GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT
25 E Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 347-0460

February 12, 1988

Lando W, Zech, Jr.
Chairman

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

Re: South Texas Nuclear Profect worker allegations

Dear Chairman Zech:

We read with great interest a recent newspaper article in
which you were quoted as saying that "100 percent™ of allegations
related to nuclear plant equipment are investigated by the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The relevant scution of the
article reads as follows:

Adm. Lando W. Zech, Jr., chairman of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, stressed in an interview that
his agency's goal was public health and safety and that
when an allegation was made about plant equipment, "100
percent get investigated," often by X-raying piping or
testing equipment. But he said "people allegations,”
in which "somebody said something to somebody,"” were
harder to investigate.

See, New York Times, January 31, 1988, “"Nuclear Agency Said to
Lag in Seeking Out Crime," p. 8 (attached). We were astonished
to read your statement because it has not been the experience of
the Government Accountability Project (GAP) that "100 percent” of
equipment-related allegations are investigated. Certainly that
is not the case at the South Texas Nuclear Project (STNP).

As you know, the NRC has been provided with 600-700
allegations from current and former STNP workers. We have
estimated that more than 50 percent of those allegations are
safety-related. We recently reviewed the STNP allegations, and
we conservatively estimate that there are over 140 equipment-
related allegations. These allegations pertain to problems in a
variety of areas including:

54 880318
03280074 BEEE6498
BOR  ADOCK 0500D030

P



Lando W. Zech, Jr.
February 12, 1988
Page Two

component maintenance
coatings

polar crane

hanger supports
electrical cables
heating, ventilating and air conditioning systems
fasteners

equipment repair .
component accessibility
piping installation
welding
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In addition, the allegations focus on areas that may
significantly impact on various pieces of equipment or entire
systems. These allegations include:

engineering design problems

failure to inspect hardware

material compatibility problems

as-built hardware being out of compliance with design
drawings

harassment and intimidation of QA and QC personnel
FSAR viclations

ASME, ASTM, ANSI violations

failure to follow proper QA/QC procedures

lost material traceabil 'y

invalid N-5 Code Data Report

O 00O
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The NRC's Safety Significance Assessment Team (SSAT)
recently conducted 2 site tour of the STNP focusing on only 60
allegations. It is obvious that the team did not review all of
the alleged equipment-related problems. If the SSAT did not
investigate any further numerous equipment-related allegations
would not be resolved prior to licensing. Consequently, the
statement attributed to you regarding 100 percent investigation
would be false.
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Other issues pertaining to the NRC's investigation of the
STNP allegations are disturbing, For example, there is no basis
for the NRC's assessment that the allegations are not of
immediate safety significance. This determination was set forth
by Mr. T. A. Rehm in his January 12, 1988 letter to Eillje .
Garde, Esq. A subseguent confidential review of a sample of
these allegers' files by an jindependent organization (Quality
Technology Compsny - QTC) resulted in a radically different
assessment. The QTC review concluded that the allegers' files
suggested that "potentially significant safety problems exist" at
the STNP. QTC also maintains that the numerous harassment,
intimidation and wrongdoing allejations were troubling because
"it is not possible for safety requirements to be met
consistently in this type of management environment." This
analysis reinforces our belief that the NRC has no intention of
comprehensively investigating the STNP allegations.

As another example, it is disturbing how the NRC interacted
with Houston Light and Power (HL&P) regarding the STNP
allegations. A memorandum (attached) posted by HLsP at the STNP
site claims that "no safety concerns requiring additional
attention were noted by the inspectors [SSAT)." The memorandum
was posted immediately after the SSAT left the STNP site. The
memorandum implies that since the SSAT did not inform HL4P of any
serious safety concerns the plant has been given a clean bill of
health.

What was HL&P told about the SSAT's assessment of the 60
allegations under review during the site visit? How could HL&P
cbtair an assessment prior to the preparation of a report by the
SSAT? Why was the public told to wait for a report when an
assessment was already made? These questions need to be answered
in light of the following facts:

) Mr. John Corder was denied access to Unit I while
attempting to point out safety-related problems to the
SSAT.
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) Some accounts of the SSAT's site visit have indicated
that the team was confined to Unit II.

° GAP was informed that a draft report of the SSAT's
teview was prepared (before they returned from the
STNP) by NRC staff who weia not part of the team.

One obvicus implication is that HL4P has played a role in
limiting the investigation of the STNP allegations. More
disturbing, howevar, is the additional implication that NRC

management is nct willing to take any action that may negat.vely
impact the licensing of the STNP.

Finally, we are very concerned to hear that the NRC is not
issuing a preliminary publ.s report on the SSAT's initial
analysis of the STNP allegations, but instead has undertaken to
write a NUREG. We assume this NUREG will follow the format of
similar documents prepared at the conclusion of major allegation
investigations at Waterford and Comanche Peak. Frankly, we are
shocked at the prospect of the SSAT allegation investig~tion

effort of four days of on-site investigating serving as the basis

for a NUREG document.

Given the actions of NRC management in inandling the STNP
allegations, we have no choice but to request an explanation
regarding whether or not the NRC intends to initiate further
investigation., If the NRC believes that there is no safety
significance or substantive merit to the STNP allegations, then

we must advise our clients that they must seek other avenues of
relief.

Until the NRC thoroughly investigates each allegation,
serious doubts about the safety of the STNP will continue to
plague the public and those who have worked at the plant. We
hope that you will make every effort to ensure that an honest
investigation is conducted, and a public report is issued prior
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to licensing. The public and the workers who have risked theijr
careers and livelinoods deserve no less.

Sincerely,

Edd :/"&A&e( (bfd(\

Billie P. Garde
‘ Director, GAP Midwest

Richard E. Cond
Staff Attorney

RC:079AA15

¢c: T. A. Rehm, NRC
J. Calvo, NRC
W. Briggs, NRC
B. Garde, GAP
L. Clark, GAP
P. Goldman, Public Citizen Litigation Group
T. Mack, Jones, Mack, Delaney & Young
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Houston Lighting & Power Company

THE TEAM OF NRC INSPECTORS REVIEWING GAP ALLEGATIONS
COMPLETED THEIR WORK EARLY FRIDAY MORNING, JANUARY 22,
ALTHOUGH THE FINAL REPORT WILL NOT BE AVAILABLE UNTIL SOME-
TIME IN FEBRUARY AND NO PRELIMINARY REPORT WAS ISSUED, WE
ARE EXTREMELY PLEASED THAT THE ALLEGATIONS HAVE FINALLY BEEN
REVIEWED AND THAT NO SAFETY CONCERNS REQUIRING ADDITIONAL
ATTENTION WERE NOTLD BY THE INSPECTORS.

WE HAD BEEN INFORMED BY THE TEAM WHEN THEY ARRIVED
THAT IF, DURING THEIR REVIEW, ANY CONCERN WAS DETERMINED
SERIOUS ENOUGH TO REQUIRE FURTHER ATTENTION ON OUR PART,

WE WOULD BE TOLD IMMEDIATELY. WE RECEIVED NO SUCH NOTICE
AND ARE SATISFIED THAT OUR CONFIDENCE IN THE SAFE CONSTRUCT=
ION OF THE PLANT HAS ONCE AGAIN BEEN CONFIRMED.,
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e UNITED STATES M‘”‘?d 0’."7"

Pove®

OFFICE OF THE
SECRETARY

B o ‘1. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION .
M;} WASKINGTON, D.C 70868 Hour. E2 09
“, Y MNB D
Januwary 28, 198g
MEMORANDUM FOR: Yictor Ste'lo, Jr,
Executive Director for tions
FROM: .. Samuel J. Chilk, Secre b
SUBJECY PETITION OF THE GOVERNPENT CFOUNTMIL"Y

PROJECY: REQUESTING A YYIN'THE COMMISSION

L
FULL/POWER VOTE NN SOUTH TEXAS

On January 26, 1988, my office received the attached petition of the Aovernment
Accountability Project (GAPY, The petition requests that the Commission delay
voting on full power operation for the South Texas Muclear Project unti)
such time as investigations recormended by GAP {n the petition have been

completed.

This s being forwarded to vou for appropriate action under 10 CFR 2,206.
Please provide the Commission on a timely basis with a recommendation as
to the reguest to delay the Commission meeting which 1s now schedyled for

February 22, 1988,

Attachment:
As Stated

Copies:

Chairman Zech
Commissioner Roberts
Commissfoner Rernthal
Coomissioner Carr
Commissioner Rogers
Eeneral Counse!)

