ”
g;“?/; .11;.~12~,;g-—7\
R. H

i

- -

(ngelken ¢

Regional Adm1n1strdtcr

‘Attachment:
As stated

cc: M, Willjams, ONRR
H. Rood, NRR, 1B3
G. Knighton, LuJ




Q. CY Srruce Court
Cy-ress, California -:(.63(.
Date: o,

Tipe: ‘g:.'qh ¢ '3
l, <. Zarl ien., volurnitar:il" malke r3e followin~< :stutezent to '
hessrs. chilin V. Joulioff an- Cwen C. Jhackleton Jr. whotlave . ' -
identifiva t-enselves to me &3 inventi~ators for the D. 8. °*
ruclear cesulater” Commis~ion (i..C)e - make tiis statecent - ¢
freciv sitn ne .Lro.ts or -‘ro=ises of reward hovinyg been mede

to ae. *

dune |4z EX
I am 7 vears old 'rd Have ucrked since .arch.. lCAh3 as a ‘ﬂ- M
velder, veldinr ::u...lz v cerntrel insnecter, weldins oagznnr,
and =zutior cf we_3in: articles “or welding journals. J‘I”’T
I receive: a di-lerc for corrletion of the atructural &gxnoor— '
i 5 coirce Iro. t.e "nternational Corresondence Jchool, '

.-

seranton, .<nngvania. I werliei for .‘:cc tel rcwer Corrvora- .
"Co.ielatr Contril rasineer ir welding at the

! tion a3 8 icai-:
[-"" san infire ‘.uclear “.uﬂrat cns Jtatien (S.0Gl) frza Uetober,
19:.C uat:il -v-—-tcﬁ:r:-, 145
el AVGCs T
Jurans i erile went at ool 1 ilcentified tle cllowving ecne

eerns wiich were '.-e..tifie'z to ne by tiie I.C i1ersannel who ine
.- tervicse:d e on ucicber 17, 1%.2 oz os3idly affectin: suclear

safet mnstens, SND CTAER ITCMY., KL
5 A ST £~ shoal -
’ & b SIS SUEF €8 er:{ ‘tu vi e custers to nalie seribe wariis for

SeC 0T weld 1iTus tRoLurc.cnt3. L. 8 Scriie mu-ks

c:iu.ed rnrcove . ixpoth sntsialess and cerdbon gieel :inven

sonzt 1" Lacir from the wveld aretc. I arm con¥erzed that ":A’o

ticae grocoves [if..t cause 3treus raisers. -hese eondi-

ticns ex:ist or zociict welced !‘zttx;':s a¥=vver inits 2 ;

and 3, L Fr$5. 5t # I 1o Unir], V" A7 Ravoess 1/ Lol
(2) Eeci'tel dezirmer. c;_':_u...e fillet weldy On wecto=web .

o
(’_’ " c*nnec::o*’ of cc‘\—-' 1 vl e wuwaincris and tray bwaogers and OAYey
’ _ dz rot welc all areunc the ‘cint ¢ resirain forces in all Phrerit
To #4% 1:2,-4;7."/«1/‘4 dirsetionn, I Jfoel Llis io a code violatiim. lo sroto- J; ;
R g t"rv- tes x." ‘ere conzveted to verily the udecuacy of these ﬁﬂfh’ua
L/‘-'f“’-%l-l""--) welds ‘ *er,.cre. tiie nctual strretursl stran<th of tre "‘H 724
cluc.r c 'l t=&y li1an n-/'nc_;P.tcvl welas used or th F'LL:"’”
secnl naterin) at o ih Slem no a1y 'mowm.  This alao .
nsdi.z e ive umne ceaf® T L18€vT:01 tlat t‘offa lure MW"M
t¢ weld all arsumd the Join®t iz a creric rrovlenm. ’ &L y
’ .n[\rtm'x ey i nn, u.rouaiq tie ccues do alpr LLuifs
€o, : f ait rv(g‘v/(ﬂ* s %/{r Arvmbe
3) - re"--.,., ‘ue untc roct cnc .. lot vel -‘.4
F«)Z I rocall t =t -*me of the verdcr ..ao:-heo welded hurdvare '
/{/%’f'-’ﬂfv PrRs ,c_.ea mot Jeve [ 'ccuate root ‘enetrations. “The one vendor

can =ecnll i~ Urek, I welicve & 3u. alier of [iV..C eocuipe
ment. I v-rerier cre (n t‘znee ar a icce ¢f Zack hardware
vere a4 [illot Yol uith ‘naceduate ledlemeNetratTon  yuF LOVAE

L] e
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’ Continued 5th.c.xen:z o1 L. <arl E-C:to.ooooooocjoooox'q. ¥ % .
was idertilied durin' ingvection on sxto..’ ~hies inatance was . »

- autsecudnily ceorracted by weld re~u’'r sefore installation in <
e tie _ant. I den't vemenmcer if tuis vouitment was used in BUKGS .
.,‘. o = tRiti ¢ or 3, 1 rezcozmenrd th-t the IIRC examine .the besinninp

