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I. INTRODUCTION

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

) 8 A complete investigation of all allegations regarding

the STNP.

2. Release to the public of an investigative/inspection

report 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 cr 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 raturned from its inspection trip to the STNP.
This demonstrates very vividly that NRC has little interest in

facts, and that the investigation was probably doomed from the

start.




IT. BACKGROUND/FACTS

Just over one year ago GAP brought to the NRC's attention
that numerous safety allegations were being raised about the
STNP. In a January 20, 1987 letter to Victor Stello and Texas
Attorney General James Mattox, GAP announced its preliminary
investigation of the allegations and requested an independent
(non-Region IV) review. (Exhibit A). Responding for the NRC
over the next few months, Mr. Stello refused tu consider the idea
of 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 protectirg 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 pieces of correspondence.

(Exhibits C and D).

During the NRC team's review, it 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, Appendix B, Criterion I. (Exhibit D)., Nonetheless,
the NRC team quickly reviewed most of the allegers' files without

substantively reviewing the available supporting documentation.



During the first week of January 1988, the NRC team
completed its initial review. Without interviewing any of the
allegers, the team concluded that the allegations were "not of
immediate safety significance." (Exhibit E). This conclusion is
outrageous on its face because GAP staff advised the team that
"our working files were not prepared for the purpose of NRC
review., Nor can these files take the place of a 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." (Exhibit D, emphasis added).

Despite the ill-perceived lack of safety significance, the
NRC team chose 10 primary and 50 secondary allegations to review
further. (Exhibits E and F). Arrangements were made for
anonymous on-the-record phone interviews to be coanducted with
some of the allegers having knowledge about the 60 selected
allegations. During one interview the NRC team agreed to take
the alleger (Juhn Corder) on a site tour so 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

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.



other nine allegations involved Unit One, which is the unit the

NRC is about to license. Mr. Corder was apparently denied access
to Unit One for "security reasons." (Exhibit G).

The NRC team conducted its review of 60 of the STNP
allegations during the week of January 18, 1988, Essentially,
the team was given four days to complete the task and report back
to NRC management and the Commissioners. Current press reports
indicate that no significant safety problems were found. This
conclusion is not surprising, considering the NRC team made the
same determination prior to its on-site inspection. Obviously,

the result was pre-determined.

IIT. LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. The NRC's first obligation is to protect public health

and safety.

The NRC has a mandatory duty to exercise its authority when
necessary. The foremost priority for the NRC is to determine
that there will be adequate protection of the health and safety
of the public. The issue of safety must be resolved before the

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

Izaak Walton League v. Atomic Energy Commission, 515 F.2d 513,

524 (7th Cir. 1975).
“(Plublic safety is the first, last, and permanent
consideration in any decision on the issuance of a construction

permit or a license to operate a nuclear facility." Power




Reactor Development Corp. v. international Union of Electrical

Radio and Machine Workers, 367 U.S. 396, 402 (1961). See, also,

Petition for Emergency and Remedial Action, 7 NRC 400, 404
(1978).

The NRC has broad authority to revoke, suspend, or modify
the conztruction permit of an NRC licensee. 42 U.S.C. §2236
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, record, or inspection or other means which
would warrant the Commission to refuse to grant 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 specifications 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.

seel aISOI 42 UoSoCt 552133' 2134.

The same criteria for the revocation, suspension, or modifi-
cation of a construction permit exist under NRC rejulations.
See, 10 C.F.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 recoynized its
statutory authority to: (1) issue orders to promote or to protect
health or minimize danger to life or property; (2) impose civil
penalties for the viclation of certain licensing provisions,
rules, and orders, and for violations for which licenses can be
rovoked; (3) seek injunctive or other equietable relief for
violation of regulatory requirements; and (4) seek criminal

penalties. See, 10 C.F.R. Part 2, Appendix C, II (1987). In
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T4 Lack of freedom to report non-conformances and not be

subject to reprisals

8. Invalid N-5 Code Data Reports and Code Data Plates

9. Willful cover-up of serious design, hardware, and

documentation discrepancies or inadequacies

10. Material false statement (management knew, or should

have known, of non-conformances).

Other areas of concern include engineering design (numerous
as-built interferences in some systems are causing components to
be inaccessible, or are causing specific items to be subject to
damage); hardware (welding deficiencies); procurement (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 retaliation).

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 address even the 60 selected
allegations which were the focus of the team's review.

Furthermore, one incident that occurred during the team's
site visit clearly demonstrates either (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 intention of conducting a thorough investigation. The

incident involved an on-site inspection with one cof the allegers,



John Corder. Mr. Corder contended that he could more effectively
show the NRC team where the problems were at STNP, rather than
explain to them in an interview. It was agreed that he could
accompany members of the team on a half-day review of the
problems at the STNP site. 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 was permitted tc show them only one of
the ten allegations. 0ddly enough, that one allegation had
nothing to do with Unit One. Of course, Unit One is the unit
that the NRC plans to permit to operate 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 it would be "too
difficult" to get him into Unit One. It was also implied that he
could not gain access to Unit One for security reasons.

The NRC's failure tc provide Mr., Corder with access to Unit
One is one clear example of the team's ineffectual handling of
the STNP allegations. Who decides which parsonnels can have
access to a nuclear facility? 1If the licensee played any role in
denying Mr., Corder access tc Unit One, then something is
seriously wrong with the nuclear regulation process. 1Is the
public to believe that NRC officials cannot gain access to a
nuclear facility in order to inspect safety concerns?

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

Appendix B, Criterion I) state in pertinent part:




The persons and organizations performing quality
assurance functions shall have sufficient
authority and organizational freedom to identify
quality problems; to intiate, recommend, or
provide solutions; and to verify implementation of
solutions., Such persons and organizations
performing quality assurance functions shall
report to a management level such that this
required authority and organizational freedom,
including sufficient independence from cost and
schedule when opposed to safety considerations,
are provided.

The NRC team's review of “he allegations amounts to a
quality assurance verification of the STNP. Paiticularly Unit
One. A proper analysis of the allegations, thorough interviews
with allegers, and a comprehensive inspection of the site could
not be accomplished in the time the team was allotteu. Even the
team's reduction of the number of allegations to investigate from
>ver 600 to 60 was 7ot sufficient to allow a thorough inspection
to be completed in four days. Th2 okvious scheduling constraints
placed upon the tecam seriously hampered its ability to proper.ly
investigate the STNP allegations. Because of these problems the
team's investigetion does not comply with NRC regulations.

