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ABSTRACT

This r e p o r t  prov ides  the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  South Texas P ro jec t  A l le g a t io n s  Review 
Team o f  the  U.S. Nuclear Regulatory  Commission. This team was formed to  
ob ta in  and review a l l e g a t i o n s  from in d iv id u a l s  rep re sen ted  by th r e e  a t t o rn e y s  
who had con tac ted  Congressional s t a f f  members. The a l l e g e r s  were employed in 
v a r io u s  c a p a c i t i e s  a t  South Texas P r o jec t  E l e c t r i c  Generating S t a t i o n ,  
l i c e n se d  by Houston Lighting and Power Company, e t  a l . ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  the  
a l l e g a t i o n s  a re  confined to  t h i s  s i t e .  The South Texas P ro jec t  A l le g a t io n s  
Review Team reviewed, r e f e r r e d ,  and d i s p o s i t io n e d  concerns r e l a t e d  to  
d i s c r im in a to ry  i s su e s  (harassment and i n t i m i d a t i o n ) , f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  records  
and omission o f  in fo rm at ion ,  and va r ious  t e ch n ica l  i s s u e s .  The team was able  
t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  c e r t a i n  t e ch n ica l  i s su e s  o f  minor s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  or 
r e g u la to ry  concern a t  th e  South Texas P r o jec t  f a c i l i t y ,  but i t  did  not f ind  
widespread d i s c r im in a to r y  p r a c t i c e s  such as harassment and i n t im i d a t i o n .
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This r e p o r t  p r e s en t s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  South Texas P r o je c t  A l leg a t io n s  Review 
Team (ART) of  t h e  U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). This team was 
formed to  ob ta in  and review old and c u r r e n t  a l l e g a t i o n s  from known a l l e g e r s  
and new a l l e g e r s  a t  the  Houston Lighting and Power Company’ s,  e t  a l . ( the  
l i c e n s e e ) ,  South Texas P ro jec t  (STP) E l e c t r i c  Generating S t a t i o n ,  Units 1 and 
2 (Docket Nos. 50-498 and 50-499).

In 1994, Congress ional s t a f f  members o f  the  Subcommittee on Overs ight and 
I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  the  U.S. House o f  R ep re se n ta t iv e s ’ Committee on Energy and 
Commerce con tac ted  the  NRC about concerns  a t  the  South Texas P r o j e c t .  The 
Congressional  s t a f f  members expressed such concerns a s :  d i s c r im in a to ry
p r a c t i c e s  may have occurred a t  th e  f a c i l i t y ,  some t e ch n ica l  i s su e s  may not 
have been adequa te ly  addressed by th e  l i c e n s e e ,  and some aspec ts  o f  the  NRC 
in s p e c t io n  program may not have been e f f e c t i v e l y  implemented a t  th e  South 
Texas P r o j e c t .  A f t e r  th e  second o f  two in t ro d u c to ry  b r i e f i n g s  on th e  f a c i l i t y  
and NRC r e g u la to r y  o v e r s ig h t ,  NRC management proposed to  the  Congressional 
s t a f f  t h a t  a sp ec ia l  NRC s t a f f  team would be formed to  ob ta in  and review 
a l l e g a t i o n s  concern ing STP.

The Congressional s t a f f  informed th e  NRC t h a t  they had been in c o n tac t  with 
a t t o r n e y s  r e p re s e n t in g  c l i e n t s  who had concerns about the  c o n s t r u c t io n  and 
o p e ra t io n  o f  STP. The team rece ived  a l l e g a t i o n s  p r im ar i ly  from c l i e n t s  
r e p re se n te d  by two o f  th r e e  a t t o r n e y s ;  a t h i r d  a t to rn ey  did  not provide  access  
t o  t h e  c l i e n t s .  The team did not supp lan t  the  normal a l l e g a t i o n s  management 
or  in sp ec t io n  p rocesses  in the  NRC Region IV o f f i c e ,  nor d id  i t  supp lan t  the  
i n v e s t i g a t i v e  p rocess  o f  the  O ff i ce  o f  I n v e s t ig a t io n s  F ie ld  O ff i ce  in Region 
IV.

The South Texas P r o j e c t  ART in te rv iewed e ig h t  in d iv id u a l s  and took t r a n s c r i b e d  
s t a t em e n t s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  team con tac ted  two a d d i t io n a l  i n d iv id u a l s  based 
on informat ion  rece ived  from in te rv iew ees .  Material  was provided t h a t  
i d e n t i f i e d  two o t h e r  in d iv id u a l s  who supported a p rev ious ly  in te rv iewed 
a l l e g e r .  The team reviewed the  t r a n s c r i p t s  and documents provided by th e  
a l l e g e r s ,  inc lu d in g  m ate r ia l  provided anonymously. Based on t h i s  review, the  
ART s en t  a l e t t e r  t o  each in te rv iewed a l l e g e r  l i s t i n g  the  concerns  as 
unders tood by th e  team. A t o t a l  o f  49 concerns were rece ived  r e l a t i n g  t o  
d i s c r im in a to r y  i s s u e s ,  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  re co rd s ,  and va r ious  t e c h n ic a l  i s s u e s .

The team r e f e r r e d  the  d i s c r im in a t io n  a l l e g a t i o n s  to the  Off ice  o f  
I n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  Some o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n  were a l r ead y  being 
in v e s t i g a t e d  in ongoing 01 c ase s .  Some new 01 cases were opened as a r e s u l t  
o f  t h e  team’ s in t e rv ie w s .  Although the  m a jo r i ty  of d i s c r im in a t io n  a l l e g a t i o n s  
were no t  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  01 did  i d e n t i f y  two examples o f  d i s c r im in a to ry  
behav io r ,  and i s  con t inu ing  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  another  a l l e g a t i o n  o f  p o t e n t i a l  
d i s c r i m i n a t i o n .  The team did not uncover widespread d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s .
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Of th e  49 concerns  the  team rece ived ,  40 a l l e g a t i o n s  concerned t e c h n i c a l  and 
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s s u e s .  The team found t h a t  n e a r ly  a l l  o f  t h e se  concerns  had 
been p re v io u s ly  i d e n t i f i e d  by the  NRC, th e  l i c e n s e e ,  o r  by a previous  
a l l e g a t i o n .  T he re fo re ,  th e  team was able  to  c lo se  t h e s e  a l l e g a t i o n s  based on 
NRC in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t s ,  c losed  a l l e g a t i o n  f i l e s ,  c o n s u l t a t i o n  with the  NRC 
tech n ica l  s t a f f ,  and the  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s .  F i f t e e n  te ch n ica l  
a l l e g a t i o n s  were s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  a t  l e a s t  in p a r t .  These a l l e g a t i o n s  were o f  
minor s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  and the  l i c e n s e e  had taken s tep s  to  c o r r e c t  the  
d e f i c i e n t  c o n d i t io n s  i d e n t i f i e d .  Twenty-five t e c h n i c a l  a l l e g a t i o n s  were not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The team r e f e r r e d  some items to  th e  NRC Region IV o f f i c e  fo r  
follow-up a c t i o n .

While some o f  th e  t e ch n ica l  i s su es  were s u b s t a n t i a t e d  and i s o l a t e d  examples of 
d i s c r im in a to r y  behavior  were i d e n t i f i e d ,  th e  team concluded t h a t  those  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  a l l e g a t i o n s  did not a f f e c t  t h e  sa fe  o p e ra t io n  o f  th e  p l a n t .
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1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 General Background

The South Texas P r o j e c t  (STP) E l e c t r i c  Generating S ta t io n  i s  a tw o-un i t ,  
Westinghouse p r e s su r i z e d -w a te r  r e a c t o r  f a c i l i t y ,  loca ted  in Matagorda County, 
Texas.  The f a c i l i t y  i s  co-owned by Houston Lighting  and Power Company (HL&P), 
th e  City  Publ ic  Serv ice  Board o f  San Antonio,  Central  Power and Light Company, 
and the  Ci ty  o f  A us t in ,  Texas. Houston Light ing and Power Company i s  
au tho r ized  to  a c t  f o r  the  o th e r  co-owners,  and has ex c lu s iv e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
and con t ro l  over the  physical  c o n s t r u c t io n ,  o p e ra t io n ,  and maintenance o f  the  
f a c i l i t y .  Each u n i t  i s  r a te d  a t  3800 megawatts ( the rm a l ) .

Both u n i t s  a t  th e  STP were shut down fo r  an extended period in February 1993 
because o f  t e c h n ic a l  (hardware) i s su es  involv ing  the  opera t ion  of  the  
a u x i l i a r y  feedwater  system. During t h i s  t ime, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) o v e r s ig h t  o f  the  f a c i l i t y  began to  in c rease  s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  
and the  NRC placed  both u n i t s  under a Confirmatory Action L e t t e r  (CAL) on 
February 5, 1993.

Because o f  in c reased  concern about the  o p e ra t iona l  problems, the  NRC decided 
t o  f u r t h e r  in c re a s e  o v e r s ig h t  and assessment o f  the  f a c i l i t y ,  and i n i t i a t e d  a 
Diagnost ic  Evalua t ion  Team (DET) review in April  1993, under auspices  o f  the  
NRC Off ice  o f  Ana lys is  and Evaluation of  Opera t ional Data (AEOD). The 
problems with th e  f a c i l i t y ,  as noted by the  NRC, were grouped in to  t h r e e  broad 
a r e a s ,  namely m a te r i a l  cond i t ion  and housekeeping, human performance,  and 
managerial  and o rg a n iz a t io n  performance.  The DET r e p o r t ,  i ssued  on June 10, 
1993, i d e n t i f i e d  performance d e f i c i e n c i e s  in the  a reas  o f  o p e ra t io n s ,  
maintenance and t e s t i n g ,  and engineer ing  suppor t ,  and found t h a t  management 
weaknesses had c o n t r ib u te d  to  th e se  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  The f a c i l i t y  was placed on 
th e  NRC "watch l i s t "  in June 1993.

The l i c e n s e e  i n i t i a t e d  var ious  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s ,  inc lud ing  gene ra t ion  of  an 
Operational  Readiness Plan (August 28, 1993) and Business Plan (October 15, 
1993) to  ensure  n u c le a r  s a f e ty ,  t r a c k  and c o r r e c t  i d e n t i f i e d  d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  and 
improve o p e ra t io n a l  performance.  Together,  t h e se  p lans  c o n s t i t u t e d  the  
l i c e n s e e ’ s response  t o  the  NRC’ s DET r e p o r t ,  and o u t l in e d  those  a c t io n s  and 
resource  a l l o c a t i o n s  necessary  to  e f f e c t  nea r - te rm  and long-term improvements 
in s t a t i o n  per form ance .

To v e r i f y  t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  had co r rec ted  d e f i c i e n c i e s  to  improve opera t iona l  
performance,  th e  NRC Region IV Regional A dm in is t ra to r  c h a r t e r ed  the  STP Review 
Panel on March 11, 1993, to  provide  ove rs igh t  o f  the  f a c i l i t y .  Subsequently,  
t h i s  panel became the  NRC R e s ta r t  Panel,  which was formed on April  12, 1993, 
in accordance with Manual Chapter 0350, " S t a f f  Guidelines  f o r  R es ta r t  
Approval." The STP R e s t a r t  Panel was comprised o f  reg iona l and headquar te rs  
personnel charged with coord ina t ing  the  NRC o v e r s ig h t  o f  th e  f a c i l i t y ,
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prepa r ing  a r e s t a r t  a c t io n  p lan ,  and t r a c k in g  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s p ro g res s  from the  
t ime th e  u n i t s  were shut  down u n t i l  each u n i t  r e s t a r t e d .  The R e s t a r t  Panel 
i n i t i a t e d  a c t io n  to  supplement the  CAL on two occas ions  (May 7, 1993, and 
October 15, 1993),  and d i r e c t e d  var ious  in sp ec t io n s  by th e  Region IV o f f i c e  
and by th e  O pera t ional  Readiness Assessment Teams (ORATs). The NRC s t a f f  
conducted ORAT in s p e c t io n s  before  the  r e s t a r t  o f  each u n i t  to  v e r i f y  t h a t  the  
l i c e n se e  had taken th e  necessa ry  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s .

A f te r  being assu red  t h a t  th e  l i c e n se e  had addressed th e  weaknesses t h a t  led  to  
previous  concerns ,  t h e  NRC l i f t e d  the  supplemented CAL and allowed t h e  u n i t s  
t o  r e s t a r t .  STP Unit  1 r e s t a r t e d  on February 18, 1994, and STP Uni t  2 
r e s t a r t e d  on May 22, 1994. Each u n i t  has performed s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  s in ce  
r e s t a r t ,  as evidenced by only two r e a c t o r  t r i p s  on STP Unit  1, and one t r i p  on 
STP Unit 2, and few equipment problems. As a r e s u l t ,  NRC concern decreased  
toward th e  end o f  1994, and STP was removed from th e  NRC "watch l i s t "  of  
problem f a c i l i t i e s  on February 1, 1995.

1.2 A l l e g a t io n  Review Team Formation

S h o r t ly  a f t e r  r e s t a r t  o f  STP Unit 1 from the  extended shutdown, Congress ional 
s t a f f  members from th e  Subcommittee on Overs ight and I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  the  
U.S. House of  R e p r e s e n ta t i v e s ’ Committee on Energy and Commerce r e q u e s te d  a 
b r i e f i n g  on t h e  s t a t u s  o f  th e  f a c i l i t y .  Various NRC s t a f f  members from the  
O ff i ce  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regula tion (NRR), th e  O ff i ce  o f  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  (01) ,  
and Region IV met with  the  Congressional s t a f f  on March 31, 1994, and 
Apri l  29, 1994.1 The Congressional s t a f f  expressed va r io u s  concerns  about 
t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and o p e ra t ion  of  the  STP f a c i l i t y ,  and about d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  
a c t i o n s  in the  form o f  harassment and in t im id a t io n  a t  the  s i t e .  A d d i t i o n a l ly ,  
t h e  Congressional  s t a f f  expressed concern t h a t  th e  va r ious  employee concerns 
programs a t  th e  s i t e  had been i n e f f e c t i v e ,  and t h a t  the  NRC s t a f f ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  Region IV, had not i d e n t i f i e d  problems and had not ensured  proper

1 Congress had p rev io u s ly  expressed i n t e r e s t  in  the  South Texas P r o j e c t  
f a c i l i t y .  The Subcommittee on Overs ight and I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  th e  House o f  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ’ Committee on I n t e r s t a t e  and Foreign Commerce he ld  a hear ing  
on th e  r e g u la t i o n  and c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  nuc lea r  power p l a n t s  ( s p e c i f i c a l l y ,
South Texas P r o j e c t )  on September 23, 1980 (S e r ia l  No. 96-223) .  During t h i s  
hea r in g ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  harassment and in t im i d a t i o n  o f  q u a l i t y  
con t ro l  i n s p e c to r s  by c o n s t r u c t io n  personnel ,  and l a c k  o f  management suppor t  
f o r  q u a l i t y  assu rance  fu n c t io n s  were addressed.  In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  subsequent 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n / i n s p e c t i o n  ( In sp ec t io n  Report 79-19),  o rd e r ,  v i o l a t i o n ,  and 
c i v i l  p e n a l ty  (da ted  April 30,  1980), which were designed to  remedy problems 
a t  th e  f a c i l i t y ,  were d i s cu s sed .  Moreover, Congressional s t a f f  b r i e f i n g s  were 
held  a f t e r  th e  completion o f  NUREG-1306, "NRC S a fe ty  S ig n i f i c a n c e  Assessment 
Team Report on A l le g a t io n s  Related to  th e  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  U n i ts  1 and 2" 
(see  fo o tn o te  3 ) .
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c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  The Congressional s t a f f  s t a t e d  t h a t  they had spoken with 
p a s t  and c u r r e n t  a l l e g e r s  a t  the  s i t e ,  and had reviewed in format ion  t h a t  led 
them to  th in k  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e g u la to ry  and s a f e t y  i s su e s  e x i s t e d  a t  STP.

As a r e s u l t  o f  the  April  29, 1994, meeting with the  Congressional  s t a f f ,
Mr. James L. Milhoan, Deputy Executive D i re c to r  f o r  Nuclear Reactor 
Regula t ion ,  Regional Opera t ions,  and Research (DEDO) in the  O ff i ce  of the  
Executive D i r e c to r  f o r  Operat ions ,  i n i t i a t e d  two h e a d q u a r t e r s - l e d  teams. On 
May 6, 1994, th e  DEDO d i r e c t e d  t h a t  a team be formed to  review a l l e g a t i o n s  
rega rd ing  STP. On June 30, 1994, the  DEDO d i r e c t e d  t h a t  a team be formed to  
review the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  implementation of  the  in sp ec t io n  program a t  STP. 
F in a l ly ,  the  DEDO i n i t i a t e d  another  important,  a l though l i m i t e d ,  review of  
a l l eg ed  South Texas P r o jec t  record  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s s u e s ,  which provided useful 
informat ion t o  th e  aforementioned spec ia l  t eam s.2

This r e p o r t  p r im a r i l y  concerns t h e  f ind ings  o f  the  Commission’ s STP 
A l lega t ions  Review Team (ART). As a r e s u l t  o f  the  May 6, 1994, memorandum 
from the  DEDO, an ART c h a r t e r  encompassing NRR and 01 was s e n t  t o  the  DEDO on 
May 23, 1994, and approved on May 31, 1994. The primary purpose o f  t h i s  team 
was t o  ob ta in  and review a l l e g a t i o n s  from in d iv id u a l s  r e p re se n te d  by t h r e e  
a t to rn e y s  who had con tac ted  the  Congressional s t a f f .  This r e p o r t  a lso  
addresses  the  review o f  a l leged  STP record  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s s u e s ,  which was 
begun by the  t h i r d  DEDO i n i t i a t i v e  (see  Section 5 o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ) .  The ART 
coordina ted  with  the  STP Inspec t ion  Program and Implementation E f fec t iv en ess  
Review Team, whose c h a r t e r  was approved Ju ly  8, 1994, and with the  Region IV 
o f f i c e .  Appendix A con ta in s  va r ious  memoranda, which g ive  s p e c i f i c  
informat ion reg a rd in g  the  d e t a i l s  o f  the  c h a r t e r  and changes t o  the  c h a r t e r  
over t im e .3

2 S e p a ra te ly ,  th e  NRC Off ice  of  the  In spec to r  General (OIG) began an 
in v e s t ig a t i o n  o f  a l l e g ed  f a i l u r e  by the  NRC to  address  s a f e t y  concerns ,  as 
well as an a u d i t  o f  th e  NRC in sp ec t io n  program. A d d i t i o n a l ly ,  al though 
u n re la ted  to  NRC s t a f f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  the  U.S. General Accounting Off ice  (GAO), 
the  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  arm of  the  U.S. Congress,  began a review o f  th e  NRC power 
r e a c t o r  in sp ec t io n  program, paying p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  to  NRC in sp ec t io n  and 
o v e rs ig h t  of  STP (GAO Code No. 302122) as a r e s u l t  o f  a Congressional  r e q u e s t .  
Memoranda reg a rd in g  th e  i n i t i a t i o n ,  scope, and depth o f  th e  GAO e f f o r t s  a re  
loca ted  in Appendix E.