AND b2 7F : ‘. B N
o B and eic or fillet ve.oq~ "o @ sure root rcnetration at these

TRAT 4l o e.;}‘.nd ccnduct westnctive testing of selccted sunmorts - ' ru(/

supnlicd @ t. .o venurr to determine if ctier fillet welds Moaw
2ave inadesuate root rene: rations,erx €77/ 7"®m onps W(,m“ 2
F. A
A Steel 1rac\e t) wme<caeer betveen a Unit 1 hydroren line on
trin for cteam ~enerator. This was done becnume the nydrogen line
had wera thin due to rubvins with another iine. I believe main- ,
tenance ~co-le at tle 3ite who were worin: durinr the veriod
viten dara e due o thie Unit 1 diesel —encrator fire was being
cerrectea would resercer wou ¢ anie te locate the desirn

€ tn'e ur s uaecer. I don't Tecall the cxact location of the
hyeérnsen 1ne, To v Les: r-eslliection there wuon't ecLinment

iRyt ten feet. : din't vencmber if trere vau any nuclear Toty-
rolated eau.rnen’ nearov I an concerned fcr t"e interrity of

nuclear nifetverecliicd m.ur-ont, if located .noarbv. and about
.the rotential fur locz of uman life anc fi re, snould tois line

JTunturcs I recomrend [.3C cenduet an cva:-mation of this hydroren
l:.r.c .u- nalie certain it 1an sufficient wall thiclineas to be “
satelr ezer tedo Meqr s kpl ¥, T CRELLATID 4 HATor Frre r Berr/

4~ > "1.,:'/" F SRVED TRt 5 Cr gL r%dr (rr. a/t/:f)}f/t&"m Viewys

I arqoeess= * 20 wel! g.i yoturns are not reguirec cn Jecntel KTE BRI
drawin r.  J*1s 1+ in vielation <f aLieD1.1, Section 6,fTara- e
nranns \.-.u. wor oFeVy und c.;,o.z. "“These conditions ex:st on dee “‘4
tails in} A& Siructural amlicationt. .. twc ra e Jechtel ower

Corrnranon tovle esroblishe.. that ccrtam ni~e sunonrts,must 'F:l{
conform to A.o=J1.1 requirerents. . AND cTHFEZ
Becttel Cons*¢ruction inrecification C5 - £207, Revision 7 fffz?/f

dated Acril 10, 1000, -ara ravhz 5.0 ard 3,7, contains visual
cxaminatien c:‘i‘.urin uned o7 Sechtel for —~ice gunpvorts aud y‘.ln
referescr tic AJiL ZUiV Code, JSection IIT, Sucsection MF. I AfA¥ AVE
told volr . 'Jell, investitative re-orter for the Los Angeles
Tiues, t‘.::')t.'c 7izvn) er:terin of C5 - Y207 are not in eccord-
ance wit. r. o above code vecuirements, rarticularlv in CS - 1207
TATATPENTLS .20 14% ( oroaity anfd gia~), veld cenvexity heisht
aecetavre ervitarin, S.%.1.. (onderfilled ~“ro-~ve weld eraters),
feVe1411 tire nzri e ree tance eriteria, cad 5,7.2 (allowing .
“roove elds wit)!  1let envs to Ye welded as fillet welds).

(fa:/" Trbe2) LM

~teciitel enerntecd[n ¢2 rva ¢ !/C.l on electric-l tray hanrers.

’ L
1 ouestic~ wi.etier ti.e weld:z = rade ¢~ electirical 'nm'ortq wrior ?./
Teothe L7 ressluiien wereffixod. C AL ATFELS 1 .:‘('M/!b—'my
eeite) i3 netge . lied with the rewoulrerants of a.u D1.1

‘9 ’HCdf .(‘."_.-.. weospy B3 :.15-10 o.\L:.(y and { 15.1. b —y ﬂ”p
vetarcia s f4174ir . o1 © er ‘redd eraters enltrecy herM‘m full |

OTRER
7%
Q g
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r . Continued ..zatement -2 T. Zarl KenNt.ceeccocncosccnccalre 3
r
cross nection c¢f t ¢ weld. T ) L
EN Y o Tk ael n Bcavgwy §4 L, <