Finally, no issues of wrongdoing have been investigated by
the NRC. The NRC technical team was unable to address STNP
allegations invelving wrongdoing. These allegations were
supposed to be addressed by the NRC's Office of Inspections (OI).
To date, no arrangements have been made to accommodate an OI
review of wrongdoing allegations. Information on wrongdoing will
provide the Commission with significant insight into the
corporate competence and character of the licensee. Such

information must be fully evaluated before the Commission reaches

& final decision on licensing.



IV, CONCLUSION
For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission should delay
the vote on licensing the STNP until a thorough investigation of

all allegarions is completed and a public report is issued.

Respectfully submitted,

Billie P. Garde
P

Kelhed € CadX

Richard E. Condit

Government Ascountability Project
25 E Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20001
202-347-0460

Pated: January 26, 1988
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTADILITY PROJECT

1355 Connecncur Avenuve N W Surre 202
Washingron 0 C. 20036

January 20, 1987
Victor Stello, Execus.v
J:. S. Nuclear Regulator

washington, 2.C. 205%%

N

James Mat:ox
Atcorney Ceneral
Supreme Cour: 3Suil
14th ¢ Colorado
Austin, Texas 78711

for

d

>

-
&9

Re: South Texas Nucl.ea- -2

e

Dear Messrs. Stello and vac

This letter is o
Covernment Accountab...
prell mxnary investigas.s

¥sem your

- - -

(202) 2328550

respect.ve agencies tha: -ne
fy 2roec% (CAP) nas formally begun
“Ofxer a..egat:ons at the Scuth

Texas nuclear projec:.

Since 1980, GCA? ~as S.37eC a s.3n1f.cant role in advecating
on dberialf of wnist'ebl-.ers a~d céncer~ed c.z.zens on issues
involving safety-re.at2: sr:n.ems a- varicus -~.clear powet
facilities. Our 42Pr<acy 12 nuclear power ~i: seen st ead‘as.;y
the same: =0 enjure ==3: :me jover-~=en- eni:--es the nuglear
safety laws and regula:.:~s. is 4 Tesu.t 27 AP's efforts (alane
Of in CONCErt with ot-~er :rgan.zat:i:37s) *3 2<538e safety~ralaced
problems, the construct.:n and, ar -Pera’ . .cr I severa. nuclear
power facilities -- PCRV.ISUSLYy tTROUgnh: o e f.= =3 cperate --
were cancelled or postpcned for furtcer ev.ew. The cancelled
facilicties include =~e 33 percent cim2.et21 I.~mer nuclear power
plant and the 835 percen: "'p €ed VY.21.4"2 2la~:., Twsse@ which
were postponed Ior furiter rev.ew .~C..:2 ‘-8 :m3-c=a feax,
Three Mile [s.and, 3.:..- CaAnNyon, a~3 aratec! = AN P R Y

CAP current.y e.:"er reprege~=; 7 . .- ot A E
approximately 36 curren: and,cor fir-er e7p.:,e@e5 f +-g Soush
Texas project. The al.e2a%.2°3 “r=m 2%@ .:r<2-3 rarge from grand

theft of nuclear grace s:e2el =35 erg.-eer.~3 iefam=35 - severa.
major !lf!ty componen=s, The 3..€34%.3n8 Carcern sne failyte of
Houston Light ¢ Power - j.arantee s.3cz~~rac--- cemol.ance <i1h
industry and federa. sa‘fe-y requicrerents, .-c. <ding sut Aot
limicted to: defects .2 -~e ,[~strumentas.sm and c3nteol divisian
defects and lack of cc=n..ance wizn feders. reguiationg in the
neating, ventilating, a°d a.r c2nditicn.~3 system: laex of
compliance with qual.sy s°a~2ards .n "~e area of $OL.9
compac:icn, failure 20 c:-pleze requ.red JA or QC documentat.ion;
falsificacion of requizes A 3¢ OC s2c.Tentart.cn; and narassmen:
and intimidaticn of cers:z~rel <n3 at1em™pt 2 acdhere =5 federa.

safety standards.



~anvacy 20, 1387 - Paze Tu.s

Acditionally, and =¢ sgec.f.c
there are allegations =-a: .-~c..ce
the subcontractors a: ST s -.ercn
goods and services oy chacging sf¢
to Brown § Roct, Inec. There s a.s
that subcontractors Rave sragdu.ene
NOt worked, and for po0r:.:~5 -¢ -=ga
completed as cla.med.

GAP 1is currently cz-:_.2% 4 | -
former workers who are Si-Cerred ao
GAP invest.gators are dCle2%.79 ca.l
washington, D.C. off.ce 3-= et vid

Once our Prelim.nary, .-~veg:.a2a
issue a formal publ.c repoc: “nfs
cannot advise our cl.en- 3 -» "mcse
concerns to the Reg.on 7 sif.ce of
been (and recently rel.essec .nterna
the Arlington office .5 o.-mer 4nad
its regulatory iequire~e~-; 48 2yl

procedures,

Thus, unless rre “SC .5 wislin
inspectors to process --s 4. e3a%.2
requlationy, GAP wi.. 2:=y. e ire &
State Attorney Ceneral -7 -a, and,
congressicnral commitzees, ara, ar £3
bodies which have an ."teregs .4 en
plant is designed, -:-- Tr.cted, and
protects the oud..c.

Please "eCt ANy | 'Qu.c.es 4>
investigat.z 2 RAicmacd cSndi s, $*
202-232-8550, or 81...e sarle, CA?
cc: Chairman Lando 2ecn

8G/RC:Cl0

s
3
’

CSncers =3 s=¢ 3%are o8 Texas,
Ce..Zera%e act.3ns ¢ §cme 2°
4c3e Hi.sr3n Lign% Flaer faor
THheLe 2wn <nacceptavie Jork
9 Afsrrat.ion whiea sugges:s |
-7 Smarged STP fac nannoyrs |
Sf2’ect «nich were nee ‘
TRIV.ewWwS with hoth Current and ‘
Sut the Scouth Texas Proece.
-3 fr2im Jorxers at oue
west 2%%.co.
0N is ccmplete, we pian %o
fidnately, 1n zne interim, .e
“@ YOork w.th to provide the.r
~ne NRC.  Qur experience nas

d3ency reports confirm) chae

<@ 2 .nwilling to comply with
ned jcv/erning agency
7 T2 priv.ie .ndependent
"8 PUrsLaTt 0 internal vIC
c. €A% Jirectly to tre
St %2 tne sopropridte
OINer reillatory ot munLcLlpal
SUling 2-4: =@ Soyt! Texas
$.rarce! a3 manner “nat
C<% 24P°3 3:..% Texas
el S Sf L ANBRLIBAtAY,
¥ ilaag Sea®y w3V )ed8
3 ot B F
9 sl P "8f Jarie
J.7@CIr, M. 3 @ 184 e
RNty Qsrnd.»
Stalf Atisrey
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United States of America