EDO === Q03447
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA g1 ALK
BEFORE THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
L w26 pyog
p— — "L.‘; we 5‘ “k .'g. .
Kt ine /:,,'. "
In the matter of L aN " :

South Texas Nuclear Project

Units One and Two

Petition pursuant to
10 ¢.P.R. §2.206

B Nl ' " " —

PETITION OF THE GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Prepared by:

Govazenment Accountability Project
25 E Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.,C. 20001
202-347~0460

Dated: January 26, 1988
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T.  INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R, §§2.202, 2.206, the Government
Accountability Project (GAP) requests that the Wuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC or Commission) delay voting on a full power
operating license for the South Texas Nuclear Project (8TNY)
until the following are completed:

1. A complete investigation of all allegations regarding

the STNP.

2. Release to the public of an investigative/inspection

“eport dispositioning each allegation. .

GAP is making this request in order to prevent a potential
health and safety problem from occurring as a result of the NRC's
failure to fully or properly investigate the 600 to 700 '
allegations provided by current and former STNP workers and
persons affiliated with the nuclear industry.

We had hoped that by cooperating with the NRC the STNP
allegers would have their allegations thoroughly investigated,
Unfortunately, it is clear to us now that no such investigation
was intended by the agency. In fact, it came to our attention
very recently that the NRC had prepared a draft of the findings
of the Safety Significance Assessment Team (SSAT or Team) even
before the team returned from {ts inspection trip to the STNP.
This demonstrates very vividly tnat NRC has little interest in
facts, and that the investigation was probably doomed from the

start.
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I1. BACKGRCUND/PACTS  Slies!

Just over one year ago GAP brought to the Uléki;lttontton'
that numerous safety allegations wvere being raised about the
STNP. 1In a January 20, 1987 letter to Viector Stello and Texas
Attorney General Jamees Mattox, GAP announced its preliminary
investigation of the allegations and tequested an independant
(non-Reglion IV) review., [(Exhibit A), Responding for the NRC
over the next few months, lf. S$tello refused to consider the idea
©f an independent review of the allegations, and eventually
subpoenaed GAP for all information pertaining to the STNP.
(Exhibit B). GAP refused to turn over any information, believing
the subpoena to be illegal. Subsequently, the NRC brought an
action in federal court to enforce the subpoena. . Enforcement was
denied, causing the NRC and GAP to develop a cooperative
arrangement that would permit review of the allegations by an
independent NRC team, while protecting the confidentiality of the
allegers.

This arrangement was worked out following a November 19,
1987 meeting with NRC technical personnel. The substance of the
Agreement is reflected in two pleces of correspondence, :
(Exhibits C and D).

During the NRC team's review, {t became clear that time and
scheduling constraints were being placed on the review. GAP
advised the NRC that such constraints were prohibited under 10
C.F.R. §50, Appandix B, Criterion I. (Exhibit D). Nonetheless,
the NRC team quickly reviewed most of the allegers' files without

substantively reviewing the available supporting documentation,
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During the first week of Januacy 1988, the NRC team
completed its in.tisl review, Without interviewing iﬁy of the
allegers, the tean concluded that the allegations were “not of
imnediate rafety significance.” (Exhibit E). This conclusion ls
outrageous on it face because GAP staff advised the team that
"our working filus were not prepared for the purpose of NRC
review. Nor can these files take the place of a technical
interview with the alloqor: Consequently, our files should only .

be used to complement a more thorough WRC technical interview,

and must not be used to make a definitive technical assessament of

any allegation.” (Exhibit D, eamphasis :added),

Despite the ill-perceived lack of salely significance, the
NRC team chose 10 primary and 50 secondary sllegations to review .
further, (Exhibits E and F). Arrangements were made for
anonymous on-the-record phane interviews to be conducted with
some of the allegers having knowledge about the 60 selected
allegations. During one interview the NRC team agreed to take
the alleger (John Corder) an & site tour 80 he could show the NRC
specifically where the problem areas were located.l/  However,
upon reaching the STNP site he was permitted to show the NRC only
one of the ten allegations of his that the NRC team had
selected.2/ That single allegation involved Unit Two. The

1. Mr. Corder no longer wishes to remain confidential.

All together, Mr. Corder has brought more than 100
allegations to the NRC's attention through GAP.
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other nire sllegations involved Unit One, which is nhe unit the «

NRC ia a t to license. Mr. Corder was apparently denied access

to Unit for "gecurity reasons." (Exhibit G).
o : team conducted its review of 60 of the STIP
alley during the week of January 18, 1988. Essentially,

the tec. # given four days to complete the task and report back
to NRC ma. jement and the Commissionars. Current press reports
indicate t at no significanmt safety problems were found. This
conclusicr is not surprising, considering the NRC team made the

same dete: ination prior to its on-site inspection, Obviously,

the resul! was pre-determined.

TII. LEGCA. ANALYSIS

A. .ne NRC's first obliiation is to protect public health
nd safety,

The N«C has a mandatory duty to exerclase its authority when
hecessary. The foremost priority for the NRC is to determine .
that there will be adequate protection of the health and safety
©f the public. The issue of safety must be resolved before the |

Commission issues a construction permit., Porier City Ch. of

Izaak Walton League v. Atomic Energy Commission, S15 P.2d4 513,
524 (7th Cir. 1975).

"(PJuvlic safety (s the first, last, and permanent
consideration in any decision on the issuance of a construction

permit or a license to cperate a nuclear facility." Ppower
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Reactor Development Corp. v. International Union of Electrical

Radio and Machine Workers, 367 U.5. 396, 402 (1961).. See, also,
Petition for Emergency and Remedial Action, 7 NRC 106. 404
(1978). .

The NRC has broad authority to revoke, suspend, or modify
the construction permit of an NRC licensee. 42 U.S.C. $22136

states that:
Any license may be revoked for any material
false statement in the application or any .
statement of fact required under section 2232 of
this title, or because of conditions revealed by
such application or statement of fact or any !
report, tecord, or dinspection.or other means which
would warrant the Coomission to refuse to giant a
license on an original application, 'or for failure
to construct or operate a facility in accordance
with the terms of the construction permit or
license of the technical lptCitlcationo on the
application, or for violation of, or fialure to
observe any of the terms and provisions of this
chapter or of any regulation of the Commission.

See, also, 42 U.S.C. §§2133, Q134.

The same criteria for the revocation, suspension, or modifi~
cation of a construction permit exist under NRC regulations,
See, 10 C.P.R. 50.100 (1987).

The NRC has a variety of powers it can exercise to protect
the public's health and safety. The NRC has recognized its
statutory authority to: (1) (ssue orders to promote or to protect
health or minimize danger to life or property: (2) impose civil
penalties for the violation of certain licensing provisions,
rules, and orders, and for vicolations for which licenses can be
rovoked; (3) seek injunctive or other equietable reljef for
viclation of regulatory requirements: and (4) seek criminal .

penalties, See, 10 C.F.R. Part 2, Appendix C, II (1987). 1In
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addition, pursuant to regulations the NRC can “institute a

proceeding...to modify, suspend, or revoke a license., or for such
other action as may be propar.* 10 C.F.R. $2.206 (1987).

The NRC's limited review of the STNP allegations
jecpacrdizes public health and safety.

At the outset it is critical to note that GAP and the

allegers attempted to have the NRC review the allegations more

than one year ago. Thecefore, any concern by the NRC as to the

i

timeliness of the allegations and interference with licensing

schedules is meritless.

Even a cursory review of the somevhat limited allegers'

files should cause any investigator to .be concerned about the

status of the STNP. The (nformatlon that several allegers have

brought to the attention of GAP, and now the KRC, points to a

major quality assurance breakdown at STNP. For example, there is

now information i{n the possession of the NRC which suggests that .

STNP is experiencing the following problems:

1.
2.
3.

S.
6.

Lost material traceability

High rate of errors on permanent plant records
Fallure to report and (documents, and/or fallure to
report and document in a timely manner, all non-
conforming conditions

As-built conditions do not comply with blue-line
drawings or other applicable documentation :
Falsification of records

Ccde, FSAR, specifications, and procedural violations
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s Lack of freedom to report non-conformances and not be
subject to reprisals ; ‘éi
8. Invali! N-5 Code Data Reports and Code Data Plates
9. Willf.. :uver-up of serious design, hardware, and.
documentation discrepancies or inadequacies
10. Material false statement (management knew, or should
o have knowsn, of non-conformances).

Other areas of concern include engineering design ,(numerous .