3 From a h i s t o r i c a l  p e r s p e c t iv e ,  i t  should be noted t h a t  t h e r e  have been 
o th e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  NRC review e f f o r t s  t h a t  have reviewed c o n s t r u c t i o n  and 
ope ra t iona l  concerns  a t  STP, in a d d i t io n  to  r o u t i n e  reg iona l  and headquar te rs  
o v e r s ig h t .  The f i r s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f o r t  r e s u l t e d  from th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s in te rn a l  
c o n t r a c to r  r e p o r t ,  known as the  "Quadrex Report , "  which documented 
c o n s t r u c t io n  and design  i s su e s .  The NRC s t a f f  subsequent ly  reviewed t h i s  
r e p o r t ,  documenting i t s  f ind ings  in NUREG-0948 ( In sp e c t io n  Report  82-12) 
e n t i t l e d ,  "Special  Inspec t ion  Report o f  the  Quadrex Corpora t ion  Report on 
Design Review o f  Brown and Root Engineering Work f o r  the  South Texas P r o je c t ,  
Units 1 and 2 . "  This r e p o r t  i d e n t i f i e d  var ious  fo llow-up NRC s t a f f  a c t i o n s ,  
which were reviewed and evalua ted  in NUREG-0781, as supplemented,  e n t i t l e d ,
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The STP ART began g a th e r in g  p re p a ra to ry  m ate r ia l  and background informat ion  in 
May and June 1994. Since t h e  Congressional s t a f f  had i d e n t i f i e d  a t t o rn e y s  
r e p re se n t in g  c l i e n t s  with concerns  about STP co n s t r u c t io n  and o p e ra t io n ,
con tac t  with t h e se  a t t o r n e y s  began s h o r t l y  a f t e r  approval o f  th e  c h a r t e r .  The
team rece ived  and reviewed a l l e g a t i o n s  p r im ar i ly  from c l i e n t s  rep re se n te d  by 
these  a t t o r n e y s ,  a l though o th e r  a l l e g e r s  were subsequently  i d e n t i f i e d .  The 
STP ART began in te rv iew ing  a l l e g e r s  and reviewing a l l e g a t i o n s  in Ju ly  1994.

I t  should be noted t h a t  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h i s  team were in a d d i t io n  to  those 
the  NRC headquar te rs  and reg iona l  o f f i c e  normally perform. While th e  STP ART 
was fu n c t io n in g ,  t h i s  team d id  not t r y  to  supplant  the  normal a l l e g a t i o n s  
management p rocess  o r  in s p e c t io n  p rocess  in the  NRC Region IV o f f i c e ,  nor did 
i t  t r y  t o  su pp lan t  the  normal i n v e s t i g a t i v e  p rocess  of  the  O ff i ce  o f  
In v e s t i g a t i o n s  F ie ld  O ff i ce  in Region IV. Indeed, the  NRC Region IV o f f i c e  
continued t o  r e c e iv e  and review a l l e g a t i o n s ,  and in sp ec t  a l l  a sp e c t s  regard ing
th e  o p e ra t io n  o f  the  f a c i l i t y .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  01 Region IV Fie ld  O ff i ce
continued to  i n v e s t i g a t e  wrong-doing m a t te r s  concerning the  f a c i l i t y .

"Sa fe ty  Evalua t ion  Report  Rela ted  to  the  Operat ion o f  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  
Uni ts  1 and 2 ,"  and NRC in s p e c t io n  r e p o r t s  (most no tab ly ,  In sp ec t io n  Reports 
84-11 and 86-03) .  The second s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f o r t  r e s u l t e d  from a l l e g a t i o n s  
a r i s i n g  from th e  Government A c co u n ta b i l i ty  P r o jec t  (GAP) j u s t  before  i n i t i a l  
l i c e n s i n g  o f  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  Unit 1. This review, led  by headquar te rs  
p e r so n n e l ,  examined a l l e g a t i o n s  a t  STP, and genera ted  NUREG-1306, "NRC Safe ty  
S ig n i f i c a n c e  Assessment Team Report  on A l leg a t io n s  Related to  th e  South Texas 
P r o j e c t ,  Units  1 and 2 ."  Also known as the  "Calvo Repor t ,"  t h i s  r e p o r t  
documented NRC s t a f f  review and e v a lu a t io n  o f  va r ious  a l l e g a t i o n s  a t  t h e  
f a c i l i t y .  I t  i s  of  i n t e r e s t  t h a t  some of  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  r a i s e d  dur ing  t h i s  
pe r iod  were s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  ones r a i s e d  with regard  to  the  c u r r e n t  STP 
A l le g a t io n  Review Team.

Report o f  th e  STP ART 1-4



2 ALLEGATION REVIEW TEAM PROCESS AND OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

2.1 Process  Es tab l i shed  bv the  STP ART Char te r

The STP ART obta ined  and reviewed a l l e g a t i o n s  a r i s i n g  from the  co n s t r u c t io n  
and o p e ra t io n  of  the  STP in response  to  Congress ional concerns .  Congressional 
s t a f f  i d e n t i f i e d  two a t to rn e y s  who had knowledge o f  i n d iv id u a l s  t h a t  had 
expressed  concerns  about STP co n s t r u c t io n  and o p e r a t io n .  Subsequently,  a 
t h i r d  a t t o r n e y  a s so c ia t e d  in the  same law f i rm  as one o f  the  Congress iona l ly  
i d e n t i f i e d  a t t o r n e y s ,  a l so  con tac ted  th e  team. The team rece ived  and reviewed 
a l l e g a t i o n s  p r im a r i ly  from c l i e n t s  rep re se n te d  by th e se  th r e e  a t to r n e y s .  The 
c h a r t e r  f o r  t h i s  team encompassed a v a r i e t y  o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  both w i th in  01 and 
NRR, o r  some combination t h e r e o f .  Some o f  th e  i tems in the  c h a r t e r  were 
modified over the  course  o f  the  p r o j e c t ,  and some c l a r i f y i n g  informat ion was 
provided . I t  should be noted t h a t  th e  team did  not supp lan t  the  normal 
a l l e g a t i o n s  management process  or  in s p e c t io n  process  in the  NRC Region IV 
o f f i c e ,  nor did  i t  supp lan t  the  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  process  o f  the  Off ice  o f  
I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  F ie ld  Off ice  in Region IV.

The STP ART obta ined  a l i s t  o f  complaints f i l e d  with th e  U.S. Department o f  
Labor (DOL) by w his t leb low ers  a t  STP, and determined th e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  each 
o f  th e  cases  and the  s a f e t y  concerns r a i s e d  to  i d e n t i f y  what "p ro tec ted  
a c t i v i t y "  t h e  i n d iv id u a l s  had engaged in .  The NRC O ff ice  o f  the  In spec to r  
General (OIG) was con tac ted  to  o b ta in  a l i s t  o f  names and addresses  o f  
i n d iv id u a l s  they had in te rv iewed regard ing  a l l e g a t i o n s  a t  STP. Although t h i s  
l i s t  was no t  obta ined  because o f  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  concerns ,  OIG had a l ready  
r e f e r r e d  any STP-rela ted  hea l th  and s a f e ty  a l l e g a t i o n s  to  the  a p p ro p r ia te  
o f f i c e  f o r  review. Therefore ,  the  team be l ieved  t h a t  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  
t h e se  people  was not necessa ry .  The team con tac ted  th e  Congressional 
subcommittee s t a f f ,  and obta ined a l i s t  o f  the  a t t o rn e y s  who rep resen ted  
c l i e n t s  involved with a l l e g a t i o n s  a t  STP. These a t t o rn e y s  provided a l i s t  of 
people who had made a l l e g a t i o n s  a t  STP, some o f  which were known a l l e g e r s  and 
some new a l l e g e r s .  From these  i n i t i a l  sources ,  th e  team e s t a b l i s h e d  a l i s t  of  
p o t e n t i a l  in te rv iew ees .

Once th e  l i s t  was compiled,  the  team determined which a l l e g e r s  had p rev ious ly  
submitted a l l e g a t i o n s  t o  the  NRC, and how those  a l l e g a t i o n s  had been 
d i s p o s i t i o n e d .  In a d d i t io n ,  the  team obta ined and reviewed copies  o f  
t r a n s c r i p t s ,  in te rv iew  r e p o r t s ,  sworn s ta t em en ts ,  and o th e r  documents 
o u t l i n i n g  th e  va r ious  concerns .  This included a review o f  any in sp ec t io n  
r e p o r t  o r  01 i n v e s t i g a t i v e  r e p o r t  t h a t  r e s u l t e d  from th e se  a l l e g a t i o n s  in an 
a t tempt  t o  dete rmine  i f  th e  a l l e g a t i o n s  were s u b s t a n t i a t e d  and, i f  so,  what 
a c t i o n s  were taken by th e  NRC o r  th e  l i c e n s e e  t o  address  or  remedy the
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a l l e g a t i o n s .  Also,  an a t tem pt  was made by 01 to  dete rmine ,  w i thout  d i s c l o s in g  
the  i d e n t i t y  o f  th e  i n d i v i d u a l , i f  an a l l e g a t i o n  was made through the  
l i c e n s e e ’ s Speakout (employee concerns) Program, and t o  determine the  
d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  t h a t  a l l e g a t i o n .  Fu r the r ,  th e  team reviewed reco rds  o f  the  
major NRC in s p e c t io n s  and NRR/Region IV a l l e g a t io n s  f o r  the  y e a r s  s ince  
NUREG-1306, "NRC Safe ty  S ig n i f i c an c e  Assessment Team Report on A l lega t ions  
Related to  the  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  Units  1 and 2 ,"  da ted  March 1988 (a lso  
known as th e  Calvo R epor t ) ,  t o  determine i f  a l l e g a t i o n s  by any o f  the  
p o te n t i a l  in te rv iew ees  were p rev ious ly  addressed by th e  in sp ec t io n  process  or  
a l l e g a t i o n  review.

Arrangements t o  conduct in te rv iew s  were g e n e r a l ly  made through an a l l e g e r ’ s 
a t t o r n e y .  In te rv iew s  were t r a n s c r ib e d  and under o a th .  (As noted in Sec t ion  
2 .3 ,  not a l l  a l l e g e r s  agreed to  be in te rv iew ed . )  In te rv iews  were conducted a t  
th e  a l l e g e r ’ s a t t o r n e y ’ s o f f i c e  ( in  Texas) t o  allow t h e  a l l e g e r  t o  openly 
d i s c u s s  concerns .  One in te rv iewed  a l l e g e r  provided w r i t t e n  m a te r ia l  t h a t  
i n d i c a te d  two o th e r  in d iv id u a l s  supported th e  a l l e g e r ’ s claim o f  
d i s c r i m i n a t i o n .  These two in d iv id u a l s  were t r e a t e d  as a l l e g e r s .  During (and 
a f t e r )  th e  in t e rv ie w s ,  t h e  team ob ta ined ,  reviewed, and f i l e d  documents t h a t  
might he lp  s u b s t a n t i a t e  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  f o r  use in the  team’ s a l l e g a t i o n  
management p ro c e ss .  Some o f  t h i s  m a te r ia l  was provided to  the  team 
anonymously. A f i l e  was genera ted  f o r  each a l l e g e r  and a l l e g a t i o n .  From t h i s  
in fo rm at ion ,  th e  team attempted  to  determine which a l l e g a t i o n s  were new and 
not  p rev io u s ly  addressed by the  NRC. (Moreover, i f  new in format ion  was 
ob ta ined  rega rd ing  an o ld  a l l e g a t i o n  which might change th e  f i n a l  
d e te rm ina t ion  o f  t h a t  a l l e g a t i o n ,  the  team f u r t h e r  reviewed th e  a l l e g a t i o n . )  
During th e  review and e v a lu a t io n  of  th e  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  t h e  team compared the  
a l l e g a t i o n s  t o  concerns  r a i s e d  in NUREG-0948, "Special  In spec t ion  Report o f  
the  Quadrex Corpora tion  Report  on Design Review o f  Brown and Root Engineering 
Work f o r  the  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  Units  1 and 2" ( In sp ec t io n  Report 82-12, 
da ted  December 1982),  NUREG-1306, "NRC Sa fe ty  S ig n i f i c an c e  Assessment Team 
Report  on A l le g a t io n s  Rela ted  to  the  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  Units  1 and 2 ,"  
(Calvo Report ,  da ted  March 1988),  and th e  STP Diagnost ic  Evaluation  Team 
Report  (da ted  June 10, 1993).  This comparison was done t o  i d e n t i f y  common 
problems between th e  r e p o r t s  and the  r e c e n t l y  rece ived  a l l e g a t i o n s .

Each a l l e g e r  was s e n t  a l e t t e r  ( f i r s t  sample l e t t e r  in  Appendix D) express ing  
a p p re c ia t io n  f o r  informing th e  NRC o f  t h e i r  concerns .  Each l e t t e r  a l so  
summarized th e  major concerns  expressed in th e  in te rv iew ,  and reques ted  t h a t  
th e  a l l e g e r s  c o n ta c t  th e  team i f  the  concerns were not adequate ly  r e p re se n te d .  
(The team sen t  i n i t i a l  response  l e t t e r s  to  10 a l l e g e r s ;  however, response 
l e t t e r s  were no t  s e n t  t o  t h e  2 people i d e n t i f i e d  by m a te r ia l  t h a t  supported 
ano ther  a l l e g e r . )

A l l e g a t io n s  were p re sen ted  t o  the  NRR A l lega t ions  Review Board (ARB). As 
d i scu ssed  in Sec t ion  2 .3 ,  th e  board approved a process  f o r  a l l e g a t i o n s  
management in accordance with the  team’ s c h a r t e r  and t h e  board’ s p rocess .  
S t a tu s  r e p o r t s  were provided to  a p p ro p r ia te  management on a r o u t i n e  b a s i s  
th roughout the  review p ro c e ss .  Members o f  the  team mainta ined  a chronology of  
a c t i v i t i e s .  (A chronology o f  major team a c t i v i t i e s  i s  included as Appendix 
H). A da tabase  o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  was main ta ined , but s ep a ra te  from the

Report o f  th e  STP ART 2-2



A lleg a t io n  Management System (AMS). The NRR O ff ice  A l lega t ions  Coord inator 
rece ived  th e  m a te r i a l  generated  by the  team. In o rder  to  complete the  
e v a lu a t io n ,  t h e  team was allowed to  assess  re source  needs,  t r a n s m i t  reques ts  
f o r  a d d i t io n a l  in format ion  to  the  l i c e n s e e ,  or conduct o n s i t e  in sp ec t io n s  or 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  as a p p ro p r ia t e .

At the  end o f  th e  team’ s a c t i v i t i e s ,  a second l e t t e r  ( t h i r d  sample l e t t e r  in 
Appendix D) w i l l  be sen t  to  the  a l l e g e r s  to  provide  the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  team’ s 
ev a lu a t io n  as  noted in t h i s  r e p o r t .

Any l e s so n s  le a rn ed  were i d e n t i f i e d  a t  the  conclus ion  o f  th e  eva lu a t io n  (see
Sec t ion  7 ) .

F in a l ly ,  th e  team was to  plan and schedule an in sp ec t io n  o f  the  c u r r e n t  STP 
employee concerns  program. (This was l a t e r  removed from the  STP ART c h a r t e r ,  . 
and t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  th e  STP Inspec t ion  Program and Implementation E f fec t iv en ess  
Review Team, as noted in a memorandum from Kokajko/Murphy to  R u sse l l ,  dated 
October 19, 1994, as shown in Appendix A .)4

2.2 Process  E s ta b l i sh ed  bv th e  A l lega t ions  Review Board

The NRR ARB met on September 9, 1994, to  d i s cu s s  m u l t ip l e  t e ch n ica l  i s su e s ,  
harassment and in t im i d a t i o n  (H&I), p o te n t i a l  wrong-doing by the  l i c e n s e e ,  and 
p o t e n t i a l  OIG i s s u e s  r a i s e d  by the  a l l e g e r s  who were in te rv iewed .  The ARB 
determined t h a t  t h e  a l l e g a t i o n s  were o f  p o t e n t i a l  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  Since 
t h i s  m a te r i a l  had been p rev ious ly  ass igned by th e  Deputy Executive D i rec to r  to
a spec ia l  review team, the  ARB allowed the  team to  genera te  a p rocess  fo r
handling t h e s e  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  which was subsequently  approved by th e  ARB 
chairman (as  shown in Appendix A). The process  approved by the  ARB was 
s i m i l a r  to  t h a t  o f  th e  ART c h a r t e r ,  but i t  c l a r i f i e d  c e r t a i n  a spec ts  of  the  
c h a r t e r  and added new requ irements .  This s ec t io n  i s  l im i t e d  to  th e  c l a r i f i e d  
a sp ec t s  and new requ i rem ents .

The ARB approved t h e  team’ s process  whereby, in the  i n i t i a l  l e t t e r  to  the  
a l l e g e r s ,  t h e  team would inform the  a l l e g e r s  o f  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  on the  
p ro te c t io n  o f  t h e i r  i d e n t i t y  as ou t l ined  in the  J .  Taylor,  NRC Executive 
D i re c to r  f o r  O pera t ions ,  memorandum dated August 22, 1994 ( f i r s t  sample l e t t e r  
in Appendix D). The process  provided f o r  a t r a n s f e r  o f  the  t e ch n ica l  
a l l e g a t i o n s  t o  t h e  a p p ro p r ia t e  t e chn ica l  review branch i f  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  
could not be handled by the  team members. A l le g a t io n s  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n ,  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n ,  o r  o th e r  wrong-doing would be r e f e r r e d  to  01, which u t i l i z e d

G u id an ce  to  review employee concerns programs i s  being developed by the  
Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regula tion and wi l l  undergo t r i a l  i n s p ec t io n s  a t  
s e l e c te d  p l a n t s .  South Texas P ro jec t  may be s e l e c t e d  to  r ece ive  one o f  the  
t r i a l  rev iews.  Limited guidance c u r r e n t ly  e x i s t s  regard ing  the  review of  
l i c e n s e e  handl ing  o f  employee concerns in NRC Inspec t ion  Procedure 40500, 
"E f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  Licensee Controls  in I d e n t i f y i n g ,  Resolving, and Prevent ing 
Problems."

Report o f  th e  STP ART 2-3



personnel from the  Region IV Off ice  o f  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  F in a l ly ,  t h e  process  
provided f o r  r e f e r r a l s  o f  NRC s t a f f  wrong-doing to  the  NRC OIG.

A f te r  the  ARB was i n i t i a l l y  informed about th e  a l l e g a t i o n s  r ece iv ed  by the  
team, in the  conduct o f  f u r t h e r  in te rv iews  many o f  the  same a l l e g a t i o n s  were 
repea ted ,  o r  a d d i t io n a l  in format ion  was provided.  As a r e s u l t ,  th e  team did 
not r e tu rn  to  the  ARB with t h e se  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  but in s tead  continued  to  review 
th e  a l l e g a t i o n s  in accordance with th e  approved c h a r t e r .  The team’ s f in a l  
meeting with th e  ARB i s  d i scussed  in Sec t ion  2 .4 .

2.3 Overview o f  R esu l t s5

The STP ART ob ta ined  a l l e g a t i o n s  from 12 in d iv id u a l s .  Of t h e s e ,  e i g h t  
a l l e g e r s  were in te rv iewed under oa th .  T r a n s c r ip t s  of t h e  in te rv ie w s  were 
t aken .  Two a l l e g e r s  were in te rv iewed v ia  te lephone  a f t e r  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  they  
d id  not agree t o  a t r a n s c r i b e d  in te rv iew .  Response l e t t e r s  were s e n t  to  t h e se  
in d iv id u a l s  o u t l i n i n g  the  team’ s unders tanding o f  t h e i r  concerns (sample 
l e t t e r  appears in Appendix D). In a d d i t i o n ,  the  team rece ived  w r i t t e n  
m a te r i a l  i n d i c a t in g  t h a t  two o th e r  people expressed a concern in suppor t  of  
one o f  the  p re v io u s ly  in te rv iewed a l l e g e r s .  While each o f  t h e se  two people 
was t r e a t e d  as an a l l e g e r ,  the  team d id  not send a response l e t t e r  t o  them.

The STP ART rece ived  nine a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  d i s c r im in a to ry  behavior  ( e . g . , 
harassment and i n t i m i d a t i o n ) .

• Two a l l e g a t i o n s  were a l ready  the  su b jec t  o f  ongoing 01
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  These two 01 i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  are  r e p re se n te d  in 
DOL f i l i n g s .  The 01 cases  were a d m in i s t r a t i v e ly  c lo sed ,  but the  
NRC i s  con t inu ing  t o  monitor the  progress  o f  the  DOL case s .  Two 
w r i t t e n  documents ob ta ined  by th e  ART t h a t  supported one o f  th e  
ongoing i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  were counted as two sep a ra te  a l l e g a t i o n s .