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
D SRS

ln the matter of  Houston Lighting and Power '
Company

"s. 8illie Pirrer Garde

sovernnent Accourntability
Project

1335 Connecticut Avence, 'i.w.

Suite 202

nashington, D.C. 20736

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to appear at Room 6307, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, 7735 Qld Seor%;town Road, Bethesca, Maryland on the 26th
day of May 1787 at _9:00  o'clock A.M. to continue as necessary

for the purpose of testifying before NRC personnel concerning alleqations
of current and/or former employees of the South Texas Project concerning
the safety o” *he South Texas Project, as described in your letter of

January 2J, to “essrs. Victor Stello and James !'attox, and any other

allegations v .ch ycu have received concerning t e safety of “he South
Texas Project, and to provide any records or otrer documents in your
possession or under your custody or control concerning such allejations.

reuerwone (3010 49¢8-7613

On motion made promptly, and in any event at or before the time specified in the subpoeni
for compliance by the person to whom the subpoena s directed, and on notice to the party
at whose instance the subpoena was fssued, the Comission may (1) quash or modify the
subpoena {f 1t f: yunreasonable or requires evidence not relevant to any matter in fssve,
or (2) condition denfal of the motfon on just and reasonable terms. Such motfon should
be directed to the Secretary of the Coomissfon, Washington, D.C. 20558,
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%, UNITED STATES

Yoof s NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION _
1S 2 WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 \ D
~5¢:Jl'. ‘{ ‘;’ E\“ED\\“

g e NOV 2 4 1997 REV

Ms, Rillie Pirner Garde
Government Accountability Project
Midwest Office

424 Marcos Lane
..pleton, Wisconsin 54911

‘ar Ms, Garde:

"¢ will confirm the results of our meeting of Thursday, November 19, 1987, at
~ Ch we discussed certain allecations GAP has developed concerning the
..h Texas nuclecr power plant,

meeting began by your tabling a series of talking points concerning your
+ of the objectives of the meeting, as well as a summary of how GAP handles
~ Lations received, We found the discussion useful, but neither agreed nor
4.1 reed to the points you raised. You retained all copies of the briefing
. You then proceeded to table a tabulation of allegations in summary
. (a1l ccpies of which you retained) which we reviewed on the spot.

mnclusion was that insufficient data was available in the summaries to
for a deliberate and reasoned evaluation of the allegations. In furt!
.i51on you agreed to make your files or these allegations available to us.
uent to the reeting staff has made a preliminary visit to GAP Headquarters
J2 arrangementc to begin detailed review of the prucess on November 30,
We will accord confidential treatment to the identity of any allegers
. names may surface during this review, Followirg our review, we will
: you of the al) egations which we feel are appropriate tu review further,
« ' reed to provide us oata on which such foliow up can proceed, subject, in

yses, to your contacting allegers to assure that they will agree to be
.2d by the NRC,

) indicated that one set of allegations wus in process in Wisconsin, We
.nat you will simply provide us that information during the time we are
: 3 the cther files at GAP Headquarters. Separately, ! also understand
g ed some allegations on wrongdoing directly to the Office of
' sations which {s dealing directly with you on those matters,

ting was gquite satisfactory from our point of view., We appreciate your
e and cooperation and that of the allegers you represent, ¥ith your
'd cooperation we should be able to give a proper review of the

ons GAP has acquired., Needless to say, obtaining any information which
have on alleged defecis in the South Texas nuclear power plent will

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

Sincerely.

P
¢

/ /”/ //
/bJL.
[ A &ehm ~Assistant for COperations
Office of the Executive
Director for Operations

-

/7
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

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

December 4, 1987
HAND-DELIVERED

Jose Calvo

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
7920 Norfolk Avenue

Phillips Building

Bethesda, Maryland

Dear Jose:

We are writing to discuss the status of the review of the
South Texas Nuclear Project (STNP) worker allegations. This
review follows our preliminary meeting of November 1%th. 1In that
meeting it was agreed that a team of non-Region IV NRC personnel
would be permitted access to the STNP allegers' files under
certain conditions and with the allegers' permission. 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. 1In
addition, it was agreed that the alleg2rs' information would only
be revealed to NRC perscnnel 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.

We appreciate the diligernce and courtesy that the -
Washington-based NRC personnel have exhibited in working at our
office. We have tried tn work cl.osely with them to allow the
review to proceed as efficiently as possible.

However, over the las:. couple of days it has hecome clear to
us, through the actions and comments of Paul O'Conner, that there
may be problems with the review of the allegatiors. 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. In our
opinion, his approach to the allegations may be hampering a
thorough and independent technical review.

Yesterday, we were particularly disturbed by Mr. O'Conner's
comments to other NRC personnel that a deadline (of December
12th) would control the review instead of the substance
determining the amount of effort required. Such deadlines may
violate 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion I. We are aware of
STNP's licensing schequle, but we must strongly object to this
review being controlled by any licensing timetables.



Jose Calvo
December 4, 1987
Page Two

As we have already discussed, it is essential that the
allegers' files receive a detailed QA analysis. Each file must
be read thiough in order to get an overall view of the possible
QA/QC breakdown at STNP.

Our other concern with Mr. O'Conner's approach is that he
seems to take a very narrow view of the allegations. On several
occasions he has appeared to minimize the significance of some
allegations before the reviewer could analyze it in its entirety.
This approach may prevent the reviewer from making an
independent assessment of an allegation based on his *echnical
expertise. This concerns us because tne initial review of the
allegations will determine the universe of information from which
the NRC can investigate. Therefore, it is important that no
allegation is dismissed too quickly.

In reviewing a file, if the alleger's intent is somewhat
ambiguous, then the inte:rview tapes should be reviewed or the
alleger should be questioned if possible. As we explained in the
November 19th meeting, our working files were not prepared for
the purpose of NRC review. Nor can these files take the place of
a 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 tc¢ make a definitive technical
assessment of any allegation.

Another issue 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, which
may not be technically complete. We realize 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 review
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 add.tional 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 ccmpleted
their review and could not return.,



Jose Calvo
December 4, 1987
Page Three

As you know, this effort has consumed many hours and other
resources -- which are extremely limited. It would be unfair to
everyone involved to compromise the integrity of the review
effort simply because of 50 additional allegations. There must
be appropriate NRC staff members who could properly review these
allegations.

