UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20686

DCT 04 1988

Mr., Stephen B, Comley

Executive Director

We The People of the Unfted States
BRox 277

Rowley, Massachusetts 01969

Dear Mr, Comley:

Your letter of August 15, 1988, to President Ronald Reagan expressing vour
concerns regarding Seabrook Statifon has been referred to me for response.

I share your concern about the potential use of substandard piping fixtures at
nuclear power facilities, Therefore, NRC issued NRC Bulletin No, 88-05 and
Supplements 1 and ? thereto (copies enclosed) to inform applicants and licensees
of this potential problem, The Seabrook Station licensee reviewed the Seabrook
Station construction records in accordance with the requirements of the bulletin
and supplements and determined that 369 suspect fixtures were installed in the
Seabrook Unit 1 plant, A report of the licensee's review was submitted to NRC
on August 25, 1988, and fs currently being reviewed by the NRC staff, The
applicant must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the NRC staff that al) of

hese suspect fixtures provide an acceptable level of quality and safety,

A second concern expressed in your letter was that an unqualified inspector

had been used at Seabrook Station, An Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI)

trainee was assigred to the Seabrook Station from May to December 1985, The

NRC review determined that the AN! trainee performed assignments in accordance

with his assfaned training program and that qualified ANIs had evaluated and
monftored his training, proaress, and inspection work, The NRC concluded that
there was nefither a noncompliance with the American Society of Mechanical Engineers
Code nor evidence of wrongdoing

You also expressed a concern regardine the thoroughness of the licensee's
inspection to determine that “"counterfeit" bolts were not built into Seabrook
Station, The licensee's initia) inspection, performed in response to NRC
Bulletin No, 87-0? (copy enclosed), determined that the fasteners used in
Seabrook Station were acceptabie, After that initfa) inspection, NRC {ssued
Supplements 1 and 2 (copies enclosed) to NRC Bulletin No, B7-02. These
supplements requested and then clarified the request for additional information
on the suppliers and manufacturers from whom the subject fasteners may have
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Mr. Stephen B, Comley ? -

been purchased. The NRC reviewed the information subtmitted by the Seabrook
Station licensee in response to Supplements 1 and 2 to NRC Bulletin No, 87-02
and cancluded that the actions taken by the licensee were both complete and
adequate and that the fasteners installed in Seabrook Station are acceptable
for their intended uses,

Thank vou for vour interest in these matters,

Sincerely,

Origilia. = jued by
| ’rm..; J. hirvaglia
[ vV

<, Thomas E. Murleyv, Director
Nffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosures: J
As stated

bee:

Agency Liaison

Room 91

The White House
Washington, OC 20500

*See previous concurrence
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASMINGTON, D.C, 20555

May 6, 1988

NRC BULI ETIN NO., B8-05: NONCONFORMING MATERIALS SUPPLIED BY PIPING
SUPPLIES, INC. AT FOLSOM, NEW JERSEY AND WEST
JERSEY MANUFACTURING COMPANY AT WILLIAMSTOWN,
NEW JERSEY

Addressees:

A1l holders of operating licenses or construction permits for nuclear power
reactors,

Purpose:

The purpose of this bulletin 4s to require that licensees submit ‘nformation

. regarding materials supplied by Piping Supplies, Incorporated (PSI) at Folsom,
New Jarsey and West Jersey Manufacturing Company (WJIM) at Williamstowr, New
Jersey and to request that licensecs 1) take actions to assure that materials
comply with ASME Code and design specification requirements or are suitable
for their intended service, or 2) replace such materials,

g;crigpon of Cigmg!ngq:

The NRC hes obtained copies of certified material test reports (CMTRs) for
materfal su,plied b{ PST and WIM that contain false information about materia’
supplied to the nuclear industry. A number of CMTRs were apparently used to
certify that commercial-grade, foroign steel meels the requirements of ASME
Code Section III, Subarticle NCA-3800, by using a domestic forging company's
letterhead, There was no avidence that PS] or WIM performed or had a subcon-
tractor perform the testing required by Section 11! to upgrade “e commercially
produced steel for these falsified s, The informetion avat.uble to date
indicates that WJM started supplying ASME Code components to the nuclear
industry in 1976, both directly as wel)l as through intermediaries, and that
PSI started supplying ASME Code components to the nuclear industry directly
and threugh intermediaries in 1985, 1Ia addition, WOM held an ASME Quality
System Certificate (QSC-385) as a meterial manufacturer from November 30, 1979
to November 30, 198%,

The NPC has concluded that there are potential generic safety implications at
facilities that either have received direct shipment of materials furnished by
PSI or WM (4.e., pipe fittings and flanzfs‘ or received piping subissemb)fes
and other components “rom holders of ASME Certificates of Authorization or
other subcortractors which incorporated materials supplied by PSI or WM,

L. " e
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Actions Requested:

1.

Review purchasing records for your facility and determine whether any WOM.
or PSI-supplied ASME Code or ASTM materials have been furnished to your
facility., The lists of purchasing and receivine companies given in
Attachments 1 and 2 have been developed through the NRC's partia) review

of PSI and WM™ documents. Tt s emphasized that the NRC ha; not veviewed
811 documents; therefore, the review of records should not be Yimited to
the companies on these 14sts. The records review for PST-supplied materia)
should cover the period since January 1, 1985, The WM review should cover
the period since January 1, 1976,

For ASME Code and ASTM materfals furnished by PSI or WJ¥ that are either
not yet Installed 4n safety-related syctems at your facility or are in-
stalled in safety-related systems of plants under construction, the
following actions are reguested: (perform action a and either action

b or ¢)

a. Provide a 1ist of WIM- and PST-supplied materials that are found not
to be in conforman.e with the applicable code requirements or pracure-
ment specifications and Ydentify the applications n which these
materials are used or will be used. Include the materia) specifi-
cation, the nature of the component (e.c., pipe flange), size and
pressure rating; also indicate the chain of purchase, and either

Take actions that provide assurance that all received materials comp)y
with ASME Code Section 111, ASTM, and applicable procurement spect!fica-
tion requirements, or that demonstrate that such materials are suitable
for the intended service, For example, this proaram should inc'.ude
specific verification that austenitic stainless steels have been
received in a non-sensitized condition, or,

Replace all questionable fittinas and flanges w'th materials that have
been manufactured 4n full compliance with ASME Code Section 111, ASTV,
and the applicable procurement spec!fication reouirements,

For ASME Code and ASI™ materials furnished by WJM or PSI already insta)led
in safety-related systems 4n operating plants, the following actions are
requested:

2. Provide a Yist of the WM. and PSI-supplied materials that are found
not to be in conformance with the applicadle code requirements or pro-
curement specifications and 1dentify the applications in which the
materials are used., Include the materia) specification, the nature
of the component (e.o0., pipe flarge), size, and pressure rating; also
indicate *he chain of purchase.

Take actions requested in 2b or 2¢c above. However, an evaluation
should be undertaken prior to replacing questicrable material in
accordance with 2¢c above that considers the occupational radiation
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exposure that would be received during the replacement process. This
evaluation should be considered in developing the method and timing
of material replacements,

¢c. Document and maintain for inspection a basis for continued plant
operation {f the prooram requested in item 3b has not been completed
within 120 days of the date of receipt of this bulletin,

4, For any PSl- or WM-supplied materials having suspect CMTRs and used in
systems that are not safety-related, take actions commensurate with the
function to be performed,

5. Mainta‘n for inspection the documentation of the specific actions taken
for the fdentified materials,

6, For operating plants, all scheduled actions should be completed before 2
restart from the next major outage starting after 180 days from the date
of receipt of this bulletin, For plants under construction all scheduled
actions and the reporting recuired by 2 below should be completed prior
to the planned fuel load date. If any addressee cannot meet this schedule,
they should justify to the NRC their proposed alternative schedule.

R!ggr31ng I!guir!!!nts:

1. Provide a written report within 120 days of the date of receipt of this
bulletin that either:

8. States that no WM. or PSI-supplied materials have been furmished for

your facility for use in safety-related systems, 1f suc™ 4s the case,
or

b. Provides the information requested in ftems 2a and 3a above that
indicates which materials have been found not to be in conformance
with the apnlicable code requirements or procurement specifications,
confirms completion of other actions requested ir Ytems 2b or ¢, 3b
and 4, and provides a schedule for completing any remaining actions,

2. Confirmation of completion of a)) scheduled actions shal)l be subm’tted
to the NRC within 60 days of completion for operating plants and prior
to the fue)l load date for plants under construction,

The written reports, required above, shall be addressed to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, D.C., 20555,
under oath or affirmation under the provisions of Section 182a, Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, In addition, a copy shal) be submitted to the appro-
priate Regional Administrator,

This cequirement for information was approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under clearance number 3150-0011,
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[f you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact one of the
technical contacts Tisted below or the Regfonal Administrator of the appro-
priate NR. Regional Office.

arles E, Rossi, Director
Division of Operationa) Events Assessmont
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Technical Contacts: Ray Cilimberg, NRR
(301) 492.3220

Ed Baker, NRR
(301) 4982.322]

Attachments:
1. Table 1 - ¥nown and Intended Recipients of Carbon Steel Materials
furnished by PS! or WJM
Table 2 - ¥nown and Intended Recipients of Stainless Stee) Materials
furnished by PSI or WM
List of Recently Issued NRC Bulletins
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TABLE 1 - KNOWN AND INTENDED RECIPTENTS OF CARBON STEEL
: MATERIALS FURNISHED BY PSI AND WM

Purchaser

Radnor Alloys, Inc.

Capito) Pipe & Stee)

Puliman Power Products

Pullman Power Products

Pullman Power Products

Puliman Power Pr-ducts

Pullman Power Products

Pullman Power Products

Tyler Davison

Osborne Brothers Welding
Supply

HUB Incorporated

HUB Incorporated

HUB Incorporated

Chicago Tube & Iron

Chicago Tudbe & Iron
Chicago Tube & Iron
Chicago Tube % !ron
Chiccgo Tube & Iron
Orave Corp.

Joliet Valves, Inc,
McJunkin
Guyon Alloys
ITT Grinnel
Guyon Alloys,
Guyon Alloys,

Tne.
Inc.

Inc.
Inc.
Inc,
Inc,
Inc.
Inc,
Inc,

Alloys,
Alloys,
Alloys,
Alloy.,
Alloys,
Alloys,
Alloys,

Guyon
Guyon
Guyon
Guyon
Guyon
Guyon
Guyon

Inc.
Inc.

Guyon Alloys,
GU{Oﬂ Alloys,
Bellows
Americen Standard
Louis P, Canuso

Recefving Company

Bechtel Power Corp.
Bechtel Power Corp.
Pullman Power Products
Danie)

Cleveland Electric
Bechte! Power Corp.
Pullman Power

Pullman Power

Rechtel Power Corp.

General Electric

Duke "owver

Bechte! Power Corp.

Bechte)! Power Corp.

Omaha Public Power
District

Commonwealth Edison

Cherne Construction Co.

Northern States Power

Consumer Power

Pravo Corp.

Joliet Valves, Inc.

Bechte! Power Corp,

Babcock & Wilcox

ITT Grinnel)

Bechtel! Power Corp,

Northeast Nuclear Energy
Compar. y

Bechte! ¢/o PPAL

Duke Power

Bechte) Power Corp.

Carolina Power & Light

Paldwin Associates

South Carolina Electric
and Gas

Carolina Power & Liaght

Gulf States

American Standard
Rechtel/Public Service

Nuclea~ Plant (1f known)

Pilgrim
Midland
Palo Verde
Wolf Creek
Perry

South Texas
San Onofre
Vogtle
Grand Gulf

Perry

Oconee
Arkansas
WNP.?

Fort Calhoun

Braddwood
Marble HiM
Palisades
Seabraok
San Onofre

Limerick
Mi1stone

Susquehanna
Catawba
Hope Creek
WNP.?
Rrunswick
Clinton
V.C. Summer

Shearon Karris
River Rend

Hope Creek
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TABLE 1 - KNOWN AND INTENDED RECIPIENTS OF CARBON STEEL
MATERIALS FURNISHED BY PST AND WJM

Burchaser

Capito) Pipe } Stee)

Gulfalloy

Public Service Electric
and Gas

Conax

Consolidated Power*

Consolidated Power*

Consolidated Power*

Consolidated Power*

Consolidated Power*

Louis P, Canuso

Dubose

Dubose

Dubose

Dubose

Dubose

Dubose

Dubose

Dubose

Dutose

Dubose

(continued)

Receiving Company

Bechte!
Rechte! Power Corp.

PSEAG

Conax

Rechte! Power

Duke Fower

Boston Edison

Niagara “ohawk

Philadeiphia Electric

Bechtel Corp.

Toledo Edison

Florida Power

TVA

TVA

PPAL

SMUD

Rochester Gas & Electric

Duke Power

Power Authority State
of N.Y.