~as-bullt interferences in some systems are causing components Lo

be inaccessible, or are causilng specific items to be subject to
damage); hardware (welding deficlencies); procﬁnoncnt (it is
likely that counterfeit fasteners, and/or fasteners that do not
meet ASME/ASTM specifications have been used); and intimidation
and harassment (many employees acknowledge that they are not able
to identify safety problems or acts of wrongdoing without being
subjected to retallation),

it is impossible for the NRC to disposition the potentially.
significant generic concerns reflected in the allegations in a
four-day site inspection. Obviously, the NRC could not
legitimately expect ‘to thoroughly laddress even the 60 selected
allegations which were the focus af the team's review.

Furthermore, one incldent that occurred during the team's
site visit clearly demonstrates elther (1) that the NRC team's
hands were hopelessly tied, preventing them from conducting a
thorough review of the allegations, or (2) that the team never
had any intentlon of conducting a thorough investigation. The

incident involved an on-site inspection with one of the allegers,
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John Corder. Mr. Corder contended that he could more effectively
show the NRC toam where tha problems veté at ‘TNP,-(cher‘than‘
explain to thea in an interview. It was agreed that he could
accompany mombers of the team on a half-day .review . of the.
problems at the STNF sice. He was limited to the ten allegations
of his that the NRC had picked to review, When he got to the
site with the NRC team, he wvas permitted to ghow them only one of
the ten allegations. 0Oddly enough, that one allegation had .
nothing to do with Unit One. Of coursa, Unit One is the unit
that the NRC plaql tO permit to cperate in the near future., Why .
would the NRC team not allow Mr., Corder to identify his concerns
in that unit? Mr! Corder was told that 1t would be *"too
difficult®™ to get him into DUnit One.: It was also implied that .he
could not gain access to Unlt One for security reasons.

The NRC's fajllure to provide Mr: Corder with access to Unit
One is oneiclear example of the team's ineffectual handling of
the STNP allegations., Wno decides which personnel can have
access to a nuclear facility? 1If the licensee played any role in
denying Mr, Corder access to Unit One, then something le
seriously wrong with the nuclear regulation process. 1s the
public to believe that NRC bfficlals cannot gain access.to a
nuclear facility in order to i{nspect safety concerns?

An additional problem with the NRC team's review is that it
was constantly subjected toc overwhelming scheduling pressures.
Buch pressures are not permitted to be a factor when matters
affecting safety are at issue. NRC regulations (10 C.F.R. 50,

Appendix B, Criterion 1) state {n pertinent part:
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The persons and organizations performing quality
isurance functions shall have sufficient .
ithor!ty and erganizational freedom to i1dentify
Wwlity problemsy to intiate, recomersnd, or
‘ovide solutions; and to verify implementation of
rlutions. Such persons and organizations
irforming quality assurance functions shall
'poOTt to a management level such that this
quired authority and crganisational freedom,
wcluding sufficient independence from cost and .
‘hedule when opposed to safety considerations,

1'e provided.

The NFC teanm's review of the sllegations asounts to a
quality assurance verification of the STNP. Particularly Unit
One. A pr.per analysis of the allegations, thorough interviaws
with allegerrs, and a comprehensive inspection of the site could
not be accumplished in the time tha tear waw 2llotted. Even the .
team's reduction of the nunber of allegations to investigate from
over 600 to 60 was not sufficient to allow a thorough inspection .
to be compieted in four days. The obvious scheduling constraints
placed upon the team seriously haspered its ability to properlv
investigate the STNP allegations. Because of these problems the
team's {nvestigation does not comply with NRC regulations.

Finally, no lssues of wrongdoing have been investigated by
the NRC,' The NRC technical team war unable to address STNP .
allegations involving wrongdoing. , These allegations were
supposed to be addressed by the NRC's Office of Inspections (OI).
To date, no arrangements have been made :0 accommodate an OI
review of wrongdoing allegations., Information on wrongdoing will
provide the Commission with significant i{nsight into the
corporate competence and character of the licensee. Such
information must be fully evaluated before the Commisslon reaches

a final decision on licensing.




IV. CONCLYSION |

For all the foregoilng reasons, the Commission .should delay
the vote on lliceusing the STNP until o thorough investigation of .
all allegations is completed and a public report is issued.

g Respectfully gubmitted,

¥ Billie P. Garde |

| Rebad € Gedt—

Richard BE. Condit

Covernment Accountability Project
25 E Street; N.W., Suite 1700
Washington, D.C, 20001
202-347-0460

Dated: January 26, 1983
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTADILITY PROJECT
1555 Cornecncur Avenue NW Suine 202
Washingron, D.C. 20036 . ‘202 2328350
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January 20, 1987 be
Victor Ste.lo, Execut.ve D .recsar .

V. 8. Nuclear Regquilator; CSimm.ssi21

washington, 2.C. 209%% '

James Mattox | ' - . W
"Attorney General forc w"e s a%e 3' Texas

Suprenme Court Building

l4th & Colorado

Austin, Texas 78711 ‘

Re:  South Texas Nuclear ?:z-ect

Dear Messrs. Stello and vatziox: .

This letter is to .~f2rmiyour FASPRCLive agencies that mhe |

Governmzent Accountabil.ty Pro‘ec: (CAP) has formally begun

g:.ll-xnary iNVestiqat.an .71 worker allegations at the South
K48 nuclear projecs. :

Since 51980, CA? a3 p.ayed a s.gnificant vole in advocating

.On benalf of whistledlzuery and concerned cit.zens ‘on issues

\involyxpg safety re.atel pros.ems a4t various “.clear povar
facilities. Our apprcach =2 RLC.0Ar pOVEr “ai %een steadfascly
Che same: CO eNSUTE T A% 1Me Jovers=en: en’:: es the nuclear

safety lave and regulac.z s. A3 a resuit 3¢ AP's ellacts (alone
©f in concert ‘Wwith Ot er S7QaN.24%.i0n8) * ex2o8@¢ safety~ctelated

problems, the constryct.in and./ o7 peras.sm = severa. AuC.oAac .
pover facilities =+« prev.susly 2%0uQ™: %> 2@ f.z 9 operate ==
vere cancelled or postpcned (for furi=er review: TNe cancelled.

facilities include tre 98 percent czm2.e'e4 2. = e’ mJ4clear powet

were postponed Ior furiMer rev.ew i C..ie "¢ Ji"a~c e Pedx, .
Ihree Mile [siand, Die3i: Canyon, 4%4 eaterf:s: fa2...%.e8.

piant and the 8% percent campleted ¥,.:.4°2 5.4%%. Tezse which.

CAP currently @.%"@f 7@pr@sS@""3 27 .. +2%¢."3 «.2%

approximately 116 curren: and/or fsreer e~p.cyees ! ire South

Texas project. The al.eqat:o"s Zr2m 1%@ «3r«dr3 rirge from grand

theft of nuclear qrace steel 22 e~G."R@r."3 I%:@C°8 .~ sevara. .
major safety components. The dl.e3at.278 CIrCerM the failure of
Heuston Light & Pover "2 juArantee $.2¢S7%r743tir compl.ance with
industry and federa. salety requicerents. . c..3.~q But ."ot
limited to: defects .7 = e i("strumentat.sn a7d csncrol divesian:
defects and lack of gompliance witn federal regulations in the
heating, ventilating, 4~d a.r c2nditic",.*3 syssem: .a=x of
compliance with qual.ty standards 10 "¢ dctea of 30,9
compaction; failure to ci-p.ete requ.red CA or QC documentatian:
falsification of required (A 3r QC Zocurantat:on: and harassment
and intimidation of gersinrel <m0 atte*d® %3 adhere to fedecal
safety standards.
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Addicionally, and =¢
there are allegations ~%a:
the .ubeontracteta at ST?

#rn
p I
ot .

spec.fic concers +5 sng $t4te of Texay,
=7C.iC0 CO..20r8%e gctiang 37 sime o4
"0 lvercrdarge H4z_.gtz2n “iQNt b Pouwer fo¢

§00ds and services by ‘chatqing SELY trmeir sun dnaccepiable work |
£0 Brown & RO0t: Inc., Trere ;% 4.30 ., *fsreqgti9n whicH fuggess

TRAL subcontractars Pave frave. oAt
WOt worked, and for port.ing 21f -ee
completed as Claimed.