We hope that you will take these comments in the
constructive spirit in which they are offered. We trust that you
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,

Bubie f Fend (byo)

Billie P. Garde

Rellad €. cudt

Richard E. Condit

Edna F. Ottney

079EEO1

cc: Tom Rehm
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Maryland National Bank Building
7735 01d Georgetown Road
Bethesda, 'laryland
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. %, UNITED STATES
SR - NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
) 3 WASHINGTON, D. C. 20855
2 s
n, ¥ F JAN 112 1988

Ms, Billie P. Garde

Government Accountability Project
3424 N, Marcos Lane

Appleton, Wisconsin 54911

Dear Ms. Garde:

As you are aware, the NRC team has completed its fritial review of the Government
Accountability Project's (GAP) files pertaining to allegations of safety
problems at the South Texas Projert., As agreed, the NRC team reviewed GAP's
records at GAP's Headquarters in Washington, D.C. These records consisted of
audio tapes of the interviews with the allegers (concerned individuals),
hand-written text extrapolated from the tapes accomparied with supporting
{nformation, and allegation data sheets that contained the alpha-numeric
identification ané brief description of each allegation. As agreed, all the
records examined by the NRC remained at GAP's Headquarters. During this inftial
review, the NRC team focused on the technical content and specificity of the
allegations and there was no need to involve the concerned individuals at this
time. The NRC team wrote brief descriptions of each allegation reviewed which
are presently being treated as confidential,

As we discussed on December 30, 1987, the NR” team has selected 10 primary
allegations for investigation at the South Texas Project site. Each primary
allegation 1s accompanied by secondary aliegations that convey similar concerns
as the primary one. A listing of these selected allegations was provided to
¥r. Richard E. Condit of GAP.

The NRC team has determined that the dat: reviewed indicates that the
allegations are general in ratu~e and not ¢f {mmediate safety significance.
Nevertheless, we would 1ike to pursue the 10 selected allegations furtcher, In
order to do this, 1t is important to mske arrangements with the concerned
individuals involved so that the NRC team can contact them and determire {f
they can {dentify locations or components which concern them. This letter is
to confirm NRC's previous verbal arrangements with GAP to arrange contacts
with allegers. We will start the onsite inspectione 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 will protect the {dentity of those concerned individuals requesting
it and will draw-up confidentiality agreements with the concerned individuals,
if reouired. In addition, the NRC team inspection plan will consider combining
other related or unrelated concerns with the selected GAP allegations to ensure
that the substance of the selected allegations does not reveal the identity of
the concerned individuals requesting confidentiality,

Mr. Richard E. Condit of GAP and Ms, Edna Ottney (GAP's consultant) have
been very cooperative and, on behalf of the NRC team, we would 1ike to express
our appreciation for their excellert support.




Ms. Billie P, Garde -l

With regard to the notice of appeal from the U.S. District Court's refusal to
enforce the original NRC subpcena ‘or certain safety information and identities
of concerned individuals related to the South Texas Project, see the attached
memorandum from the NRC Solicitor to me which provides the reasons for taking
such an action,

Should you have any questions regarding these matters, please contact me at
(301) 492-7781.

Sincerely,

(Signed) T. A Rebm

Thomas A. Rehm, Assistant for Operations
Office of the Executive Director for Operations

Enclosure:

As stated
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A oy UNITED STATES :
R Y A NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
. } WASHINGTON, D, C. 20888
)
‘,%. ‘og January 4, 1988
taat

MEMORANDUM FOR: Thomas A, Rehm, Assistant €or Operations
Office of the Executive Director for Nperations

Themas [. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Peactor Regulation

Frank J, Miragifa, Associate Nirector
for Projects
Of€4ce of Nuclear Reactor Pegulation

Dennis M, Crutchfield, Director

Division of Reactor Projects - 11, v,
V and Special Projects

Office of Nuclear Peactor Regulation

FROM: Jose A, Calvo, Director
Project Directorate - 1V
Division of Reactor Projects - 111,
IV, V and Special Projects
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatfion

SUBJECT: SCUTK TEXAS PROJECT (STP) PLAN FOR EVALUATION
AND RESCLUTION OF ALLEGATIONS PROVINED RY THE
GAVFRNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT (GAP)

The plan for the evaluation and resolution of €TP allegations provided by GAP
is presented in Enciosure 1,

The NPC Safety Sign.7icance Assessment Tear 1 (Enclosure 2) has completed
a preliminary review of the allegations and ,ociated materiale at PAP offices
in Washington, D.C., and has compiled, summarized, and cateaorized them by
discip’ine or topics ‘see Enclasure 4), It is important o note that the SSAT
had difficulty during its review in assessing the safety significance nf many
of the allegations due to the lack of specificity and detail of the {dertifica-
tion of a particular component or system provided hyv the allegers (referred to
by GAP as concerned individuals - Cls),

Because of the general lack of specificity of the allecations, it i¢ imperative
that the SSAT contact the allegers and determine if they can identify locations
or components that exhibit the corditions that they have a concern over at STP.
This will “acilitate the SSAT subsequent inspection to substantiate the concerns
or determine that the concern has been satisfactorily corrected. If an alleger
cannot be contacted or 1f the contact yields no additional specific information
to focus the inspection on a particular area or component, the individual
allegation will be dispositioned as unsubstantiated and the general subiect
matter will be pursued further only 1f other related allecations provide some
basis to assume that there {s validity to the concern,
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The SSAT wrote a brief description of each allegation reviewed. We fee) that
the subject matter used in some of the allegation descriptions mioht reveal the
identity of the alleger. Thus, the GAP allegaticr descriptions prepared by
SSAT must remain confidential until such a time that the need for the confiden-
tiality of the allegers is no lorqer required.

Enclosure 5 1iets the 10 primary alleget! ns that the SSAT wil? frvestigate at
STP. Enclosure 6 lists the secondary allecations that will also be considered
along with the primary allegations due to their cimilarities to the primary
allegations,

The preposed SSAT inspection team (Enclosure 7) are the same fndividuals that
performec the initial review, eveluation, and screenirqg of the allegations,
Given the time remaining to prepare “or the inspection and the general
non-specific rature of the allecatiors, the utilization o these experienced
revievers or inspection team members will greatly facilitate the effort.