South Carolina Electric
and Gas

Muclear Plant (47 known)

Nogo Creek
Palo Yerde
Salen

South Texas
McGuire
Pilgrim

Nine Mile Point
Limerick
Hope Creek
Davis-Besse
Crystal River
Sequoyah
Watts Bar
Susquehanna
Rancho Seco
Ginna

Oconse
FitzPatrick

*Consolidated Power s also known as Consolidated Piping and Supply located
ir Birmingham, Alabama, Furlong, Pa., and Charlotte, N.C,
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TARLE 2 = KNOWN AND INTENDED RECIPIENTS OF STAINLESS STEEL
. MATERIALS FURNISHEN RY PSI AND MM

’!’.’S"!!!' Recefving Company Nuclear PLQML" ¥newn)
HUB Incorporated Bechte! Power Corp. Limerick

Radnor Alloys Radnor Alloys cessvenen

Pullman Power Products Pullman Power cssnnenne

Dravo Corp. Pravo Corp. Seabrook

Louds P, Canuso, Inc. Philadephia Flectric Peach Bottom

L. P. Caruso, nc. Bechtel Power Corp, cessseene
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OMB No.: 3150.0011
NRCR 88-05, Supplement 1

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSTON
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

June 15, 1988

NRC BULLETIN NO, 88-05, SUPPLEMENT 1: NONCONFORMING MATERIALS SUPPLIED BY
PIPING SUPPLIES, INC, AT FOLSOM, NEW
JERSEY AND WEST JERSEY MANUFACTURING
COMPANY AT WILLIAMSTOWN, NEW JERSEY

Addressees:

A1l holders of operating licenses or construction permits for nuclear power
reactors,

Purpose:

The purpose of thi; supplement 1s to 1) provide additional information con-
cerning material supplied by Piping Supplies, Incorpnrated (PS!) and West
Jersey Manufacturing Company (WJM), 2) reduce the scope of the requested
materials review to only flanges and fittings, 3) delineate actions licensees
are requested to take to fdentify these materials and to determine whether

the materials comply with ASME and ASTM design and material specifications,
and 4) clarify what actions licensees are requested to take once they identify
material that does not comply with the above materia) specifications.

Description of Circumstances:

On June 10, 1988 the NRC staff was informed by Carolina Power & Light CPAL)
that the Shearon Marris Nuclear Plant had tested two flanges from their ware-
house that had been supplied by WIM, The two flanges were identifieu as
belonging to Heat No, 7218, SA-10%5 material, The CPAL test results did not
match those reported on WJM's Certified Material Test Reports (CMTRs) and
did not meet the tensile and yield strength requirements for SA-105 material,
Required minimum tensile strength 1s 70 KS! whereas the measured tensile
strengths were 45 KSI and 46 KSI. The tensile strength reported on the CMTPR
was 77 KSI. Required minimum yield str;n*:: fs 36 XS] whereas the measured

feld strengths were 27 KSI and 31 KSI, yleld strength reported on the

P was 50 KSI. Measured chemistry composition was also out of specification,

notably percent carbon was very low at 0,045 and manganese wcs measured at 0,32
(required range 0.6 to 1.0%),

Bulletin 88-05 requires that all PSI and WJi supplied materia) be identified
and that a determination be made 2 to its suitability for the intended or

Lep.



supplement |

plic .+ This supplement narrows the scope of review from ASME

materfals® to ASME and ASTM fittings and flanges. In view of the
recent verification that fianges which do not comply with ASME and ASTM speci-
fications have been supplied to the nuclear industry, the time frames for
certain actions are also modified by this supplement.

Actions Qgiués‘ﬁﬂ'

The actions requested in Bulletin BB-05 remain in effect with the following
additons:

Review of purchasing records may be rediuced in scooe from ASME and
ASTM "materials" to ASMF asnd ASTM “fittings and flanges" and the

'

review should be initiated and completed promptly,

4

P,

The scope of paragraph 2 of Bulletin 28.05 is reduced from ASME and
ACTM™ H:'".ﬂ’a"‘j“‘ tn ACNE and ASV'H ‘f‘lar\:,--,s ard vaOwr‘,y." A" other
provisions of paragraph 2 of Bulletin 88-05 remain in effect

The scope of paragraph 3 of Bulletin 88-05 is reduced from ASME and ASTM

>
A

materials” to ASME and ASTM "flanges and fittings." For ASME and ASIV
flanges and fittings furnished by PSI or WIM already installed in safely-

related systems in operating plants, the following actions are requested:

~Ommence appropriate testing of accessible flanges and fittiras
ly to fdentify conformance of materials to ASME and ASTM
materfal specifications, Test results for flarges and fittings
reported to be ‘rom the same heat should be compared for consist-
ency and for conformance to the ASME/ASTM specifications and to

*
promp?t

L 3

values listed on material CMTPs, Any deviation from the specif
cation requires an appropriate analysis fustifyine continued
operation.

any inaccessible flanges or fittings are identified, an analysis
oe performed Justifying continued operation.

A1l other provisions of paragraph 3 of Bulletin PR.05 remain in effect.

For flanges and fittinos already identified as having been supplied by

PSI o~ WJM, the actions requested in 3a and 3b above arc to be completed
within 3C days of recefpt of this supplement For flanges and fittings
identified after receipt of this supplement, the actions requested in 2a
and 3b above are *o be completed within 30 days of fdentifying the flanges
or fittings as being supplied by PS! and WOV,

Based on the discovery by CPAL of nonconforming flanges and on NRC review

cf records of WIM's production of numerous flanges purportedly from Heat

No, 7218, licensees should specifically be alert to identify records for

flanges from Meat No. 721f
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5. Addressees are requested to retain nonconforming materfals until advised
further by the NRC. Nonconforming materials should be segregated to ensure
that they are not inadvertently used,

6. Addressees are encouraged to report the results of tests of PSI and WJM
supplied flanges and fittings to the INPO Nuclear Network for dissemi-
nation to the industry.

Reporting Requirements:

The reporting requirements of Bulletin 82-05 remain in effect with the following
additiont:

1. The NRC Operations Center should be notified Fy telephone, 202-951-0850, of
the need for analysis to justify continued operation as required in para-
graphs 3Ja and 3b, Where the need for analysis to fustify continued operation
results in a requirement for a report under 10 CFR 50,72, the notification to
the Operations Center should be in accordance with the reporting times re-
quired by 10 CFR 50,72, If the nced for analysis to justify continued
operation would not result in a requirement for 2 report under 10 CFR 80, "2,
the notification to the Operations Center should be made within 48 hours.

2. Include the results of all tests of PSI or WM materials in the written
response to Bulletin 88.05,

The written reports required above shall be addressed to the U.S. Nuclear
Requlatory Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, D.f, 20555,
under oath or affirmation under the provisions of Sectfon 182a, itomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended. In addition, a copy shall be submitted to the appro-
priate Regional Administrator,

This requirement for information was approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under blanket clearance number 3150-0011, Comments on burden and dupli-
fcations should be directed to the Office of Menugomont and Budget, Reports
Management, Room 3208, New Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503,

If you have any questions about this matter, please contact une of the technical
contacts listed below or the Regional Administrator of the appropriate NRC

regional office,
N

ossi, Director
Division uf Operationa) Events Assessment
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regul:tien

Technical Contacts: Ray Cilimberg, NRR
(301) 492-3220

Ed Baker, NRR
(301) 492-3221

Attachment: List of Recently Issued NRC Bulletins
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UNITED STATES
MUCLEAR KECULATORY COM LSS ION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASKINGTION, C.C. 20855

‘Ugu‘t 3. 1568

NRC BULLETIN AU, 88-05, SUPPLEMENT i  NONCONFORMING MATELRIWLS SUPKLIED BY
PIPING SUPPLIES, INC. AT FOLSCM, NEW
JERSEY ANC WEST CLASEY MANLFACTURING
COMFANY AT WILLIAMSTOWN, NEW oRASEY

Adcressees:

A1) holders of operating licenses or construction permits for nuclear power
reactors.

Pyrpose:

The purpose of this supplement is to (1) modify the schedule for actions
scdressees were requested to perforr in Bulletir 88-0% and Supy'ement |
ang (¢) provide adaitional infcrmation concerning materials supplied by
Piping Supplies, Incorporated (PS1), West Jersey Marufacturing (wiM),
and a recently identified affiliated company, Chews Landing Meta) Manu-
facturers Incorporated (CLM),

Description of Circumstances:

On July 22. 1986, the NRC staff met with representatives of the Nuclear Marage-
ment and Resources Council (NUMARC) to ¢iscuss the status of licensees' actions
in response to Bulletin 86-05 and Supplement |, Ouring this meetiry, NUMARC
presented information on )icensee and NUMARC/Electric Power Research Institute
(EPRI) testing and evaluation methodology of PSI/WJM flanges. This information
was summarized in a letter to the NRC from NUMARC datea July 25, 1988 ard &
detailed report and proposal was subsequently submitted on July &9, 1988
(Attachment 1),

Based on the reported measurement and analytical results to date, the Nk( has
concluded that for full power licensees it i3 appropriate to suspend, tempo-
rarily, the field measurements, testing, records review, and the preparation
of Justifications for continued operations (JCOs) that were requested by Bul-
letin 88.05 and Supplement | unti] further notice. Addressees that have not
received & ful) power license are requested to continue the ins-situ testing
and the records review, The time frames of interest remain as specified in
the original Bulletin, Janvary 1, 1976 to present. During the temporary
suspension of the requestey activities, the NRC will review the measurerent
ang test data and resuits of analysis performed and cetermine the extent to

\ 2 :
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1f you have any questions about this matter, please centact one of the technica)
contacts Iisted below or the Regional Administrator of the appropriate NRC
recicral ottice.

- 1/ /P A
Ao [l ey

Charles £, Roszi, Cirector

Division ot Uperational Everts Assessment
Office ot Nuclear keactor Reguletion

Technica) Contacts: Ray C1ltubcrg. NRk
(eCl) 4§2-38¢

by Leker, N&R
(301) &%¢2.3221

hitachngrts:

3 Ltr to NRC fo WumAKG , 0L ;‘Uly 29. 198L
Froduct Ferms S010 by woM/PSI/Chews Landing
Nuclear Plants Receiving Suspect Materiul
Purchasers Receiving Suspect Material

List of Recently lssued Nk( bBulletirs
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July 29, 1988

Mr. Thomas T. Martin

Associate Director for Inspection
and Techrical Assessment

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatioen

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Martin:

In a meeting held July 22 with NRC, NUMARC requested that utility
activities relative to NRC Bulletin 88.-05 and Supplement | be suspended.
This suspension request was based on a generic analysis provided to NRC by
NUMARC's Tetter of July 22. In the subgoct NRC meeting, NUMARC also presented
an analysis of utility and laboratory test data obtained to date. NUMARC's
Tetter of July 25 to DOr. Thomas Murley formalized the request for suspension.
In that letter, NUMARC committed to provide a written report to NRC reflecting
the test data and conclusions presented in the July 22 meeting, and providing
quanrtitative statistical evaluations relative to the conclusions presented
at this meeting. That report 15 hareby provided as an attachment.

As noted previously, the NUMARC laboratory testing prox;a- will be carried
to completion even 1f ytility test efforts are suspended. update of the
attached report will be provided addressing conclusion of the NUMARC laboratory
testing program as well as inclusion of field test data not yet reflected.

We would YTike to reiterate the importance of timely action in your
consideration of NUMARC's request for suspension. Utility resource
expenditures of major proportions are presently continuing without abatement.
Continvation of tes*ing 1s not resource effective and, as documented in the
attachment, would not be expected to result in additional insights. Moreover,
fn conjunction with the generic analysis previously provided, the attachment
substantiates that no significant public hes1th and safety concern s
represented by this issve.
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ABSTRACT

The NRC Bulletin B88<05 addressed the alleged foaloification of Certified
Materiales Test Reporte (OMTRe) by two suppliers, WJM and PSI1, of piping
flanges and fittings. NUMARC, through the technical management of EPRI,
developed a multifaceted program to assiet utilities in addressing this
bulletin, Laboratory testing of suspect material, the compilation of urility
test data and analysis of that data are reported. These data shov in general
that, except for blind flanges, the suspect material meets tensile strength
requirements and is satiefactory for ASME Code epplications. The hardness
testing resulte for the same materiale exhibit a broad scatter band which
vould justify applicotion of a testing tolerance band in comparisen to the
AST™ AI0 conversion froe hardness to ternsile otrength, The field and
laderatory teating resulte both exhidit the same broad scatter band, A
laboratory gererated beat fit curve 10 uoed to relate measured field hardnens
to tersile atreangth,

The field hardness tent date for 133e items ohov the same scatter band ae
fourd in ladoratory tests, and follows the same general bell shape hardnens
dintribution as laboratory hardress tests, The similarity in shapes and the
lack of burps ot either the lov ends or the high ends of these ladoratory and
field histograme indicates that there 19 not & concern for lov strength
material or high strength material. Applying o best fic approach from
laboratory hardness and tensile dote to field hardness data resulite in on
eotivnate of strength, The best fit approach to the field data indicates that
the vast majority are acceptadble, Based on the ladoratory testing and
extersive fieled testing, it 1o concluded there 10 no materiale prodblem, except
possibly for some BDlind flanges.

Blind flanges and other components vere addressed analytically in the NUMARC
generic analysin report, and it vae shown that in the majority of coses there
would not be & straps concern even if strength in the order of &) KST were to
be avsumed,

Thie interim report concludes that the material has scceptadle otrength and
except for some blind flatges 10 satinfactory for ASME Code applications, The
continued uee of these flanges and fittings does not present o safety prodles,

Recommendations are made for follow=up activities.