5Although u n re la ted  to  the  r e c e i p t  o f  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  the  Congressional 
s t a f f  s t a t e d  they had been informed t h a t  e x - r e s i d e n t  in s p e c to r s  had expressed 
concerns about the  STP f a c i l i t y ,  and urged the  NRC to  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h i s  source 
o f  in fo rm at ion .  As a r e s u l t ,  th e  ART decided to  in te rv iew  e x - r e s i d e n t  
in s p e c to r s  who were a t  STP dur ing  the  l a t e  c o n s t r u c t io n  and e a r l y  o p e ra t io n a l  
t ime p e r io d s .  The ART ob ta ined  informat ion dur ing in te rv iew s  (not 
t r a n s c r i b e d )  o f  four  NRC Region IV in s p e c to r s  who were employed as r e s i d e n t  
in s p e c to r s  or  s en io r  r e s i d e n t  in sp e c to r s  a t  STP, who a re  s t i l l  employed by the  
NRC. Those in s p e c to r s  in te rv iewed were former s e n io r  r e s i d e n t  i n s p e c to r  
Joseph I .  Tapia ,  and former r e s i d e n t  i n s p e c to r s  Robert J .  Evans, Claude E. 
Johnson, and Terrance Reis .  These i n d iv id u a l s  d id  not i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they 
thought widespread d i s c r im in a t io n  ( e . g . ,  H&I) e x i s t e d  a t  STP. The in s p e c to r s  
d id  note  t h a t  v a r ious  r o u t i n e  t e ch n ica l  i s su es  arose  during t h e  l a t e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  and e a r l y  o p e ra t io n a l  p e r io d s ,  but  t h a t  r o u t i n e  i s s u e s  o f  t h i s  
type  were not unexpected.  The ART concluded t h a t  no f u r t h e r  review was 
warranted  as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  in te rv iew s  with th e  NRC e x - r e s i d e n t  i n s p e c t o r s .  
A d d i t io n a l ly ,  a t tem pts  to  c o n tac t  ex-NRC employees,  who were r e s i d e n t  
i n s p e c to r s  ass igned  to  STP during c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  were u n s u c c e s s f u l .
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01 l a t e r  opened a case to  i n v e s t i g a t e  one o f  t h e se  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  
s ince  t h e  a l l e g e r  contac ted  Region IV d i r e c t l y .

• Three a l l e g a t i o n s  r e s u l t e d  in t h r e e  new 01 cases  being opened.
Another a l l e g a t i o n  co n s i s ted  of  a suppor ting  s ta tem ent  f o r  one of  
the  new 01 ca se s ,  and t h i s  was conso l ida ted  in to  t h a t  case .  This 
p a r t i c u l a r  case  was a lso  the  s u b je c t  o f  a DOL f i l i n g ,  and i s  being 
monitored by th e  NRC. The two remaining cases  were c losed  based 
on O P s  conclus ion  t h a t  th e  a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n  were 
u n s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

• One a l l e g a t i o n  was general  in na tu re  and involved a " reques t  f o r  
informat ion"  t r a c k in g  form t h a t  was apparen t ly  d isseminated  a t  the  
f a c i l i t y .  The team considered  t h i s  an a l l e g a t i o n  and, in 
con junc t ion  with the  Off ice  o f  Enforcement (OE), took a c t io n  to  
c o r r e c t  th e  s i t u a t i o n .

In add i t ion  t o  th e  n ine  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  the  team considered  one i n d i v i d u a l ’ s 
concern regard ing  d i s c r im in a to ry  behavior .  Upon f u r t h e r  review, the  team 
discovered  t h a t  th e  ind iv idua l  did  not s p e c i f i c a l l y  a l l e g e  a d i s c r im in a t io n  
i s s u e .  The team concluded t h a t  i f  the  ind iv idua l  were to  have a c t u a l l y  had a 
d i s c r im in a t io n  concern ,  th e re  appeared to  be no b a s i s  to  claim d is c r im in a t io n  
(an adverse a c t i o n  taken a g a in s t  the  i n d i v i d u a l ) .  There fo re ,  th e  team did  not 
cons ide r  i t  an a l l e g a t i o n ,  and t h i s  item was not counted in t h e  t a l l y  o f  
d i s c r im in a t io n  a l l e g a t i o n s .

F in a l ly ,  th e  team addressed the  Congressional subcommittee s t a f f ’ s general  
s ta tement  t h a t  d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s  were occur r ing  a t  STP. The team 
considered t h i s  concern ,  but d id  not count i t  as an a l l e g a t i o n  f o r  purposes of 
t h i s  r e p o r t .

The team rece iv ed  40 a l l e g a t i o n s  concerning te ch n ica l  and r e l a t e d  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s s u e s .  I t  should be noted t h a t  approximate ly  h a l f  o f  th e se  
a l l e g a t i o n s  came from one i n d i v i d u a l . F i f t e en  te c h n ic a l  a l l e g a t i o n s  were 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  ( a t  l e a s t  in p a r t ) ,  but could be c losed  because e i t h e r  th e  i s sue  
was not s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  o r  the  l i c e n s e e  had i d e n t i f i e d  th e  i s s u e  and had taken 
adequate c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  Twenty-f ive t e chn ica l  a l l e g a t i o n s  were not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

S p e c i f i c  in fo rm at ion  on how th e  team d i s p o s i t io n e d  each o f  t h e se  a l l e g a t i o n s  
may be found in S ec t io n s  3 and 4 o f  t h i s  r e p o r t .  While some items a re  under 
review, in p a r t i c u l a r  the  ongoing 01 in v e s t ig a t i o n  and monitor ing of  the  DOL 
f i l i n g s ,  t h e  t e c h n ic a l  concerns are  f u l l y  addressed.  Some in sp ec t io n  fo llow- 
up a c t i v i t y  i s  r e q u i r e d .  In o rde r  to  ensure  t h a t  commitments and c o r r e c t i v e  
a c t io n s  i n i t i a t e d  by l i c e n se e  personnel a re  f u l f i l l e d ,  a l e t t e r  (Appendix G) 
was sen t  to  th e  l i c e n s e e  o u t l i n in g  those  a reas  t h a t  w i l l  r e q u i r e  conf i rmat ion  
by follow-up NRC in sp ec t io n .  A s im i la r  ta sk in g  memorandum w i l l  be s en t  t o  the  
Region IV o f f i c e ,  and the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  subsequent reg iona l  in s p ec t io n s  wi l l  
be provided t o  t h e  NRR Off ice  A l lega t ions  Coordinato r .
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2.4 Miscellaneous Team A c t i v i t i e s

The ART completed th e  a c t i v i t i e s  as noted in Sec t ions  2.1 and 2.2 above.
I n i t i a l  c o n tac t  l e t t e r s  were s en t  to  th e  a l l e g e r s ,  and subsequent follow-up 
l e t t e r s  w i l l  be sen t  to  the  a l l e g e r s  ( a f t e r  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  p u b l i s h e d ) .  In a 
f i n a l  meeting,  he ld  on February 2, 1995, ARB accepted the  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  these  
a l l e g a t i o n s  (see  Appendix A). Addit ional informat ion ,  p r im a r i ly  c lo su r e  of 01 
cases ,  was ob ta ined  a f t e r  t h e  da te  o f  th e  ARB meeting,  and i s  r e f l e c t e d  in 
t h i s  r e p o r t .

In accordance with  i t s  c h a r t e r  (Appendix A), th e  STP ART d ispa tched  l e t t e r s  to  
each o f  t h e  a l l e g e r s  t h a t  were d i r e c t l y  con tac ted  ( t r a n s c r ib e d  in te rv ie w  or 
te lephone  c o n t a c t ) .  Each l e t t e r  was designed to  ensure t h a t  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  
i d e n t i f i e d  in  t h e  in te rv iew s  were a c c u ra te ly  d e l in e a t e d .  Only one a l l e g e r  
con tac ted  th e  s t a f f  to  i d e n t i f y  a concern t h a t  was in a d v e r t e n t ly  omit ted  from 
the  response  l e t t e r .  As noted above, w r i t t e n  informat ion which i d e n t i f i e d  two 
apparen t  a l l e g e r s  was not responded to  by the ART, although the  informat ion 
was inc luded as an a l l e g a t i o n .  (As noted in Sec t ions  3 .7  and 3 .8 ,  Region IV 
01 reviewed th e se  a l l e g a t i o n s  s e p a r a t e ly  from th e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  ART. As a 
r e s u l t ,  Region IV 01 w i l l  fo l low  i t s  procedures  to  ensure t h a t  th e  a l l e g e r s  
a re  informed o f  th e  s t a t u s  o f  the  rev iew .)

A d d i t i o n a l ly ,  fo u r teen  i n d iv id u a l s  who had H&I and techn ica l  concerns  were 
i d e n t i f i e d  through DOL f i l i n g s  and had not been in re cen t  co n tac t  
(approximate ly  one y ea r )  with  the  NRC s t a f f .  To the  team’ s knowledge, these  
fo u r tee n  in d iv id u a l s  were no t  a s s o c ia t e d  with any of  the  t h r e e  a t t o r n e y s  who 
had con tac ted  the  Congressional  s t a f f .  These i n d iv id u a l s  were sen t  l e t t e r s  to  
ask i f  they  would l i k e  t o  t a l k  with th e  NRC s t a f f  (second sample l e t t e r  in 
Appendix D). Since the  team be l ieved  t h a t  previous  NRC or l i c e n s e e  ac t io n  had 
c o r r e c t e d  o r  remedied any problem, i t  was thought t h a t  th e se  in d iv id u a l s  would 
not r a i s e  any a d d i t io n a l  concerns .  Eight l e t t e r s  were r e tu rned  because the  
r e c i p i e n t s  were no lo nger  a t  th e  re s id en ce  of  reco rd .  Three people s t a t e d  
t h a t  they  were not s a t i s f i e d  with t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  previous  rev iews, but did  not 
r e q u e s t  an in te rv iew  o r  provide  a d d i t io n a l  informat ion f o r  review. Three 
l e t t e r s  were not r e tu r n e d .

In a d d i t i o n  to  t h e s e ,  seven i n d iv id u a l s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  i n i t i a l  l i s t  o f  
p o t e n t i a l  in te rv iew ees  were c u r r e n t l y  involved in ongoing 01 i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .
To th e  team’ s knowledge, t h e se  seven in d iv id u a l s  were not a s s o c i a t e d  with any 
o f  t h e  t h r e e  a t to rn e y s  who had con tac ted  the  Congressional s t a f f .  As noted in 
th e  c h a r t e r  r e v i s i o n ,  th e  team informed th e  a p p ro p r i a t e  personnel t h a t  they 
should no t  l i m i t  t h e i r  in te rv iew s  to  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  a t -hand .  I n s t e a d ,  the  
i n v e s t i g a t o r s  should ensure  t h a t  th e  in te rv iew s  a re  broad enough to  cap tu re  
o th e r  s a l i e n t  a spec ts  o f  any a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  may shed l i g h t  on th e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  and o p e ra t io n  o f  STP. (NRC Headquarters 01 w i l l  con t inue  to  
monitor th e se  c a s e s . )

As noted in the  p rocess  approved by th e  ARB, th e  team would r e f e r  a l l e g a t i o n s  
o f  NRC s t a f f  wrong-doing to  t h e  OIG. One such a l l e g a t i o n  was rece iv ed  by the  
team and p resen ted  to  t h e  A l l e g a t io n s  Review Board, which suggested  t h a t  t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n  be brought t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  the  OIG. This a l l e g a t i o n  was
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r e f e r r e d  to  th e  OIG in a memorandum dated September 13, 1994. Since t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n  i s  under th e  cognizance of  OIG, i t  was not counted f o r  purposes of 
t h i s  r e p o r t ,  as i t  i s  beyond the  scope o f  the  ART’ s a c t i v i t i e s .

2 .5  Access to  A l leg e r s

As noted above, t h e  names o f  two a t to rn e y s  were provided to  the  team by the  
Congressional s t a f f ,  who had informat ion and access t o  p a s t  and c u r re n t  
a l l e g e r s  a t  the  f a c i l i t y .  A t h i r d  a t to rn e y  subsequently  con tac ted  the  team. 
Since th e  formation o f  t h i s  team was designed to  o b ta in  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  from 
the  c l i e n t s  r e p re se n te d  by th e se  a t t o r n e y s ,  the  NRC was i n t e r e s t e d  in 
o b ta in in g  and reviewing th e se  concerns as soon as p r a c t i c a l .  Two of  th e se  
t h r e e  a t to rn e y s  provided access .  The c l i e n t s  o f  t h e se  a t to rn e y s  cooperated 
and i d e n t i f i e d  a d d i t i o n a l  people to  be con tac ted .

The t h i r d  a t t o r n e y  was r e l u c t a n t  t o  provide access t o  c l i e n t s .  Attempts were 
made to  c o n tac t  t h e  a t t o r n e y  by te lephone and make arrangements f o r  in te rv iews  
with  the  c l i e n t s .

The team made a v i s i t  t o  t h i s  a t t o r n e y ’ s law o f f i c e s  on October 20, 1994, fo r  
th e  purposes o f  d i s c u s s in g  access  to  the  p o te n t i a l  a l l e g e r s .  At t h i s  meeting,  
i t  was suggested t h a t  access  to  the  c l i e n t s  might be ob ta ined  i f  c e r t a i n
co n d i t io n s  were met,  which included reimbursement o f  th e  c o s t  o f  t r a v e l  and
lodging o f  the  c l i e n t s  t o  a po in t  c l o s e r  to  the  a t t o r n e y ,  so t h a t  the  a t to rn e y  
could be p r e s e n t .  By l e t t e r  dated October 26, 1994, the  a t to rn e y  formally  
reques ted  th e se  c o n d i t i o n s .  The NRC responded in a l e t t e r  da ted November 23, 
1994, which agreed to  t h e  cond i t ions  o f  the  a t t o r n e y ’ s l e t t e r ,  but with some 
m od i f ica t io n s  and c l a r i f i c a t i o n s .

Verbal acceptance  by t h e  a t to rn e y  was obta ined  on December 7, 1994, and formal 
acceptance and a schedule  was agreed to  be provided by December 23, 1994.
This was not provided t o  th e  NRC. The NRC sen t  ano ther  l e t t e r  dated January 
4, 1995, which provided an a d d i t io n a l  oppor tun i ty  to  agree to  th e  cond i t ions
o f  in te rv iew  and provide  a schedule  to  in te rv iew  the  p o t e n t i a l  a l l e g e r s .  The
NRC reques ted  t h a t  th e  a t to rn e y  respond by January 18, 1995.

The a t to rn e y  responded on January 4, 1995, which corresponded to  the  d a t e  of 
th e  NRC’ s l e t t e r .  In t h i s  l e t t e r ,  the  a t to rn e y  did  no t  agree to  the  
co n d i t io n s  o f  i n t e rv ie w  and did  not provide  a schedule  of  in te rv ie w s .  To 
c l a r i f y  th e  m a t t e r ,  t h e  NRC sen t  another  l e t t e r  da ted January  10, 1995. This 
l e t t e r  reques ted  t h a t  t h e  a t to rn e y  fo rmally  agree to  th e  co n d i t io n s  of  
in te rv iew  and provide  a schedule  o f  in te rv iew .  The a t t o r n e y  d id  respond on 
January  18, 1995, but was unresponsive to  the  NRC’s r e q u e s t .  By l e t t e r  dated 
January  30, 1995, th e  NRC informed the  a t to rn e y  t h a t  th e  spec ia l  o f f e r ,  as 
noted in th e  c o n d i t io n s  o f  in te rv iew  in th e  NRC l e t t e r  da ted  November 23,
1994, had e x p i r e d .  (Appendix B provides  the  correspondence regard ing  t h i s  
m a t t e r . )

The team b e l ie v ed  t h a t  i n d iv id u a l s  to  whom the  team might be granted access  
would have been p re v io u s ly  in te rv iewed during the  Sa fe ty  S ig n i f ic an c e  
Assessment Team (NUREG-1306 (Calvo Repor t) ;  see fo o tn o te  3, Section 1.2 of
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t h i s  r e p o r t ) ,  would have been in te rv iewed by th e  NRC in some o th e r  m a t t e r ,  
would have made a co u r t  s ta tem en t  t h a t  was reviewed by the  NRC s t a f f ,  o r  would 
have made a DOL appearance where any con ten t ious  i s sue  would have been 
i d e n t i f i e d  and recorded .  However, in a n t i c i p a t i o n  t h a t  new in form at ion  might 
e x i s t ,  the  NRC informed the  a t t o r n e y  in i t s  January  30, 1995, l e t t e r  t h a t  the  
a t to rn ey  and a s s o c ia t e d  c l i e n t s  could co n tac t  des igna ted  NRC s t a f f  members i f  
they wished to  provide  a l l e g a t i o n s  to  the  NRC.
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3 REVIEW OF DISCRIMINATION ALLEGATIONS

3.1 In t ro d u c t io n

Sec t ion  50 .7 ,  "Employee P ro tec t ion"  of  T i t l e  10 o f  the  Code o f  Federal 
R egu la t ions ,  s t a t e s ,  "Discr iminat ion  by a Commission l i c e n s e e ,  an a p p l i c a n t  
f o r  a Commission l i c e n s e ,  o r  a c o n t r a c to r  or  su b co n t r ac to r  o f  a Commission 
l i c e n s e e  o r  a p p l i c a n t  a g a in s t  an employee f o r  engaging in c e r t a i n  p ro tec ted  
a c t i v i t i e s  i s  p r o h i b i t e d .  Discr imina t ion  inc ludes  d ischarge  and o th e r  a c t i o n s  
t h a t  r e l a t e  to  compensation,  terms, c o n d i t io n s ,  or p r i v i l e g e s  o f  employment." 
The p ro te c ted  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  e s t a b l i s h e d  in s e c t io n  211 ( fo rmerly  s e c t io n  210) 
o f  t h e  Energy Reorganiza t ion  Act.  I t  i s  g e n e r a l ly  assumed t h a t  harassment and 
in t im i d a t i o n  f a l l s  w i th in  the  scope of  th e  d i s c r im in a to ry  conduct p ro h ib i t e d  
under 10 CFR 50 .7 .  The NRC does not provide  a remedy to  people who a re  th e  
s u b je c t  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n ;  only th e  Department o f  Labor p rov ides  a remedy fo r  
d i s c r im in a t io n  com pla in ts .  The NRC may, however, take  enforcement  ac t io n  
a g a in s t  the  l i c e n s e e  and /o r  c o n t r a c to r s  o f  the  l i c e n s e e  i f  th e  NRC determines 
t h a t  d i s c r im in a t io n  has occurred .

The STP ART rece iv ed  nine a l l e g a t i o n s  regard ing  p o te n t i a l  d i s c r im in a to r y  
conduct by the  l i c e n s e e  o r  i t s  c o n t r a c t o r s .  One " p o t e n t i a l "  a l l e g a t i o n  was 
cons idered ,  and th e  Congressional s t a f f  a s s e r t i o n  regard ing  a h o s t i l e  work 
environment a t  STP was considered  (but th e se  were not counted in the  t a l l y  of 
a l l e g a t i o n s ) .  Some o f  th e se  a l l e g a t i o n s  had been rece ived  by th e  NRC 
p rev io u s ly  and were a l r ead y  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  Others were f i r s t  rece ived  
dur ing  th e  ART’s in te rv ie w s .  To the  e x ten t  p o s s ib le ,  in form at ion  regard ing  
th e se  a l l e g a t i o n s  i s  provided below. Most i n d iv id u a l s  a l l e g ed  t e c h n ic a l  
i s su e s  as w e l l ,  which a re  addressed in Section 4 of  t h i s  r e p o r t .
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3 .2  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a tio n  #1

3 .2 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l leged  t h a t  an STP employee was th e  s u b jec t  o f  continuous  harassment 
and in t im id a t io n  in th e  form o f  demotions and a h o s t i l e  work environment fo r  
id e n t i fy in g  s a f e t y  concerns .  In a d d i t i o n ,  i t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  an HL&P 
a t to rney  made th r e a t e n i n g  or h a ra s s in g  remarks to  th e  a l l e g e r  about being 
included in a planned reduc t ion  in fo rce  a t  STP.