GAP has been contacted and civen the primary and secondary allegation 1ists to
allow them to contact the appropriate allegers and any others that mav provide
any additional information concerning the allegations selected for {nspection,
Pepending on the results of RAP contact with the alleaers, the proposed tenta-
tive schedule for the inspection effort will commence Furing the week of
January 11, 16£¢,

Should vou have any quections recarding these matters, please contact me at
X27460,

P - - 3 5
/tlfﬁ—< ¢t (= b~
Jose A, Calvo, Nirector
Project Nirectorate - 1V
Divisior cf Reactor Projects - IT7,
IV, and Special Proiects
Office of Nuclear Peactor Regulation

cc w/enclosures:
SSAT Members

V. Stello, EDO
Parler, NGC
Sniezek, NRR
Martin, PLV
Pussell, RI
Johnston, RI
Shao, HRR
Roe, NRR

. Partlow, NRR
Hayes, 01

. Briggs, NGC
Smith, C&C
Lieberman, NF
BRracdv, NRR
Martin, EDN
farde, RAP
Condit, GAP

- - =
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SOUTH TEXAS PPOJECT ALLEGATIONS REVIEW
SAFETY SIENJFICAMCE ASSESSMENT
STATUS REPORT

BACKGROUND

Direct interaction between NRC sta¢f and The Rovernment Accountability
Prolect (GAP) on the matter of South Texas Profect cafety concerns nutside
0f the Yitigation arera, began on November 10, 1987, A meeting was held
‘n the Office of the Executive Director of Nperations (EDO), Bethesda,
with Thomas A, Rehm leadira the NRC staff reprecentatives and Billie P,
Farde leading the GAP reprecentatives. The backdrep for this meetina was
the decision by the US District Court dated October 27, 1087, The Court
had ruled to deny enforcement of a NPC subpoena on Ms, Garde because of
the possibility of "abridoement of constitutiorally protected associational
rights." 1In addition, the court stated that, "Altarnatives m1n1m1:1n? the
intrusion on assocfational rights must be carefully and conscientiously
explored before resort may be had to the court's process."

Prior o the meeting of November 19, 1987, agreement had been reached
between the ENC and Ms, Garde on the main elemonts of a process that would
provide the NRC staff l1imited access to information which mioht be of
relevance in the forthcoming Ticensirg decisions regardine South Texas
Project. Consequently on November 19, 1987, NRC staff reviewers were
permitted to see brief summaries of the allegations in the ponccession of
GAP. An attempt was made by the technical experts present to assess the
safety significance of the allegations. Unfortunately, the {rformation
made available to the staff wae ¢o Tacking in specificity that no conclu-
sfons on safety sionificance coula be reached. In order “or *he NBC staff
to gain access to more detailed information, arrancements were agreed upon
for the NRC technical sta®f to visit the RAP offices in Washington, D,.C,
The protocol for the NPC staff's work at the GAP offices was agreed upon
to protect, to GAP's satisfaction, th: identitv of individuals who haye
made the allegations. The NRC staff has completed fts preliminary review
of the information made available by GAP as described below within the
framework of agreements reached with GAP thus far. In addition, it is
understood that GAP has provided the Office of Invectigations (0!) alleca-
tions of harassment and intimidation and wrongdnina, To assure that all
CAP identified allsgations are reviewed and evaluated, the NRC Safety
Significance Asses:'ment Team (SSAT), which was assembled to per€norm the
fnitial review of (AP's records, will forward to 07 all allegations that
they reviewed and citeaorized as harassment and intimidation or vrongdoing,
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INITIAL NPC STAFF REVIEW OF ALl EGATIONS

An NRC team was assemdled, referred hereinafter as the SSAT ’cafety
sfanfficance assessmert team), to review GAP records of fnterviews with
allegers (referred by GAP as concerned individuals (Cls)) and individual
allegations that GAP enumerated from the interviews. Enclosure ? presents
the NRC SSAT participant; as vell as the disciplines that were involved in
this fnitial review o7 GAP's allegations documentation. As aqreed, NRC
SSAT reviewed GAP's records at GAP's offices in Washinaton N.C. These
records consisted of 2udio tapes of most of the interviews conducted bv a
GAP consultant with the Cls, the consyltant hand-written text extrapolated
from the tapes, and alleqation data sheets that contained each allegation's
unique alpha-rumeric code and a brief description of the concern,

The GAP consultant's hand-written text was assembled in numbered files
which contained reference materials related to allegations. There are
approrimately 30 files with varying quantities of text and reference
materials and two-3 ring binders containing the 576 individual ailegation
data sheets, GAP has categorirzed the allegations into the following
areas: safetv-reluted, intimidation and harassment, wroncdnina, and non
safety-related. Enclosure 2 presents the categorization ard designa-
tion of allegatinns used by GAP,

The NRC initial screenino was per‘ormed by NRC SCAT members with expertice
fr particular areas of crrcern: mechanica) enoirsering, electrical
enafneering, civil/structural engineerinna, Cuality Assurance and Control,
and management (including the safetv-related aspects derived from harassment
and ‘ntimidation, and wronadoing concerns).

The GAP consultant was available to the team to explain where and how
the records were kept and assembled and to answer any questions €or the
team,

SSAT members reviewed each allecation, its associated interview text

and reference material file in their area of expertise. Screenirg also
incluced listening to selected audio tapes to verify the accuracy of the
writter text extrapolated from them,

The results of the SSAT review and initial screening were documented and
identified by allegatinr number. Each SSAT member wrote a brief

description of each z1legation as identi€ied by RAP's consultant ard
fndicated ¢ the concern sppeared to be safety-related n~ non safety-related.
Also, SSAT menbers noted if other disciplines may be fnvolved with a
particular 21lecation and whether the C! needs tc be contacted for
additional information,

Generally, the SSAT's initia]l screening cetermined that a large majority
of the allecations lacked specificitv in identifying a particular location,
component, or system about which the C! was concerned.

The individual SSAT member's da:a was comhired and recateqorize into
allecation aroups: Mecharical: Flectrical; Civi1/Structural; QA/QC;
Harassment and Intimidation; Wrongdoing; NRC Pegion 1V; and Management
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fesues. Each category has several subsets that was usec¢ to specify mere
closely, issues that each allecation appears to be addressing. Enclosure
4 identifies the allegation groups used hy the NRC SSAT,

COMPILING ALLEGATION DATA

A brief summary was prepared for each allegation that was made available
by GAP. Three files containing approximately S0 allegations have been
w;;hhe1d by GAP due to confidentiality concerns on the part of the
alleger,

The allegation summaries have been entered into a computerized data base
along with the SSAT'g preliminary cateccrization of the safetv cignificance
of the 21lagation, the groupina of common or similar 21leqations, and
determination whether the alleger must be contacted to provide specific
1?:crwa:1on needed by the SSAT to determine the safety significance of the
allegatior, .