1%
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

The NRC issued Bulletin B8<05 regarding slleged falsification of Certified
Materinls Test Reports (OMTRs) by West Jersey Manufacturing Co. (WJM) and
Piping Systemd, Inc, (PS1). Specific actions were required of utilities. Some
of these could efficiently be addressed by a generic program. NUMARC initiated
such a program. The NRC issued Supplement 1 to 88-05 subsequent to reports of
tvo blind flanges having lowv tensile strength., The supplement required
utilities to perform field tests on identified installed WIM/PSI items. The
supplement also focused effort on piping flanges and fittings. The NUMARC
program was modified to coordinate and standardize field testing methods and to
compile utility generated data. Concurrently, the generic NUMARC laboratory
testing program has been in progress.

NUMARC MULTIFACETED PROCRAM

Because several actions were required by 88<05 which could be efficiently
sddressed in o generic manner, NUMARC undertook the sctivities described herein
as vell as the testing and test data analysis which are the subject of this
report.,

A. Review of recnrds to permit scope limitation,
B. Review of records to identify intermediate and secondary supply routes.

C. Interface with Authorized Inspection Agencies and the National Board of
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors.

D. Generic stress analysis of fittings and flanges.
E. Testing, data compilation and evaluation,
GENERIC STRESS ANALYS!IS

The generic stress anolysis has been completed, revieved with and provided to
the NRC, The analysis indicates that there is little concern for the stress
integrity of the fittings or flanges even if the materiale were of
substantially lower strength when compared to the strength requirements of
SA=105, This report vas formally transmitted to the NRC by NUMARC on July 22,
1988,

The testing program is described in the following sections of this report.

NUMARC TESTING PROGRAM

METHODS

This progranm contains twe main elements: first, comprehensive ladboratory
testing of suspect items contr duted by utilities; and second, utility
generated data of destrustive ladoratory tests and in situ tests of installed
suspect items,

ll.s' )l
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there are objective reasons to use as is. The benefits of replacing inscalled
high hardness items with acceptable welds and HAZ are mininal., In contrase,
the risks in any replacement are greater. The ALARA consideratiors also
indicate that high hardness items not be replaced unless there is o
plant-unique overriding concern,

STAINLESS STEEL

There is a relatively small amount of stainless steel installed, and very
little in warehouses. To date, all tests performed on stainless steel have
been acceptadble, Approximately four dozen items have been tested. All tersile
results are acceptadble, all chemical analyses are acceptadle and all
sensitization tests are acceptable, Approximately 10 dozen magnetic checks
were also acceptadle., Only one of all these test resulte is slightly low; that
is, one yield strength value wvas 28,5 KS1 vs. 30,0 KSI, end this difference is
insignificant., These tests aore summarized in Table 2.

While the adbsolute number of test results is not as great as for carbon steel,
the results indicate there is no concern,

CONCLUSIONS

The strength of SA 105 material and stainless steel items which vere suspect is
not &4 concern.,

RECOMME NDATIONS

1. The test results to date indicate there is no concern for materials and
thus field testing may bde suspended as there i sufficient data for
evaluation,

The generic stress analysis also indicates there ir n. concern for
plausible lov strength materials because it has deen s own that even if
substrength materials were installed, the vast majority of these cases
vould be acceptadble, Thus, it is appropriaste to suspend document reviews
and field testing.

2. The ladoratory program should be completed subject to constraints of
availadle material,

3. The existing utility geterated data should be compiled and analyszed in the
NUMARC program,

&. A summary report should be generated,

1185 oJe
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TABLE 1

SUMMA, ' OF MILH MARDNESS LIMITS

MAX. HARDNESS LIMITS

BHN
SA 350 197
SA 105 PRE 1972 N/A
SA 105 POST 1972 187

ONLY IF QUENCHED

SA 234  WPB-SUPPLEMENTARY 197

SA 181 N/A
SA 182 F 1 192
F 2 192
F1ll 207
F 22 207

AWS DIi.1 WELD & HAZ, HV280 265

NACE MR-01 75, Re22 237
BASE METAL, WELDS, HAZ



Attachment O
NECE 88-05. Supplement 2

AUSU" Jc 1988

Freduct Form ] p h Landin i

Flanges

Falf Couplings

Full Couplings

Flate hings

Penetration Plates - SAS16, GR70 :

Seal Fletes -« SASLE, bi7g (Ferry)

Socket meld Kozzles (CLM)

Long Orain Beoss -~ ALBCFLL & F22

Radiograph Plugs (CLM)

Square bar -+ J0l8

Spacers

Semgie Probes Class 1 -« SAZ1Z, T304 (Perry) (CLM)
Guide Lugs -+ SA240, 1304

socket Weldec Malf Couplings Class 1 «« SALBZ, FIC4L (vogtle)
Special hozzles

Pipe Caps -+ SA234

Lugs -+ SAZ40, T304 (Palo Veroe)

Lugs «« SAEL1E, GR70 (Palo verde)

Socket Weld Couplings

Plate -« SA3J6 (Perry)

Special Boss -+ A234, ALOS, A739

Bolts «« SALSI, GRB7 (Confrentes/Spain)

irstryment Pe.etration End Plate -- SAS16, GR7U (Perry)
hanger Lugs <« SAELE, GR7C (Drave/Site unknown)

Socket Wela bess -~ Class 1 +- SALBc, FI16 (Seabrook) (CLM)
Transition Flece -+ SALOS (vogtle;

Thermowe | 1s «« AlB2 (Cravo/Munter/Site unknown) (CLM)
Bar Stock <« ALLS (Dravo/Yellow Creex) (CLM)

! This 1s & complete 1ist of all product forms identified during the NRC
ttaff's review of available recores.

¢ Specific ruclear pewer plants or customers 2re noted in cases where the
precduct form appeared to be @ unique or special order and not wice spread,

) Ingicetes that materia) was solg by Chews Landing Metal Manyfacturers Inc.



Attachrent &
NRCE EL-US, Supplement 2
August 3, (568

Pyrchasers F ivin ri I1

Barr - Saurcers, lve,

M.h. kelloge (became Division of Pyllmer.,

Lake Erie ?rcn L veta) Co., Inc.

Liberty Equipment, Co.

beta) Bellows (1isted as Gellows in Eulletin)

Power Piping Co.

Stendarcs Fipe & Supply Co.. Ing,

Tioge Pipe Supply Co., Inc,

Tyler Cawson (11:tee 1n error as Tyler Cavisen in Bulletin)

———— ——— e

i These purchasers are in aucition t¢ those preaviously identifiew ang are
known to have received material for nuclear applications.
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T SSINS No.: 6820
OMB No,: 31500011
NRC Compliance
Bulletin B87.02

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASHINGTON, D,C, 20555

November 6, 1987
NRC COMPLIANCE BULLETIN NO, B7.02: FASTENER TESTING ©) DETERMINE CONFORMANCE
WITH APPLICABLE MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

Addres __

R11 holders of operzting 1icenses or construction permits for nuclear power
reactors,

Pu:gose:

The purpose of this bulletin is to request that licensees 1' review their
recefpt inspection requirements and internal controls for fasteners and

2) independently determine, through testing, whether fasteners (studs, bolts,
cap screws a3 d nuts) in stores at iheir facilities meet required mechanical
and chemical specification requirements,

Description of Circumstances:

Over the past year, some NRC procurement .Yspections have inclucded the col-
lTection and testing of a small sample of fasteners. This limited program
was fnftiated in response to a concern by the Industrial Fastener Institute
over the pctential use of inferfor fasteners in nilitary and industrial
applicatiors, including nuclear power plants, The results of NRC testing

of fasteners obtained from San Onofre, Palo Verde and Rancho Seco indicates
that 11 out of the 32 fasteners tested d~ not meet specification requirements
for mechanical and/or chemical properties. Nine of the nonconforming bolts
from Palo Verde and San Onofrs were out of specification based on chemistry,
Five nonconforming bolts came from Pa'o Verde and were a)) marked ac SAE
Grade 8 but were actually found to be SAE Grade 8.2, The four nonconforming
fasteners from San Onofre were s11ghtly out of specification for nicke) or
chromium, Two bolts from Rancho Seco with ASTM A193 B7 head markings were
determined to have an average ultimate tensile strength of approximately

55 ks! in.tead of the specified 125 ksi for ASTM Al?g B7 bolting material,
The chemical analysis of these bolts indicated that they were medfum carbon
steel ma*arfal., Rancho Seco 1s stil) fnvestigating the extent and safety
fenificance of these substandard fasteners.

871105004C
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In a separate effort, Calvert Cl{ffs recently tested 1539 fasteners following
their discovery that commercial grade fasteners had been used in safety-related
applications., The test results indicated that 399 failed to meet specification
requirements for mechanical and/or chemical properties. Based on evaluations
performed by Calvert C11ffs, the fasteners which did not meet specification
would have still fulfilled their safety function.

Actions to be Taken:

The results of the 1imited testing described above have demonstrated the need
to obtain additiona) information on the adequacy of fasteners used in nuclear
power plants.,

Within 60 days from the receipt of this bulletin, licensecs are requested to
provide the following information concerning their receipt inspection and
fnternal control procedures for fasteners and the results of independent
testing of fasteners:

1. Describe a) the characteristics currently examined during receipt
frspection of fasteners (4.e., head markinas for grade and manufacturer
symbols, review of certified material test report or certificate of
conformance), and b) internal controls util{zed during storage and
fssuance from stock to assure the appropriate use of fasteners.

2. Select a minimum sample of ten (10) non-safety related fasteners (studs,
bolts, and/or cap screws), and ten (10) safety-related fasteners (studs,
bolts, and/or cap screws) from current, in use, stock, The samgle is to
be obtained by the licersee with the participation of an NRC inspectcr.
Fasteners procured to meet the following chemical and mechanical
properties are of interest: A-193 grades B7, B8, anc B16; SAF J479
orades 5 and 8; A-449; A-325 Types 1,2 or 2: A.354 grades BB, BC, BD;
A-490; A-370 LT™; A.307; A-563; or equivalent,

3. For the selected sample of fasteners in ftem ?, include a sample of
typical nuts that would be used with each fasterer (one-for-one),
In particular, nuts purchased to the chemical and mechanica) speci-
fications of A-194 are of interest.

4. Chemical testing shall i performed on all samples. Mechanical testing
shall be performed on each safety-related fastener. Hardness testing
shal)l be performed on each nut and non-safety-related fastener., Al
testing shall be performed by a laboratorv which the licensee has auali-
fied for this type of testing and appears on the licensee's approved
vendor 11st. Testino performed shall be donre 1n accordance with the
reoufrements of the fastener's specification, qrade, and class, and the
test shall evaluate the ultimate tensile strength, hardness and chemical
propert‘es as required by the fastener's specification, grade, and class,
Each s7 ple sha)l be tagged with the sample's 1D number.
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5. The results of all tests, tocether with supportine information, are to
be reported to the NRC utilizing the format shown in Attachments 1 and
2 of this bulletin, Include the namos anc addresses of suppliers and
manufacturers of safety-related fasteners and, to the extent possible,
of non-safety-related fasteners. For any fastener found out of specifica-
tion, provide an evaliation of the safety sfgnificance includine consider-
ation of the most 1imiting application.

6. Basad on the results of the testing and revisw of current procedures,
describe any further actions being taken to assure that fasteners used
fn the plant meet the requisite specifications and requirements and that
the operability of safety-related plant components is not affected.

The written reports shall be submitted to the appropriate Regfonal Administrator
under oath or affirmation under provisions of Sectfon 182a, Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended. Also, the original copy of the cover letters and a copy
of the reports shall be transmitted to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Document Control Desk, Washinagton, D.C., 20555 for reproduction and distribution.

This reouest for information was approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under a blanket clearance number 31500011, Comments on burden and
duplication may be directed to the Office of Management and Budget, Reports
Management, Room 2208, New Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C., 20503.

. 1f vou have any questions about this matter, please contact one of the technical
cg::scts 1{sted below or the Recional Adminfstrator of the appropriate reaional
office,

L’A ‘\A./é-v ia é?ﬁdﬁ—(
Charles E, Rossi Director

Divisfon of Operational Events Assessment
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Technica) Contacts: % Conway, NPR

) 492+9740

. Baker, NRR
) 402.47R3

J, €, Marper, NRR
(301) 4672.4143

Ay .acrumnts:

1, Fastener Testing Data Sheet

7. Data Summary

3,  List of Recently Issued Bulletins



Attachment 1

Fastener Testing Data Sheet

*Sample 1D#

Fastener Description:

Description of Sample Stock Location:

Materfal Specification as Documented by Licensee Records:

Head Marking (Specification and Manufacturer):
**Class/Procurement Leve):

General Plant Application (e.g., Pressure Boundary, Structura!l)
Vendor:

(. Requirements Imposed on Vendor:

Lice see Representative:

Signature Date

*The sample 104 shal) have a prefix that contains the Ticensee facility inftisls,

**1f applicable, please provide an explanation for your classification system.



Attachment 2

Data Summary
Mechanical Analysis Chemical Amlgﬂsl
s Ha rdness uTs 0.7% ¥YS C _Mn P S Si M Cr

Note: UTS-ultimate tensile strenath; YS-yield strength; C-rarbon; Mn-Manganese; P-Phosphorous; S-Sulfur; Si-Silicon:
Mo-Molvhdenum; Cr - Chromium.

'Ybe elements listed apply to ASTM A193 R7 or SA192 R7 materizl. The elements to be reported for other materials
tested, shall conform to those reported in the app'icable material specification. Properties fourd out of
specification sha!l be noted with an asterisk.