3 .2 .2  D e ta i l s

01 had p rev io u s ly  opened t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  under case  number 4-92-005 in  March 
1992. During t h e  in te rv iew  with the  ART, t h e  a l l e g e r  repea ted  some o f  the  
o r ig i n a l  concerns and suppl ied  a d d i t io n a l  in format ion .  In April  1993, the  NRC 
had reques ted  t h a t  HL&P provide t h e  b a s i s  f o r  employment a c t i o n s  taken 
rega rd ing  th e  a l l e g e r .  HL&P responded and denied tak ing  ac t i o n s  a g a i n s t  the  
a l l e g e r  as a r e s u l t  o f  i d e n t i f y in g  s a f e t y  concerns .  On September 12, 1994, 
the  a l l e g e r  provided two w r i t t e n  s ta tem en ts  from o th e r  in d iv id u a l s  t h a t  
supported t h e  a l l e g e r ’ s claim o f  d i s c r im in a t io n .  These s ta tements  were 
considered  as s ep a ra te  a l l e g a t i o n s  and a re  d iscussed  in Sec t ions  3 .7  and 3 .8  
of  t h i s  r e p o r t .

The a l l e g e r  f i l e d  a complaint  w ith  the  DOL in  February 1992. In October 1992, 
the  DOL Area D i r e c to r  decided t h a t  d i s c r im in a t io n  was a f a c t o r  in employment 
a c t i o n s  a g a in s t  the  a l l e g e r .  This  d e c i s io n  was appealed by HL&P and was 
p resen ted  t o  an Adm in is t ra t ive  Law Judge (ALJ), whose dec is ion  i s  pending.
OE i s  monitor ing the  DOL process .

The a l l e g e r  con tac ted  the  ART on September 12, 1994, and expressed an 
a d d i t io n a l  concern t h a t  an a t t o r n e y  employed by HL&P had made t h r e a t e n i n g  
remarks to  th e  a l l e g e r .  01 co n tac ted  th e  a l l e g e r  by te lephone on October 6, 
1994, to  ob ta in  a d d i t io n a l  in fo rm at ion .  I t  was a l leged  t h a t  on September 6, 
1994, during a te lephone  conversa t ion  with th e  DOL ALJ to  d i scu ss  a p o s s ib le  
s e t t l e m e n t ,  an HL&P a t to rn e y  s t a t e d  t h a t  o ld e r  people ,  poor per form ers ,  
w h is t leb low ers ,  and people who had gone t o  the  employee concerns program, were 
going to  be l a i d  o f f  from STP. A l leged ly ,  th e  a t to rn ey  s t a t e d  t h a t  th e  
a l l e g e r ,  based on p a s t  performance,  would f a l l  in to  one o f  those  c a t e g o r i e s .
01 in te rv iewed th e  a l l e g e r ’ s a t t o r n e y ,  who was p re sen t  during the  September 6, 
1994, co n v er sa t io n .  The a l l e g e r ’ s a t to rn e y  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  HL&P a t to r n e y  did  
not t h r e a t e n  th e  a l l e g e r .  01 a l so  in te rv iewed a law c l e r k  in the  ALJ’ s 
o f f i c e ,  who had spoken with t h e  ALJ rega rd ing  the  a l l e g a t i o n .  The law c l e r k  
s t a t e d  t h a t  th e  ALJ had no memory o f  th e  s ta tement  being made.

3 . 2 . 3  Conclusion

01 a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  c losed  t h i s  case  on February 8, 1995. The NRC i s  holding 
p o s s ib l e  f u r t h e r  a c t io n  in abeyance pending the  dec i s io n  and order  o f  th e  DOL 
ALJ. The a l l e g a t i o n  regard ing  th r e a t e n i n g  remarks made by the  HL&P a t to r n e y  
was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .
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3 .2 .4  Recommended Action

OE w i l l  monitor the  s t a t u s  o f  the  DOL process and take a p p ro p r i a t e  enforcement 
ac t ion  upon is suance  o f  a dec i s io n  by the  DOL ALJ. I f  a t  a f u t u r e  d a te ,  
informat ion i s  re ce ived  from the  ALJ, or i s  developed from o th e r  sources  t h a t  
a d d i t io n a l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  w arran ted ,  01 wi l l  r e e v a lu a te  the  m a t te r .
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3 .3  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a t io n  #2

3 .3 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  a former c o n t r a c to r  employee who was l a i d  o f f  in December 
1993, was not r e h i r e d  a t  STP due t o  an a l l e g ed  co n tac t  with the  NRC. I t  was 
a l l e g ed  t h a t  HL&P sen t  a l e t t e r  t o  the  c o n t r a c to r  r e l a t i n g  t h a t  they d id  not 
want t h i s  in d iv id u a l  working a t  STP.

3 .3 .2  D e ta i l s

This a l l e g a t i o n  was f i r s t  r ece ived  by th e  NRC during th e  in te rv iew  with the  
ART. 01 in v e s t i g a t e d  t h i s  new a l l e g a t i o n  under case  number 4-94-044. 01
i n i t i a t e d  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  on October 20, 1994. The evidence developed and 
reviewed dur ing  th e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  d id  not s u b s t a n t i a t e  the  a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  the  
a l l e g e r  was not r e h i r e d  due to  an a l l e g ed  co n tac t  w ith  the  NRC. This case  was 
c lo sed  on January  17, 1995.

3 . 3 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

3 . 3 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3 .4  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a t io n  #3

3 .4 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of  A l lega t ion

This case  involves  two in d iv id u a l s .  I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  th e se  i n d i v i d u a l s ’ 
employment a t  STP was te rmina ted  due to  t h e i r  previous  r e p o r t in g  o f  s e c u r i t y  
concerns to  the  NRC.

3 .4 .2  D e ta i l s

The NRC O ff ice  o f  th e  In spec to r  General (OIG) had p rev ious ly  opened case  
number 92491 fo r  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  in May 1992 and closed th e  case in February
1993. OIG found t h a t  the  evidence presented  in d i c a t e s  t h a t  the  a l l e g e r s  did  
engage in a p ro te c ted  a c t i v i t y ,  t h a t  t h e i r  management had knowledge o f  t h e i r  
engaging in a p ro tec ted  a c t i v i t y ,  and t h a t  th e  process used to  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  
t e rm in a t io n s  was conducted in a manner p r e ju d ic i a l  to  the  i n d i v i d u a l s .  This 
f ind ing  was forwarded to  t h e  NRC OE, and Demands f o r  Information were issued  
t o  the  l i c e n s e e  and one i n d i v i d u a l . During th e  in te rv iew  with the  ART, the  
a l l e g e r s  provided no new in format ion  t h a t  the  NRC had not p rev ious ly  
cons ide red .

A DOL complaint  was f i l e d .  In November 1992, the  DOL Area D i re c to r  determined 
t h a t  d i s c r im in a t io n  had been a f a c t o r  in the  te rm ina t ion  o f  the  a l l e g e r s .
The l i c e n s e e  appealed t h i s  dec i s io n  to  the  ALJ. 01 had opened case  number 
4-92-012 in May 1992 to  monitor the  OIG in v e s t ig a t i o n  and DOL proceed ings .

3 .4 .3  Conclusion

OIG concluded t h a t  th e  p rocess  used to  j u s t i f y  the  a l l e g e r s ’ t e rm in a t io n s  was 
conducted in a manner p r e j u d i c i a l  to  the  in d iv id u a l s .  01 a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  
c losed  t h i s  case  on February 6, 1995, based on the  conclus ions  o f  t h e  OIG 
r e p o r t .  The NRC i s  holding p o s s ib le  f u r t h e r  a c t io n  in abeyance pending the  
dec i s io n  and o rde r  o f  the  DOL ALJ.

3 .4 .4  Recommended Action

OE wil l  monitor th e  DOL process  and take  a p p ro p r ia te  enforcement a c t i o n  upon 
issuance  o f  a d e c i s io n  by t h e  DOL ALJ. I f  a t  a fu tu r e  d a t e ,  in form at ion  i s  
rece ived  from th e  ALJ, or i s  developed from o th e r  sources  t h a t  a d d i t io n a l  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  warranted,  01 w i l l  r e e v a lu a te  the  m a t te r .
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3 .5  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a t io n  #4

3 .5 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l leged  t h a t  a former STP employee was the  su b jec t  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n ,  
harassment,  and in t im id a t io n  f o r  r e fu s in g  to  f a l s i f y  documents in e a r ly  1994. 
The d i s c r im in a t io n  included being fo rced  to  t ak e  a drug t e s t  while a v i s i t o r  
a t  STP, and a l l e g e d ly  f a i l i n g  a second drug t e s t  taken as p a r t  o f  the  
employment p rocess .

3 .5 .2  D e ta i l s

This a l l e g a t i o n  was f i r s t  rece ived  by th e  NRC during the  in te rv iew  with the  
ART. 01 opened a new i n v e s t i g a t i o n  under case  number 4-94-037. 01 conducted
in te rv iew s  o f  th e  a l l e g e r  and o th e r  i n d i v i d u a l s .  A DOL complaint  was f i l e d  in 
September 1994. Although the  DOL Area D i re c to r  found in favor  o f  the  
l i c e n s e e ,  01 has y e t  t o  d ismiss  t h a t  d i s c r im in a t io n  was a f a c t o r  in some o f  
the  a c t i o n s  taken a g a in s t  the  a l l e g e r .  This case  i s  s t i l l  open.

3 .5 .3  Conclusion

This case  i s  being pursued by 01.

3 . 5 . 4  Recommended Action

I f  01 makes a f in d in g  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n ,  i t  may r e f e r  t h i s  case  t o  the  
Department o f  J u s t i c e  (DOJ). 01 w i l l  inform th e  a l l e g e r  upon c lo su re  o f  i t s
i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  OE w i l l  review the  01 f in d in g s  to  determine i f  enforcement 
a c t i o n  i s  warranted pending any r e f e r r a l  to  DOJ. OE w i l l  con t inue  to  monitor 
any DOL proceedings  to  determine i f  a d d i t io n a l  evidence i s  uncovered t h a t  
might warrant  NRC a c t io n .
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3 .6  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a t io n  #5

3 .6 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  t h i s  ind iv idua l  perceived  t h a t  he was the  su b jec t  of  
harassment and in t im id a t io n  f o r  suppor t ing  the  a l l e g e r  d iscussed  in Sec t ion
3 .5  of t h i s  r e p o r t .

3 .6 .2  D e ta i l s

This a l l e g a t i o n  was f i r s t  r e ce ived  by th e  NRC during an in te rv iew  with the  
ART. The NRC has not found evidence t h a t  adverse a c t i o n s  have been taken 
a g a in s t  t h i s  in d iv idua l  to  pursue  an ind iv idua l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  
d i s c r im in a t io n .  However, s in ce  t h i s  a l l e g e r ’ s s ta tement  supports  another  
a l l e g e r ’ s c ase ,  01 i s  reviewing the  informat ion provided by t h i s  a l l e g e r  as 
p a r t  o f  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  d i scussed  in Sec t ion  3 .5 .

3 .6 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  has been c o n so l id a ted  in to  01 case  number 4-94-037, which i s  
under review by 01.

3 .6 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3 .7  P isc r im in a t io n  A lle g a t io n  #6

3 .7 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g e d  t h a t  t h i s  ind iv idua l  and o th e r s  were a l i e n a t e d  f o r  support ing 
th e  a l l e g e r  d i scussed  in Sec t ion  3 .2  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t .

3 .7 .2  D e ta i l s

Wri tten m a te r i a l  da ted  September 1994, was provided by the  a l l e g e r  noted in 
Section 3 .2  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t .  This m a te r ia l  i d e n t i f i e d  an apparent  a l l e g e r  who 
had expressed  suppor t  o f  th e  a l l e g e r  d iscussed  in Section 3 .2 .  This m a te r ia l  
con ta ined  apparen t  examples o f  d i s c r im in a t io n  f o r  support ing the  a l l e g e r  
d i scu ssed  in  Sec t ion  3 .2 .

The a l l e g e r  l a t e r  con tac ted  the  Region IV s t a f f  a l l e g in g  t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
h i r i n g  p r a c t i c e s  may be d i s c r im in a to ry .  The a l l e g e r  a l so  s t a t e d  t h a t  he had 
brought t h i s  concern to  th e  Speakout program. Region IV 01 opened case  number 
4-94-057 t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n .  Subsequently,  Region IV 01 
in te rv iew ed  th e  a l l e g e r  who s t a t e d  t h a t  he was s a t i s f i e d  with HL&P’ s 
r e s o l u t i o n  o f  th e  concerns ,  and consequently  withdrew the  a l l e g a t i o n .

3 . 7 . 3  Conclusion

Based on t h e  l im i t e d  informat ion a v a i l a b l e ,  th e  withdrawal o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n  
by th e  a l l e g e r ,  and no apparent v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC ru le s  and r e g u l a t i o n s ,  t h i s  
case  was c lo sed  on January 9, 1995. I f  a t  a f u t u r e  d a te ,  in format ion  i s  
developed which i n d i c a t e s  t h e r e  has been a v i o l a t i o n  of  NRC requ i rem ents ,  01 
w i l l  r e e v a l u a t e  th e  m a t te r .

3 . 7 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3 .8  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a t io n  #7

3 .8 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  t h i s  ind iv idua l  and o th e r s  were c o n s i s t e n t l y  tu rned  down 
f o r  jobs  because they supported ano ther  a l l e g e r .

3 .8 .2  D e ta i l s

A w r i t t e n  log ( a p p a ren t ly  a personal  chronology of  the  t ime pe r iod  of  Ju ly  to  
September 1994) was provided by th e  a l l e g e r  noted in Sec t ion  3 .2  o f  t h i s  
r e p o r t  t h a t  d e t a i l s  an apparent a l l e g e r ’ s a t tempts  to  o b ta in  a new p o s i t i o n .  
The log  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  severa l  persons who supported the  a l l e g e r  d iscussed  in 
Sec t ion  3 .2  were tu rned  down f o r  j o b s .  Due to  the  support ing  na tu re  o f  t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n ,  i t  was c o n so l id a ted  in to  the  01 in v e s t ig a t i o n  d i scu ssed  in Section 
3 .2 .

When con tac ted  by 01, th e  in d iv idua l  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  problems with ob ta in ing  a 
new job  were a r e s u l t  o f  HL&P’s general  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  which began in June
1994. Although t h e  in d iv idua l  was in te rv iewed by Speakout in  1991 or  1992 
regard ing  th e  a l l e g e r  d iscussed  in Section 3 .2 ,  the  ind iv idua l  did  not be l ieve  
t h a t  adverse a c t io n  had been taken as a r e s u l t .  The ind iv idua l  a l so  s t a t e d  
t h a t  o th e rs  who had supported t h e  a l l e g e r  were tu rned  down f o r  jo b s ,  but t h a t  
o th e r  f a c t o r s  were involved.

3 .8 .3  Conclusion

Because t h i s  ind iv idua l  d id  not a l l e g e  d i s c r im in a t io n ,  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  i s  
c lo sed .  I f  a t  a f u tu r e  d a te ,  informat ion i s  developed which i n d i c a t e s  th e re  
has been a v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC requirements ,  01 w i l l  r e e v a lu a te  th e  m a t te r .

3 .8 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3 .9  D iscr im in ation  A lle g a t io n  #8

3 .9 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of  A l lega t ion

A former c o n t r a c t o r  employee a t  STP a l l e g ed  t h a t  a c h i l l i n g  e f f e c t  e x i s t e d  a t  
STP t h a t  prevented employees from br ing ing  concerns to  the  l i c e n s e e  o r  to  the  
NRC. He a l so  a l l e g ed  t h a t  documentation was f a l s i f i e d  and t h a t  i f  employees 
chal lenged t h i s  p r a c t i c e ,  they would be s u b jec t  to  t e rm in a t io n .  These 
p r a c t i c e s  a l l e g e d l y  occurred  during c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  STP.

3 .9 .2  D e ta i l s

This a l l e g a t i o n  was f i r s t  rece ived  by th e  NRC during an ART in te rv ie w .  The 
ART noted t h a t  the  a l l eg ed  d i s c r im in a to r y  ac t ions  would have occurred  dur ing  
c o n s t r u c t i o n .  01 opened a new i n v e s t i g a t i o n  under case  number 4-94-043.  To 
d a t e ,  th e  NRC has not found evidence o f  an adverse ac t io n  taken a g a i n s t  t h i s  
ind iv idua l  t o  pursue an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n .  01 a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  
c losed  t h i s  case  on February 9, 1995, based on the  ART’ s review of  and f a i l u r e  
to  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  a l l e g e r ’ s t e c h n ic a l  concerns ,  l a ck  o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  provided 
by t h e  a l l e g e r ,  and a de te rm ina t ion  t h a t  th e  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  i s  o f  low p r i o r i t y .  
I f  a t  a f u t u r e  d a t e ,  in format ion i s  developed which r a i s e s  the  p r i o r i t y  of  
t h i s  case ,  01 w i l l  r e e v a lu a te .

3 . 9 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

3 . 9 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3 .10  D is tr ib u t in g  W h istleb low ers’ Names

3 .10 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had developed a da tabase  t h a t  l i s t e d  severa l  
i n d iv id u a l s  as w h is t leb low ers ,  and t h a t  t h i s  l i s t  was widely d i s t r i b u t e d  
th roughout  th e  s i t e .

3 .10 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  provided a copy of  a da tabase  p r i n t o u t  t h a t  was given to  him by 
another  employee who claimed t h a t  he found i t  in a conference room. The 
p r i n t o u t  was t i t l e d  "STP RFI Tracking System," and was dated June 30, 1994.
I t  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a l i s t  o f  r eq u es t s  f o r  informat ion .  From a pe rusa l  o f  t h i s  
document, i t  appeared t h a t  t h i s  t r a c k in g  system monitored,  among o th e r  t h i n g s ,  
a c t i v i t i e s  on in format ion  re q u e s t s  a s so c ia te d  with c u r r e n t  l i t i g a t i o n  between 
the  l i c e n s e e  and o th e r  e n t i t i e s .  I t  was not c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  document was 
in tended to  be r e s t r i c t e d  in i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  as th e re  was no c l e a r  i n d i c a t io n  
on th e  document i t s e l f  t h a t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  was in any way c o n t r o l l e d .

Request number 51 in the  document r e f e r s  t o  " . . . p o t e n t i a l  l i a b i l i t i e s  
a s so c ia t e d  with 'w h i s t l eb lo w e r '  claims made by, o r  the  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  or cour t  
proceeding invo lv ing ,  t h e  following South Texas P ro jec t  ' w h i s t l e b l o w e r ' ."  The 
t r a c k in g  system en t ry  then  proceeds to  name 11 in d iv id u a l s  t h a t  have 
apparen t ly  f i l e d  compla in ts  with th e  Department o f  Labor; and as such, the  
i n d i v i d u a l s ’ complaints  a g a in s t  the  l i c e n se e  would be p ub l ic  in fo rm at ion .

The NRC was concerned because i t  was not c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  document was intended 
to  be r e s t r i c t e d  in  i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  by the  l i c e n s e e .  P e rm i t t ing  t h i s  
document t o  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  HL&P employees could r e s u l t  in the  p e rc ep t io n  t h a t  
these  in d iv id u a l s  are  viewed in a negative  manner, and could cause o th e r  
employees to  avoid r a i s i n g  s a f e ty  concerns out of  f e a r  t h a t  they w i l l  be 
l a b e led  as "w h is t leb low ers ."  In a l e t t e r  da ted  October 6, 1994, James 
Lieberman, t h e  D i r e c to r  o f  NRC’ s Off ice  of  Enforcement,  informed th e  l i c e n s e e  
and i t s  co-owners of  the  NRC s t a f f ’ s concerns.

HL&P responded by l e t t e r  da ted  November 1, 1994, s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  document was 
used in l i t i g a t i o n  (d iscovery)  a c t i v i t i e s  to  a s s i s t  i t s  s t a f f  in  responding to  
legal  m a t t e r s .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s l e t t e r  s t a t e d  what the  NRC independent ly  
determined—t h a t  th e  in d iv id u a l s  had f i l e d  complaints a g a in s t  HL&P with  th e  
DOL, which i s  a p ub l ic  proceeding.