GAP's initial categorization of these allecations listed cuplicate concerns
under different review disciplines. Recaute of this, the SSAT inftially
had to consider approximately 700 concerns. When these duplications were
reconcilec there were 576 concerns, representing the same number of
allegations, identifimad by RAP, 0f these, 159 cencerns are variations of
an inftial concern relatine additional facets of the original concern sych
as pussible documentation problems, or intimidztion or harascment related
to or caused by the initial concern.

The remaining concerne have been combined inte eroups with similar cercerns
fallecations) and will be reviewed together to assure tha* the magnitude
of each issue f¢ recoanized and that common concerns are detected. Also,
the groupirc n® the concerns will encure a certain deqree of protection of
the identity of allegers, In addition, GAP will advise whether the
alleqatione withheld from NR review because of reasons of cenfidentiality
or becaucse they invoived members nf the NPC staff, are covered bv the
establiched NRC SSAT alleqatien groups. The NPC 2alleaation (concern’
grouping scheme 1s shown in Enclosure 4,

The SSAT's primary effert wiil be expended on thece allegations that

are {dentified as saetv-related concerns. These fscues will be inftially
examined to determined whether they could affect criticality or pewer
ascension either because these operatiore could represent unaccestable
safety risks due to the allecer's concerns or because t'e allegation

would be uninspectable after the plant starts up. Following this, the
most safety significant allecations will be identified and reviewed in

detail by the SSAT,

Recause there is verv {ttle specificity included in the GAP allegatiers,
‘t 1s imperative that the SSAT contact the allemers and ask them +n
‘dentify specific locatinns, svstems, or comporents that exhibit the con-
ditfers that they allege to er‘st at South Texas Profect so that the staff
can substantiate the alleqers concern or conclude that the concern has been
satisfactorilv corrected,
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ALLEGATIONS SELECTED FOR STTE INSPECTIONS

Fnclosure 5 liste the 10 primary allegations that the SSAT will irvestigate
at South Texas. Fnclosure 6 lists the secondary allecations that wil) also
be considered along with these primary allegations due to their
similarities to the primary allegation.

Out of the 576 GAP allecations enumerated, only those 16 concerns
identified in Enclosure 6 as “specific" can be tied to a specific
location, system, or component. The rest refer only in gereral terms to
ftems of corcern., It is therefore fmperative that the SSAT centact the
ailegers in the remaining concerns *» rbtain enough specific information
‘o conduct 2 cetailed review. Some nf the GAP's alleaers will require
:has aic:nfieentiality agreement be completed by NRC before they agree to
eal with us,

If an alleger cannot he contacted or {f the cortact vields no additiora)
specific information to focus the investigation or a particular system,
comporent or location, the individual allecation will be dispositioned as
unsubstzntiated and the general subject matter will be pursued further
only 1f other related allegations provide some basis to assume that there
is validity to the concern,

In addition to the SSAT inspectionr on site, other sources of information
such as Regional frspection reports pertaining to the resolutier of South
Texzs Project allegations, MRR inspections data and safety evaluation
reports, the licensee's SAFETEAM records, ard other documentation that
currently exists will be reviewed to determine vhether they provide arv
additicnal information related to an allecer's concern. These supplementa)
investigations will not focus explicitly on an individual allecer's
corcern, they will also include other unrelated issues such that the
alleger's identitv will be protected, if recuired,

SSAT INSPECTION ROLE

The SSAT will inspect the selected GAP a'lecations at the South Teras
Project (STP) site. The SSAT consists of experts ir construction and
inspection activities in nuclear power plants. The proposed organization
0€ the NRC inspectfon teem, as well as the inspectnrs names and their
essianments are preserted in Enclosure 7. The staf? selected for the
inspection team are the same individuals that performec the initia’
review, evaluation, and screening of the allegations, Given the time
remaining to prepare for the inspectior and the general non-specific
nature of the allegations, the use of these experienced reviewers as
fnspection team members will greatly facilitate the effort,

A major concern o the allegation review and inspection process i¢ the
protection of the confidentialitv of the allecers (concerned individuals),
Arrangements will be made to contact the allegers by GAP, 14 reouired,
the NRC will draw-up any confidentfality agreements with the allegers.
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In addition, the inspection plar will consider combinire other related or
unrelated concernc with the selected GAP allegations to ensure that the
substance of the allegations does not reveal the idertity of these allegers
requesting confidentiality,

A detailed inspection plan will be prepared by the SSAT leader and its
deputy with assistance from the team members. Inspector guidance will be
established prior to the commencement of the inspection to assure corsis-
tency in the inspection process, Frphasis will be placed eon root cause
determinatiors of anv substantiatec #1legations includina the identifica-
tion of any gereric implications. To further facilitate the selected
allegation resolution process. the SSAT will utilize evailable Region 1V
inspection reperts on disposition of allegations, as well as ary NRR
inspection reports and safet: evaluation reports ‘or TP,

The follewing tentative schedule 4s proposed for this irspection effort:
. Cecenmber 28, 1987 . January 1, 1988

Initial plarning

Selection of GAP allegations to be {nspected
Selection of inspection tear members

- Present identified allegations to be inepected to GAP
(A11 the above actions have been completed)

b January 4 - P, 1088

- Detailed fnspection planning and inspector quidance preparation
- Arrangements with AP to contact allegers

” Janyary 11 - 15, 1988
- nterview allegers 14 NP {5 successful in arraroing interviews
threugh GAP
- Tentative start of onsite inspection depending on number of
217egers to be interviewed
’ January 18 - 22, 1988
- Onsite inspection of selected allecations
" January 25 - 2f, 1088
- Summary of allegation inspection results
o January 25 - Fehruary 3, 1988
- Allecation inspection repnrt preparation

. Februarv 1, 1988

- Tentative Commission briefing on full power license
for STP, Unit 1
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NPC_SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT TEAM (SSATY MEMRERS

MEMBER

Paul 0'Connor

Edward Tomlinson
Jai Pajan
Pomuald Lipinski
Hansraj Ashar
Jaoye Dyrr
Patrick Milano
Richard Correia
Georoe Johnsor

Jose Calvo

INVOLVED IN THE INITIAL PEVIFW OF GAP RECORDS

ORGANIZATICON

PD-TV/NRR
PD-1V/NRP
EMEB/NRR
ESAR/NRR
ESGR/NRP
Region 1
oF
LQAB/NRP
FYTB/NRR
PP-TV/NRR

DISCIPLINE
Project Manager
Elec., Irst, & Misc.
Mechanical
Civil/Structura)
Civil/Structura)
QA/QC