-t



LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED

nftachment 3
NRC Compliance
Bulletin 87.02
November 6, 1987

BULLETINS
BuTTetTn Date of
No, Subject Issuance Issued to
87-01 Thinning of Pipe Walls 1n 7/9/87 A1l 1icensees for
Nuclear Power Plants nuclear power plants
holding an OL or CP,
86-04 Defective Teletherapy Timer 10/29/86 A1l NRC Ticensees
that May Not Terminate Dose authorized to use
cobait-60 teletherapy
units,
86.02 Potential Faflure of Multiple 10/8/86 A1l facilities
ECCS Pumps Due to Single holding an OL or
Fatlure of Afr-Operated Valve cP,
fn Minimum Flow Recirculation
Line
86-0? Statfc "0" Ring Differentfal 7/18/86 A1l power reactor
Fressure Switches facilities holding
an OL or CP,
86-01 Minimum Flow Logic Problems 5/23/86 A1l GE BWR facilities
That Could Disable RHR Pumps helding an OL or CP,
85-03 Motor-Operated Valve Comnon 11/15/8% A1l power reactor
Mode Failures During Plant facilities holding
Transients Due to Improper an OL or CP,
Switch Settings
85-02 Undervoltage Trip Attachments 11/5/88 A1l power reactor
of Westinghouse [B-50 Type facilities holding
Reactor Trip Breakers an OL or CP,
85-01 Steam Binding of Auxiliary 10/29/85

Feedwater Pumps

Nuclear power
facilities and CP;
Tisted in Attachment
1 for action; all
other nuclear power
facilities for
information,

OL = Operating License
CP = Construction Permit
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NRCB 87-02, Supplement 1

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
CFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASHINGTON, D,.C, 20555

fpril 22, 1988

NRC BULLETIN NO, 87-02, SUPPLEMENT 1: FASTENER TESTING TO DETERMINE
CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE
MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

Add:!sggggz

A1l holders of operating 1icenses or construction permits for nuclear pcwer
reactors,

Burpose:

The purpose of this supplement 1s to require addressees to submit acditiona)
informstion on the source of fasteners purchased for use in nuclear power
*lants.,

Description of Circumstances:

[tem 5 of NRC Compliance Bulletin 87-07 requested that all holders of operating
1{censes or construction permits for nuclear power reactors submit information
regarding the identity of the suppliers and manufacturers of the safety-related
and non-safety-related fasteners selected for testing, After further consider-
atfon, the NRC has determined that it needs information ro?arding the {dentity
of all vendors from which safety-related and non-safety-related asteners have
been obtained within the past 10 years, a reasonable period which will not put
udue burden on addressees. This {nformation will assist the NRC in determin-
g wieuile =w~lear facility fasteners in use have been supplied 1n accordance
with their intenced use. Ir addition, this fnformation 1s needed so that the
NRC can properly coordinate {nformation with other government agencies con-
cerned with problems {dentified in the quality of fasteners,

Action Required:

Within 90 days from the receipt of this supplementa) bulletin, addressees shal)
provide the following nf.rmation concerning the procurement of fasteners within
the past 10 years:

1. A list of the suppliers and manufacturers from which safety-related
‘asteners have been purchased, including addresses, and the type of
fasteners purchased ({.e., the materfa) specifications), For those
rastener purchases made from fastener suppliers and/or orfgina) equipment
manufacturers, any avaflable information concerning the manufacturer or
sub-tier supplier of the fastener also shou'd be provided,

~sooerener~ & PP -
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2. For non-safety-related fasteners the same information & requested 1n
{tem 1.

The written -reports requested above shal) be addressed to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Contro) Desk, Hashington. DC 20555,
under oath or affirmation under the provisions of Section 1 2a, Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, In addition, a copy shall be submitted to the appro-
priate Regional Administrator.

This requirement for information was approved by the 0ffize of Manaaement and
Budget uncar a blanket clearance number 3150-0011, Comments on burden and
duplication may be directed Lo the Office of Management and Pudget, Reports
Management, Room 3208, New Fxecutive Office Buildino, Washington, D.C, 20502,

If you have any questions about this matte-, please contact one of the tachni-
cal contacts Yisted below or the Reafonal Administrator of the appropriate
regional office.

7 & ) ;
C:;éLn\’CZZu 27 ;7?-ﬂvl<l'f
Charles E, Rosst, Director

Nivision of Operaticnal Fvents Assessment
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Technical Contacts: J. T, Conway, NRP
(301) 462.0978

E. T, Baker, NRR
(301) 492.3221

Attachment: List of Recently lssued NPC Rulletins



LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED
NPC RULLETINS

Attachment
NRCB 87-02, Supplement !
April 22, 1988

BuTTetin Date of

No. Subl‘ect Issuance Issued to

88-03 Inadequate Latch Engagement 3/10/88 A1l holders of OLs
in HFA Type Latchinc Felays or CPs for nuclear
Manufactured by General power reactors.
Electric (GF) Company

88-02 Rapidly Propagating Fatigue 2/5/88 A1l holders of Ols
Cracks in Steam Generator or CPs for W-desianed
Tubes nuclear power reactors

with steam generatours
having carbon stee)
support plates.

88-01 Pefeccs in Westinghouse 2/5/88 A1l holders of OLs
Circuit Breakers or CPs for nuclear

power reactors,.

87-02 Fastener Testing to 11/6/87 A1l holders of Ols
Determine Conformance or CPs for nuclear
with Applicable Materia) power reactors,
Specifications

£7.01 Thinning of Pipe Walls 4n 7/9/87 A1l Yicensees for
Nuclear Power Plants nuclear power plants

holding an OL or CP,

RE-04 Defective Teletherapy Timer 10/29/86 A11 NRC Vicersees
That May Not "erminate [ose authorired to use

cobalt-fN teletherapy
units.

86-.01 Potential Fadlure of Multiple 10/8/8€ A1l facilities
ECCS Pumps Due to Single holding an OL or
Failure of A{r-Operated Valve cP.
in Minimum Flow Pecirculation
Live

8€.0? Static "0" Ring Differential 7/18/86 A1l puwer reactor
Fressure Switches facilities holding

an OL or CP,

260! Minimum Flow Looic Preblems  5/23/86

That Could Disable PHR Pumps

A1) GE RWP Facilities
holding an CL or CP,

OL = Operating License
CP = Construction Permit



Attachment
NRCB 87-02, Supplement 1
April 22, 19k8

LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED
NRC RULLETINS

BuTTetin . ~ Date of

No. Sublect Issuance Issued to

88-03 Inadequate Latch Engagement 3/10/88 A1l holders of OLs
in HFA Type Latchino Relays or CPs for nuclear
Manufactured by General power reactors.
Electric (GE) Company

88-02 Rapidly Propagating Fatigue 2/5/88 A1l holders of Ols
Cracks {n Steam Generator or CPs for W-designed
Tubes nuclear power reactors

with steam generators
having carbon stee)
support plates.

88.01 Pefects in Westinghouse 2/5/88 A1l holders of OLs
Circuit Breakers or CPs for nuclear

power reactors,

87-02 Fastener Testing to 11/6/87 A1l holders of OLs
Determine Conformance or CPs for nuclear
with Rpplicable Materia) power reactors,
Specifications

£7.01 Thinning of Pipe Walls in 7/9/87 A1l licensees for
Nuclear Power Plants nuclear power plants

holding an OL or CP,

86-04 Defective Teletherapy Timer 10/29,86 A11 NRC licersees
That May Mot Termirate [lose authorirzed =2 use

cobalt-fN televherapy
units,

86. 02 Potential Failure of Multiple 10/8/8€ A1l facilities
ECCS Pumps Due to Single holding an OL or
Fatlure of Afr-Operated Valve cP,
fn Minimum Flow Pecirculation
Line

BE.N? Static “0" Ring Differential 7/18/86 A1l power reactor
Fressure Switches faciVities holding

an OL or CP,

£6-0! Minfmum Flow Loaic Problems 5/23/86 A1l GE PU2 facilities

That Could Disable PHR Pymps holding an OL cr CP,

OL = Operating Licence
CP = Construction Permit




NRCB 87-02, Supplement 1
April 22, 1988
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2. For non-safety-related fasteners the same information as requested in
{tem 1,

The written reports requested above shall te addressed to the U... Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Cont.u) Nesk, Washington, DC 20555,
under oath or affirmation under the provisions of Section 182a, Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended. In addition, a copy fhall be submitted to the appro-
priate Regional Administrater.

This requirement for information was approved by the Office of Mznaoement and
Budget under a blanket clearance number 3150-0011, Comments on burden and
duplication may be directed to the Office of Management and Rudget, Reports
Management, Room 3208, New Fxecutive Office Buildino, Washington, D.C. 20502,

If you have any questions about this matter, piease c¢ontact one of the techni-
cal contacts Yisted below or the Reqfonal Administrator of the appropriate
regional office.

d/?mv e ? ,/;,M’J-f
Charles E. Rosst, Director

Nivision of Operaticna) Events Assessment
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Technical Contacts: J. 7. Conway, NRP
(301) 492.0978

E. T. Baker, NRR
(301) 492.3221

Attachment: Lict of Recently Tssued NRC Rylletins



OMB No.: 3150-0011
NRCBR 87-02, Supplement 2

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20555

June 10, 1988

WRC BULLETIN NO, 87-02, SUPPLEMENT 2: FASTENER TESTING TO DETERMINE
CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE
MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

*ddressees:

A11 holders of operating 1icenses or construction permits for nuclear power
reactors,

Purpose:

The purpose of this supplement is to clarify the type of information addressees
were required to submit 4n response to Bulletin £7.02, Supplement 1 on the source
of fasteners purchased for use in nur'ear power plants,

Discussion:

The "action required” statement of Supplement 1 s revised in its entirety to
clarify that the intent of Supplement | was to require addressees to provide

a 14st of suppliers and manufacturers from which fasteners may have been pure
chased. Licensees are not required to contact subcontractors to obtain the
requested informatior, nor are they required to submit data on fasteners sup-
plied as part of an orfoinal component., The tvpe of fasteners for which vendor/
supplier names and addresses are requested is limited to ferrous fasteners

1/4 inch in diameter or greater,

Action Required:

Within 90 days from the receipt of Supplement 1 to Bulletin 87-02 ({ssued on
Agrii 22, 1988). addressees shall provide the following Information concerning
the procurement of fasteners:

1. A list of the suppliers and manufacturers from which safety-related ferrous
fasteners 1/4 inch ‘n diameter or greater may have been purchased, within
the past 10 years, including addresses. For those fasteners purchased from
fastaner suppliers and/or original equipment manufacturers, any available
fnformation that identifies the manufacturer or sub-tier supplier of the

880609030

13 Fﬁb.



NRCB 87-02, Supplement 2
June 10, 1988
Page 2 of 2

fasteners also should be provided. Approved Vendor List or Qualified Sup-
plier Lists sre the intended sources for this information. Addressees are
not required to search purchase order files, cont.ct subcontractors to
obtain the information, or submit data on fasteners supplied as part of

an original component.

2. For nonsafety-related fasteners the same fnformation as requested in the
first two sentences of item 1, above, except that a) the time of interest
is for fasteners procured in tha last § years, and b) the search of avail-
able records in this case should include purchase orders unless the
licensee utilizes approved vendor 1ists or qualified supplier lists in
procuring nonsafety-related fasteners. This information collection s under-
stood to be on a best-effort basis. Further, addressees are not required
to contact subcontractors to obtain the information or to submit data on
fasteners supplied as part of an original component.

The written reports requested above shall be addressed to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Hashington. D.C. 20555,
under, oath or affirmation under the provisions of Section 1822, Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended. In acaition, a copy shal: be submitted to the appro-
priate Regional Administrator,

This requirement for information was approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under a blanket clearance number 3150-0011. Comments on burden and
duplication may be directed to the Orfice of Managemer- and Budget, Reports
Management, Room 3208, New Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C., 20503,

If you have any questions about this matter, please contact one of the technical
contacts listed below or the Regional Administrator of the appropriate regicnal
office.