GAP is currently €z 2.3% .~y

washingten, D.C. off:ce a~c

Once
issue a formal public repors.,

concerns to the Region .7 cil.cocof

been (and recently released liaterral
«8 @.tNer unan,
its regulatory require~erss s dutlined

Lhe Arlington office
procedures.

o/ Smatzed ST

for mannoyces

Prllect «hien were not

\ ttervievs “ith 'Both Current an
former workers who AI@ CITcernes avous i

CAP invesciqgators are ASleDr.~g calls ?rza worKers at
Fef Vidues: 2% .co:

“Tte Soyuth Texas Prozece,

Our |

our prelim.nary «tvestigation g ccmplete, we plan.to

«nfgriunately, in tee interie, «e
cannot advise our clienss =r LR08e we

WOrk with to provide the.s
INe NRC. ' Our sxperimnce Ay
4387Cy rapores contirm) chae.
® Oor Jnwilling to comply with
‘AN governing d4gency

Thus, unless the “RC . g Wiili*g %3 Prov.de independent
inspectors to process -~e €..0G0%.278 'Pursyas o internal wae

requlations, GAP wi.!

State Attocney Cenera!l ::f.ce,
congressional comaitiees, 4rd 3¢ 23
bodies which have an imteres:
plant (s designed, Censtr.cied, ard.
Protects tne public.

Please .
ilnvestigatiz
202-232-8550.

"ecCt any

s

ce: Chairman Lando ZecH

BG/RC:C10

N oersyring teun

s"Quit.es ads.
10 Richded Congdit, S afs 4-+:
Cr Bill.e CTatde, ZA? v,

Pfsvicde 2%e a..094¢.2"; diceccly to tre
dnd/ee

2 INe sppropriate
SIFRr tez..atory ot municipal |
e South Texas

f.ra%ce? 1% a manner that

4P 324" Terasi
: CtVest 80T,
cedSt 1. le, sav*T2)=381,
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| nited Btates of America

é NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
—-W '

i I'J", -
tq

5 In the matier of  Houston Lighting and Power
Company

E . > DOCKET NO. g 408 -
§ $0-499

T0 F's. 81111¢ Pirrer Sarde
’ Tt Government ACCOuntadility eemdme | e -
Project
1235 Connecticut Avenye, Ni. %,
Suite 202
washington, D.C. 202)¢

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to appear at Room €507, Nucledr Regulatory
g.cni:sian. 7723.9\0 Goo’r ¢ Lown ao:d..lot‘ho"sda. Baryland on the 26

y of May at _9:00 ' o'cloc M. to continue a3 neceisa
for the purpose of testTTying before NRT personne) concernt a"qztm
of current and/or former ecgloyees of the South Texas Projec concerning .
the safety of the South Texas Project, as described 1n your letter of
January 2J, 1367 to Messrs. Victor Stello and James Mattox, and any other
dllegations vhich you have received corcerning the safety of the South
Texas Project, and to provide any records or other cocurwnts in yoyr
possession or under your custody or control concerning sich allegations. .

! fon

-~

T e o ——
On wotfon made promptly, and fn any event 4t or before the time specified 1n the subpoend
for compliance by the parson to whom the subposna 15 directed, and on notice to the party
at whose Instance the subpomna was Sssued, the Comission ray (1) quash or mdify the
subpogna 11 1t 13 unreasonadle or requires evidence not relavant to any matter In hsno
ar (2) conditipn denfal of the motion on Just and reasonable terms, Such motfon shov
be directed to the Secretary of the Commission, Washinpton, D.C. 20558,

—
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Capnt

ST

Ms, Billfe * Garde
. Bovernment ntability Project
Midwest O
424 rar .
s (pleton, o sin 54911

rrar P8, Gar.c
fi's will conf -m the results of our meeting of Thursday, November 19, 1987, at

v ch we discusied certain allegations GAP has developed concerning the
- uch Texas nuc lear power planti

L

v weeting bec:n by your tabling & series of talking points concerning your
v of the ob ectives of the meeting, as well 45 & swmary of how GAP handles
~ yatfuns recefved, We found the dis¢ussion useful, byt neither agreed nor
Ji . i.reed to tr: points you raised. You retatned all copies of the briefing

i vty You they proceeded to table » tabulation of atlegations in summary |

¢ . t (a1l coj ies of which you retained) which we reviewed on the spot.

ise - anclusion «as that fnsufficient data was available fn the surmaries to
- . for a de)1berate and reasonad evaluation of the allegations. In further
*..i510n you agreed to make your files on these allegations available to wus.
+.ouent to the meeting staff has made a:preliminary visit to GAP Headquarters
. .de arrancements to begin detailed review of the process on November 30,

: > will accord confidential treatment to the {dentity of any al\e?crs
4 .1 names may surface during this review, Following our review, we will
:- 2 you of the allegations which we feel are appropriate to review further.

‘

. 'lreed to provide us date on which such follow up cen proceed, subject, in
nee L3ses, to your contacting allegers to assure that they will agree to be
‘v ..2d by the NRC:

/

9 indfcated that one set of allegations was in process in Wisconsin, We
chat you will simply provide us that fnformation during the time wa are
g the other files 8t EAP Headquarters. Separately, ! also understand

© .ed some allegations on wrongdoing directly to the Office of
«t ¢ Jatfons which: {s dealing directly with you on those matters,

I VTIPSR IR T LTI
r
4
.
|

EN .ir.;.if' ’,

-

)

ting was quite setisfactory from our point of view., We appreciate your
'ce and cooperation and that of the allegers you represint., ¥i{th your
id cooperation we should be able to give a proper review of the

ons GAP has scquired. Needless to say, obtaining any information which
have un alleged defecis in the South Texas nuclear pewer plant will

s in assuring that the public health and safety 1s protected at that

Sincerely. ;/’ft"
/ /Q/L

¥ < .
T. A, Rehm;-AsstStant for Operaticn,
Office of the Executive
Director for Operations

»
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

28 E Street, N.W., Sulte 700 -
Washington, D.C. 20001

b -

December 4, 1987
HAND-DEL IVERED

!

" {202) 347.0480

Jose Calvo

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

7920 Norfolk Avenue .
Phillips Building . 4 b ol
Sethesda, Maryland

Dear Jose:

We are writing to discuss the status of the reviev of the
South Texas Nuclear Project (STNP) worker allegations. This
review follows our preliminary meeting of November 19th., 1In that

N meeting it was agreed that a team of non-Region IV WRC personnel ..
would be permitted access o the STNP allegars' files under .
certain conditions and with the allegers' parmisaion. These
conditions included that the identity of any alleger would be
kept confidential and that no one at the STNP site will be
contacted about the information revealed during the review. In .
addition, it was agreed that the allegers’' information would only
be revealed tc NRC personnel not participating in the review on a
need-to-know basis. The development of this working protocol was
necessary to permit NRC review while protecting our interests and
the interests of the allegers.

T

We appreciate the diligence and courtesy that the -
Washington-based NRC persconnel have exhibited In working at our
office. We have tried to work closely with them to allow the
review to procead ao efficiently as possible.

However, over the last couple of days it has become clear to
us, through the actions and comments of Paul O'Conner, that there
may be problems with the review of the allegations. We
understand that Mr., O'Conner's background is in project
management, not QA/QC and technical review. We believe that his .
background may be a limitation on the review process. 1In our
opinion, hie approach to the allegations may be hampering a
thorough and independent technical review.

TR T

Yesterday, we were particularly disturbed by Mr, O'Conner's
commente to other NRC persconnel that a dJdeadline {(of December
12th) would control the review instead of the substance
determining the amount of effort required. Such deadlines may
violate 10 CFR S0, Appendix 8, Criterion I. We are aware of
STNP's licensing achedule, but we must strongly obiect to this
review being controlled by any licensing timetables,




New s

|
F
1.

R e ——

Jose Calvo
December 4, 1987
Page Two

-

{ As we have already discussed, it is essential .that the |
allegers' files receive a detailed QA analysis. PEach file sust
be cread through in order to get an overall view of the pPossible
QA/QC breakdown at STNP. |

Our other concern with Mr, O'Conner's approach is that he .
Seens to take a very narcow view of the allegations. On several .
occasions he has appeared to minimize the significance of some .
allegations before the reviever .could analyze it in its enticety.
This approach may prevent the reviewer Lfrom making an
independent assessment of an allegation based on his technical
expertise.  This concerns us because .the initial review of the .
allegations will determine the universe of information from which
the NRC can investigate. ' Therefore, it is important that ao
allegation:is dismissed too quickly. !