NA/RC

ra/0C

Welding

Proiect Nirertor



inclosure 3
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS
GAP ALLEGATION CATEGORIZATION AND DESIGNATION
SECTION* DISCIPLINE CATEGORY ALLEGAT ION __RELATED ALLEGATIONS

Safety Related Piping/Mech/Inst a. Hardware 0001 -9999** R B 3, et

tlectrical

11 Intimid/Harass .= Civil/Structural
HVAC b. Doc./drwgs

111 Wrongdoing - Engr/Design ( Insp. /Testing
Procurement/Purchas

1V Non-5afety Rel - Equipment Qualif d. Other
Fire Protection
QA/QC/N-5/Systems

Completion
Welding
Safety/security
HP
Seismic & Environmental
Generic (all disc)
Personnel 0001= Sarety related/Piping/hardware
Management specific allegation number
Iraining
Nil
Sateteam
EBASCO 0001.1 (same), subset documentation
HL&P
S.C&T1/0
ANI
Qualitication of
Personnel
Y- Bechtel
.- Decument Control

Note NRC allegation numbers use Arabic numbers 1 through 4 rather than Roman numerals to facilitate use of

a4 computerized data dase
** Allegation numbers are cross referenced to actual GAP allegation number




SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONSS

NRC SSAT ALLEGATION GROUPS

MECHANICAL AND PIPING

Pipe
Hydro

Limitorque
Installation

Traceability
Compatapility

Procurement
Installation

@ x> o o w >

SESIMIC QUALIFICATION

) 2 PIPING

A VALVES

3. MATERIALS
4, HVAC

5.

6. FASTENERS
7.  WELDING
0. OTHER
ELECTRICAL
W SPLICES

°© & w o m

A.  Counterfeit/Foreign

A,  Wweld Rod
B. Qualifications

A. Raychem

CABLE AND CONDUIT

INSTRUMENTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION

OTHER

oo

oo

Enclosure 4

Configuration
Chloride Contamination

Missing

Fabrication
Testing

Wzlder 1D
Traceability



CIVIL/STRUCTURAL
1. CONCR:TE

. SOILS

3. CUATINGS

0. OTHER

QA/QC

1. DESIGN CONTROL

2 PROCUREMENT

3. DOCUMENT CONTROL
- QC INSPECTION

A Inspection Records

B. Travellers

<R Hold Point

0. Authorized Nuciear Inspector
E. NCRs

5.  ASBUILT vs DESIGN

6.  SYSTEM TURNOVER

7.  FSAR/SPECIFICATIONS

8. PROCEDURES

0. OTHER

HARRASSMENT & INTIMIDATION (SAFETY RELATED ISSUES ONLY)

WRONG DOING (SAFETY RELATED ISSUES ONLY)

NRC

MANAGEMENT

1. HL&P

2. BECHTEL
3. EBASCO

4.  INTERMECH
5.  PERSONNEL PRACTICES
6.  TRAINING
7.  SAFETEAM
0. OTHER
OTHER



.

II.
Iv.

V1.

VII.

Enclosure §

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS

PRIMARY ALLEGATINMS SELECTED FOR INSPECTIOM

Mechanica! Piping 1Aa-0560 - C! concerned with the cuality of pipe
Joints.

Valves - 122-0563 - CI corcerned that many valvee are installed
backwards,

HVAC - 1Ja-0356 - CI concerned with adecuacy of HVAC welds.

Fasterers - 1Fa.0082 - CI concerned that counterfeit fastenere are
installed at STP,

Weldine - 1Ja-013C - CI concerned with the adequacy/quality of weld -
rod used at STP,

Flectrical Cable/Instrumentation - 1Ra-0119 - CI concerned with the
adequacy of Ravchem splices at STP.

R) Civil/Structural 1€2-N638 - CI concerned with concrete drilling
through rebar,

E) 1Ca-04%4 - €1 concerned with crack in bottom of fuel han¢'ino
building.

Coatinas - 16a-0059 - CI concerned with coatings uced on the
structures and equipment,

QA/QC - 1Ta-0601,1 - CI concerned with "as built" vs. "as desiqned"
configuratinns of valves,

NRC/Recfon IV - 1A2-0554 - CI called NPC several times cencerning
certair problems and had no return response.




CATEGORY - MECHANTCAL/PIPING

SOUTH _TFXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS

SECONDARY ALLFRATIONS

Allegation No.

1Ra-0560
1£2-0162
1Ba-0207
1£g-0754
1Pa-r279
1Ea-0586
1Ga-314

1Ea-0556
1Ea-0432

YALVES

1Aa-05€"
18a-0CE |
16a-0305.1
1Aa-0445

MATEPTALS

HVAC

1Ca-0046 "
10a-0109
1Pa-0M17
10a-029¢€
1Da-N337
1'2-0356
10a-0450
1Da-0MEN4
1Ah-0714
Mc-0619

nescrigtigg

Deficient Pipe Joints
Pipe to Tank Conrections

Enclosure 6

Filter Screens in NNSS Loop - Specific (sp.)
Tnstallation of Pumps, Valves, Tnstruments
Installation of Pumps, Valves, "nstrumerts
Installation of Pumps, Valves, Tnstruments
Steam Generator Installation (sp.)
Installation of Pumps, Valves, Instruments

Pipe Materials (sp.)

Valve Installation (See 1Eq-0754 above)

Vaive Mainterance /sp,)
Valve Installation
Valve Inretzllation

(Covered under other categories)

Puctwork Welds

HVAC Tnstallations

HVAC Material Traceahility
HVAC Inste'lations

HVAC Seal Materia' ’sp.)
HVAC Welds

HVAC Damper /sp.)