However, in  o rde r  to  address  NRC s t a f f  concerns ,  HL&P committed t o  have 
renewed i n s t r u c t i o n s  t h a t  " . . . p e r s o n n e l  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in responding to  
d iscovery  r e q u e s t s  take ca re  t h a t  th e  m a te r i a l s  they handle be safeguarded  
from access  by anyone who does not have a need to  review or respond t o  those  
m a t t e r s . "  A d d i t io n a l ly ,  HL&P warned i t s  co-owners o f  th e  NRC s t a f f  concerns 
and t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  in a l e t t e r  dated November 1, 1994, which was 
a t tached  to  i t s  November 1, 1994, response to  the  NRC. (Appendix C c o n ta in s  
the  correspondence r e l a t e d  to  t h i s  m a t t e r . )
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3 .1 0 .3  Conclusion

The ART determined t h a t  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, the  
reasons  given by the  l i c e n s e e  f o r  m a in ta in ing  such a da tabase  are  reasonabl  
The ART f in d s  the  l i c e n s e e ’s response  to  t h i s  concern a ccep tab le .

3 .1 0 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3.11  A lle g a t io n  o f  P o ten t ia l  D iscrim inatory  Action

3 .11 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l leg a t io n

This subsec t ion  i s  provided f o r  completeness purposes only,  s ince  the  
p o t e n t i a l  a l l e g e r  did not s p e c i f i c a l l y  a l l e g e  a d i s c r im in a t io n  i s su e .
An a l l e g e r  i d e n t i f i e d  an ind iv idua l  who was thought to  have in format ion 
regard ing  c e r t a i n  t e ch n ica l  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  and may have been the  s u b je c t  o f  
d i s c r im in a to ry  a c t i o n .  Based on t h i s  in format ion ,  the  team contac ted  t h i s  
ind iv idua l  and, f o r  a l l  p r a c t i c a l  purposes,  t r e a t e d  t h i s  person as an a l l e g e r ,  
inc lud ing  the  d i sp a tch in g  o f  an i n i t i a l  co n tac t  l e t t e r .

3 .11 .2  D e ta i l s

When con tac ted  by te lephone  (on severa l  o c c a s io n s ) , th e  ind iv idua l  did not 
a l l e g e  any t e ch n ica l  i s s u e ,  but  d id  provide  i n s i g h t s  in to  some o f  the  
t e chn ica l  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  had been p rev io u s ly  rece iv ed .  I f  any th ing ,  the  
ind iv idua l  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  c e r t a i n  concerns  were being evaluated  a l r e ad y ,  and 
did  not express  concern about any te ch n ica l  i s su e .  Moreover, th e  ind iv idua l  
was asked about d i s c r im in a to ry  a c t io n  taken ,  s ince  the  team had heard t h a t  
t h i s  had occur red .  The in d iv id u a l ,  in f a c t ,  did  not s t a t e  t h a t  d i s c r im in a to ry  
ac t ion  had been taken .  However, given h i s  concerns about a r e c e n t  performance 
appra isa l  and HL&P’ s announcement o f  f u t u r e  l a y o f f s ,  the  team in f e r r e d  t h a t  
t h i s  was so,  and asked him about t h i s .  Subsequently,  the  ind iv idua l  in 
question  agreed t o  provide  w r i t t e n  m a te r ia l  (previous  performance a p p r a i s a l s )  
f o r  OI’ s ev a lu a t io n  o f  the  i n f e r r e d  concern.  This m ate r ia l  was obta ined  and 
reviewed by 01 (Headquarters )  in December 1994.

3 .11 .3  Conclusion

01 (Headquarters)  concluded t h a t  i f  th e  ind iv idua l  were to  have a c t u a l l y  had 
t h i s  d i s c r im in a t io n  concern,  t h e r e  appeared to  be no ba s i s  f o r  a c laim o f  
d i s c r im in a t io n  ( f o r  no adverse  a c t i o n  had been taken a g a in s t  the  i n d i v i d u a l ) .  
A d d i t io n a l ly ,  the  ART concluded t h a t  no a l l e g a t i o n  had, in f a c t ,  been made, 
and no f u r t h e r  a c t io n  was w arran ted .  I f  informat ion i s  l a t e r  rece ived  t h a t  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  warranted ,  01 w i l l  r e e v a lu a te  the  m a t te r .

3 .11 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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3 .12  C onclusion Regarding the Work Environment at STP

As noted e a r l i e r ,  Congressional subcommittee s t a f f  i n d ic a ted  to  th e  NRC t h a t ,  
based on in fo rm at ion  suppl ied  by the  a l l e g e r s  a s so c ia te d  with the  a t to rneys  
who had c o n tac te d  them, i t  suspected d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s  had occurred a t  
STP. The s ta t em en ts  made by the  a t to rn e y s  con tac ted  by the  ART and the  
i n d iv id u a l s  in te rv iewed  would suggest  t h a t  d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s  (such as 
harassment and i n t im id a t io n )  had occurred a t  STP, and t h a t  employees could not 
r a i s e  s a f e t y  concerns  without f e a r  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n .  The r e l a t i v e l y  few 
a l l e g a t i o n s  re c e iv e d  by the  team does not sugges t  t h i s .

The Department o f  Labor i s  the  only agency which can provide  compensation to  
an i n d iv id u a l  as a r e s u l t  o f  d i s c r im in a t io n .  There fore ,  f i l i n g s  o f  compla in ts  
o f  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  with DOL can be an in d i c a t io n  t h a t  employees pe rce ive  a 
problem with d i s c r i m i n a t i o n .  The ART found t h a t  DOL rece ived  19 cases  o f  
a l l e g e d  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  from STP employees o r  c o n t r a c to r s  s ince  STP was 
l i c e n s e d  (1988 -  1994); dur ing which t ime,  an average of  3,000 persons were 
employed a t  STP.

Any s i n g l e  case  o f  employee d i s c r im in a t io n  i s  unacceptable .  However, the  
l i m i t e d  number o f  a l leged  cases  of harassment and in t im id a t io n  r e f e r r e d  to  DOL
f o r  th e  pe r iod  1988 -  1994, compared with the  r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  workforce,
would no t  sugges t  t h a t  widespread d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s  were occu r r ing  a t  
STP. T h e re fo re ,  the  general  a l l e g a t i o n  o f  widespread d i s c r im in a to ry  
p r a c t i c e s ,  such as harassment and in t im i d a t i o n ,  a t  STP i s  u n s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

To suppor t  t h i s  conclus ion ,  the  NRC had conducted two in sp ec t io n s  of  t h e  STP 
employee concerns  program (ECP) in December 1993 (IR 93-52 dated January  24, 
1994) and May 1994 (IR 94-21 dated June 6, 1994). In May 1994, the  in sp e c to r s  
in te rv iew ed  30 STP employees, with emphasis on employees who had p rev io u s ly  
submit ted  n u c l e a r  s a f e ty  concerns to  the  ECP, and found t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  
would submit n u c le a r  s a f e t y  concerns e i t h e r  to  t h e i r  su p e rv i so r  or  to  th e  ECP. 
During a meeting with th e  NRC on January 9, 1995, th e  l i c e n s e e  p re sen ted  the  
conc lus ions  o f  an independent assessment of  employee a t t i t u d e s .  The survey of  
employees in d i c a t e d  improved conf idence in the  ECP program and in d i c a te d  t h a t  
employees would r e p o r t  a nuc lea r  s a f e ty  concern .  This i s  supported  by an 
in c r e a s e  s in ce  December 1993 in the  number o f  walk - in  concerns brought to  the
ECP from 24 p e rc en t  to  41 percent and a decrease  in the  number o f  concerns
r e c e iv e d  anonymously from 36 percent  to  15.4 p e rc en t .

Although th e  team did  not perform an in -dep th  e v a lu a t io n  o f  the  work 
environment a t  STP, th e  previous  NRC in s p ec t io n s  and e f f o r t s  by th e  l i c e n s e e  
suppor t  th e  team’ s conclus ion th a t  widespread d i s c r im in a t io n  does not e x i s t .
In a l e t t e r  t o  HL&P dated February 1, 1995, th e  NRC s t a t e d  t h a t  STP was 
removed from th e  NRC watch l i s t  o f  problem p l a n t s ,  based in p a r t ,  on i t s  
improvements in  the  ECP. The l e t t e r  s t a t e d ,  "Recent management a c t i o n s  to  
ensure  an open, p o s i t i v e  c l imate  f o r  employees to  r a i s e  s a f e ty  concerns were 
noted and th e  r e s t r u c t u r e d  employee concerns program appears t o  be w e l l -  
r e c e iv e d  by th e  p la n t  s t a f f . "
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4 REVIEW OF TECHNICAL ALLEGATIONS, INCLUDING FALSIFICATION AND OMISSION

4.1  In t ro d u c t io n

Technical  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  inc lud ing  a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  and omission o f  
in fo rm at ion ,  were reviewed and ev a lu a ted  by th e  STP ART. The team took th e  
view t h a t  a de te rm ina t ion  o f  the  s a f e t y  and r e g u la to r y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  
i s s u e  in q ues t ion  was necessary .  Subsequently,  th e  team’s o b je c t iv e  was to  
ensu re  t h a t  th e  a l l e g a t i o n ,  i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  was being adequate ly  addressed .

Of the  t e c h n ic a l  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  15 were s u b s t a n t i a t e d  ( a t  l e a s t  in p a r t ) ,  but 
could  be c losed  because the  i s su e  d id  not a f f e c t  th e  s a f e t y  o f  t h e  p l a n t ,  or 
t h e  l i c e n s e e  had i d e n t i f i e d  the  i s su e  and had taken ,  or  i s  t a k in g ,  adequate  
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  The remaining 25 te ch n ica l  a l l e g a t i o n s  were not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

Report o f  the  STP ART 4-1



4.2 Maintenance

4 .2 .1  Control o f  Maintenance Work

4 .2 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  maintenance work a t  South Texas was not c o n t r o l l e d  in 
1991. In p a r t i c u l a r ,  maintenance work was performed w i thou t  p roper  c lea rance  
and w i thou t  rega rd  to  schedule .  In a d d i t io n ,  changes t o  work o rd e r s  were made 
without  p roper  review and approval.

A s i m i l a r  a l l e g a t i o n  was submitted  t o  the  NRC in e a r l y  1992, as d iscussed  
be!ow.

4 . 2 . 1 . 2  D e ta i l s

In e a r l y  1992, the  NRC rece ived  an a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  STP had i d e n t i f i e d  a number 
of  concerns  p e r t a in in g  to  the  con tro l  of work a c t i v i t i e s .  Also in 1992, the  
NRC r e c e iv e d  a p e t i t i o n  f i l e d  in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206. The p e t i t i o n e r  
expressed  severa l  concerns ,  inc lud ing  problems with t h e  implementation o f  the  
maintenance program.

In re sponse  to  th e se  concerns ,  the  NRC conducted an in sp ec t io n  in March 1992 
(IR 9 2 -07 ) .  The in spec t ion  team noted t h a t  some of  t h e s e  problems had been 
p re v io u s ly  documented in th e  maintenance s u r v e i l l a n c e  fu n c t iona l  a rea  o f  the  
SALP r e p o r t  (IR 91-99) da ted Ju ly  31, 1991. The in s p e c to r s  concluded t h a t  the  
l i c e n s e e  had a good maintenance work con t ro l  process  program. The NRC 
in s p e c to r s  found in s tan ces  in which some personnel d id  not f u l l y  comply with 
procedural  requirements  o f  minor s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The examples i d e n t i f i e d  
by t h e  in s p e c to r s  involved proper use o f  th e  c o n f ig u ra t io n  con t ro l  change log 
and adherence to  work s t a r t  approval.  However, the  m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  procedural  
requ irem ents  were being met.

The team a l so  found t h a t  some requirements  o f  th e  i n t e r n a l  procedures  were not 
being s a t i s f i e d  by maintenance workers,  and t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s employees had 
not a t t a i n e d  a philosophy of  equipment ownership.  The l i c e n s e e  was aware of 
these  weaknesses,  and issued  r e v i s io n s  4 and 5 t o  SP-0PGP03-ZA-0090, 
"Maintenance Work P r a c t i c e s  and Requi rements ," t o  in c o rp o ra te  the  le s so n s  
le a rned  and to  improve the  p r a c t i c e  of  adherence to  procedura l  requirement 
a s p e c t s .  Revis ion 5 was issued  in Ju ly  1992. Region IV a d m in i s t r a t i v e ly  
c losed  th e  a l l e g a t i o n  in September 1992 based on the  conc lus ions  o f  IR 92-07.

This concern was a lso  r a i s e d  to  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s employee concerns program, 
SPEAKOUT, in e a r l y  1992. The SPEAKOUT concern a l l e g ed  t h a t  a c o n t r a c t o r ,  
Newport News Inc.  (NNI) was v i o l a t i n g  work p r a c t i c e s  and procedures  such as 
working on i tems not tagged out and working w ithou t  work packages.  I t  a l so  
a l l e g ed  t h a t  NNI had worked on the  wrong component, caus ing  damage to  the  
component, t h a t  HL&P personnel d i r e c t e d  NNI to  perform work not covered in 
work packages,  and t h a t  HL&P and NNI sup e rv i s io n  f a l s i f i e d  valve packing da ta  
s h e e t s .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s i n v e s t ig a t i o n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  most of  th e  a l l e g a t i o n s .  
The l i c e n s e e  is sued  i t s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  r e p o r t  and recommended r e s o l u t i o n  on
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April  30, 1994, s t a t i n g ,  "NNI did work on components p r i o r  to  ob ta in ing  work 
s t a r t  approval,  unauthor ized  changes were made to  d a ta  e n t r i e s  and summaries 
o f  work performed, NNI took s h o r t c u t s  and d id  not fo llow procedures ,  NNI 
machined components under th e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  HL&P personnel without d e t a i l e d  
work i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and HL&P personnel r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  NNI’ s work were 
i n t e r e s t e d  in g e t t i n g  the  work done to  meet schedule  and d id  not pay adequate 
a t t e n t i o n  to  procedural  requirements  o r  q u a l i t y . "

The l i c e n s e e ’ s response  to  th e  Speakout recommendations i s  documented in an 
o f f i c e  memorandum dated May 26, 1992. The l i c e n s e e  performed a f in a l  review 
o f  NNI work documents to  ensure  t h a t  d a ta  recorded was complete and c o r r e c t .
In a d d i t i o n ,  the  l i c e n s e e  committed t o  develop more e f f e c t i v e  t r a i n i n g  methods 
f o r  the  c o n t r a c t  c r a f t  personnel and f o r  HL&P c o n t r a c t  personnel to  unders tand 
t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

The NRC Diagnost ic  Evaluation Team (DET) Repor t ,  da ted  June 10, 1993, s t a t e d  
t h a t  maintenance,  in g e n e ra l ,  was s t i l l  weak, in d i c a t in g  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  were not e f f e c t i v e l y  implemented. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the  DET 
found t h a t  the  work con t ro l  process  was i n e f f i c i e n t  and manpower i n t e n s i v e ,  
r e s u l t i n g  in a high maintenance backlog and poor m ate r ia l  co nd i t ion  o f  th e  
p l a n t .  Furthermore,  the  DET found weaknesses in maintenance t r a i n i n g  and 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  management support  t o  maintenance.  This reduced the  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  maintenance p rocess  and the  q u a l i t y  o f  the  maintenance 
e f f o r t .  As a c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  committed t o  severa l  a c t i o n s  in 
i t s  Operat ional Readiness Plan,  in c lud ing  an e v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  c o n t r a c t  lab o r  and t h e i r  s u p e r v i so r s ;  s i g n i f i c a n t  changes to  the  
maintenance t r a i n i n g  program; r e l a b e l i n g  equipment to  reduce e r r o r s ;  a s s ign ing  
two su p e rv i so r s  t o  each maintenance crew; and r e v i s in g  0PGP03-ZA-0090 from 160 
pages to  a more workable 40 pages.

The NRC Operat ional  Readiness Assessment Team (ORAT) in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t  
(93-202) ,  dated March 7, 1994, d id  not i n d i c a t e  any maintenance weakness. The 
more re c e n t  NRC In t e g ra t e d  Assessment Team Inspec t ion  (IATI) rep o r ted  t h a t  
maintenance,  in g e n e r a l ,  was good. The r e p o r t  (IR 94-25, da ted  September 29, 
1994) i n d ic a ted  t h a t  management o f  th e  maintenance program had improved. The 
team observed good superv iso ry  involvement in maintenance work and found t h a t  
maintenance managers demonstrated good s a f e t y  focus .  In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  team 
found t h a t  problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and documentation by maintenance were good. 
The q u a l i t y  o f  maintenance work observed was a l so  good. These obse rv a t io n s  
in d ic a ted  t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  program in  maintenance had 
been e f f e c t i v e l y  implemented, with encouraging r e s u l t s .  However, th e  IATI 
team recommended inc reased  NRC in sp ec t io n  and in spec t ion  focus .  Increased  
in sp ec t io n  inc luded the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  "pen and ink" change process  fo r  
maintenance work packages,  th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  r e p e a t  maintenance 
i n d i c a t o r ,  and th e  use o f  th e  maintenance feedback form. Inspec t ion  focus  
inc luded monitor ing  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s e f f o r t  t o  reduce the  maintenance backlog to  
w i th in  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s goa l .
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4 . 2 . 1 . 3  C onclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, th e  ART found t h a t  c o r r e c t i v e  
a c t io n s  taken by th e  l i c e n se e  in i s su ing  the  new r e v i s i o n s  to  S ta t io n  
Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090 and in the  response to  the  SPEAKOUT concern were 
adequate .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ions  appear  to  be e f f e c t i v e l y  
implemented, as evidenced by the  recen t  ORAT and IATI r e p o r t s .  This item 
c losed .

4 .2 .1 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .2 .2  Changes t o  F i r e  P ro tec t io n  System Work Orders

4 . 2 . 2 . 1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  in January 1994, STP c o n t r a c to r s  working on f i r e  
p r o t e c t i o n  systems were a l t e r i n g  design change documents and work o rders  and 
changing th e  scope.  I t  was a l so  a l leged  t h a t  the  system engineer  cou ldn’ t  
c lo se  severa l  o f  th e  work packages because he had not au thor ized  the  changes 
and t h e r e f o r e  d id  not know what had been done.

4 . 2 . 2 . 2  D e ta i l s

The NRC i d e n t i f i e d  a s i m i l a r  concern in i t s  IATI r e p o r t  (IR 94-25, dated 
September 29, 1994).  The team noted e x ten s iv e  use o f  the  "pen and ink" method 
f o r  making changes t o  work packages.  According to  l i c e n s e e  procedures ,  "pen 
and ink" changes could be approved by th e  f i e l d  su p e rv i so r  i f  the  i n t e n t  and 
scope o f  th e  work were not changed. Pen and ink changes were not reviewed 
befo re  implementation.  The IATI reviewed a S ta t io n  Problem Report (SPR) t h a t  
had been i n i t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  (SPR 941460, dated Ju ly  25, 1994) to  
document a case  in which a "pen and ink" change had broadened and changed the  
scope o f  a work package. S ta t i o n  Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090, Revision 8,  dated 
January  25, 1994, was in e f f e c t  a t  the  t ime o f  t h i s  i n c id e n t .  Step 3 . 5 . 2  of 
Revision 8 s t a t e s ,  "A Work Package Revision i s  requ i red  when the  a d d i t io n a l  
i n s t r u c t i o n s  or  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  change th e  Scope or In te n t  o f  the  work 
a c t i v i t y ,  then th e  r e v i s io n s  a re  req u i red  to  be routed as the  o r ig i n a l  Work 
Package." The re fo re ,  the  i n c id e n t  desc r ibed  in SPR 941460 was a v i o l a t i o n  of 
th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s p rocedures .  The l i c e n s e e ,  a f t e r  id e n t i f y in g  th e  v i o l a t i o n ,  
implemented c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ion  promptly by i s su in g  a "Lessons Learned 
T r a n s m i t t a l . "  In i t ,  the  l i c e n se e  s t r e s s e d  t h a t  a f u l l  unders tanding o f  
equipment c o n d i t io n  and h i s t o r y  i s  necessa ry  before  "pen and ink" changes can 
be made. This t r a n s m i t t a l  was d i s t r i b u t e d  th roughout the  s i t e  as t r a i n i n g  
m a t e r i a l .