> ' Py o .
Ler £ '/ZM""-—f
%a/rgﬁ? RoiZ1. Director
Division cf Operational Events Assessment
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Technica! Contacts: J. T. Conway, NRR
(301) 492-0978

E. T, Baker, NRR
(301) 482-322]

Attachment: List of Recenuly Issued NRC Bullet‘ns



LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED
NRC BULLETINS

Attachment
NRCB 87-02, Supplement ?
June 10, 1988

BuTTetin TDate of
" Subject Issuance Issued to
88-N6 Actions to be Taken for 6/14/88 A11 NRC licensees
the Transportation of authorized to
Model No. Spec 2-T manufacture,
Radiographic Exposure distribute, or
Device operate radiographic
exposure devices or
source changers,
8R.05 Nonconforming Materials 5/6,88 A1l holders of OLs
Supplied by Piping Supplies, or CPs for nuclear
Inc., at Folsom, New Jersey power reactors,
and West Jorsc{ Manufacturing
Company at Williamstown,
New Jersey
88-04 Potential Safety-Related 5/5/88 A1l holders of OLs
Pump Loss or CPs for nuclear
power reactors.
8503, Motor-Operated Valve Common 4/27/88 A1l holders of OLs
Supplement 1  Mode Failures During Plant or CPs for BWRs,
Transients Due to Improper
Switch Settings
€702, Fastener Testing to 4/22/88 A1l holders of OLs
Supplement 1 Determine Conformance ¥ or CPs for nuclear
with Applicable Material power reactore,
Specifications
£e.n3 Inadequate Latch Engacement 3/10/88 A1 holders of OLs
in HFA Type Latching Relays or CPs for nuclear
Manufactured by General power reactors.
Electric (GE) Company
88-0? Rapidly Propacating Fatigue 2/5/88 A11 holders of OLs

Cracks in Steam Generator
Tubes

or CPs for W-designed
nuclear power reactors
with steam generators
having carbon stee!
support plates,

OL = Cpuratino License

CP = Construction Permit




WASHINGTON, N, C. 20655

UNITED STATES 0 ne
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ACT

£p0 Principal Corr:spo dence Control
Bann®

FROM: DUE: 10/07/88 EDO CONTROL: 0003975
pOC DT: 0O8/15/88
FINAL REPLY:

Stephen B. Comley

We The People of the United States
(White House Referral 9/20/88)

TO:

President Reagan

FOR SIGNATURE OF: ‘s GRN % CRC NO: 88-0848
Murley

DESC: ROUTING:

gezsgﬂNs OF CITIZENS AT OR NEAR SEABROOK NUCLEAR Russell

DATE: 09/26/88

ASS1GNED TO: CONTACT e .
NRR Murley o N R S

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS OR REMARKS Koe fou Gaini) g
RETURN CORRE3PONDENCE, WORKSHEET WITH //”f'E et input from Connel and Grimes
CC OF REPLY TO1 ( «

AGENCY LIAISON .
ROOM 91 —
THE WMITE HOUSE e -
WASHINGTON, DC 20800 e
NRR RECEIVED: SEPTEMBER 26, 1988'
ACTION: DRPR : VARGA
NRR ROUTING: MURLEY/SNIEZEK
MIRAGLIA
CRUTCHFIELD e e———————————————
GILLESPIE -y
MOSSBURG h_______ﬂgzrﬂ)N

DUE TO NRR DIRECTOR'S OFFIoE
BY

" "
“-..._. e







THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE

REFERRAL

SEPTEMBER 20, 1988
TO: NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ACTION REQUESTED:
DIRECT REPLY, FURNISH INFO COFY

REMARKS: SEE ID 232780 AND 449871

DESCRIPTION OF INCOMING:
ID: 611401
MEDIA: LETTER, DATED AUGUST 15, 1988
TO: PRESIDENT REAGAN

FROM: MR, STEPHEN B, COMLEY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
WE THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES
STOP CHERNOBYL HER
BOX 277
ROWLEY MA 01969

SUBJECT: AGAINS ASKS TO DISCUSS CONCERNS OF CITIZENS
AT OR NEAR SEABPOOK NUCLEAR PLANT; ALSO, THAT
PEOPLE OF ROWLEY, MASSACHUSETTS SENT HIM
PETITIONS AS THEIR CONCERN TO WHICH THEY'VE
NEVER RECEIVED A REPLY

PROMPT ACTION 18 FSSENTIAL -~ IF REQUIRED ACTION HAS NOT BEEN
TAKEN WITHIN 9 WORKING DAYS OF RECEIPT, PLEASE TELEPHONE THE
UNDERSIGNED AT 456~7486.

RETURN CORRESPONDENCE, WORKSHEET AND COPY OF RESPONSE
(OR DRAFT) TO:
AGENCY LIAISON, ROOM 91, THE WHITE HOUSE, 20500

SALLY KELLEY
DIRECTOR OF AGENCY LIAISON
PRESIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE



25 B 100__'_(2'_1'1'_49.1_:___.

AT

A D WHITE HOUSE
CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING WORKSHEET
0 O .0UTGOING
[ M- INTERNAL
£ 1 - INCOMING -
RS 02 11
Recelved (YY/MM/DD)
Name of Correspondent: J* aptan/ /3 C;_L_m_l._l_/v
©) MI Mall Report User Codes: (A) (B) © e

W Contrrmy M Nl
ook Nuthiar H it = adae, B pacploet

Ao puido At AT
e Aottt Al

ROUTE TO: ACTION DISPOSITION
Tracking Type Completion
Action late of Date
Otfice/Agency (Statt Name) Code B YY/MM/DD Response Code YY/MM/DD »
¢
1451 RAwla onawaron 58, A, U@ Wh Q8 nd
f 4
'/M e Referral Note: ﬂ ‘ — -
C . gLioamdb-e 1
Referral Note:
" - Enial i - ik evanii—
Referral Note:
- [— PR T -
Relerral Note. -
B - / / . / /
Referral Note:
ACTION CODES DISPOSIT.ON CODES
A . Appropriate Action | - inte Copy Only/MNou Action Necessary A Arywernd C . Completed
C - Comment/Recommendation R Direct Reply wCopy 8 - NonSpecial Reterral S Suspended
D - Draft Response § - For Bigneture
F . Furnish Faot Sheet X - Interim Repty
10 be used a8 Enclosure FOR CJTAC NG CORRESPONDENCE
s Type of mm - rAmm of Signes

L )
“ Compistion Date = Date of Outgoing

10 4= A22 760 L 449£71

(L&zo,'(

Comments: s (.

Keep this worksheet attached to the original Incoming letter.

Send all routing updates to Central Reference (Room 75, QOEOB).

Always return completed correspondence record (o Central Files.

Refer questions about the correspondence tracking system to Central Reference, ext. 2500,



48 YT We The People 611401

Siop Chernobyl Here
August 15, 1988
President Ronald Reagan
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, D. C.

of the United Statées
1
M
| #W&M

Dear Mr. President:

{1 an writing to you as a lifetime member of the Presidential Task
Force and Inner Circle. 1 have written to you in the past on the matter
of nuclear power in this country, and have gent you information on_
ialjxy_x;nhluas_xa_&hi;iaﬁulzts;"T'hlv. also sent you information on
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's inabiiity to regulate nuclear powver
plants alequately. A recent General Accounting Office report
(enclosed) substantiates the belief of the people of the Town of
Rowlay, Massachusetts, that the NRC does not always properly
investigate problems with nuclear plants and poor practices within the
agency itself. Two years ago, 80% of Rowvley signed a petition
(enclosed) asking you to undertake an investigation of the NRC's
practices. The pecple of Rowley are gtill waiting for an
acknowledgment of their recguest. o ‘

' 1. am the owner and administrator of Sea View Nursing Home in
Rowley, #assachusetts which lies just outside tha Emergency
Preparedness Zone for the Seabrook, New Hampshire, Nuclear Power Plant.
1 fully ayree with the State of Massachusetts' conclusion that the
population ¢ould not e evacuated in the event of a serious nuclear
accident at the plant. 1 am also the Executive Director of We The
Pecple inc. of the United States waich is & non-profit organization
established to educate the American public about nuclear poveEr.

Several years ago, regarding the Shoreham, New York, nuclear
plant, you gsaid you would not interfere with the state's powers to
decide if evacuation is pessible in case of a nuclear accident.
(enclosed) Now you are connidering signing an executive order which
would take that pover avay from the state of Massachusetts for the
commrnities near the Seabrook, New Hampshire, nuclear plant. I
gtrongly urge you to avoid signing such an order.

Apart frem the fact that evacuation of those comwunities 1S
impossible, there ars gseriouy safety natters at Seabroor Station etill
under investigation by the NRC and otrers. Oue i¥ the strong
possibility that substandard piping fixtures were built into the plant
(sece enclosed decumentation-NRC bulletan No., A8-06, May 6, 1988), such
piping in the safety system compromises the health and safety of the
public, These piping fixtures are currently failing testing and could
result in a serious accident at any of the 38 plants involved.

Another ptoblem under investigation at Scabrook Station is the
inspection of important safety gystams Ly un ungualified inspector.
(enclosed) Despite knowledge of the plant builders that this inspector
did not have the proper credontials to perform the vork, he vas alloved
te act in an inspectors’ capacity for a year.

Box 277, Rowley. MA 01969, (S08) 948-7959

80 Court St., Plymouth, MA 02361, (617) 746-9 300

Nations! Press Bidg., 14 & F. Sts., N.W,, Washington, D.C. 20045
Offices § & 6, } Pleasant St Concord, NH 03301, (601) 228-9484
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Another problam, also common to military equipment, 1is substandard
bolts which bezome ma)leable or shear off under stress. Although the
NRC claims that the utilities’ inspection proves that these
"counterfeit” bolts are not built intn Seabrook Station, the inspection
was very cursory and incomplete.

for reascns of safety, and also to uphold the idea that the
federal government should not interfere in powers reserved to the
s.ates, ] urge you to forego the executive order which would undermine
Massachusetts' determination that evacuation around the Seabrook
nuclear plant is impossible.

Last October 26, at the gala event for you hostad by the Irner
Circle, I gave you a letter (copy of letter enclosed) with information
and asked you to meet with me. ] was trying to convey to you
information we had about substandard materials., information which was
not widely known at the time. I would still like to meet with you
becaus» there is additional information available other than what has
now beea provided, and more will be fortheoming. Like the problem of
the substandard eguipment, the NRC alfoc has the information we have
about nuclear plant problems, but is doing nothing about it, except
perhaps to covar it up. Lastly, the NRC people that we have been
working with for the past two years are willing to meet with you
privately to inform you of the corruption which has deliberately
jeopardized the safety of the American people. These violations, 1
have been told, are just the soft underbelly of the nuclear industry
and Lvhe NRC.

t am sire you can understand the concern of these individuals over
the conseguences of coming forward and, I am sure you can understand
that these individuals will only come forward ({f Lhere are some
reasonable assurances that a full and fair investigation will oensue.

[ strongly believe that a full and fair investigation will uncover
one of the biggest violations of the public trust this country has
experienced. It is clear that, at this point in t'me, a large segment,
1f not a vast majority, of the American peocple have lost confidence in
the ability of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to protect their
interest in health and safety over the financial interestes of the lurge
utility companies. An impartial investigation of the NRC will be a
step tovward res.oring the confidence of the public in its government.

! know you have to be concerned about these matters, and I want to
thank you for your consideration of them., Please let me know when it
would be convenient for us to meet.

en B, Comley
Executive Director
Enc: GAO report, Rowley Petition,
Shoreham comment, NRC Bulletin 88-08,
Seahrook Allegations, Let*er of Oct. 26, 1987
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“STOP CHERNOBYL HERE”

Pres.cent Ronals re2zan
The ‘“'hite Hause
. -

Dear Pres.cent Feagan:

i{ "
For the safety 2! the American gecpie, ¥y 7.3l 32¢ s
PP .. . e 5 -~ ar e “me -3.--—'9 - - .
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Through my at
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industry to get licenses for unsale plants sch a8 Seabioox in New
Hampshire asd Snoceham in New York. plas c@ds Hgat .

It is vitally important that you get this information from me, "ow, 9
prevent paniz due to the unsale nul.ear power paanis.
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My concern over the need to protect the American peopie {rom the dangess o
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moce than $160,000 of my money.
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o0k oF Rowley, r4 HAS T/ 6HED

P
[Taaea Y AT THESE (Mo Reply)
Because we care about Rowley and Y U...

¥/1/ ¢

We. the citizens of Rowley, Massachusetts appeal 10 you, Ronald Reagan, the President of the United States,
to address the following concerns and recommendations that we, the undersigned, have regarding the Nuclear
Regulatory Commussion, 4 Federal Agency that has the ability to license the Seabrook Nuclear Plant that is
located in Seabrook , New Hampshire but involves vanous towns tn Massachusetts because of the 10 mule radius.

The reasons for our concerns are these:

A. Our children live two miles outside the ter mile radius but attend a regional school inside the ten mile
radius. We have been told that we cannot be parnt of the evacuation planning. This also applies 1O the
mofSaVuwNmm;Homvhommdandwahoq:mbcandmwmcmmucr\mus.

B. Regarding the Radiological Emergency Response Plan, Draft 3 4/86 Atachmeni 10.2-2 which says
“only those hospital patents and nursing home residents who are deemed medically safe o move are
10 be evacuated. Those patents residents which cannot be svacuated should be sheltered in place.”

- €. wuuumwmuu—*hu-ﬁmm
: du“-«mwa&m‘-un.hnhﬁh“hmh
Mmﬂh”hnwhmdhﬁﬂmuhb”

Thus, we the citzens of Rowley, Massachusetts recomsmend.
A.mNuwaCmmnmdmwacmuﬂ.wym
wdmhh“ﬁm-mumwhbpﬂo{

B. Nywukforamumondnuﬂupo(nymmhup&m:nﬂu“uulyw
.dncmbcmundmuwebavemcfuuNamnmbckﬁunwylww.mzble
Mwwmwuwmmwmmhum-mxhcmunnhdunsin.

e MywmmndﬂanbulcﬂlmCmMMuMnulmnmdmym
wwmmbewmmublewttnp‘oph.noljulunp-opkmmem:bcxmn,
We were reminded on the 4th of July of what this country was founded for and we thank you for that. We are
seeing that our freedom of speech and freedom of choice 15 being exercised.

lmnmuu..'—ﬁm—*‘mI-----“A'c1
mmu*--‘n--ud““mbw-dh»
-‘muwmhnhﬂ—hw”dhm—“
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SONED )
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(Paremir Fases Sge resr il | LA T -

We have the responsielity to see that this campaign s compheted successfully and we need vour help Public
mmSnermu_vMumWﬂmm.mdmmefRo-uvand
YOU&M“WcmPuoph"“vmmmu—nmum\'Mnmm‘mnopwd
the war, not government officials. Our systerm in Amenca is 4 good system (f only we use it — plesse help us

oVER

FATANY TIME YOUWOLIDLIKE P RTHIER INFORMATIONOR AN POATE
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THE WHITE HOLUSE

WASHINGTON ‘oo

Octiaber 11, 1984

Dear biil:

1 want "cu to Kncw c. my appreciation for yeur
sersinuire errtributions to and supnest tor oy
Adainissrition. Your leadershin: and caurage lLéve
Leer Ceter=ining IaUtCrs ar the progress we Nive
made i the lart luw years.