In reviewing a file, if the alleger's intent is scmewvhat
ambiguous, ‘then the dnterview tapes should be reviewed or the |
alleger should be questioned {f possible. As we explained {n the
November 19th meeting, our working files were not prepared for
the purpose of NRC review. Nor can these files take the place of
4 technical interview with the alleger. Consequently, our files
should only be used to complement a more thorough NRC. technical
interview, and must not be used to make a definitive technical .
assessment of any allegation.:

Another {ssue that troubles us is that little, if any,
attention is being given to the documentation that supports some .
Of the allegations. This is ironic because the supporting
information was the subject of the NRC's subpoena. Frankly, it
has always been our concern that the NRC was not interested in .
these documents but only wanted to review our summaries, w-ich .
may not be technically complete. We realisze that it is much
easier to dismiss an allegation if there are no supporting
documents. We hope that you and the other members of the raview
team will begin to take full advantage of any supporting
documentation that accompanies an alleger's file.

Finally, in the last two days we have finished preparation
of approximately 50 allegations that were in files that we were
unable to prepare previously. We advised you that some files had
not been completed at the November 19th meeting, No one from NRC
Objected when we indicated that there would be a delay in
producing these allegations. Yesterday, upon our mentioning that
the additional allegations were prepared, Mr. O'Conner stated
that it may not be possible to review these allegations because
some members of the technical review team have already completed
their review and could not return,
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Jose Calvo.
December 4, 1987 £
Page Three i

As you know, this effort has consumed many hours and other
resources -- which are extremely limited, It would be unfair to
everyone involved to coepromise the integrity of the review
effort simply because of 50 additicnal allegations. There must

be appropriate NRC staff members who could propecly review these
allegations.

We hope that you will take these comments in the
constructive spirit in which they are offaored. We trust that
will take all necessary steps to protect the hard work that has
been done by everyone to date. Our recommendation is that you .
institute a conference call with us to help work out our
concerns, and rectify the problems which have developed from.
today's Houston Chronicle article.

Yours truly, ,
Bulie £ Hande (biec)
Billie P. Gurde |

Relal € gt

Richerd E. Condit
Edna F, Ottney

079EED]

cc: Tom Rehm
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commigsion
Maryland National Bank Building
7735 0ld Georgetown Road
Bethesda, Maryland
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B - NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
. } WASHINGTON) ©. €. 20888
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Ms., Billie P. Garde

Governw.nt Accountability Project
3424 ¥, Marcos Lane

Apple.on, Wisconsin 54911

Dear Ms. Garde: .

As you are aware, the NRC team has completed 1ts initial review of the Govermment
Acccunuwﬂ{'?rojnct's (GAP) files pertatoing to allegations of safety
probiems at the South Texds Projert. As agreed, the KRC tesm reviewed GAP's
records at GAP's lleadquartears in Mashington, o.é Thete records consistad of
audio tapes of the iInterviews with the allegers (mccmd individuals),
hand-written text extrapolated from the tapes accomparied with supporting
{nformation, and allegation data sheets that contained the alphs-numeric
identification and brief description of each allegation., As agreed, all the
records examined by the NRC remained at GAP's Headquarters. During this inftfal
review, the NRC team focused on the technical contant and specific of the
allegations and there wis no need to fnvolve the concarned {ndfviduals at this
time. The NRC team wrote brief descriptions of each allegation reviewed which
sre presently being treated as confidential,

At we discussed on Dacember 30, 1987, the WMRC team has zalectsd 10 :mury
allegations for invastigation at the South Texas Project site. Each primary
allegation s accorpanied by secondary allegations that convey similar concerns
as the primary one. A 14sting of these selected ailegations was provided to
Mr. Richard E. Condit of GAP.

" The WRC tesm has determined that the data reviewed Indicates that the

allegations are general 1n nature and not of fmmedfate safety significance.
Nevertheless, we would 1ike to pursue the 10 salected allegatfons further, In
ordar to do this, 1t 1s frportant to make arrangemants with the concerned
individuals involved 50 that the NRC team can contact them and deterwine {f
they can (dentify locations or components which concern them. This Tetter (g
to confirm NRC's previous verbal arrangements with GAP to arrange contacts
with nl!or . We will start the onsfte fnspections at the South Texas
Project Site during the week of January 18, 1988 and desire to make contact
with your clients as soon as possible.

The NRC team wil) protect the identity of those concerned individuals requesting
it and will draw-up confidentiality agreements with the concerned individuals,
1f reouired. In addition, the NRC team inspection plen will consider combining
other related or unrelated concerns with the selected GAP allegations to ensure
that the substance of the selected allegations does not revea)l the fdentity of
the concerned individuals requesting confidentiality,

Mr. Richard E. Condft of GAP and Ms. Edna Ottney (GAP's consuyltant) have
been very cooperative and, on behalf of the NRC team, we would like to express

our appreciation for their excellenrt support.

oot
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Ms., Billie P, Garde -2

With regard to the notice of sppeal from the U.S, Dfstrict Court's refusal to
enforce the original NRC subpcena for certain safety information and identities

of concerned individuals related to the
memorandum from the MRC Solicitor to me
such an action,

Should you have any questicns regarding
{301) 492-7781.

Enclosure:

As stated

DISTRIBUTION -

Central File PD4 Reading

D. Crutchfield, NRR W, Briggs, 0GC '
¥. Stello, EDO | W. Parler, OGC '
F. Miraglia, MRR K. Smith, 0GC
R.-Condit, GAP EDQ r/f

*SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCE

South Texas Project, see the attached
which provides the reasons for taking

these matters, please contact me at

Sincerely,

(Signed) T.A Rebhn |

Thohas: A, Rehm, Assistant for Operations
Office of the Executive Director for Operations

J. Calvo, NRR
T. Rehm, EDO
T. Murley, NRR
R, Brady, NRR

PD4/D 0GC/S 0EDO/AC
JCalve* 77 WBriggs TRehm!

01/11/88 01/ /e8 01/17788

hab
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L
.r"y. %‘\ UNITED STATES .
fF W& ; NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ER A WASHINGTON, D, C. 20888 |
gg 4‘} ; January 4, 1988
l'..l

NEMORANDUM FDR: Thomas A, Fehm, Assistant for Operations
Office of the Executive Director for Pperatiang

Thomas E, Murley, Directer
Office of Nuclear Pesctor Regulation

FrankiJ, Miraglty, Associate Director |
for Projects .
Office of Muclear Reactor Pegulation

Dennis M, Crutchfield, Director |

Divisioniof Reactor:Projects « 111, v,
V and Special Projects

Office of Nuclear Peactor Regulation

FROM: Jose A, Calvo, Director -
Project Directerate:- IV
Ofvision of Reactor Profects - 111,
IV, ¥ and: Special Projects
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: SOUTM TEXAS! PROJECT (STP} PLAN FOR EVALUATION .
AND RESCLUTION OF ACLEGATIONS PROYIDED RY THE

GOYFRNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT . (GAP) *
The plan for the evaluation and resolution of STP allegatfons provided by GAP 4
is presented {n Enclosure 1, &

The NPC Safety Significance Assessment Team (SSAT) (Enclosure 2) has complated .
2 preliminary review of the allegations and associated materfale at CAP off{ces
in Washington, D.C., and has compiled, sumarired, and catecorized them by
discipline or topics (see Enclosure 4). [t {s {mpartart to note that the SSAY
had difficulty during 1ts review in assessing the safety significance of rany
of the allegations due to ¢he lack of specificity and detatl of the {dentifica-
tion of a partic Tar component or system provided hy the allegers (referred to
by GAP as concerned individuals - CTs).

Beczuse of the gerera) lack of specificity of the allegations, ft s imperstive
that the SSAT contact the allegers and determine ¢ they can fdentify Toc,: ons
or components that exhibit the conditions that they have a concern over e J3TP,
This will facilitate the SSAT suhsequent inspection te substant{ate the concerns
or determine that the concern has been satisfactorily carrected, 1¢ an a1 leger
cannot be contacted or 17 the contact yields mo additiona) specific Information
to focus the faspection on a particular area or component, the Individua).
2)legation will be dispositioned as unsubstantiated and the general subiect
matter will be pursued further only {f other related allegations provide some
basis to assume that there {5 validity to the concern,




.2-

The SSAT wrote & brief description of each allegation reviewed. WNe feel that
the subject matter ysed in some of the allegation descriptions might revea) the
{dentity of the alleger. Thus, the GAP allecatior descriptions prapared by
SSAT must remain confidential until such 3 time that the need for the confiden-
tiality of the allegers 1s no Tonger required.

Enclosure § 1Ygts the 10 primary allegetions that the SSAT will fnvestigate at
STP. Enclosure 6 Tists the secondary alleqations that will also be corsidered
elnng with the primary allegations due to their similarities to the primary
allegations. .