The ART reviewed the  c u r r e n t  r e v i s io n  o f  procedure 0GPD3-ZA-0090, "Work 
Process  Program," Revision 10, da ted  October 17, 1994. Step 4 . 4 . 5 . 4  o f  t h i s  
procedure  s t a t e s ,  " . . . a d d i t i o n a l  work i n s t r u c t i o n s  t h a t  do not a l t e r  the  scope
or  i n t e n t  may be added as pen and ink changes ."  Step 4 . 4 . 5 . 5  of t h i s
procedure  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a work package r e v i s io n  i s  requ i red  when a d d i t io n a l  
i n s t r u c t i o n  o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  change th e  scope or i n t e n t  o f  the  work a c t i v i t y ,  
th e  r e v i s i o n s  a re  r e q u i re d  to  be routed in the  same manner as th e  o r ig i n a l  
work package,  inc lud ing  work s t a r t  a u t h o r i t y .  This rou t in g  inc ludes  
e n g in ee r in g ,  as r e q u i re d  by engineer ing  program procedures .  There fore ,  i f  the  
o r ig i n a l  work package requ i red  the  approval o f  the  systems engineer ,  a change 
in  scope would a l so  r e q u i r e  review and approval of  the  systems eng ineer .

The a l l e g e r  d id  not provide d e t a i l e d  in format ion  f o r  the  team t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  
th e  s p e c i f i c  a l l e g a t i o n .  However, because t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  was one example of  
a weakness t h a t  had been p rev ious ly  i d e n t i f i e d  and addressed,  the  team 
be l ieved  t h a t  no f u r t h e r  ac t ion  was necessa ry .
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4 . 2 . 2 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Although th e  s p e c i f i c  i n c id e n t  
descr ibed  by th e  a l l e g e r  could not be s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  the  ART i s  aware o f  a t  
l e a s t  one case  in which the  scope of  work orders  was changed without 
a u th o r i z a t i o n .  The l i c e n s e e ’s procedures give c l e a r  guidance on the  use of 
"pen and ink" changes;  the  l i c e n s e e  ensured t h a t  i t s  s t a f f  was informed of 
t h i s  guidance by d i s t r i b u t i n g  th e  "Lessons Learned T r a n s m i t t a l " d iscussed  
above. This i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 2 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action

The l i c e n s e e ’ s v i o l a t i o n  of  i t s  procedures  appears t o  be a v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC 
r e g u l a t i o n s .  The NRC s t a f f  w i l l  determine whether a v i o l a t i o n  occu r red .  In 
view of  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s ac t ion  in i d e n t i f y in g  and c o r r e c t i n g  t h i s  problem, a 
n o n -c i t e d  v i o l a t i o n ,  in accordance with the  p ro v is io n s  o f  th e  Enforcement 
P o l i cy ,  may be a p p ro p r ia t e  in t h i s  case .
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4 .2 .3  Backdating of  Documentation

4 . 2 . 3 . 1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  the  paperwork f o r  the  r e p a i r  o f  c e r t a i n  va lves  was 
completed a f t e r  th e  work was f i n i s h e d .  The i n c id e n t s  desc r ibed  by the  
a l l e g e r ,  which were performed by c o n t r a c t o r s ,  occurred in 1991.

The NRC rece ived  a s im i l a r  a l l e g a t i o n  in March 1992. The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  
the  l i c e n s e e  had "paper clean-up" days during which documentation would be 
completed and work packages backdated.

4 . 2 . 3 . 2  D e ta i l s

In response  t o  the  a l l e g a t i o n  rece ived  in 1992, the  NRC performed an 
in sp ec t io n  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h i s  and o th e r  problems a t  STP. The r e s u l t s  were 
documented in Inspec t ion  Report 92-07, i ssued  June 1, 1993. Sec t ion  2 .2 .1 .3  
of  IR 92-07 i d e n t i f i e d  some examples of  s ig n a t u r e s  and corresponding da tes  on 
completed work packages t h a t  appeared to  be i n c o n s i s t e n t  with the  t imes when 
the  packages should have a c t u a l l y  been s igned and d a ted .  The in s p e c to r s  noted 
t h i s  most o f ten  in the  "Personnel Performing Work" block.  However, during the 
i n s p e c t io n ,  no wrong-doing was i d e n t i f i e d ;  r a t h e r ,  th e  in sp ec to r s  found t h a t  
an i n c o n s i s t e n t  approach to  backdating was being p r a c t i c e d  by s u p e r v i so r s .  
During in te rv iew s  of  in s t rum en ta t ion  and con t ro l  t e c h n i c i a n s ,  foremen, 
s u p e r v i s o r s ,  and management a t  t h a t  t ime,  i t  became c l e a r  to  t h e  in s p ec to r s  
t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  had not e s t a b l i s h e d  a p o l i c y  f o r  l a t e  s ign ing  o f  a completed 
package. Some personnel s t a t e d  t h a t  they would sign and da te  the  document for  
the  d a te  the  a c t i v i t y  was performed; o th e r s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  they would sign and 
d a te  th e  document with th e  da te  they a c t u a l l y  s igned the  document; and some 
personnel i n d ic a ted  t h a t  they would sign and d a te  f o r  when the  a c t i v i t y  was 
performed, but then annota te  in the  remarks s e c t io n  t h a t  the  s ig n a t u re  was 
provided a t  a l a t e r  da te  than documented. The l i c e n s e e  subsequently  is sued a 
s t a t i o n  procedure  r e v i s io n  (DPGP03-ZA-0090, Revision 4) to  c l a r i f y  
management’ s e x p ec ta t io n  f o r  backdating documents. The NRC closed  t h i s  
p o r t i o n  of  a l l e g a t i o n  RIV-92-A-0012 when the  r e v i s ed  procedure  was i s sued .

The ART reviewed Sec t ion  4 . 1 . 2 . 7  o f  Revision 4 o f  0PGP03-ZA-0090 which s t a t e d ,  
"Date i s  the  d a te  of  s ig n a tu re  not the  da te  o f  performance."  Revision 4 a lso  
r e q u i r e s  t h a t  the  person making a l a t e  e n t ry  note  th e  da te  t h a t  the  s tep  was 
a c t u a l l y  performed. The ART concluded t h a t  t h e se  s ta tem ents  provided adequate 
guidance to  personnel performing work.

The ART reviewed Section 4 .5 .3 .1 0  o f  the  c u r r e n t  r e v i s i o n ,  Revision 10, of  
Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090, which was issued  on October 17, 1994. This re v i s io n  
s t a t e s  t h a t  backdating o f  any work document i s  p r o h ib i t e d .  I f  l a t e  e n t r i e s  
must be made, the  en t ry  must be marked as a " l a t e  en t ry"  and the  d a te  the  
a c t i v i t y  a c t u a l l y  occurred must be noted.  The e n t ry  must then be i n i t i a l e d  
and da ted  by th e  person making th e  l a t e  e n t r y ,  using the  da te  th e  l a t e  en t ry  
i s  made.
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4 . 2 . 3 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The l i c e n se e  took  adequate c o r r e c t i v e  
ac t ion  to  remedy t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  by i s su in g  Revisions 4 and 10 to  S ta t i o n  
Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090. The review did not s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  
had "paper c lean-up"  days to  complete work documentation.  This item i s  
c losed.

4 .2 .3 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 . 2 . 4  Work Was Performed Without Documentation

4 . 2 .4 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t ,  dur ing c o n s t r u c t io n ,  maintenance work was performed 
without paperwork in a t r a i l e r  s e t  up as a "fab" shop. The a l l e g e r  provided 
an example in which a p a r t  was rewelded in th e  "fab" shop and no record  was
genera ted  to  document t h a t  the  work was done.

4 . 2 . 4 . 2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  not a concern today because the  l i c e n s e e  had 
taken out the  fab  shop. The a l l e g e r  did  not provide s p e c i f i c s  regard ing  which 
equipment had been worked on in t h i s  way or who was re sp o n s ib le  f o r  ope ra t ing  
the  "fab" shop ( c o n t r a c t o r  or HL&P). As d iscussed  in Section 4 . 2 . 1 ,  problems 
have been i d e n t i f i e d  in the  pas t  regard ing  u n co n t ro l led  maintenance work. 
Without knowing t h e  type of  work performed, o r  whether i t  was performed on
s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  equipment, the  ART cannot de termine th e  p o te n t i a l  s a f e ty
s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n .

Regarding welding performed in th e  fab  shop, th e  NRC was aware o f  problems 
with weld t r a c e a b i l i t y  during c o n s t r u c t io n .  The Sa fe ty  S ig n i f ic an ce  
Assessment Team (SSAT) in sp ec t io n  performed in 1988, which i s  documented in 
NUREG-1306, Sec t ion  5 .5 .2 ,  i n v e s t ig a te d  an a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  welds could not be 
t r a c e d  t o  dete rmine  who had performed a weld and when i t  was performed. I t  
was a l l e g e d  t h a t  welds were not stamped with the  welder  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number 
a t  th e  t ime th e  welds were completed, but were stamped l a t e r  by welders who 
had not performed th e  welding. The SSAT found e ig h t  SAFETEAM in v e s t i g a t i o n s  
o f  a l l e g ed  lo s s  o f  weld/welder i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  t r a c e a b i l i t y .  SAFETEAM 
a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  t o  problems the  l i c e n se e  had found with  Quali ty  Control (QC) 
procedures  f o r  i n s p e c t io n  o f  s t r u c t u r a l  s t e e l  in 1984, as a r e s u l t  o f  an 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  number o f  QC i n s p e c to r s .  The SSAT p a r t i a l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h i s  
concern based on IR 86-38, which e s ta b l i s h e d  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  some 
s t r u c t u r a l  welds may have been marked with th e  wrong w e ld e r s ’ stamps. The 
SSAT reviewed th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s procedures fo r  c o n t r o l l i n g  the  welding program 
and found t h a t  t h e  procedures  provided adequate c o n t r o l s .  The SSAT in sp ec to r s  
a l so  performed a walkdown o f  the  hea t ing ,  v e n t i l a t i o n ,  and a i r  co n d i t ion ing  
(HVAC) system ( th e  o r ig i n a l  a l l e g a t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  t h i s  as the  system of 
concern) and found no d e f i c i e n c i e s  in the  paperwork a s so c ia te d  with welds.

The a l l e g e r  provided no a d d i t io n a l  informat ion t h a t  would change the  NRC’ s 
conc lus ion .

4 . 2 . 4 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 2 . 4 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .2 .5  Motor Pedesta l  Sandblast ing

4 .2 .5 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  a motor pedes ta l  was not sandblas ted  be fo re  p a in t in g  
con t ra ry  to  th e  documentation.

4 . 2 .5 .2  D e ta i l s

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  a p iece  o f  equipment support ing  a motor was supposed to  be 
sandblas ted  and then p a in te d .  Because th e  compressor was no t  working, the  
motor pedes ta l  could not be sandb las ted .  However, the  p a i n t e r  pa in ted  i t  and 
documented i t  as being s andb la s ted .  The a l l e g e r  a lso  s t a t e d  t h a t  a c o n t r a c t  
worker, a f t e r  reviewing th e  documentation,  advised th e  l i c e n s e e  t h a t  th e  
pedes ta l  could  not have been sandblas ted  because the  compressor was not 
working. The pedes ta l  was then sandb las ted  and pa in ted  over a second t im e.
No paperwork was g enera ted  to  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  second p a in t in g  was ever  done. 
The a l l e g e r  could not provide  c l a r i f y i n g  informat ion to  i d e n t i f y  where the  
motor pedes ta l  would be i n s t a l l e d .

4 . 2 . 5 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, even i f  i t  were s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  
t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  would not r a i s e  a s a f e ty  concern.  This i tem i s  c lo se d .

4 . 2 . 5 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .3  S ta t io n  Problem Reports

4 .3 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  m i s c l a s s i f i e d  some SPRs by a ss ign ing  them to  
a lower p r i o r i t y .  The a l l e g e r  was concerned t h a t  t h i s  had been a cont inu ing  
problem and was s t i l l  occur r ing  a t  the  t ime of  the  ART’ s in te rv iew .

4 . 3 . 2  D e t a i l s

S t a t i o n  Problem Reports were the  forms used by the  STP employees to  r e p o r t  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  p la n t .  The l i c e n s e e  p r i o r i t i z e d  SPRs in to  s ix  
c a t e g o r i e s  based on the  s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  d e f i c i en c y  or i n i t i a t i n g  event  
with  ca teg o ry  1 being th e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  and ca tegory  6 being the  l e a s t  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  SPRs in c a te g o r i e s  4, 5, and 6 d id  not r e q u i r e  a ro o t  cause 
d e te r m in a t io n .  Both the  l i c e n s e e ’s q u a l i t y  assurance  (QA) o rg an iza t io n  and 
th e  NRC ORAT in sp ec t io n  i d e n t i f i e d  the  SPR p r i o r i t y  ass ignments as a concern.

Since the  NRC had i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  a problem e x i s t e d  with th e  SPR process ,  i t  
r e q u i re d  th e  l i c e n s e e  t o  b r i e f  the  NRC on i t s  e f f o r t s  to  improve th e  SPR 
p ro c e ss .  The l i c e n s e e  was a lso  requ i red  to  p re s en t  to  th e  NRC the  r e s u l t s  of 
i t s  review o f  e x i s t i n g  r e p o r t s ,  before  r e s t a r t i n g  e i t h e r  u n i t  from the  
extended ou tage .  This requirement  was documented in a supplement t o  the  
Confirmatory Action L e t t e r  dated May 7, 1993.

The l i c e n s e e ’ s q u a l i t y  assurance  o rgan iza t ion  a l s o  evalua ted  the  SPR process ;  
i t s  r e s u l t s  were pub l ished  in Qual i ty  Assurance S u rv e i l l an c e  Report 94-002 on 
January  17, 1994. The l i c e n s e e  evalua ted  255 SPRs in c a t e g o r i e s  1 through 5 
t h a t  had been c losed  before  October 31, 1993. The QA r e p o r t  confirmed t h a t  
c e r t a i n  ca teg o ry  5 SPRs should have been ass igned a h igher ca tegory .  The 
r e p o r t  a l s o  found t h a t  the  q u a l i t y  of  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  tended to  be ca teg o ry -  
d r iven  r a t h e r  than i s s u e -d r iv e n ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  some SPRs d id n ’ t  g e t  a complete 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

During i t s  in sp ec t io n  in January 1994 (IR 93-202, is sued March 7, 1994),  the  
NRC ORAT found t h a t  many s a f e t y - s i g n i f i c a n t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  had been c l a s s i f i e d  
in  ca tego ry  4, 5, o r  6 SPRs, which did not r e q u i r e  a ro o t - ca u se  d e te rm ina t ion .  
The team a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  adverse t r e n d  SPRs of ten  d id  not address  ' 
inadequa te  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  o r  deal with  performance problems. The team 
noted t h a t  t h e se  weaknesses did  not i n d i c a t e  an immediate s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
concern and d id  not  impact r e s t a r t  o f  Unit  1. In response t o  the  team’ s 
concerns ,  t h e  l i c e n s e e  rev ised  i t s  procedure t o  give  the  P lan t  Review Group 
th e  l a t i t u d e  t o  c a t e g o r i z e  SPRs based on actual s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The team 
observed t h i s  p rocess  and noted improvement. The l i c e n se e  a l so  made severa l  
commitments t o  improve th e  SPR process inc lud ing  t r a i n i n g  and monitoring 
program e f f e c t i v e n e s s .

IR 94-20, i s sued  June 10, 1994, documented the  NRC’ s in sp ec t io n  of  the  
l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  to  re so lv e  Unit 2 r e s t a r t  i s s u e s .  R e s t a r t  Issue 
No. 2 was t h e  SPR p rocess .  The in s p ec to r s  found t h a t  as a r e s u l t  o f  the  ORAT 
concern ,  t h e  l i c e n s e e  e s t a b l i s h e d  a problem r e p o r t  review group (PRG) to
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review each SPR f o r  c o r r e c tn e s s  of ca tegory  level  and assignment o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  All adverse t r e n d  SPRs were provided to  th e  PRG f o r  c lo su r e  
review. The i n s p e c to r s  reviewed a narrow band o f  SPRs w r i t t e n  f o r  Unit 2 
s ince  January  1, 1994, a l l  SPRs c losed  f o r  Unit 2 s ince  February 1, 1994, and 
SPRs with o p e r a b i l i t y  reviews conducted s ince  January  15, 1994. The 
in spec t ion  r e p o r t  concluded t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s e v a lu a t io n  o f  e x i s t i n g  SPRs 
fo r  i s sues  a f f e c t i n g  o p e r a b i l i t y  and sa fe  p la n t  o p e ra t io n  was a p p ro p r ia te ;  
t h a t  the  t h r e s h o l d  and c a t e g o r i z a t io n  of  SPRs issued  s in ce  th e  r e s t a r t  o f  Unit 
1 had been adequate ;  and t h a t  the  problem e v a lu a t io n  and adequacy of  
c o r r e c t iv e  a c t i o n s  f o r  a sample o f  SPRs was thorough. The in s p e c to r  a lso  
independently  reviewed some ca tegory  5 and 6 SPRs and found no s a f e t y -  
s i g n i f i c a n t  d e f i c i e n c y .  However, th e  in s p ec to r  i n d i c a te d  t h a t  severa l  o f  the  
SPRs would have b e n e f i t t e d  from more d e t a i l  suppor t ing  th e  assignment o f  the  
lower c a te g o ry .  The in sp ec t io n  showed p o s i t i v e  improvement compared with the  
p r i o r  in s p e c t io n  f i n d i n g s .

On October 17, 1994, the  l i c e n se e  is sued  Revision 6 t o  OPGP03-ZX-0002 
"Condition Reporting Procedure" .  Revision 6 rep laced  th e  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  
program (OPGP03-ZX-0002, Revision 5) and the  SPR program. The new procedure  
uses the  fo l low ing  l e v e l s  to  c a t e g o r i z e  i s su e s :  cond i t io n  not adverse  to
q u a l i t y ,  c o n d i t io n  adverse to  q u a l i t y  ( s t a t i o n  o r  department l e v e l ) ,  and 
s i g n i f i c a n t  co n d i t io n  adverse to  q u a l i t y .  Conditions  not adverse  t o  q u a l i t y  
and c o n d i t io n s  adverse  to  q u a l i t y  (department l e v e l )  do not r e q u i r e  a ro o t  
cause e v a lu a t io n .  Condition r e p o r t s  c a tego r ized  a t  th e se  lower l e v e l s  must 
not a f f e c t  p l a n t  s a f e t y ,  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  or pub l ic  s a f e t y ,  according  to  the  
guidance in th e  new procedure .  A co nd i t ion  review group was c r e a te d  to  
provide  o v e r s ig h t  o f  the  s t a t i o n  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n  program. 0PGP03-ZX-0002, 
Revision 6 r e q u i r e s  t h a t  cond i t ion  r e p o r t s  be c a te g o r i z e d  according to  
guidance prov ided  in Addendum 2 to  the  procedure .  Addendum 2 co n ta in s  a c l e a r  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  each condi t ion  leve l  and s p e c i f i c  examples o f  problems f o r  each 
l e v e l .  The ART reviewed the  new procedure  and determined t h a t  i t  p rov ides  
adequate guidance  f o r  problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and r e s o l u t i o n .

4 .3 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Many SPRs were m isca teg o r ized ,  as 
i d e n t i f i e d  by th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s QA S u rv e i l l an c e  Report 94-002 and th e  NRC ORAT 
Inspec t ion  Report  93-202. However, the  conclus ion  of  IR 94-20 in d ic a te d  t h a t  
the  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n  was e f f e c t i v e .  Furthermore,  the  l i c e n s e e  
e l im ina ted  th e  SPR process  in October 1994 and now uses a co nd i t ion  r e p o r t i n g  
procedure  t o  handle  f u tu r e  s t a t i o n  problems. This i tem i s  c losed .