On a matter of particular concern to you &nd tha
people cf Eastermn lerg Islané, I wish to repsat
Secretary Medul'c assurance to you thrt this
Adminiceration does not favor-the impositicrn of
Federal Government zuthority over tne objecticns
of state and lccal governments in matters ,
regarding the adecquacy of an gmergency evicuation
plan fcr 2 ruclear power plant cuch as Shoreham.
Your ccncern for the salety vi the people of Leng
Iséand is paramcurt and shared by the.Secretary
ard ne.

Thank V0uU LGain tcrfyour-support. ? leck forwere
to werking with 1cu in the yerszs thead,

sincerely,

The Horcreble Villiim Capney
Houte cif Keprocentatives
washingten, &.C. 20515
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GAO

SPECIAL REPORT

Office of Special
Investigations

NOTICE: Further release of this
document may not be in the best
interests of the government for
reasons stated herein



GAO

United States
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Office ~f Special Investigations

April 22, 19588

The Honorable Lando W, Zech, Jr.
Chairman

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 208555

Dear Mr, Chairman:

The U.S. General Accounting office, Office of Special
Investigations, has investigated three matters bearing on
the adequacy of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC)
investigative proceedings and practices. Enclosed is our
scatement of findings,

We have provided thie report to the requestors: Chairman
Morris K. Udall, Subcommittee on Energy and the
Environment, House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs: Chairman John D, Dingell, Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations, House Committee on Energy and Commerce;
Chairman Philip R, Sharp, Subcommittee on Energy and Power,
House Committee on Energy and Commerce; and Congressman
gdward J. Markey, Committee on Energy and Commerce, and
committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

As agreed by our requestors, we are providing a copy of the
report to you as the Chairman of the NRC.

should you have any questions regarding the content of this
report, please contact me at (202) 272-5500.

S§incerely yours,

pavid ¢, Williams
Director

Enclosure
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on June 22, 1987, four members of the U.S. House of
Representatives requested that the U.S. General .Accounting Office
(GAO), Office of Cpecial Investigations, investigate three
matters bearing on the adegquacy of the Nuclear Rxgulatory
commission's (NRC) .nvestigative proceedings and practices,
specifically, these members, Congressmen Morris K, Udall, Edward
J. Markey, Philip R, Sharp, and John D. Dingell, asked that GAO
do the following:

- Ascertain if the NRC Office of Inspector and Audi:or (OIA)
properly investigated and accurately reported on allegations
relating to the inspection program at the Jomanche Peak
Steam Electric Station (CPSES). An NRC inspector at that
Tezas facility charged that he had been harassed,
{ntimidated, and pressured oy his superiors to altar or
Jelete findings from his reports.

- gvaluate the thoroughness of OIA's investigation of an
allegedly improper discussion between the:NRC's Executive
birector for Operations (EDO) and an official of the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA).. The discussion concerned
a major NRC enforcement initiative focused on TVA.

- petermine if the NRC properly handled the gquestion of
whether a regulated utility had uncontrolled access to
internal NRC documents., These documents concerned defects
in a Louisiana nuclear piant and were found in the
possession of the utility licensed to construct that plant.

In follow-up meetings with the requestors, GAO was asked
to expand the scope of the work AS NECERBArY. Therefore, GAO
reinvestigated certain portions of each of the three matters,

In summary, we have concluded on the basis ol our
jnvestigation that the evidence does not support the allegations
concerning the inspector at CPSES or the allegation of improper
discussions between the EDO at the NRC and an official of TVA.
However, as discussed in detail below, our work revealed a number
of serious deficiencies in ghqw;gndnctqu_:hllg_inxsllxslzkgp; by
the WRT. We mave-tohncluded that the allegation concerning access
By & fegulated utility to {nternal NRC documents was also
improperly handled, e e

O s —

BACKGROUND

The NRC is responsible for licensing and regulating nuclear
facilities and materials, and for conducting research in support
of the licensing and regqulatory process, as mandated by the
Atomic Bnergy Act of 1954, as amended, OIA is the internal
investigative arm of the NRC and is charged with investigating
misconduct by NRC employees and verifying the adequacy of NRC
operations,



on April 9. 1987, during @& hearing conducted by the Senate
Committee oOn Governmental Affairs concerning the need to
legislate an independent NRC inspector general, allegations
surfaced that reflected on the adeguacy of the NRC'S interna.
{nvestigative processes. After che Serate hearings, the NRC
Chairman, rando W. lech, Jr., and four members of the vU.3. House
of Roprcscntut&vco called for an {ndependent review of the
allegations.

in response tO the Conqreusmon'o request, {n July 1987 GAO
initiated an {nvestigation of the three cases. This report
{ncludes the nistories of the three {ncidents, the NRC's handling

of the matters, and GAO's nvestigative analysia of the NRC'®
disposition of the matters.

METBODOLOGY

GAO'Ss investigation included a review of the following:

- the NRC's policy documents, Appllcablo lawve, regulations,
and standards; ¢

- relevant NRC investigative reports;

- thousands of pages of transcribed interviews and
conq:c:lional testimony that related to the three matters;

- relevant OIA case files;

-e pertinent NRC correspondence with various conqrolltonal
committees; and

-- other related documents, such as the report prepared by the
comanche Peak Report Review Group. -

GAO cupplcmonted {ts evaluation of documents vtthlintervtc#?\
of individuals invelved .n the three matters, e L

CASE 11 COMANTHE PEAK STEAM BLECTRIC STATION

Results in prief

Although OIA'S report miiht have reached the proper
conclusion with respect toO allegations of harassment an
{ntimidation of NRC Inspector grannon phillipe, GAO found

gerious prgbxgmnwxigb,QLALlwtnvont1 ativz{g;qpouo s. Phillips’
he han

allegations called into question the ng © napection

2



\ s ¥

\

g

¢indings by NRC Region v manaqor\}§ Amona other things, GAO
found that OIA dLd~agg,xngglgig!,novoral witnesses who could have
added a needed perspective tO phillips' allegations.

Furthermore, GAO found insufficient evidence toO support the OIA
tnvc.thator'l claims that NRC managers {nterferecd with the
conduct of the OIA {nvestigation cr that the results were
incorrectly reported.

Background

1n March 1986, ghannon phillips, an employee of NRC Region
1V in Texas, telephoned NRC Commissioner James Asselstine and
outlined allegations concerning Region iIV's management of its
1n|gcction program at the Comanche peak Steam glectric gtaticn.
Phillips serves as the senior Resident inspector for Construction
at CPSES. Asselstine refecred the allegations t0O the acting
nirector of OIA, Gary Eddles, and expressed concern that
phillips' allegations were serious and warranted attent.on.
(OIA's Director, gharon connelly, was on administrative leave
pending completion of an investigation of her conduct in the
handling of an unrelated matter. connelly returned to her

duties as head of OIA on March 28, 1986.) In agreement with
Asselstine, gddles assigned OIA Investigator George Mulley *o
conduct the ‘nquiry. Addit . onally, he agreed that all interviews
would be conducted under oath and be trant ribed.

on March 19, 1986, Mulley {nterviewed nnon Phillips under

oath., In the interview, phillips made the . .lowing
sllegations:
- in January 1986, his Region IV supervisor, Thomas Westerman,

made a statement about Inspection Report g4-32/11 that
phillips considered threatening.

- Westerman directed him to delete from draft Inspection
Report 85-07/05 any reference to an inspection trend
analysis that phillips had por!or-od at the direction of his

former supervisor. The analysis was a computation of datae
relating to the ¢requency of unrenolved quality assurance

{ssues,
- westerman had narassed and proosurod him ‘ner
inspector to change ofr delete findings L. _ . nspection

Report 85-07/08.

-- Region IV's data on NRC Porm 766, inspector's Report, vas
{naccurate. The 766 program is an information management
system designed to capture, maintain, and report statistical

and planning data concerning inspection and enforcement
activities,

-- westerman made improper statements for a regulator.

3




ew wWesterman directed him to destroy drafts of Inspection
Rep.rts 85-07/05 and 85-13/09 because & Freedom of
Information Act request had been received,

- westerman had pressured and harassed him over tccﬂhtcal
differences c. draft Inspection Report g5-14/11.

- Westerman improperly handied the allegations of a consultant
group working for the utility.

- westerman had pressured, harassed, and intimidated him to
change draft inspection Report 85-16/13.

-- Eric Joknson, & Region IV manager, criticized him for how he
had writter 2 memo ;andum concerning po||1b10~uronqdoing
relatirg to fire seals,

e Jot.nsor old the Senior Resident Inspector at the Fort St.
v-ain facility in Region IV not to write certain violations
and to downgrade others.

philliys further claimed that his dioaqrco&ont with Region
IV maragement's h. ‘'dling of his allegations resulted in his being
harassed, inticidated, ana {solated by Regiuvn IV pagement,

Between March 19, 1986, and November 26, 1986, Mulley, with
the assistance of technical and support staff, investigated the
ullczltions and prepared a A7-page teport with attachments

detailing the ¢ir4ings., The report, entitled Allegations of
Misconduct by Re i t to th C

on iv Management With Res$ c ¢ comanche
ntes tation, was ssue on S%'”Er !'9 I;"p as
5T\ Report 86-10. The report concerned the allegations made by
pnillips and was divided into the following three issues:

(1) Did Region IV management harass and intimidate inspectors to
pressure them to downgrade or delete propos=d inspeccion
tindings at CPSES?

(2) WwWas the Region IV Quality Assurance Inspection Program at
CPSES inadegquate?

(3) was data documented in Region W's NRC Porm 766, Inspector's
Report, ine~curate?

In referent %¢ the first allegation, the OIA report

concluded that '’ ' ' firdings were downgraded or deleted from
draft inspectiic.a Ty ts an. - ‘at these chanjes were made at the
direction of Re *) BONL = e Mulley's technical advisors
questioned ‘e . ve wgion 1V management regarding
certain inspect. o L Iver, 015{1»Lquggxgg;jqn_{gglodJ
to subs-antiat .V spuperviso. Westerman,




intentionally haragg:QﬂpgAghrcctcncd-lhilliP!_ﬁn_connocttgq_yith

A—

“these findings.

The OIA report generally concluded that the second and third
allegatiors were accurate, and reviews performed by the technical

assistants were used to buttress OIA's conclusions.

OIA Report 86-10 had considerable impact on the 2. 1In

response, in January 1987 the Commission approved the formation
of a special review group comprised of senior NRC officials to
address the specific issues raised in the OIA report. This
review group, the Comanche Peak Report Review Group, issued its
report on March 12, 1987, which refle~ted the foliowing

conclusions:

None of the draft findings that had beep downgraded or \VQ ol

deleted were significant in terms of any direct adverse
impact on plant safety. / S’

Region 1V management acted appropriately ain downgrading or
deleting some of the inspectors' 34 draft findings; however,
part of the problem could have resulted from the inspectors'
failure to !ully develop the issues of concern. Regional
management should have provided the inspectors with guidance
to properly focus and develop these items, rather than
deleting them,

There were previous gaps in the Region IV Comanche Peak
Quality Assurance Inspection Program in relation to 1986
reguirements, but the current augmented review and
inspection effort at that location compensated for thore
gaps.

T™e Porm 766 data base was not used in making safety
decicions, and its accuracy, completeness, and timeliness
were not adequate for many needs.

some factors that came to light in the OIA investigation and
its aftermath might have implications for other facilities,

on April 9, 1987, Mulley appeared before the Senate

Committee ON Governmental Affairs and testified concerning the
~onduct of the Comanche Peak investigation (OIA Report 86-10).
In his testimony, Mulley assertec the following:

He limited the scope of the Comanche Peak investigation
pecause of pressure from EDO Victor Stello and OIA Director
sharon Connelly.

Bis draft of the OIA report was modified by Connelly as
follows:

. )\U
"

-/
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’ she removed the vonclusion that Region IV managers
acted inappropriately to limit violations assessed and
that Phillips was harassed and intimidated in an effort
to get him to downgrade or delete his inspection
findings.

. she focused the report on the eichnte«l issues
underlying the viclations, an area outside the
expertise of OIA.

she removed guotations of Renion IV perscnnel that
substantiated the conclusions stated above and
dsmonstrated the lax enforcement attitudes of Regicn IV
management. ‘
The decision to distribute the OIA report would make it
extremely difficult to get NRC employees to cooperate in
ongoing investigations. ' .