HVAC Material

HYAC Installation

(fee 1Da-0z9%6)



FASTENERS

Allegatione WMo, Description

1Aa-CC26 Bo'ts Installation
1Fa-0C48 Bolt Traceability
|Fa-C0p4 Rolt Traceability
1la-0387 Rolt Installation
'Fa-0011 Bolt Traceability
1Fa-0082 Bolt Traceability
1la-00€2 Rolt Traceability (sp.)
1Ya-0C8? Bolt Traceability
1420132 Bolt Traceabil:ty
1Fa-0164 Bolt Traceahility
1Fa-0488 1 Bolt Traceability
WELDING

1Ja-0104 Weld Pod Traceability
1Ja-130 Weld Pod Tracezbility
1Yd-0871 Welders

Wa-0687.1 Welders /gp,)

102-M120 Velders

1Ja-n10? Welders

1'a-0354,2 Welders

1Jb-0053 Welders

1'd-0064 Weld Rod Traceahility
ELECTRICAL TRF FOMPONENTS

1Ba-N11¢ Cable Tnstallations
1Ra.M17§ Cable Installatiore
1Ra-0449 Cable Inctallations
18a-0008 Cahle Instz'lations
1Ra-N409 Cable Installatiers
1Aa-0126 Incere Instrumentation
1Ea-04658 Shielding for Panels /ep,)
A2 .08R6 Instrument Valves (sp.)
2 128 Flow Transmitter Insta'lation (sp.)
C VIL/STRUCTURAL

1Ca-CE238 Concrete Prilling
1Ca-0494 Concrete Settlements (sp.)
1Cc-0114 FiN

21e4-0121,1 Fin



COATINGS

Allegation No. Nescriptior
1Ga-005¢2 Coatinn Traceability/Application (sp.)

0A/0¢
11d-0040 Configuration Contro)

Fb-0094 Corfiouration fantro)
1Ta-0601,1 Configuration Con*ro)

1Eb-0612 Conficuration Control

11b-0705 Configuratior Contra)

1Ib-0751 Confiouration Contro?

1Db-0Ne0 Recnrds

1Ga-314 S. 6. Tnspection

1Eb-159 Pipe Whip Restraint Inspection
1Eh-0159,2 Pipe Whip Restrzint Inspection
1Ja-0254 HKVAC Weld !nepection

1Eb-0612 Support Installation Inspection
1Ab-0174 HYAC Installation Inspection
1Cb-0638. 1 Concrete Drilling Inspectier

o
o
o
)
o
Lo ]
o
~3
-

5 Confidentiality
1ha-0554 Peficiencies sp.)
11a-0855 Peficiencies sp.)



Enclosure 7
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ALLEGATIONS

NRC SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT TEAM (SSAT)

PROPOSED FOR INSPECTION EFFORT

Administrative
Project Director Team Leader (7.1.) Support

J.A. Calvo J. Durr
PD4/NRR Region | 1 Person

Depuk Region IV
Project Manager Team | r (DTL) Support

P. C'Connor - lead| ) R. Correia ‘ 1 Person
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Texas Nuclear Plant

SUNDAY, JANUARY 24, 1988

Probed for Violations

Workeps Filed Hundreds of Complaints

By Cama Petarson
Proengum fus e Prow

The Nuclear Reguimtary Com-
mussion has launched a last-minute
inspection of 4 Texas naclear power
plant after mgviewing hundreds of
allegationa from dozens of workers
thet The plamt  poorly engineered,

constructed with substandard
snd may wviolate safety
ragaistiacs

B owntrs of the South Texas
Nuelar Project near Bay City said
the NRC hma told them the inspec-
ton witl nit affect thewr application
for a full-power license, which may
ve approved as early as next month

The South Texas Nuclear Project
is one of a handful of nuclear plants
awaiting licensing by the NRC, The
two-unut power station 8 owned by
a four-utility consortium headed by
the Houston Power & Light Co
HP&L) and has been under con-
struction for more than 12 years
The first unit of the $5.5 billion pro-
ect was fueled last month and 18
expected (0 begm lOw-power oper-
ation this month

Unlike the Seabrook and Shore-
ham naclear plants still awmsting
NRC censes in the Northeast, the
Soutlr Texas plant has not been 2
target of antinuclear activists or
commumty opposition. However, it
has been dogged by allegations of
shoddy construction and inept man-
agement as its cost soared to more
than 400 percent of the wutial $1
bulion estimate

The NRC fined HP&L $100,000
in 1980, ating inadequacies in qual-
wy-control programs. A year later
the utility fired its main coatractor

Brown & Root, and hired-the Bech-
tel engineering and construct.on
firm to compiete the plant
NRC officials sent an inspection
team to Bay City last week after
reviewmg more than 600 come
plaints of wrongdoing under Bech-
tel's management, about half -
voiving potential safety defects
According to an NRC document,
the alleged probiems range (rom
valves being installed backward 0
the use of weljing matenals, nuts
and boits that may not have Deen
designed to handle the stress of a
wclear plant
The allegations were made Dby
more than 50 plant workers
through the Government Account-
ability Project (GAP), an organiza
n that defends whistie-dlowers
AP has refused to divulge names
f the workers, who fear retaliation
but allowed the NRC to examine
the complaints after a federdl ndge
rebuffed NRC's effort to get the
workers' names through a subpoe-
a
HP&L spokesman Graham Paint-
ér said the utiity had not bdeen &
wed to see the allegationa but sawd
ant officials think that they are
i complaints.”
the case, we re not con
Painter said. “If we looked
'r we 0Ok corrective ac-
in't amount to much.”
ttney, a nuclkear consuk

’

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

Edna Ottney, nuclear consuitant




wants to hear it. They're behind
schedule and out of money. They |
say they'll fix it after the plant is

running.

Corder accompamed the NRC
inspection team on a tour Tuesday |
of the South Texas plant, where he |
had complamed of numerous com- |
struction deficienses in the recent.
ly completed Usit 1, Although he
was not allowed to enter Unit | of
the plant for wit the NRC sad
were security ressons, Corder saxd
he was able to pont out idéntical
problems with metal fasteners on
an electnica: pane! in Unit 2,

“The fasteners are gone. Miss-
ing," he sad. “The pasel is just
stuck up there." The panel is a pro-

{
|
1

tective covering over high-voltage

switch plates that control electrical

equipment 10 the plant.
Corder decimed to characterise

the plant as safe or unsafe. “It's |
muddied,” he sad. “! still worry |

about it at nught.”

NRC spokesman Joe Gilliland
confirmed that Corder had earlier

any, the agency had ordered.
According to NRC and GAP doe=
uments, other worksars have raised

The NRC inspects relatively little |
olanucbnmn‘bdonde-

-

|
the agency may have told HP&L |
that the iatest inspection "has not '
been a delaying factor” in the licers |
Ing process because a commissiun
vote on the license has been post.

losts were detayed
last month when the plant devel |
oped an unexplaed vibration in its '
cooling system, and the NRC i an-
alynng a potential problem with ity !
“thumble tubes,” shafts that are
used to introduce sampling equip-
ment into the reactor, The tubes |
corroded in @ simuar plat in Bek
gium, allowing radiocactive water to
spul into the reactor buuding.

poned for other reasons. '
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