The proposed SSAT inspection team (Enclosure 7) are the same individuals that
perforred the initial review, eviluation, and screening of the 2llegations.
Given the tine remaining to prepare for the {nspection and the general .
non-specific rature of the allenations, the ytilfzation of thege experienced .
reviewers or inspection team members will greatly facilitate the effort.

GAP has been contacted and civen tha primary and secondary l)!og:tion Tists to
allow them to contact the appropriate allegers and any others that ray provide
any additional information concerning the s1legations selected for {nspection,
Pepending on the results of GAP contact with the a'lecers, the proposed tenta-
tive schedule for the fnspection effort will commence cduring the week of
Janvary 11, 1988,

Shou;c vou have any questiohs regarding these matters, please contact re at
XZ7460,

Ters’ G loe- b

Jose A, Calve, Nirector

Project Nirectorate » 1Y

Division ef Reactor Projects - !J1,
1V, and: Specia) Projects

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

¢c w/enclosures:
SSAT Members

Y. Stello, EDO
Parler, 0GC
Sniezek, NRR .
Martin, PLV
Pussell, RI
Johnston, RI ¢
, Roe, NRR ?
Partlow, NRR T
. Hayes, OI |
Briggs, CGC
Smith, CGC
Lieberman, OF
Bradv, NRR/
Martin, EDOD
Farde, GAP:
Condit, 6APY

. . " .
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Erclosure 1

SOUTH TEXAS PPOJSCT ALLEGATICI.S REVIEW
SAFETY STENIFTCANCE ASSESSMENT
STATUS REPORT

BACKGROUND .

Nirect interaction betwesn MRC staf and The fRovernment Accountabil ity
Profect (GAP) on the matter of South Texas Prafect safety corcerns outstde
of the Titigation arera, beqsn o Mevembar 19.11987, A Mmeeting was he'ld
in the Office: of the Executive Directer of Op ~atfons (EDO), Bethesds, .
with Thomas A, Rehm leading the ARC staff reprecentatives and Billie F,
Farde leading the GAP irepresentatives. The backdrep for this meeting way’
the decision by the US District Court dated October 27, '087. The Court.
had ruled to demy enforcement of s NPC subpoers on Ms, Garde becauss of
the possibility of "abridosment of constitutiocally protected associational
rights.® 1In addition, the court stated that, "Alternatives uini-izin? the
intrusion on assoctations) rights must be carefully and conscientious y
explored bafore resort may be had ta the court's process.”

Prigri te the meeting of November 19, 1987, agreement had been reached
between the ENC 4nd Ms. Garde on the mein elements of & process that would
provide the NRC staff 1imited accass te information which mioht be of
relevance 1n the forthcoming Ticensing decistons regardine South Texas
Project,. (onsequently on November 19, 1987, KRC staff reviewers were
permitted to see brief summaries of the allegations in the poscession of
GAP, An attempt was made by the technical experts present to assess the
safety significance of the allegations, Unfortunately, the {rformation
made avaflable to the staff was 1o lacking 1n specificity that no concly~
sions on safety sionificance could bhe resched, . In order for the NRC staff
to gafn access to more detailed information, arrancements were agreed upon
for the NRC technical sta’f to visit the RiP offices in Washington, 0.C,
The protocal for the NPC etaff's work at the GAP offices was agreed ypon
to protect, to GAP's satisfaction, the fdentity of individuals who have
made the allegatfons. The NRC staff has completed fts preliminary revisw
of the information made evailable by CAP as described below within the
framework of agreements reached with GAP thus far. In addition, 1t is
understood that GAP has provided the Office of Investigations (07) alleca-
tions of harassment and ntimidation and wrongdoina, To assure that gl
CAP fdentified allegations are reviewed and evaluated, the NRC Safety
Stgnifi_ance Assescment Team (SSAT), which was assembled to perform the
inftial review of GAP's records, will forward to NI al) allegations that
they raviewed and catecorized as harassment and intimidation or vrongdoing.

S "-:."

-
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TNITIAL KEC STAFF REVIEW DF ALI EFATIONS

An NRC team was essembled, referred hersinafter as the SSAT (safety
sfgnificance assessment team), to review GAP recards of ‘nterviews with
sllegers (recerrad by AP as concarned individuals (Cls)) are fndividue)
allegations that FAP enumerated from the fnterviews.: Enclosyrs ? presents
the KRC SSAT participants as vel) as the Cisciplines that wers fnvaived tn
this initial review of GAP'g cit:gctfons documentation, As agreed, MRC
SSAT reviewed GAP'S records at GAP's offices in Kashing?on 0.C. These
records consisted of eudfo tapes of most of the interviews conducted by a
GAP consultant with the Cls, the consultant hand-written text extrapolated
from the tapes, and allegation.data sheets that contnined esch allegation's
unfque alpha-rumeric code and 2 brief description of the concern,

The 6P tonsultant's hand-wrftten text was assembled 1in numbered files
which contained reference materials related to allegations, There ars
spproyimately 30 files with varying quantities of text and refererce -
materials and two-3 ring binders containina the 576 {ndividual allegation
data sheets, GAP has categorized the allegations into the following
areas: safety-related, intimidation and harasswent, wrongdoing, and nom.
safety-related. Enclosure 3 presents the categorization and designa-
tion of allegatinng used by GAR, '

The MRC inftfal screenino was oerformed by NRC SSAT memders with expertise .
fr particular areas of corcern: mechanica) enoirearing, electrical
engineering, civil/structural enginearinn, Cuality Assurance and Contral,
and management: (including the safetvarelated aspects derived from haressment
and intimidation, and wromgdoing concerns),

The GAP consultant was available to the tesm to explain where and how
the records were kept end assembled #nd to answer any questioos for the
team,

SSAT merbers reviewed esach allepation, fts associated interview text
and re‘arence material file in their area nf expertise. Screenirg also
included 1istening to selected audio tapes.to verify the accuracy of the
written text extrapolated froe them, |

The results of the SSAT review and initiai gcreening ware documented and
fdentified by allegatioe number., Each SSAT membar wrote 2 brief

description of each allegation as fdenti“!ed by BAP's consultant and
indicated 1f the concern appeared to be safety-related or non safety-related.
Also, SSAT members noted {f other disciplines may be involved with &
particular sllegatfon and whether the C! needs to be contacted for
additional {nformation,

Generally, the SSAT's {nitia) screening determined that a large mafority
of the allscations lacked specificity in identifying a particular location,
component . or svstewm about which the C! was concerned.

The individual SSAT member's data was comhired and recatecorize into
allecatfon aroups: Mecharical; Flectrical; CiviV/Structural; GA/QC;
Ferassment and Intimidatfon; Wrongdoing; NRC Region 1V; and Management

b &
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{ssues, ' Each category has several subsets that was used to specify more
closely) fssues that each allecation appears to be ddcressing, Enclosyre
4 identifies the allegation groups used hy the NRC SSAT.

COMPILING ALLEGATION DATA

A brief summary vas prepared for esch allegation that was made available
by GAP, Three “4les containirg approximately 50 allegations have been
withheld by GA/ due to confidentiality concerns on the part of the

alleger.

The allegation summaries have, been entered into & computerized data base
dlong with the SSAT'g preliminary catecorization of the safaty significance
of the a1legation, the grouping of common or similar allegations, and
determination whether the alleger must be contacted to provide specifie

inforration needed by the SSAT to detervine the safaty sfonificance of the

ellegatior,

GAP's inftia) categorization of these allegations 1isted dunlicate concerns
under different review disciplines. Recause of this, the SSAT fnftfally
had ta comsider approximstely 700 concerns, When thesa duplications were
reconcilec there were £7€ concerns, representing the same nurmber of
t1eqations, identifind by RAP, o0f these, 159 comrcerns are variations of

an inftial concern ra'atine additiona) facets of the original concern such

ds possible documentation problems, or intimidetion or harassment related
*o or caused by the fnit{e! concern.:

The remaining concerns Mave besn combinad inte oroups with similar cercerns
!oltogotﬁons? and will he ravieved together to assure that the magnituda.
of each issue St recoanired and that corwon concerns are detected, Also,
the groupire of the concerrs wil) Ansure a certain deqree of protection of
the fdentity of sllegers, In agcition, FAP wil) advise whethar the
alTegations withheld “+-2 NRC review because of reasons of cenfidentiality
or becauce they involved members of the NPC staff, are covered by the
establfehed NRC SSAT allecation §roups.. The NRC allecation (concern)
grouping scheme s shown in Enclosure &,

The SSAT's primary effert will be expended on thete allegations that

dre identified as sa“sty-related concerns. Thess fssues will be inftially
examined to determined whether they could affect criticality or power
ascension efther because these operatione could répresent unacceptable
safety risks due to the allecer's concerns or because tre allegation
would be uninspectcble after the plant starts up. Following thie, the
most safaty significant allerations will be fdent{find and reviewed In
detail by the SSAT,

Pecause there 1s very Yittle specificity included 1n the GAP allegatiors,
't {s imperative that tre SSAT contact the allerers and ask them ton
{dentify specific locetinns, sistems, or components that exhibit the cone
ditiers that they alleqe to erist at South Texas Profect so that the staff
can substantiate the allegers cancern or cenclude that the concarn has been
satisfactorily corrected,

3y b
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ALLEGATIONS SELECTED FOR STTE INSPECTIONS

Faclosure 5 1iste the 10 primary allegations that the SSAT will investigate
at South Texas. Fnclosure 6 1ists the secondary allegations that will also
be considered along with these primary allegations dye to their
similarities to the primary allegation,.