Phillips tried to inform the NRC that Region IV ,
demonstrated an attitude of trying to help the utility
obtain an operating license for Comanche Peak,

On October 8, 1987, the Senate Committee on Environment and

Fublic Works, Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation, held hearings
at whicn Mulley again testified with reference to the Comanche
Peak cace. At that hearing Mulley stated the following:

Tacked experviae.,

All of the facts and information developed during the
investigation were in the report,

He disagreed with the OIA Director, Eharen Connelly, about
the way in which the report was prepared, rticularly the
overemphagis on~;cchn1cn1‘tlluol. an area in which OIA

He was more interested in the treatment of Phillips than he
was about the technical validity of the inspection findings.

e

He believed that Phillips had been harassed by Regio: IV Pr N
management . VoA

v ‘Ju.‘ A 4
the staff of EDO Victor Stello was qualified to address WhH s
technical issues and decide the validity therect. “};;&"gﬁ
He disagreed with some of the changes Connelly made; ¥ ?‘

hovwy ser, he did not think that anything was wrong, fllegal,
or ‘immoral® about what she did, The report was different
from the wav he would have writtea it. Stelle wanted the
report out because he wanted a document with which to work.
In an effort to respond to the EDO, Mulley started to put it
together quickly. He decided there were certain {ssues

€
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report, No one attempted to alter the content of the

|
that, at the time, did not need to be included in the t
report, |

GAO's investigative Analysis

GAO determined that 0 nves®igation of allegations that
NRC managers in Region iv{mishand "findin o8 B

inspector Shannon Phillip : tcurate; however, tlo .
investigative processes U ed by D1A were gestionaple. ‘
: q "’;,\'/‘ L’ k’\?/ L/ "L"”g e . g M

In support of the proposition that phillips' findings had v
been improperly altered or deleted, OIA Investigator Mulley -~
relied, in part, on statements by * {g;gg;_ggg;gn_;x_nlgggs: that
Region 1V management nad a lax enfor *ement attitude, When
interviewed by GAO, however, this tme individual said that the
OIA investigator misunderstood his naning and that the point he
was trying to make was that there wer® anlpggpnig;l
.dlli{;:ﬁ:%} about how weil developed a finding must be before it
should be cited as a violation, Reg.on IV managers westerman and
Johnson insisted that violations be cited only after the findings
were fully developed and supportable, whereas some inspectors and
managers believed in citing violations and placing the purden of
precof on the utility to disprove them,

In contrast to his testimony of April 9, 1987, at the Senate \)vﬁs
Committee on Governmental Affairs hearing, Mulley told GAC that ﬁvi’ \
it was only his *opinion® that Phillips had been harassed and } " )
intimidated and that it might not have been done intentionally. m ,1;”“
Mulley could provide no direct support for his contention that cﬂ‘
Phillips had suffered harassment or intimidation, ;x_fuilinq to ~
{nterview other Region IV supervisors, Mulley unint ntionally 4a,ﬂ’H'
skewed the harassment question., GAO interviewed other NRC e
personnel who provided a h;l;n:&ngﬁgg;ggg%%igg_cn phillips’

allegations and the proper oversight function of regional

officials., Phillips stated he was being harassed and intimidated

by his supervisors because his findings were critical of the

utility. However, Phillips' supervisors advised that this was

not the case, They stated Phillips failed to fully develop his )
findings and/or present them clearly in writing. /

GAO's review indicated that Mulley was correct in asserting

OLA should not have focused its ro;ort on the technical issuer.
ven with TecnrITuT a8sisTANCE, tked the expertise to

resolve such issues in a competent fashion. 1 OIA found a need
to challenge the technical judgments of Region IV management, it

should have employed NRC's established procedure for resolution s’
of qif:g;1pg.4w0400110ﬂ01 opinions. T
i e ——— o '

“Finally, GAO was unlgi;d§%_%gL%%1453LL1¥Lg‘llle;;xoﬁs that
(1) he had been pressuréd mit e scope and otherwise
expedite campletion of his investigation cf the Phillips matter

1
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and (2) his draft report had been substantial’; altered by
Connelly. Mulley testified before wiis oenate Committee ON
gnvironment and public Works that although he might have
disagreed with some of the changes %o his report, he did not
think there was anything wrong with tne changes made by the OIA
pirector, Furthermore, stello denied that he had applied urdue
sressure on Mulley concerning the report. GAO reviewed al
s drafts of Mulley's report and interviewed the
. involved in the preparation, editing, review, and
pp£9)1%~pQ?CQil. No evidence was developed to indicate that |
uybgtantive €

a
>kgt“1iﬂ__,’ anges were made durin% the review and editing
- Qi417hf .

L e 7o

With regard to the Aistribution of Mulley's report, GAO
found no basis to question the conduct of the EDD who explained
that the Commission authorized the distribution to assist NRC
management in addressing important matters, such as health and
safety issues requiring immediate action. witnesses told GAO
they were disturbed about the distribution of the report
containing unredacted transcripts of their statements to high=-
Jevel management officials and to the principal witnesses.

However, none of the witnesses interviewed asserted that they had

been subjucted to reprisals, Moreover, none of the witnesses

jdentified in the OIA repott or transcripts asked for or received
a pledge of confidentiality from anyone in OIA, and Mulley voiced

no objection to the release,

CASE 2: IMPROPER TVA DISCUSSION

Results in priet

GAO's investigation revealed that OIA 4id not thoroughly
investigate an alleged improper discussion between an NRC
official and an official of the Tennessee valley Authority
concerning a major NRC enforcement initiative focused on TVA.
OIA inadequately planned its investigation and failed co
interview one of the +wo parties to the conversation. GAO
learned that key OiA personnel did not know the purpose of their
investigation of this matter.

Although the conversation was investigated by CIA, the NRC
does not prohibit or discourage such conversations. A report of
such contacts is now required by NRC regulations; however, none
was required at the time of this incident.

packground

on December 1%, 1985, a member of TVA's Nuclear ‘.f.t{
Review Staff (NSRS) briefed NRC Commissioner James Asselstine on
the condition of the Watts Bar Plant, NSRS' position contrasted
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sharply with the TVA'e prior cert‘fication to the NRC that the
plant was ready for %uel loading. 1In the briefing, NSRS listed
several technical a eas in which they believed deficiencies
existed, which indicated to them fundamental weaknesses in the
watts Bar quality ASSUTANCEe program.

NS%S' perception that the plant was not ready for fuel
loadiny prompted the NRC to regquest that TVA officially certify
its position on NSRS' technical concerns. py letter dated
Januvary 3, 1986, the NRC's Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulat.on
(NRR) regquested that TVA certify its position on whether or not
the quality assurance program met the criteria outlined in 10 CFR
part 50, Appendix B. The NRC's letter allowed 6 days for a sworn
response and 30 days for *"information on an {tem-by-item basis
supporting the TVA corporate position.” The Director of NRR,
Rarold Denton, subseguently agreed to extend the 6-day deadline,
The extension was made to allow the TVA adeguate time to consult
with staff and because the new head of TVA'S nuclear program,
Steve Wnite, would not report for duty until January 13, 1986,

on March 20, 1986, white responded to Denton of NRR with TVA's
position and addressed each of the issues anderlying the NSRS
perception. Afser Wnite signed the letter and trensmitted it

for hand delivery by a TVA official, he determined a need to
clarify one section of the letter. white contacted the courier
while he was en route and directed him to goO by * A's washington,
D.C., office where the change was incorporated, The lecter was
subseguently delivered to the NRC.

on April 7, 198§, Ben Hayes, Director of the NRC's 0ffice of
investigations (01), informed then=NRC Chairman Nunzio Palladino
that NRC's Executive pirectar for Operations, victor Stello, had
peen cverheard discussing TVA's response to Denton's letter with
Steve White on or about the time that the TVA response was
dispatched, OI {s responsible for NRC 1nveltiqntfgn| invelving
allegations of intentional violations of regulations by
licensees, permittees, applicants, contractors, and vendors. At
the Cl.airman's request, Fayes passed this information to the
NRC's Director of OIA, sharon Connelly. HRayes informed her that
the Stello-white conversation had been overheard by Denton and
the NRC's Director of Inspection and Enforcement, James Taylov.

OIA Directar Connelly decided to investigate the matter and
assigned the case to Keith Logan, then OIA's Assistant pirector
for investigations. Togan interviewed Hayes on April 11, 1986,
The trenscript of the Rayes interview reveals the f~1lowing

points:

- A1 was irvestigating @& possible material false scatement
made {r. =bruary 1985 by TVA's former nuclear , ~r program
manaser.



- In the course of O1's felse statement investigation, DentcH
was interviewed and advised that on or about March 20,
1986, while he, Taylor, and Stello were together in an NRC
vehicle, Stello had a telephone conversation with white
about the 10 TFR Part sn. Appendix B, matter. -

.- Taylor, in & later Jdiscussion with Hayes, confirmed that the
conversation had taken place and indicated that he was
uncomfortable with the conversation.

-- on April 7, 1986, Rayes advised Chairman palladino about the
stello-white conversation.

.- The Chairman {ndicated that he vanted Hayes to discuss the
matter with Connelly of OIA.

-- Hayes informed Commissioner Asselstine about the Stello-
white conversation in the event the issue came up in the
commissioner's forthcoming visit to TVA.

Following Loian't interview of Hayes, nothing more occurved
in the OIA invest gation until June 6, 1986, On that date,
Asselstine asked Connelly about the status of the {nvestigation
during a briefing she was making to the Commission on unrelated
OIA activities, 1In response, Connoltyﬁorroncously stated that
the witnesses to the cenversation had pedm tnterviewed and that
stello would be interviewed within the next two weeks. rour days
later, Connelly corrested the resorc to show that neither

witness had been interviewed, the case had been reassigned to
Investigatnr Anthony ward, and the first of the witnesses would
be interviewed on June 10, 1986,

Ward interviewed Denton on Jure 10, Tayler on June 16, ané
stello on July 30, 1986, On August 26, 1986, ward telephoned an
attorney in the NRC'S office of General Counsel, Sebastian
Aloot, and synopsized the results of the four OIA interviews,
Aloot stated that, based on the facts as presented, there wac no
;pp;;ont conflict of interest or impropriety on the part of

tello.

Two days later, George Mulley, who in June 1986 had been
appointed OIA's Assistant Director for Investigations, signed OIA
Report 86-30, and Connelly transmitted it to the Commission., The
report 4id not {ndicate thac other NRC officials had pimilarly
discussed TVA's Appendix B response with White, The repor®
concluded, "There was 0o information developed during this
inquiry to substantiate any impropriety on the part of Stello
during his telephone conversation with white.* The report was,
correct in its conclusion; however, OIA's method of having \

o
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reached such & determination was quo.t‘onnblc since they failed
to interview the second party of the alleged improper
conversation. 1l

on April 8, 1987, Mulley., in preparation for his testimony
at the Senate Committee ON Governmental Affairs hearin3is, wrote a
memorandum explaining why the investigation took as long as it
4i4 to complete and why, in reviewing the Araft report, he saw no
reason to interviev gteve White, Mulley's memorandum stated that
he was not {involved with this investigation during the April to
July 1986 time frame because of his prooccup&tton with the
Comanche Peak and other investigations. Accordingly, the
memorandum indicated, Mul ley could not explain why the Stello~
white inves.igation had taken so long to compliete. The
memorandum reported that Mulley reviewed the stello-vWhite report
and *noted no conflict regarding the topic of the telephone
conversation; the anly po'nt in dispute seemed to be the

propriety of ...(5tello's) actions.* The memorandum further

stated that *(Mulley) did not discern a need to interview
(White)...because he would have provided no new significant
information regarding (Stcllo'o)...ucttono.'

GAO'S investigative Analysis

CAO investigated the stello-White telephone conversation to
determine the propriety of the interaction between the
principals and to evaluate the thoroughness of OIA'Ss
investigation of the matter. on March 14, 1988, the NRC's Office
of Investigations issued a report entitled Watts BaC Nuclear
plant: Possible Willful Attempt © TVA Man n

‘ s report conciude at e owingly I
wade a material false statement in his March 20, 1986,
certification letter to the NRC, Because it wa® beyond the scope
of the regquest made of GAO, GAO 4id not evaluate the OI
investigation or report., HRowever, GAO did reviev transcripts of
01 interviews that were relevant to White's March 20, 1988,
conversations with Stello and Denton.

GAD concluded that OIA's {nvestigation of the alleged
improper conversation between gtello and wWhite was not
lulixsxnn}ly—xhoocu’h. OIA failed to determine Whiat it was -
investigating, €.9., there was inadeguate effort devoted tO
determining the nature of what was said and the impact that the
conversation nhad on the actions of either party. purthernore,
O1A failed to pursue the invoot!gltlon {in a timely and » stematic
manner, The investigation should not have been 1h1t1.tex
without & proposed slan of action and specitication of the rule,
law, ©or regulation that might have peen violated, This was

o
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evidenced during GAO's {nterviews of ward, Mulley, and Connelly
since npt one of them could provide a convincing justification
for the failure to-*asn:view-uhltl“tbout the alleged improper
ccnvtro)xxpn../»' — ~_ .
T ) -

puring GAOQ's interview of white, he denied having sought or
obtained improper pre-approval for TvA's position. White stated
that the purpose of his calls to NRC officials was to assure that
TVA's letter was full{ responsive to the NRC's request, White
asserted that it was {s discussion with Denton, not with Stello,
that led him to make & clarification in TVA's response, White
made contemporaneous notes of his conversations, which he
provided to GAO. These notes, which were part of white's ongoing
diary for this period, ad¢ credence to his ~~rgion of what
transpired in his conversations with NRC o' cials,

~
C———

o

when interviewed, Stello and Denton's account of the events

coincided with White's version of what transpired in the
telephone calls of March 20, 1986, wWhite asserted that he was
not trying to discern {f TVA's position was acceptable, but to
assure himself that the letter was fully responsive to the NRC's
request for information, White told GAO that his change to the
letter 4id not reflect & substan-.ve change in T™VA'S sition,
put only served to clarify a detail that penton considered
important. GAO was not able to develop any information
indicating that gstello, Denton, or other NRC officials coached
White on what position TVA should adopt to asaure favorable
action by the NRC. GAO learned in its interviews of Denton and
Taylor that their discomfort with the steilo-White conversation

\\)uno only because they felt white was going around them in dealing
with Stello. S —

An NRC regulation (10 CFR 073%.49a) prohibits cnplo¥|o
actions that might result in, or create the appearance of, giving
prctcrcntinl treatment to any person or making & government
decision outside official channels, Under NRC policy applicable
to the time frame in question, GAO pelieves that this regulation
Aid not prohibit the type of discussions that a plrontll took
place in this case, Until recently, the NRC po icy wit

reference to this regulatory provision was permissive, A8
evidenced by the commentary of Chairman tech on July 10, 1987,
whecein he stated “so long as {t is understood that any staff
Aiscussions do not constitute the staff's formal judgment on the
merits of any issue,® He further stated in his commentary, "The
agency views preliminary discussions and informe. pre)iminary
staff opinions as important ways to better und sstanding on the
part of all concerned of the issues surrounding A potential
request for regulatory action.,®

12



Accordingly., GAO's investigation substantiated
that the stello-White conversation 4id not contravent relevant
NRC regulations as applied at the time in question.