4 .3 .4  Recommended Actions

The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  newly is sued "Condition Report ing Procedure" has not 
been e s t a b l i s h e d .  NRC should conduct a fu tu r e  in s p e c t io n  to  e v a lu a te  th e  
implementation o f  the  new procedure  and to  a s se s s  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  program.
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4 .4  M odif ica t ions

4 .4 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  performed l a rg e  m o d i f ica t io n s  in s e c t io n s  
through the  p l a n t  change form process .  In t h i s  way i t  did not have to  g e t  the  
funding au th o r iz ed ;  i t  a l so  avoided s a f e ty  reviews requ i red  o f  l a rg e  
m o d i f i c a t i o n s .  The a l l e g e r  was concerned t h a t  t h i s  method would not have the  
s a f e t y  review and c o n f ig u ra t io n  contro l  req u i red  f o r  a l a r g e r  m od i f ica t ion .
I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  t h i s  p r a c t i c e  was s t i l l  occu r r ing  a t  the  t ime o f  the  
i n te rv iew  with the  a l l e g e r .

A s i m i l a r  concern was submitted to  the  NRC in e a r l y  1992. Although i t  was 
mentioned in a l i s t  o f  a l l e g e r  concerns ,  i t  somehow was not included in the  
a l l e g a t i o n  c lo s e - o u t  package.

4 . 4 . 2  D e ta i l s

According to  th e  a l l e g e r ,  the  p l a n t  change form process  i s  designed fo r  smal l ,  
1im ited-scope  m o d i f i ca t io n s .  The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t ,  r a t h e r  than doing a 
l a r g e  m o d i f ic a t io n ,  the  work would be done piecemeal through th e  p l a n t  change 
form process  and s e r v ic e  r e q u e s t s .  In some ca se s ,  a 10 CFR 50.59 eva lua t ion  
was not performed on th e se  s e r v ic e  r e q u e s t s  and an SPR would be w r i t t e n  up 
l a t e r .

The ART reviewed p la n t  procedure  OPGP04-ZE-0310 " P la n t  M o d i f i c a t i o n ,11 Revision 
2, da ted  October 17, 1994. This procedure  d e sc r ib e s  the  requirements  f o r  
major versus  minor m o d i f i ca t io n s .  P r i o r i t y  1, 2, and 3 re q u e s t s  (major 
m o d i f i c a t io n s )  r e q u i r e  t h a t  an economic ev a lu a t io n  be performed. Any 
m o d i f ica t io n  with an e s t im ated  c o s t  o f  l e s s  than $40,000 i s  considered  a minor 
m o d i f ica t io n  and a f i n a l  economic screening  may be bypassed. Both major and 
minor m o d i f ica t io n s  a re  performed under t h e  Design Change Implementation 
Procedure (OPGP04-ZE-0309) and the  Work Process Program Procedure 
(0GPQ3-2A-0090). There fore ,  the  s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  reviews which ensure  
c o n f ig u ra t io n  con t ro l  a re  requ i red  r e g a rd le s s  o f  whether a m od i f ica t io n  i s  
c l a s s i f i e d  as major or  minor. The only added requirement f o r  a major 
m o d i f ic a t io n  i s  th e  economic e v a lu a t io n .  The team was aware o f  no ins tances  
in which a m o d i f ica t io n  was performed through severa l  s ep a ra te  p l a n t  change 
forms. However, even i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  t h i s  would not r e l i e v e  th e  l i c e n s e e  
from the  requirement  to  perform a s a f e ty  e v a lu a t io n ,  and the  avoidance o f  a 
funding a u t h o r i z a t i o n  would not be a s a f e t y  concern.

The NRC reviewed the  m od i f ica t ion  process  during th e  IATI in August 1994. The 
IATI reviewed th e  p la n t  change form process ,  open p l a n t  change forms and 
10 CFR 50.59 e v a lu a t io n s ,  and design change packages prepared in accordance 
with the  p l a n t  m od i f ica t io n  procedure .  The IATI in s p ec to r s  found a weakness 
with  the  p l a n t  change form (PCF) process  and is sued  a v i o l a t i o n  (9425-03).
The IATI found th r e e  cases  in which the  l i c e n s e e  performed minor design 
changes d e s ig n a ted  as rework under the  p l a n t  change form in which a screening
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was not performed to  dete rmine  i f  an unreviewed s a f e t y  ques t ion  ev a lu a t io n  was 
r e q u i r e d .  The i n s p e c to r s  noted t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s prev ious  c o r r e c t i v e  
a c t io n s  to  address  weaknesses in the  PCF process d id  not i d e n t i f y  t h i s  i s su e .

On October 27, 1994, t h e  l i c e n s e e  responded to  th e  Notice o f  V io la t ion  (NOV), 
s t a t i n g  t h a t  i t  had improperly d i s p o s i t io n e d  PCFs as rework, which does not 
r e q u i re  a 10 CFR 50.59 e v a lu a t io n .  As a c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  the  l i c e n se e  
reviewed th e  PCF da tabase  ( c o n s i s t i n g  o f  approximately 1037 PCFs) and 
i d e n t i f i e d  46 PCFs t h a t  r e s u l t e d  in phys ica l  changes and were m i s c l a s s i f i e d  as 
rework. The l i c e n s e e  subsequently  performed a 10 CFR 50.59 ev a lu a t io n  f o r  
each PCF and found t h a t  no unreviewed s a f e ty  ques t ion  ev a lu a t io n s  were 
necessary .  In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  d i s t r i b u t e d  a b u l l e t i n  to  eng ineer ing  
personnel and committed t o  provide t r a i n i n g  on the  requirements  f o r  10 CFR 
50.59 e v a lu a t io n s  by December 15, 1994. By l e t t e r  dated November 18, 1994, 
the  NRC s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  found the  l i c e n s e e ’ s response to  the  v io l a t i o n  
responsive  to  th e  concerns ,  and t h a t  i t  would review implementation o f  the  
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  dur ing  a f u tu r e  in sp ec t io n .

4 .4 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Although the  a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  
m o d i f i ca t io n s  were performed piecemeal was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  previous  NRC 
in s p e c t io n s  had found weaknesses with the  m odif ica t ion  p rocess .  The NRC’ s 
review in August 1994 found t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  d id  not have a good 
unders tand ing  o f  the  purpose o f  the  s a f e t y  eva lu a t io n  and d id  not always 
perform e v a lu a t io n s  when r e q u i r e d .  However, based on the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s ,  th e  ART concluded t h a t  a s a f e ty  concern does not e x i s t .  
This i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 .4 .4  Recommended Action

The NRC should perform an in spec t ion  o f  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 10 CFR 50.59 program 
during th e  c u r r e n t  SALP cy c le .
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4.5  Steam Genera tors

4 .5 .1  Inadequate  Welding Procedure on Steam Generator Plug Repair

4 . 5 . 1 . 1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  in e a r ly  1994 the  l i c e n s e e  performed a steam gen e ra to r  
plug weld using an inadequate  welding procedure.

4 . 5 . 1 . 2  D e t a i l s

In February 1994, a mechanical plug was found to  be leak ing  in steam g e n e ra to r  
1C. On the  evening o f  March 9, 1994, during the  p re p a ra t io n s  to  weld a tube 
s h ee t  plug,  i t  was i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  the  B&W Nuclear Serv ice  Company (B&W, the  
c o n t r a c to r )  welding procedure  51-1205396-01, which was to  be used to  perform 
the  weld, r e f e re n c e d  a superseded document. SPR 940636 was i n i t i a t e d  to  
address  t h i s  problem. Houston Lighting & Power Company management made a 
d e c i s io n  to  proceed with th e  welding and address  what they considered an 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  problem on th e  next morning. On March 9, 1994, B&W issued a 
design  change n o t i c e ,  DCN 1229246-00, t o  supersede B&W procedure WPN-7 with 
B&W procedure  SPP-2, which i s  B&W’ s General Procedure fo r  Arc Welding.

The f i n a l  HL&P c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  were to  r e v i s e  th e  B&W procedure to  
r e fe r e n c e  th e  c o r r e c t  document (SPP-2) and to  r e v i s e  the  South Texas E l e c t r i c  
Generating S t a t i o n  Welding Program (0PGP04-ZA-0310, Revision 1 dated 
August 17, 1994) to  c l a r i f y  the  requirements  f o r  reviewing and approving 
c o n t r a c t o r s ’ documents.  Section 4 . 3 .1 .2  o f  the  STP welding program c l e a r l y  
s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ’ s welding procedure  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  and support ing 
procedure  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  records  s h a l l  be submit ted f o r  review and comparison 
to  Codes and Standards  p r i o r  to  the  performance o f  any welding.

The ART reviewed B&W’ s DCN 1229246-00, da ted  March 9, 1994, which s t a t e d ,  
"WPN-7 had been r e v i s e d  and i s  now SPP-2." The ART a lso  reviewed both 
procedures  and found t h a t  the  new procedure (SPP-2) appears to  con ta in  most 
in format ion  o f  t h e  old  procedure (WPN-7), as well as new c l a r i f y i n g  d e t a i l s ,  
and i s  t e c h n i c a l l y  equ iv a len t  to  WNP-7. The ART concluded t h a t  th e  use o f  
WPN-7 would no t  impact the  q u a l i t y  o f  the  welding performed.

4 . 5 . 1 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The l i c e n s e e  used a procedure which 
re fe renced  a superseded  document. However, the  r e fe r e n c e  to  the  superseded 
document d id  no t  a f f e c t  th e  adequacy of  th e  procedure  or the  q u a l i t y  o f  work 
performed under t h a t  procedure .  This i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 5 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .5 .2  Steam Genera to r  Tubes Were Not All Inspected as Planned

4 .5 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  th e  STP steam g e n e ra to r  tubes  were not 100 pe rcen t  
examined, as planned dur ing  the  1993 outages ,  and t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  provided 
f a l s e  informat ion  when i t  t o l d  the  NRC t h a t  the  tubes  were 100 p e rcen t  
examined.

4 .5 .2 .2  D e ta i l s

The l i c e n s e e  examined th e  steam gen era to r  tubes during th e  Unit  1 outage 
between September and October 1993. The Unit 2 steam g e n e r a to r s  were examined 
between February and December 1993. The l i c e n s e e ,  on two o ccas io n s ,  v e r b a l ly  
informed th e  NRC t h a t  100 pe rcen t  o f  th e  in s e r v ic e  tubes  were bobbin-examined. 
The f i r s t  occas ion  was on December 13, 1993, to  th e  O ff ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor
Regulation l i c e n s i n g  s t a f f ;  the  second occas ion was on Apri l  19, 1994, to  the
D i re c to r  o f  NRR during  h i s  v i s i t  to  STP. The l i c e n s e e  l a t e r  submit ted  the  
w r i t t e n  r e s u l t s  o f  the  examinations  to  th e  NRC to  f u l f i l l  t e c h n ic a l  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n  (TS) requ irem ents .  These were submit ted  with  HL&P l e t t e r s  
ST-HL-AE-4894 (dated October 4, 1994) and ST-HL-AE-4872 (da ted  August 29,
1994) f o r  Units  1 and 2, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The r e p o r t s  a re  r e q u i r e d  per Sec t ions
4 . 4 . 5 . 5  (b) and 6 .9 .2  o f  the  STP TS.

The l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  in the  r e p o r t s  t h a t  each g e n e ra to r  co n ta in s  a t o t a l  of  
4864 tu b e s .  The i n s e r v i c e  in spec t ion  examines the  tubes  t h a t  are  in s e r v ic e  
a t  th e  t ime o f  the  examination.  The number of  in s e r v i c e  tu b es  examined f o r  
each steam g e n e r a to r  a re  l i s t e d  as fo l lows:

Number o f  Tubes 
Unit Steam Genera tor Examined

A 4861
B 4860
C 4861
D 4844
A 4848
B 4851
C 4842
D 4848

On page 2-5 o f  the  Unit  1 Report ,  e n t i t l e d  "Report o f  th e  Summer 1993 and 
March 1994 Tes t ing  o f  the  Steam Generator Tubes o f  the  South Texas P r o j e c t  
E l e c t r i c  Generating S t a t i o n  -  Unit 1", th e  l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d ,  "All i n - s e r v i c e  
tubes  in each o f  Steam Genera tors  A, B, and C were examined by th e  bobbin co i l  
method. Nearly a l l  i n - s e r v i c e  tubes  in Steam Generator D were a l so  examined 
f u l l  l eng th  by the  bobbin c o i l  method, except  f o r  f i f t e e n  tu b e s .  Steam 
Generator D tube  40-17 was examined from the  upper most tube  suppor t  
p l a t e . . . " .  Thus, fo u r tee n  tubes  in Steam Generator D were l e f t  unexamined.
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An SPR was i n i t i a t e d  on March 9, 1994 to  r e p o r t  the  f i n d in g s  o f  a B&W non
conformance r e p o r t .  B&W Nonconformance Report (NCR) #94-00187 s t a t e d  t h a t ,  
due to  e r r o r  o f  r eco rd ing ,  14 tubes  in steam g e n e r a to r  D o f  Unit 1 were not 
examined as in d ic a te d  in the  r e p o r t .  Table 4.4-1  o f  the  STP TS r e q u i r e s  t h a t  
3*N p e rcen t  o f  the  tubes  be inspec ted  during 1ST, where N i s  th e  number of  
steam g e n e r a to r s .  A 100 percen t  examination i s  not r e q u i re d  by the  TS. The 
t o t a l  number o f  in s e r v ic e  tubes  in Steam Generator  ID i s  l i s t e d  as 4844. 
Fourteen tubes  out o f  4844 i s  an i n s i g n i f i c a n t  pe rcen tage  and w i l l  not 
i n v a l i d a t e  the  o p e r a b i l i t y  of  the  steam g e n e r a to r .

4 . 5 . 2 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d  based on the  f a c t  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  v e rb a l ly  
communicated t o  the  NRC t h a t  100 percen t  of  the  tubes  were examined. However, 
the  l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d ,  in i t s  w r i t t e n  r e p o r t  da ted  October 4, 1994, t h a t  
fou r teen  i n s e r v i c e  tubes  in Steam Generator ID were not examined. The 
l i c e n s e e  submit ted  these  w r i t t e n  r e p o r t s  w i th in  the  12 months req u i red  by 
Section 4 . 4 . 5 . 5  o f  the  STP TS; t h e r e f o r e ,  no r e g u la t i o n  was v i o l a t e d .  The 
s t a f f  concluded th e r e  are  no o p e r a b i l i t y  or s a f e t y  concerns .  This i tem i s  
c losed .

4 . 5 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4.6  Polar  Crane

4 .6 .1  Neglected Po la r  Crane Maintenance

4 .6 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t ,  in e a r l y  1992, maintenance was neg lec ted  on the  po la r  
crane in order  to  g e t  th e  outage back on schedule .

4 .6 .1 .2  D e ta i l s

An SPR was genera ted  on September 1, 1992, d e sc r ib ing  a concern t h a t  c e r t a i n  
p reven t ive  maintenance (PM) a c t i v i t i e s  had not been performed on th e  p o la r  
crane  in accordance with procedure  during the  previous  r e f u e l i n g  outages  fo r  
Units  1 and 2. S ec t ions  6 . 1 . 4  o f  P lant  Procedure DPMP02-ZG-0003, " In spec t ion  
and Maintenance f o r  Cranes ,  H o i s t s ,  Monorail Systems and L i f t i n g  Devices ,"  
Revis ion 6 re q u i re d  t h a t  the  y e a r l y  in sp ec t io n s  and l u b r i c a t i o n  be performed 
in accordance with  th e  p rev en t iv e  maintenance program. During th e  1992 
r e f u e l i n g  outage ,  planned outage  a c t i v i t i e s  were in c o n f l i c t  with the  
p rocedura l !y  r e q u i re d  p rev en t iv e  maintenance.  Therefore ,  t h e  l i c e n s e e  rev ised  
th e  procedure  t o  r e s o lv e  th e  schedule  c o n f l i c t s .  Revision 8 to  DPMP02-ZG-0003 
s t i l l  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  standby c ranes  be inspec ted  p r i o r  to  being placed  in to  
s e r v i c e .  However, th e  procedure  allows r e a c t o r  containment b u i ld in g  standby 
crane  p re v e n t iv e  maintenance to  be performed p r i o r  to  p lan t  heat -up  a t  the  
completion of  th e  outage.

In response  t o  Generic L e t t e r  81-07, "Control o f  Heavy Loads," HL&P s t a t e d  
t h a t  a l l  p r ev en t iv e  and c o r r e c t i v e  maintenance on overhead c ranes  handling 
heavy loads  w i l l  be performed using procedures t h a t  invoke ANSI B30-2-1976, 
Chapter 2-2 .  This s tanda rd  s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  in sp ec t io n s  sha l l  be conducted 
p r i o r  to  use o f  the  c ran e .  The rev i sed  procedure i s  in accordance with  the 
ANSI s tandard  because i n s p e c t io n s  are  s t i l l  performed p r i o r  to  use but 
p rev en t iv e  maintenance i s  d e f e r r e d .  The ANSI s tandard  does not s p e c i f y  time 
c o n s t r a i n t s  f o r  PMs. In a d d i t i o n ,  the  PMs requ i red  by 0PMP02-ZG-0003 a re  not 
r e q u i r e d  by t e c h n ic a l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  Therefore ,  d e fe r r a l  o f  p r ev en t iv e  
maintenance i s  not a r e g u l a t o r y  concern.

The ART reviewed a l l  SPRs r e l a t i n g  to  th e  p o la r  crane from th e  y e a r s  1991 to  
th e  p re s en t  and found no r e p o r t s  o f  problems with th e  po la r  crane  t h a t  could 
be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  neg lec ted  or  i n e f f e c t i v e  maintenance.

4 . 6 . 1 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, the  l i c e n se e  determined t h a t  the  
d e f e r r a l  o f  p r ev en t iv e  maintenance did not a f f e c t  the  o p e r a b i l i t y  o f  the  
c rane ,  and r e v i s ed  i t s  procedures  to  schedule  the  PMs a t  a more convenient 
t ime in the  outage .  While t h i s  was a v i o l a t i o n  of  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s procedures  
a t  th e  t ime, i t  i s  not a s a f e t y  i s su e .  This i tem i s  c losed .
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4 . 6 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action

The l i c e n s e e ’ s f a i l u r e  to  follow i t s  procedures in t h i s  case  appears to  be a 
v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC r e g u l a t i o n s .  The NRC s t a f f  w i l l  determine whether a 
v i o l a t i o n  occur red .  In view of  the  f a c t  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  i d e n t i f i e d  the  
p o t e n t i a l  v i o l a t i o n  and took c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  t h i s  m a t te r  could p o t e n t i a l l y  
be c losed  out with a non -c i ted  v i o l a t i o n  in accordance with the  Enforcement 
Pol icy .
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4 .6 .2  Draft Report o f  Polar Crane Problems

4 .6 .2 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l leged  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  would not pub l ish  a r e p o r t  on p o la r  crane  
problems which was d r a f t e d  in June 1994.

The ART in te rv iewed  two a l l e g e r s  who provided a d d i t io n a l  informat ion  as 
in d ica ted  below.

4 . 6 .2 .2  D e ta i l s

The ART reviewed the  d r a f t  r e p o r t  dated June 10, 1994. The r e p o r t  
d i s c u s s e s  two s ep a ra te  problems which occurred on th e  u n i t  2 p o l a r  c rane :
(1) r e c u r r in g  p o la r  crane r a i l  gap problems caused by l a t e r a l  movement between 
a d jac e n t  r a i l  s e c t i o n s ,  and (2) a re c en t  event  in which the  o r b i t a l  s e r v i c e  
b r idge  t ru c k  s t ru c k  i t s  own power supply and an event  in which th e  t r u c k  
wheels n e a r ly  l e f t  the  p o l a r  crane  r a i l .

The f i r s t  problem i s  a t t r i b u t e d  to  the  in h e ren t  design of  the  crane  t h a t  
a l lows f o r  movement during a design bas is  a cc id en t .  The r e p o r t  s t a t e s  t h a t  
the  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  was to  make a design change t h a t  in c reased  
the  a l lowable  gap from 1/8" to  5 /8" .  The r e p o r t  recommended t h a t  r a i l  clamps 
be i n s t a l l e d  a t  th e  midpoint o f  each r a i l  to  prec lude  l a t e r a l  movement. The 
ART determined t h a t  t h i s  i s  not a s a f e ty  concern and t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  were a p p ro p r i a t e .