Out of the 576 GAP &llecations enumerated, orly those 16 concarns
identified fn Enclosure 6:as “"specific” can be tied to & specific
Tocation, =ystem, or component. The rast refer only in genera! terms to
items of concern. [t 1y therefore frperative that the SSAT toentact the |
allegers 4n the remaining concerns %o rbtain enough specific information |
to conduct 2 cetailed review. .Some of the GAP's allecers will require
;hn; u‘c:nfidtntfality dgreement be completed by NRC before they agree to
fal with us,

Tf an alleger cannot be contacted or 1f the contact yields no additioral ¢
specific informetion to focus the dnvestigation or a particular system,
component or locattan, the ‘ndividual al'egation will be disposttioned as
unsubhstentiated and the ?oncrav subject matter will be pursued further
only 1f other ralated allegations pravide some basis to assure that there
fs validity to the concern.

In additibn to the SSAT {nspection on site, other sources of information
such as Regfona) {repection reports pertaining to the.resolutior of South
Texes Project allegations, MRR inspections dats snd safety evaluation
reports, the Ticensee's SAFETEAM records, ard other documentation that
currently exists will be reviewed to determine vhether they provide any
additicna) information related to an alleger's concern. These supplementa)
fnvestigations »111 not focus explicit)y on an fndividual allecer's
corcern, thay will also. include other unrelated fssues such that the
alleger’'s identity will be protected, i1f recuired,

SSAT INSPECTION ROLE

The SSAT will inspect the selected GAP al'ecations at the South Terss
Prolect (STP) site. The SSAT consfsts of experts in construction and
fnspection activitfes fa nuclear powar plants. The proposed organizatian
0® the NRC Inspection team, as well as the inspectnrs names and their
sesignments are preserted in Enclosure 7. The staff selected for the
inspection team are the same individuals that performed the initia?
review, evaluation, and screening of the allegatfons, Gfven the time
remaining to prepare for the inspectfor and the genera! non-sperifie
nature of the ullegations, the use of these experienced reviewers 8%
inspection team members will greatly facilitate the effort.

A major concern o the allegation review and fnspection process s the
protection of the confidentiality of the allecers (concerned individuals).
Arrangements will be made to contact *the allegers by GAP, 1f reouired,
the NRC will draw-up any confidentiality agreements with the allegers,

J."— 0
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In addition, the Ynspection plan will consider combinire ather related o
unrelated concerrs with the selected GAP ellegations to ensure that the

substance of the a)legations does. not revea) the idertity of these allegers

reouesting confidentiality,

A detailed inspection plan will be prepared by the SSAT leader and {ts
deputy with assistance from the team members. [nspector guidance will be
established prior to the commencement of the fnspection to assure consgis-
tency fn the inspection process. Frphasis will he placed en root cause
determination: of any substantfated ?1legations including the {dentifica-
tion of any gereric implications. To fursher facilitate the selected
al7egation resolution process. the SSAT will utilize avatlable Region IV
{nspection reperts on disposition of ) legations, as well as any NRR
fnspection reports and safetr evaluation reports for TP,

The following tantative schedule {s proposed for this Yrspection. effort:
*  December 28, 1987 - Janvary 1, 1988 ’
« Inftia) p‘lﬂning
« Selection of GAP allegations to be ingtpected
- Selection of inspection teerm members
- Present {dentified allegations to be inrpectad to GAP
(A7 the above actions have been cnnp’otodgfc
®  January 4 - R, 1988

- Detailed inspection planning and inspector guidance preparation
= Arrangements with GAP to contact a)legers

* January 11 - 15, 1988
- Interview alleagert 1# NRC 13 successful in arraroing fnterviews.
threugh GAP
- Tentative start of onsfte Inspection depending on number of
allegers: to be interviewed
. January 18 - 27 1988
- Cnsite inspectfon of se'acted allecations.
’ Janvary 25 - 26, 1988
= Susmary of allegation inspection results
. January 25 - February 3, 1988
= Allegetion Inspection repnrt preparation
o Februerv 1, 1988

- Tentative Commission briefing on full power license
for STP, Unit 1

J
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Fnclosyre 2
SOUTK TEXAS PPOVECT ALLEGATIONS

MPC SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT TEAM (SSAT' PFMRERS
INVOLVED IN THE INITTAL REVIEW OF GAP RECORDS

MEMBER ORGANTZATION DISCIPLINE
Paul 0'Connar PD-TV/NRR! Project Yanager
" Edward Tomlinson 1+ ©  POSIN/NRRI T TUTT T pyael lest. 8 Misc.
Jef Fajan EMEB/NRR | Mechanical
Pomuald Lipinski ESAR/NRR | Civil/Structyral
Hansrej Ashar ' ESGR/KRP . Civil/Structum)
Jecve Durre Region I QA/0C
Patrick Milano OF DA/CC
Richard Correia LOQAB/NRP. o Lo - Ca/0C
George Johnsor e [FTB/NRR | Walding
Jose Calvol PD-TV/NRR ! Project Nirector
> %
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Enclosure 3
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS

GAP ALLEGATION CATEGORIZATION AND DESIGNATION

SECTION* { ... DISCIPLINE CATEGORY ALLEGATION __RELATED /.. LEGATIONS

[ - Safety Ralated A~ Piping/Mech/Inst a. Hardware 0001 -9999%* &Ko Xy .3, ele.
s B- Electrical - »

IT -~ Intimid/Harass. C- Civil/Structural
D~ HWVAC b. Doc./Drwgs.

III - wrongdoing €- Engr/Design c. Insp./Testing
F- Pracureseat/Purchas - . W s e

IV - Non-Safety Rel. G- Equipment Qualif. ~ d. Other

: H- Fire Protectios
i- QA/QC/I! 5/Systems

Completion_

J- Welding
K- Safety/security ]
B o s j t
M- Seismic & Environmenta) EXAMPLE
N- Generic (all disc) .
0~ Persoane! ‘ l A a - 0001= Safety related/Piping/hardware
P- Management < : specific alleoation ntncr

Q- Training ‘ .

m -

’
:—m AT W me,

SR s s YT e

® e v o

S~ Safeteam .

T- €BASCO - T Ab =~ 0001.1 (same), subset documentation

U~ HLAP | B T

V- SC&T/0 .

W ANl ¢

X- Qualification of '! :
Personnel -

Y- Bechtel . .

1- Document Control

*  Note: WNRC allegation mumbers use Arabfic nusbers 1 through 4 rather than Rosan n-errls to facilitate use of
3 Computerized data dase. ek TERCT,
— Allemtion mmbers are cross referenced to actual GAP cllogmu rumber.

-~
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Enclosure 4
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONSS
NRC SSAT ALLEGATION GROUPS

MECHANICAL AND PIPING

1. PIPING ! A.  Pipe C. Configuration
8. Mydro 0. Chloride Contamination
2. VALVES A Limftorgue C. Missing
a B. Ipstallation __. . . .
3. MATERIALS . A, Traceabdlity
B. Compatability
&. HVAC A.  Procoresent C. Fabrication
8 Installztion D. Testing
5. SESIMIC QUALIFICATION:
6.  FASTENERS A.  Counterfeit/Foreign
7. WELDING ° A, Weld Rod : C. Welder 'L
8. Qualifications 0. Traceabtlity
0. OTHER!
ELECTRICAL
1. SPLICES : A.  Raychem |
2. CABLE AND CONDUIT
3. INSTRUMENTATION |
4. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION !
0. OTHER

s
A e

e Bathiin. B 4
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0.

= ®» = m

CIVIL/STRUCTURAL

1
2.