CASE 3: LEAK OF NRC DOCUMENT S

Results in prief

GAO concluded that Lthe NRC did not properly address the
issue oi whether A& requlated utility had access to its internal
documents. Commissioner Roberts' {nvertijation of the matter was
very limited, byt none of eemed to have had an
aporec 1’ A significant factor ning 'hx

e mAtter was not properiy addressed was the failure of the NRC
to refer the matter tO OIA at thw required by NR.
gquidelires. D e p— '

— e

packground

on June 8, 1983, James Joosten, & technical 4ssistant to
then=NRC Commissioner Victor Giltnnk;. sent Richard DeYoung. an
NRC official, documentation that he ad received from a free-
lance reporter regarding alleged safety problems with a nuclear
power plant in Louisiana, DeYoung served as Diractor of the
NRC's Office of Inspection and Enforcement. The memorandum
transmitting the documentation called attention to the reporter's
concetns about crasks in the concrete gnder the containment
vessel at the Louisiana power and Light Company's (LPL) waterford
111 plant., The miterials included published articles written by
the reporter that raised guestions about possible collusion
petween LPL and NRC inspectors. Joosten's memorandum suggested
DeYoung assure that the reporter's concerns be reviewed
objectively. Joosten sent copies of his memorandum and
attachments to Steve Chestnutt, technical adviser to Commissioner
Thomas M, Roberts, and to other NRC officials, Copies of the
Joosten memorandum were publicly released by NRC three months
later pursuant to @& Preedom of Information Act request.

in March 1985, OI Invertigator Bill ward, while working on
an unrelated case, Aiscovered a copy of the Joosten memorandum
and attachments in an LPL file at the waterford plant, Attached
to the material was a covel memorandum dated Ju.e 15, 1983, from
George White, a vice president of Midd)e South ptilitles, the
holding campany for LFL. The white memorandum was addressed to
John Cotdaro, an executive of the company, and read as follows:




*Attached is a memorandum which I have received from

sources inside the Nuclear Regulatory Commission regarding
waterford Quality Assurance matters. This memo is for your
information but I would hope that you 1imit its distribution
to protect the source within the NRC.®

On March 13, 1985, after conferring with his staff on what
to do about the discovery, OI Director Ben RHayes took A COpy of
the documents to then=NRC Chairman Palladino. pollowing a
discussion with his legal advisor on what actions the discovery
warianted, Palladino decided to make Commissioner Roberts aware
of the matter, Palladino 3id so because the copx Hayes provided
appeared to have been duplicated from Roberts' office file copy.

After obtaining the documents from Palladino, Roberts

assembled his staff and asked each member if he or she had leaked d}
ﬁg

the documents, Roberts ta e-recorded the staff interview,
puring the taped interview, none of Roberts' staff acknowledged
having ?xvcn the documents to George White, After the meeting,
Roberts
released to the public on September 23, 1983, pursuant to &
Preedom of Information Act request.

On March 14, 1985, Palladino sent a memorandum to Ben Hayes
{nforming him that NRC's Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1980 made
it the responsibility of the individual Commissioners to
supervise personnel in their immediate offices and, therefore,
the matter was Roberts' to deal with, On March 15, 1985, Rajyes
and Ward met with Roberts and his legal advisor, James M.
cutechin, At Roberts' regquest for all documents related to the
matter, Hayes turned over to him copies of the White scaorandum,

along with two pages of handwritten notes that Bayes had made of .U

his discussions with Palladino.

In his Jiscussion with Rayes, Robeits made a remark that
Raves and wWard interpreted as an expression of concern that the
matter might become an issue in Roberts' upcoming confirmation
hearing., The matter did not arise in the Jure 18, 1985,
confirmation hearing; however, it surfaced just prior to the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs hearing on April 9,
1987,

On March 3uv, 1987, White prepared an affidavit for the
Ssenate Comnittee on Governmental Affairs staff. 1In it he stated
the following under oath:

-- ™e June 15, 1983, memorandur attached to the Joosten

material and bearing what appears to be his signature, was,
in fact, dictated from Washington D.C., signed by his
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secretary, Peggy Balsamo, in New Orleans, and was not the
‘;¥%; of memorandum he was accustomed to sending ©OF -
iving.

- He had no recollection of preparing of dictating the
memorandum oOF receizing the attachments thereto.

-- He 4id not recall ever having had possession of internal NRC
documents ©OfF information regarding waterford nuclear plants
shat would not have been provided or left for Middle Souti

vtilities, ©OF made available for the public in the normal
course of business.

-- e d4id not recall ever having nad a source or having heard
of a source for internal NRC documents or information within
the NRC, and he 4i4 not consider anyore then or formerly

employed by the NRC to be & source for such documents Of
information,

At the April 9, 1987, hearing, genator John Glenn, the
committee Chairman, quoottoncd Roberts about his {nvestigation of
how White obtained the Joosten mazerials., Roberts testified that
he had not quontlonod wWhite about the matter put satisfied
himself that no one i{n his office had leaked the documents.
Roberts said he met with the other Commissioners and informed

having determined the source of the leak., At the hearing,
Roberts testified he destroyed all copies of the ducuments that
palladino and Hayes fad given m. Roberts explained he did this
pecause he was *somevwhat paranoid® and thought someone might be
out to get him. A day after the hearing, Roberts notified
gsenator Glenn that he had located the he had

previously testified to Ravl oyed. natot Glenn

subsegquently referred the matter to the Department of Justice for
consideration of possible criminal prosecutien.

on April 14, 1987, an NRC panajement meeting was held in
which tre Office of General Counsel was requested to revies the
policies and procedures for handling allegations involvi the
Commissioners and their offices. The General Counsel rep ied
that OIA had authority to {nveetigate such matters, subject to
the jvAgment of the Commission.

puring testirony pefore the Senate Committee oON gnvironment
and Puulic Works in October 1987, O1A Director Sharon Connelly
vas asked if, {n cases of alleged vrongdoing by the Commissioners
or their staffs, she thought the NRC should determine whether t©
refer the matter to OIA or not. Connelly res nded that she
thought the Commission had determined that al such allegaticns
were to be referred to OIA and, if not, to the FBI.

1%



GAO's Investigative Analysis

Without determining how NRC documents came into the
possession of Middle South Utilities, GAO has been unable to
ascertain whether any federal law or NRC regulation wag violated,

In his affidavit to the Senate Committee vn Governmental
Affairs, White did not -demy-dictating the June 15, 1983,
memorandum that transmitted the material to LPL. ~GAO interviewed
White on January 29, 1988, In this interview, White “"seumed to
recall® that he had dictated the memorandum and statad that he
employed words in it containing a certain amount of "puffery®
designed to impr is superiors., White stated that in
Tetrospect, e seen how the words looked on paper, he might
not have signed the memorandum, White told GAO that he did not
remerter where or from whom he obtained the documents, except to ' \}

say that 1thg;n_ngg_gégm.b-oou¢c‘nag_ggnxnssautzhia.&he NRC. \
Additionally, White advised GAO that no official of LPL or Middle ‘Q <
South Utilities who was an addressee of his “confidential® e

memorandum acknowledged having received the materials, g;f’

GAC's investigation verified that no LPL or Middle South
Utilities official brought to the attention of the NRC an
employee's assertion of the existence of a "mole® within the

| NRC, White's memorandum, no matter how self-serving,
demonstrated that a regulated utility secured unauthorized access
to NRC documents, The ability to obtain such materials could
impact on the NRC's -enforcement program, licensing functions, and
requlatory procedures,

GAD Aztermined that Roberts 4id not concern himself with the
question of how White obtained the NRC documents, but only
addressed the issue of whether someone on his personal etaf!
might have been the util.ty's avenue of accers., In this
instence, Roberts dismissed the leak implication by simply asking
his emall staff if any of them provided the documente to the
utility. By doing this, Roberts ignored the potential of a

| broader problem in that a utility official claimed to have a
| *source® within the NRC,

Chairman Palladino's referral of the matter to Roberta for
handling éid not oblige Roberts to adhere to relevant
investigative standards, Palladino, like Robertr and the other
Commissioners, apparently believed that the referral and
disposition of this matter was an exclusive delegation of
investigatory authority and discret.on, An April 1 1987,
opinion from the NRT's General Counsel appropriately points out
the error in this assumption by distinguishing between the

) functions of supervision and investigation,
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Prior to the April 1987 Senate hearings, Roberts learned
that his handling of this matter would be subjected to acrutiny. \
On the day prior to his testimony, Roberts met with a former NRC \
General Counsel., In this meeting, Roberts advised the former NRC
official that he knew this issue would surface at the April §,
1987, hearing.

The less-than-professional handling of the matter by the
NRC, combined with Roberts' cursory investigative effort, might
wel. have jeopardized any posaibility for determining where or
how White obtained the NRC documents, When the issue first
surfaced in 1985, a properly conducted investigation, including
an interview of White, might have provided NRC with the identity
of "the source within the NRC.*

GAO'S INVESTIGATIVE OUVERVIEW

GAO was advised by the requestors to expand the scope of its
work as necessary to cover unforseen but related matters that
might develop., During the course of its investigution, GAO noted
apparent problems with the NRC's investigative capability,

The NRC and the U,S, Department of Justice (DOJ) have failed
to execute a Memorandum of Understanding governing the referral
of possible criminal violations stemming from questionable
actions of nuclear licenseer, Critics have cited such cases as
the D.C., Cook, Three Mile Island, and Permi cases as exanples of
the NRC being too cozy with the industry it is charged with
regulating., In each of these cases, nl!ogattonl surfaced that
NRC officials engaged in actions that adversely affected the
potential criminal prosecution of the concerned ut.'ity.

The Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs hearings
revealed deficiencies in the NRC's investigative progcrams and led
the Committee to report, *OIA lacks uu:hg;!&y,ﬁce-potcnco and
independence.* GAO's analysis of the Comanche Peak matter
suggests that a supervisor-employee conflict was elevated to the
highest levels of the NRC, The matter was raised to such levels
because OIA failed to provide NRC management with a proper

rapective on the matter under investigation., In another
nstance, Ol1A failed to understand the basic issue that they were
investigating, thus thcx were unable to properly serve th2 needs
of the agency. GAO conducted a review of several closed OIA
investigative case files., This review found that OIA routinely
initiates investigations without first establishing a threshold
for acceptance, When interviewed bY GAO, Zonnelly acknowledged
this to be true, Additionally, GAO's review of OIA records from
1984 to the present reflects that OIA has not succesafully
presented a cade for criminal prosecution,
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NRC management is faced with & problem in which its two
primary investigative organizations, OIA and 01, demonstrate a
mutual lack of trust, respect, &nd cooperation. This is
evidenced by the 01 Director's involvement with the matters GAO
reviewed, The Ol Director advised that when he lesrned of the
alleged t-gropor conversation between the EDO and a utility
official, he did not make a direct referral to OIA, but instead
took the information to the Chairman, In the leakx of the
*sensitive® document matter, the OI Director stated he brought
the infovrmation to the Chairman, not to Ol1A, because it concerned
a Commissioner, Appropriately handled, both matters should have
been referred to OIA for evaluatiun of wrongdoing. OIA Director
Connelly's statement that she is suspicious of the natu’e of any
investigative referral that she receives from 01 further
demonstrates the lack of cooperation between the two NRC
investigative offives.

These three issues suggest a need for the NRC to evaluate
its investigative capability. The [IRC should assure that its
investigators conduct their work in a competent manner using
gro!cnotonnl standarde, Accurate, complete investigative

indings are often of major importance to NRC management and the
Department of Justice, When investigations focus on criminal
matters, the NRC must assure that evidence is properly gathered,
safequarded, and referred to the Department of Justice. The NRC
should continue to support the Ju. tice Departmant throughuut the
investigative and adjudicatory period. The NRC should assure
that its two investigative offices work together with a high
level of coordination arnd cooperation., Their respective missions
complement one another and often overlap considerably, This fact
requires strong close professional relations. Lastly, the NRC
should develop and enforce & strong, clear policy directing the
manner in which investigations are initiated, conducted, and
referred for judicial or management action that will assure
independence and professionalimsn,

The important mission and critical safety role of the NRC
require that it possess a first-rate investigative capability

with rescurces that will assure the NR 's abiiity to perform its
function in a professional, competent manner.

(600028)
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