['//4//4‘1(, (€) Zeentel - o qa“ senovedgare strilesyfrom bige metal Qﬂ’;a'i—:o O T
<¥E Orts c¢r structural steel ns required by AUS D1.9 rercgraph o el
q

g Wap NorBece 4

(1C) I observed instances uliere rvn nff dlutes mare-not used ag -
Tequired bV AvC WJ7.7 3aranranh 4,C of ~roove weld terminations.  'e-
I cannot rec.ll anv s=ccific locntions, but I do recall obe- : e .
Serving this conzitson on be:im and girder spliccl,H $LRPLI P
B g™ LEAGT ONE VENDOR-, K. 4%,
(11) I helieve t'at a s-acer rlate i- miesing on the upner inside - !
door hinse of the Unit ? corntainment versonnel hatch because - . & =
i observed u jap in t e weld jcint cf adbout 1/4 inch. - 4 ( '
Srourtht t2i13 *e t'e attent“en of By suporvisor“wno ﬁuc - bl'tVWA/
c.arca tiat telief. I believe that by orintinn this coandition - 4
to the attention of mv gunervissr I had prouverly nerformed my
4ty tc ldentiifv this cendition. I did not ecce:are the érave
LR requirements to the installed condition in nalkinp this .
cetermina:‘on =f a misrirs s-acer niate, B odemg = pf ¥ 3 JP oL
oy VO UCATGD TX PE THAT | T A% THE VENDOR'S PROBE A 7D CNEFeT ¢
(12) I believe tha* leshtel s Milsinterwreted tho reguirements of f#‘b 4
. t e .SHo Jection IX1 welgin:s stancurcu re-ardinrs socket weld : €77

‘ I

1 »

ensavemen* lonfth witiout iritiating a code case and obtaining MGt«L 7o £
avJorouridve coae reliei.;"he ASHE coce reguires a gap between INEEPIFrRy.
the pipe end and tne fittin: of“apcroximately 1/16 imeh". I. :
believe that the code ashoulc provide a more definjtive acceptance - K
,criteria than merely "avoproximately 1/16 irch', éV/[’IMr&}’MM
. Wi Ao ANE Dintins ON, A3 LONE A5 T PP 15 T 10 1t F TR,
S bl (13) Gechtel specification Wh=?, sheet 20, note 1, requires "shall N TR
‘ not exceed 1/3 inch..." regarding maximum groove weld reinforceaex ﬁ s
A'f’ﬁf/?#"""hcigh “lis requirement should read "shall mot exceed 1/8 inmch..." W
LA 15 AN '9 as required vy the ASHE Section III code on groove weld reinforcesent.

2

: The 1/3% irch heirht,ss imrlemented at San Onofre.
Tura Nty Eplht B, dise prroes fumit 6t 3
V/,a“/\’f (14) I believe that the caliber of individuals exnployed by Feabody ‘rnth"m
. - to perform nondestructive cxamination (/DI) on welds in nucloar A )
Service annlizations_wan not acceptable. This belief is based o ‘;
: @ gmw . A FiLE,
Pressmsam. e, «° the observatior of many)spellins errors, such a3 tle incorrect 4 WeEL '
b 7 74 Tirgamellinys ef tha words Vfillet" and "wold",[BT: NDZ reports prepared
RSPV ZTT Ly these individuals, Secause of those observed apelling (errira, 7 AND
¥ o I oueztion tne sbilities of these iDL merscznel to perforn the - oTken

L

N rcquircu.ex:minatirr_xs a5 required by their procedures, I believe
z - that estalliGhed "industrvj~tindards rerardins the anualification of
et - X i'LT personnel are not surficient to assure an adequate level of
. " personnel conability and knowledre in this very iaportent area
A liecw i, of incpection. e &ires £ xitrE 5
T a—

I have advised the ubove named 122 rersonnel of other concerns I have
( retardin~ inadeonacies that I “Zeeld-exist in Industry Codes and Standards
o (i.e. A¥S, ASIE, AIZC, etc.)e The HC representatives have told pe that

*hese areas are not wi:hinT'thc jurisdiction of the HPC and although I do E A
~ Sjente ¢ THISSE ALLEW JNADERUtT¥ Wgp,)

.
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Continued Statexent of L. Earl) Ke!‘.t........................-‘.”.Z-..Pl’ b

HAY BF
Lot necessarily agree with this, I do understand that this <& the emse..: :
The NRC represcntatives Lave also told me that I can Teport my Areas of ry

concern regarding Codes to the anplicable code cou:ittoo.MWgz W
IFETY £ LiFg )5 47 47TAKE T e THSY Te krde I/f/’,dtﬂnﬂ ,{i?{‘w""’
I further rave advised tre NR . Teoresentatives that have many ¢ & Moy s
rerarcing welding done on non-nuclear safety related systems and equipment,
I have been advised by tre NRC representatives that these areas are alse - 4¢°
not within the jurisdiction of the NRC. The NRC representatives have told 24/
me that I can revor: these concerns directly to the utility, SCE, or 44—54
whatever other local,state, or federal arency that has jurisdictiom,. iﬂlﬁﬂ
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Continued Statement of E. Earl Kent......................-.-..Plg‘ S5

I have reac the forepoing statement consisting of this mnd four other
tyvewritten sarese. . have made anc initialed any necessary corrections mud
nave sipgnec my name in ink in the marrin of each page. i swear that ths
forercinr, staterent is true and correct, Signhed on et

Signature:

Ee Larl Kent:

Subscribed ana sworn to before me this day of 0
1982 &t -

Investigator:

Cwen C. Shackleton Jr.

Yitneses:

Failip V. Joukoff
Investigator, OISFFO