3

0
Qe

DESIGN CONTROL
PROCUREMENT

CONCRETE
SOILS
COATINGS
OTHER

R AT e - L B SR . W s - S—

1
2
3. DOCUMENT: CONTROL'
4. QC INSPECTION

A. Inspection Records
B. ! Travellers
C. = Hold Point
D. | Authorized Nuclear Inspector.
E. | NCRs
5. ASBUILT vs DESIGN
6. SYSTEM TURNOVER |
7. FSAR/SPECIFICATIONS
8. PROCEDURES .
0. OTHER
HARRASSMENT & INTIMIDATION (SAFETY RELATED [SSUES ONLY)
WRONG DOING (SAFETY RELATED ISSUES OMLY)
NRC
MANAGEMENT

F§ ONaAnSswNe
. Y

HL&P
BECHTEL

EBASCO:

INTERMECH

PERSONNEL PRACTICES
TRAINING -

SAFETEAM '

OTHER

'Yl SR

-
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Enclosure §
SOUTH TEXAS FROVECT ALLEGATIONS

" PRIMARY A1LEGATIONS SELECTED FOR INEPECTIOM

Mechanicel Piping 1Aa-0560 - C! concerned with the ouaiity of pipe
Joints,

Velves - 122-0563 - CI corcerned that many valves are instzlled
backwards,

HVAE « 1Ja-0356 - CI concerned with adecuacy of HVAC welds,

Festaners - 1Fe-0082 - C! concerned that counterfeit fastenars are
installed at STP.: ‘

Welding ~ 1J8-0130 « C1 concerned -1:5 the adequicy/quelity of weld -
rod used at STP,

Flectrical Cable/lnstrumentation - 1Re=0119 - CI concerned with the
ddequacy of Raychem splices at STP,

A} Civi1/Structural 1€3-0638 - CI concerned with concrete drilling
through rebar,

E) 1Ca-04%4) - CI concerred with crack n bottom of fuel hand!ina
building.

Coatings « 1Ra-0059 « CI concerned with coatings usted on the
structures and equipment, .

QA/QC ~ 172-0601,1 « CI concernad with "as buflt” vs. "as designed*
configurations of walves. .

NRC/Recfon IV « 1A0-0554 - CI called NPC severa) times concerning
certair problems and had no return response.

» i)
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Enclosure €

SOUTH TFXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS
SECONDARY. ALLFRATINNS

CATEGORY - MECHANICAL/PIPING

Alegation No,

1A2-0560 Defictent Pipe Joints -
£e-0162 el Pipe o Tank Conmections
18a-0307 Filrer Screens: 1n NSSS Loop » fpecifie (sp,)
1€g-0754 Installation of Pumps, Valves, Instruments
Pa-I'278 Installation of Purps, Yalves, nstruments
1Ea-0556 Installation of Pumps Valves, Instruments
1€a-314 Steam Genarstor !nsta{\ltion (ap.)
1Ea-0556 Inst217ation of Pumps, Valves, Instrumems
Ea-0432 Pipe Poter!als:ls:?g
YALVES
1Aa-05€3 Valve Installation (See 1£g-0754 above)
a-0081 Valve Vainterance (5p,)
16a-0305,1 Valve Installation -
1A2-0445 Yalve Irctallation
MATEPTALS (Coversd under other categoriss)
HYAC
1Ca-0046.1 Puctwork Welds
10a-0109 HVAC Tnstallations
1Pa-0117 HVAC Materia Traceahility
104-0296 HVAC Inst2)lations
1Da-0337 HVAC. Seal Materia' /gp,)
1'2-0356 HVAC Welds
102-0450 HYAC Damper /sp.)
1Da-N504 HYAC Materia)
HYAC/ Installation

1Ah-0714 & . o
M=-0619 ;

Nescrirtion.

(fee 1D3-0296)



FASTENER

Allegations Mo,

1Aa-0126
1Fa-0048
IFa-C0L4
1la-0327
"Fa-0011
1Fa-0022
1780082
lYa-0087
We-0132
1Fa-0164
1Fa-0482 1

WELDING

Wa-0104
Ve~ 130
17¢-N871
Wa-0687.1
10a-0120
Wa=N102
103-0354,2
Wh-0053
1¢-N084

S — ——. . -+

A WL W e s W -

’

ELECTRICAL TR COMPONENTS

1Ba-C11¢
Ra-0175
1Ra-0849
182-0008
Re-0409
1A3-0126
1Ea-0465
1Aa-0566
1A2-128

———— . -

CIVIL/STRUCTURAL ~

1Ca-C€38
1Ca-0494
1(c-0114
21d-M21.1

Descr!efion

Bolts Installation |

Bolt Traceahflfty

Bolt Traceability

Polt Installation

Bolt Traceabildty s+ - g
Solt Traceabtlfty -
Bolt Traceabildty (sp.)
Rolt Traceability

Bolit Traceabildty

Bolt Traceahility

Rol® Traceabildty

Weld Pnd Traceability
Weld Rod Traceebility
Welders

Velders (sp.)

Velders

Welders

Welders

Welders

Neld Rod Traceahility

Cable Installations

Cable Installatiors

Cable Installations

Cable Instellatians

Cable Installatiens

Incore Instrumentation

Shielding for Panels (sp.)
Instrument Valves (sp.)

Flow Transmitter Insta'lation (sp.)

Concrete Prilling

Concrete Settlements (sp,)
Fill

FiNl
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(PATINGS
Alleqation No, ﬂeserigt1oﬁ

16a-0C59 Coatina Traceability/Appii=ation (sp.)
Qa/0¢

114-0040 il Configuration Control

1Fb-0094 Corfiouration fontro)
TTa=0601,1 " Configuration Contro)

1Eb-0612 Confiouration Control

1Ib-0708 Fonfiguration Control

1Ib=0751 , Confiovration Contro!

10b-0M90 ‘ Recrrds

16a-314 S. 6. Inspection

Eb-159 Pips Whip Restraint Inspection
1E0-0159.2 Pipe Whip Restraint Inspection
1Ja-0258 FYAC Weld Inspection

1Eb-0617 Support Installation Inspection
1Ab-0174 HVACQ Installation Inspection .
1Cb-0638,1 Concrete Drilling Inspectien
NRC[I‘.?V

154-0267.1 Confidentiality:

1A2-0554 Deficfercies (sp.)

172-0855 Peficiencies (sp.)

P
.'l'.‘ cl-‘- "



SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS

NRC_SAFETY STCNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT TEAR (SSAT)

PROPOSED FOR INSPECTION EFFORT

Enc) e

Adsinistrative
Project Director Team Leader (7.L.) Support
J.A. Calveo J. Durr
PDA/NRR Region | 1 Person
: Depu | Region IV
Project Manager Team r (DTL Support
P. 0'Connor - Lead R. Correfa 1 Person
P. Kadambi - Alt. LQAB/NRR
PO4/NRR _ R
AREAS STAFF i
, . NRR
®  Mechanical Support
- Piping—{ J. Rajan (EMEB/MRR) A | P Xadambi
- Valves—1 J. Rajan . -
= WWAC———| E. Tomlinson (l’lM/lll!1 i
P. Milano (OE) 0GC
- Fasteners-{ J. Rajan Support
= Welding— | G. Johnson (EMTB/NRR)
L___l e
- Elecu-ical-j

- Cable— | E. Toalinson

= Instrumen-
tation—| K. Naudu (DRIS/NRR)

° Civil/Strucd ’
tural———

R. Lipinski (ESGB/NRR)

- Concrete—] R. Lipinski

® Coatings—| R. Lipinski
* AQC————] P. Milano

t.l.
D.T.L

oV r—
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Texas Nuclear Plant

SUNDAY, JANUARY 24, 1988

Probed for Violations

Workeps Filed Hundreds of Complaints

By Cam Potesncn
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Haddy construction and ineot man-

©agemen! Ay 1 cost soared w more

than 400 percent of the mitial §1
Duillom evumate,

The NRC fnd HPAL $100,000
n 1980, (trg nadequacies in quak
fty<ontrol programs. A year later
the utikity fired its main contrastor,

na.

HP&L spokesnan Graham Pamt-
er said the wUlity had not been ak
fowed to see the allegationa but sad
plant officials think that they are
“old complaints.”

“{f that's the case, we're pot con-
cerned.” Painter sud. "I we lookad
at it, &ither we took corrective acs
tion or it didn't amount o much.”

Edna Otney, a nuclewr consub

B L e L o

“If 10 percent of
these allegations are
true, that plant is
nof safe ... I would
not live close to the
South Txas plant.”

—Rdna Octaey, muciesr consullant
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