The second problem was d iscovered  during an event  on February 2, 1994, when 
th e  o r b i t a l  s e r v i c e  b r idge  t r u c k  s t ru c k  one of  i t s  power supply masts feeding  
i t s  busses .  On February 5, 1994, the  br idge  t ru ck  wheels had n e a r ly  l e f t  the  
p o l a r  crane  r a i l .  The r e p o r t  s t a t e s  t h a t ,  had the  t r u c k  wheels l e f t  t h e  p o la r  
crane  r a i l ,  l o s s  o f  power to  the  p o la r  crane  could have r e s u l t e d .  I f  t h i s  had 
occur red  while the  crane was t r a n s p o r t i n g  a load ,  t h i s  could have led  t o  a 
dropped load acc id e n t .  The r e p o r t  a t t r i b u t e s  these  problems t o  the  de s ig n  of 
the  b r idge  t r u c k .

An SPR was i n i t i a t e d  to  address  both even ts .  The l i c e n s e e  determined t h a t  the  
cause o f  the  events  was t h a t  the  p o la r  crane  brakes were not a d ju s ted  p rope r ly  
and sudden s tops  and s t a r t s  o f  th e  crane would j a r  th e  po la r  crane and o r b i t a l  
b r id g e .  The crane  vendor s t a t e d  t h a t  the  braking problems could a f f e c t  
o r b i t a l  b r idge  t r a c k in g .

On March 21, 1994, the  l i c e n s e e  inspec ted  and ad jus ted  the  o r b i t a l  b r id g e  
brakes  and p o la r  crane b rakes .  A f te r  completion of  t h e se  a c t i o n s ,  t h e  
l i c e n s e e  determined t h a t  the  o r b i t a l  br idge  brakes and p o la r  c rane  brakes  were 
o p e ra t in g  p rope r ly  and t h a t  t h e r e  was no rubbing of  th e  suppor ts  in t h e  a reas  
o f  concern .  As a f u r t h e r  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n ,  the  l i c e n s e e  committed t o  r e v i s e  
OPMP04-JC-0002, "Polar Crane In sp e c t io n , "  t o  inc lude  s tep s  to  p ro p e r ly  a d j u s t  
th e  p o l a r  crane  brakes.  In a d d i t io n ,  a p l a n t  change form was i n i t i a t e d .  This 
PCF i s  an approved design change to  modify th e  supports  in the  f u t u r e  i f  
rubbing o f  the  supports  r e o c cu rs ,  s ince  the  c lea rance  between th e  s u p p o r t s  i s
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s t i l l  small and f u t u r e  p e r tu rb a t io n  could cause support  rubbing. The r e p o r t  
summary s t a t e d  t h a t  the  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the  o r b i t a l  s e r v ic e  br idge  design  was 
enhanced and i t s  r e l i a b i l i t y  increased  by the  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s .

The r e p o r t  s t a t e s  t h a t  the  recommendations were made to  enhance the  
m a i n t a i n a b i l i t y  o f  th e  crane r a i l  and enhance the  t r a c t a b i l i t y  o f  the  o r b i t a l  
device  br idge  t r u c k .  The r e p o r t  s t a t e s  t h a t  the  problems d iscussed  had been 
addressed by the  l i c e n s e e  and the  design and r e l i a b i l i t y  had been enhanced.
The ART reviewed t h e  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t iv e  ac t io n s  and found t h a t  the  a c t io n s  
a re  adequate to  address  th e  p o te n t i a l  s a f e ty  i s su e s .

The a l l e g e r s  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  s u b jec t  r e p o r t  had been in d r a f t  f o r  
approximately one y e a r  due to  r e v i s io n s  in d i c a t in g  to  t h e  a l l e g e r  t h a t  the  
l i c e n s e e  was a t tem pt ing  to  suppress  the  r e p o r t .  The ART found no evidence 
t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  was a ttempting  to  suppress  the  r e p o r t .  One o f  th e  a l l e g e r s  
s t a t e d  t h a t  some programmatic and engineer ing  recommendations in th e  r e p o r t  
had been addressed and th e  o th e r s  would be addressed s h o r t l y .  Apparent ly ,  as 
a r e s u l t  o f  a 10 CFR Par t  21 r e p o r t  from Whiting Corpora tion ( the  crane  
vendor) dated March 2, 1994, HL&P has focused a t t e n t i o n  on maintenance o f  the  
c rane ,  inc lud ing  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a crane coo rd in a to r .

The a l l e g e r s  a l so  quest ioned  whether th e  crane vendor,  Whiting Corpora t ion ,  
had done an in sp e c t io n  o f  the  c rane .  The ART reviewed th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  most 
r e c e n t  in spec t ion  o f  the  c ranes .  An in spec t ion  o f  the  Unit  1 crane  was 
performed in June 1993, th e  Unit 2 in sp ec t io n  was performed in March 1993. 
Vendor r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  were p re sen t  a t  both in s p e c t io n s .

4 . 6 .2 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s ,  as 
documented in the  SPRs, a re  adequate to  re so lv e  any s a f e t y  concerns .  This 
i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 6 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .7  D iese l Generators

4 .7 .1  Diesel Generator P is ton  Tin T rans fe r

4 .7 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  the  fo llowing  problems e x i s t e d  with the  d ie se l  g en e ra to r s  
a t  STP fo l lowing  the  March 1994- d i e s e l  g e n e ra to r  (DG) 22 p is to n  f a i l u r e :

• The l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to  a standby d i e s e l  g e n e ra to r  
p i s to n  f a i l u r e  had not been e f f e c t i v e .

• The l i c e n s e e  had ignored recommendations f o r  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  proposed 
in a d r a f t  HL&P r e p o r t  e n t i t l e d ,  "Assessment of  Standby Diesel  Generator 
C o r rec t iv e  Act ions f o r  P is ton  Tin T r a n s fe r . "

4 . 7 . 1 . 2  D e ta i l s

This a l l e g a t i o n  was based on a d r a f t  r e p o r t  which was provided t o  th e  ART by 
the  a l l e g e r .  The NRC s t a f f  has conducted a d e t a i l e d  review of t h e  r e p o r t  
and, based on t h i s  review, concluded t h a t  the  a l l e g a t i o n  could not be 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The following i s  the  s t a f f ’ s eva lua t ion  o f  the  d r a f t  r e p o r t .

4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 1  P is ton  F a i lu re  C or rec t iv e  Actions

During th e  scheduled 18-month s u r v e i l l a n c e  o f  d ie se l  gen e ra to r  22 in March 
1994, the  p i s to n  in c y l in d e r  number 4R was found to  be broken in th e  lower 
s k i r t  a re a .  The author  o f  the  d r a f t  r e p o r t  d isag reed  with the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  because he be l ieved  t h a t  the  roo t  cause of  the  f a i l u r e  was 
flawed and, t h e r e f o r e ,  the  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  could not address th e  r e a l  
problem. The s t a f f  reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ions  and concluded 
t h a t  the  a c t i o n s  were, and cont inue  to  be, e f f e c t i v e .  The c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  
taken inc luded a thorough ro o t  cause a n a ly s i s ,  replacement o f  th e  a f f e c t e d  
p i s to n  and c y l in d e r  l i n e r ,  in s p e c t io n  o f  o th e r  engine components t o  v e r i f y  the  
absence o f  c o l l a t e r a l  damage, and v e r i f y in g  t h a t  the  engine block ou t -o f - ro u n d  
con d i t io n  was not adverse ly  impacting ope ra t ion  o f  the  4R p is to n  and c y l i n d e r .  
Post -main tenance  t e s t i n g  and subsequent  s u r v e i l l a n c e  t e s t i n g  provided 
assurance  t h a t  th e  standby d i e s e l  g e n e r a to r  func t ions  p rope r ly .

This p o r t i o n  o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n  might have been in f luenced  by an apparent  
misconception regard ing  th e  ro o t  cause of  th e  p i s to n  f a i l u r e .  In a vendor 
r e p o r t  to  th e  l i c e n se e  da ted  March 28, 1994, regard ing  the  4R p i s to n  f a i l u r e ,  
Cooper Energy Serv ices  i d e n t i f i e d  th e  ro o t  cause o f  the  f a i l u r e ,  in paragraph 
6 .7 ,  as fo r e ig n  m ate r ia l  " . . . t r a p p e d  above the  o i l  r ing  during th e  assembly 
p ro c e s s . "  In Section 4 .0  o f  the  d r a f t  r e p o r t ,  the  au thor  p o s t u l a t e s  t h a t  
f o r e ig n  m a t t e r  l a r g e  enough to  have caused the  p i s to n  f a i l u r e  could not have 
been in t roduced  in to  the  No. 4R c y l in d e r  v ia  the  SDG lube o i l  system and, 
t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  ro o t  cause a n a ly s i s  was flawed. Although the  s t a f f  agreed with 
th e  a l l e g e r  on t h i s  p o in t ,  i t  had never  been p o s tu la ted  by the  vendor o r  the  
NRC t h a t  th e  fo re ig n  m a te r ia l  en te red  the  c y l in d e r  in t h i s  manner. The d r a f t  
r e p o r t  a l so  s t a t e d  t h a t  any fo r e ig n  m a t te r  would have to  be s i m i l a r  t o  s i l i c o n
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or  tungs ten  ca rb ide  in o rder  to  cause the  damage t h a t  occur red ;  because such 
m a te r ia l  was not found, the  fo re ig n  m a t te r  theory  was f u r t h e r  f lawed. The 
s t a f f  d i sag reed  with t h i s  concept.  S u f f i c i e n t  opera t ing  exper ience  was 
a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  NRC and the  vendor which demonstrated t h a t  almost any fore ign  
m a t t e r ,  i f  l a rg e  enough to  d i s r u p t  an o i l  f i lm ,  could cause c a t a s t r o p h i c  
component or  engine  f a i l u r e .

The NRC reviewed HL&P’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ions  to  re so lve  the  p i s to n  f a i l u r e  and 
was s a t i s f i e d  with t h e  planned c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s .  Inspec t ion  r e p o r t  94-16 
concluded t h a t  the  v ideoscopic  in spec t ion  and dimensional in s p e c t io n s  o f  the  
c y l i n d e r s  should adv ise  o f  any degradat ion  to  the  engine.  The NRC closed  t h i s  
i s s u e  based on the  l i c e n s e e ’ s commitments t o  perform these  in s p e c t io n s .

In summary, th e  s t a f f  concluded t h a t  the  ro o t  cause of th e  4R p i s to n  f a i l u r e  
in SDG 22 was fo r e ig n  m a t te r  as d iscussed  above, t h a t  the  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ions  
taken by the  l i c e n s e e  were ap p ro p r ia t e  f o r  the  c i rcumstances ,  and t h a t  these  
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  had been e f f e c t i v e .  There fore ,  t h i s  p o r t i o n  of  the  
a l l e g a t i o n  i s  not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 2  Recommendations

The second p o r t io n  o f  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  involves  the  a l l e g e r ’ s concern t h a t  the 
l i c e n s e e  has ignored c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ions  recommended in Sec t ion  10 o f  the  d r a f t  
r e p o r t .  In a l i m i t e d  sense ,  t h i s  p a r t  o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n  i s  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
because the  l i c e n s e e  has not  implemented th e  recommendations in the  r e p o r t .
The following d i s c u s s io n  addresses  each recommendation and th e  s t a f f ’ s 
e v a lu a t io n .

4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 2 . 1  Upper Cyl inder  Lubr ica t ion

The r e p o r t  recommends t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  (1) augment upper c y l in d e r  l u b r i c a t i o n  
by d r i l l i n g  a passage  between th e  p is ton  pin c a v i ty  and th e  No. 7 o i l  contro l  
r in g  land (g roove) ,  (2) provide  o i l  spray nozzles  and headers  t o  augment 
c y l in d e r  l i n e r  l u b r i c a t i o n ,  (3) d e l e t e  the  No. 5 o i l  con tro l  r i n g ,  and (4) 
r e c o n f ig u re  t h e  KSV p i s to n  to  have a p i s t o n - t o - c y l i n d e r  l i n e r  c l ea ran ce  of  
0.010 inches  a t  normal o p e ra t in g  tem pera tures .

Recommendation (1) i s  based on a misconception t h a t  the  KSV engines  have an 
upper c y l in d e r  l u b r i c a t i o n  problem. A lack  of  s u f f i c i e n t  upper c y l in d e r  
l u b r i c a t i o n  has not been i d e n t i f i e d  as a problem in e i t h e r  th e  p i s to n  f a i l u r e  
problem o r  t h e  g e n e r i c  t i n  t r a n s f e r  problems. The design o f  th e  KSV 
l u b r i c a t i o n  system i s  not an i s su e  with r e s p e c t  to  the  No. 4R p i s to n  f a i l u r e .  
With r e s p e c t  t o  th e  t i n  t r a n s f e r  i s su e ,  the  roo t  cause has been determined to  
involve excess ive  compression p re s su re s  during SDG s t a r t  and i n i t i a l  phases of  
f a s t  load ing .  The problem o f  excess ive  p re s su re s  i s  magnified by the  
draindown o f  l u b r i c a t i n g  o i l  from cy l in d e r  wa l l s  over the  30 day period 
between s u r v e i l l a n c e  t e s t i n g .  The recommendation did not address  t h i s  problem 
because th e  No. 7 o i l  r ing  land i s  a t  the  lower end of  th e  p i s to n  and would 
not provide  l u b r i c a t i o n  in the  a rea  o f  concern a t  the  t ime o f  concern; i . e . ,  
th e  i n i t i a l  p i s to n  movement when the  SDG i s  s t a r t e d .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  p is ton  
pin  i s  approximate ly  one inch above the  No. 7 o i l  r ing  lan d ,  and removal of
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t h e  p i s to n  end caps wi l l  al low lube  o i l  to  flow in to  the  c y l in d e r  and down 
in to  t h e  No. 7 o i l  r in g  land .  I t  i s  doubtful  t h a t  t h i s  recommendation, i f  
implemented,  would provide any measurable  b e n e f i t .  This conclus ion i s  based 
on the  f a c t  t h a t  th e  dynamics o f  an o p e ra t ing  engine would prec lude  o i l  
d ra inage  down through the  d r i l l e d  passages .  F in a l ly ,  the  recommendation i s  
incomplete because i t  does not address  the  impact t h a t  the  holes  would have on 
p i s to n  s t r u c t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y .

P a r t  (2) o f  t h i s  recommendation i s  apparen t ly  based on a s ta tem ent  in ano ther  
s ec t io n  o f  th e  r e p o r t  which s t a t e s ,  "Large engines seldom r e l y  on l u b r i c a n t  
spray from the  connecting rod j o u r n a l s  to  provide a l l  the  c y l in d e r  l u b r i c a t i o n  
as i s  the  case  with the  C-B KSV e n g i n e s . 11 The s t a f f  i s  not aware o f  any fou r  
s t ro k e  d ie se l  engines  in n u c lea r  s e r v i c e  t h a t  u t i l i z e  any o th e r  method f o r  
c y l i n d e r  l u b r i c a t i o n .  In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  recommended spray nozzles  and header 
would only  fu n c t io n  with the  SDG running, and would not be e f f e c t i v e  when 
needed most dur ing  engine s t a r t u p .  I t  should be noted t h a t  the  adequacy of  
t h e  KSV l u b r i c a t i o n  system to  l u b r i c a t e  the  c y l in d e r  w a l l s  during normal 
o p e ra t io n  o f  t h e  engine has not been ques t ioned .  As s t a t e d  above, t h e  primary 
l u b r i c a t i o n  concern i s  a s so c ia te d  with o i l  draindown over the  30 days between 
s u r v e i l l a n c e  c o n t r ib u t in g  to  a problem when the  engines are  i n i t i a l l y  s t a r t e d .

P a r t  (3) of  t h i s  recommendation does not conta in  a t e chn ica l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
p e r t a i n i n g  to  p o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t s  t h a t  would accrue from d e l e t i n g  th e  No. 5 o i l  
co n t ro l  r i n g .  The absence of  d ra in  ho les  behind t h i s  o i l  con tro l  r i n g  has 
been p a r t  o f  the  KSV p is ton  design s ince  1957, and i s  a common design f e a t u r e  
o f  o t h e r  C-B eng ines .  The s t a f f  i s  o f  the  opinion t h a t  t h i s  o i l  c o n t ro l  r in g  
i s  designed t o  provide  adequate l u b r i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  compression r i n g s  above i t  
w i thou t  having excess ive  o i l  consumption. Removal o f  t h i s  o i l  c o n t ro l  r in g  
would lead  to  excess ive  o i l  consumption as a minimum, and p o s s ib le  inadequate  
l u b r i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  compression. Based on the  absence o f  t e ch n ica l  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and cons ide r ing  t h a t  the  vendor has found t h i s  design  to  be 
a c c e p tab le  f o r  over 30 y e a r s ,  th e  s t a f f  cons iders  the  recommendation to  d e l e t e  
th e  No. 5 o i l  con t ro l  r ing  to  be w i thout  m er i t .

P a r t  (4) recommends reco n f ig u r in g  th e  KSV p i s to n s  so t h a t  the  e n t i r e  p i s to n  
would have a 0.010 inch c y l in d e r  wall c lea rance  a t  ope ra t ing  tem p e ra tu res .
This  i s  a r e f e r e n c e  to  the  f a c t  t h a t  the  KSV p i s to n s  have a s l i g h t l y  concave 
(ho u rg la s s )  c o n f ig u ra t io n  a t  standby con d i t io n s ,  which expands t o  a s l i g h t l y  
convex ( b a r r e l )  c o n f ig u ra t io n  when the  p is ton  i s  a t  opera t ing  t e m p e ra tu re .
The recommendation env is ions  an idea l  condi t ion  in which the  p i s to n  i s  
p e r f e c t l y  c y l i n d r i c a l  a t  ope ra t in g  tem pera tures .  Even i f  t h i s  could be 
ach ieved ,  i t  would be of no b e n e f i t  in deal ing  with the  t i n  t r a n s f e r  problem. 
The p i s to n  would s t i l l  take  on th e  convex c o n f ig u ra t io n ,  which r e s u l t s  in a 
converging  a t t i t u d e  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  c y l in d e r  wa l l s  during engine s t a r t u p .
This  i s  because th e  mass o f  metal in the  p is ton  v a r i e s  as a fu n c t io n  of  
l o c a t i o n  in th e  p i s to n  which, in t u r n ,  r e s u l t s  in d i f f e r e n t  expansion and 
c o n t r a c t i o n  va lues  over th e  e n t i r e  p i s to n .  This d i f f e r e n c e  in metal mass i s  
necessa ry  f o r  the  p i s to n  to  f u n c t io n .  The recommendation does not address  
t h i s  i s s u e ,  which th e  s t a f f  co n s id e rs  to  be an inhe ren t  design l i m i t a t i o n .  
T h e re fo re ,  th e  s t a f f  cons ide rs  the  recommendation to  be without m e r i t .
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4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 2 . 2  Compliance with Cooper-Bessemer B u l l e t in  #752

The r e p o r t  recommends t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  determine how many o f  th e  SDG 
c y l in d e r s  a t  STP have been modified to  remove the  No. 7 o i l  con t ro l  r in g  and 
p i s to n  pin end caps ,  and compare the  f ind ings  with the  s t a t u s  of  a l l  c y l in d e r s  
as d e t a i l e d  in MPR A sso c ia te s ,  Inc. Report MPR-1475, "South Texas P r o j e c t  
Emergency Diesel  Generator Number 22 Pis ton F a i lu re  Tr ip  Repor t ,"  da ted  May 
1994. The recommendation does not include a d i scuss ion  of  th e  purpose t h i s  
a c t i v i t y  w i l l  se rve .  However, the  s t a f f  has assurance  t h a t  th e  c u r r e n t  
phys ica l  co nd i t ion  and m od if ica t ion  s t a t u s  i s  known f o r  a l l  SDG c y l i n d e r s  a t  
STP.

4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 2 . 3  Lubr ica t ion  Oil Data Analysis

The r e p o r t  recommends t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  e s t a b l i s h  alarm paramete rs  f o r  wear 
p a r t i c l e s  in the  lube o i l  i d e n t i f i e d  through lube o i l  a n a l y s i s .  The r e p o r t  
recommends th e se  parameters  r e f l e c t  the  C-B Owners Group recommendations. 
However, the  r e p o r t ,  inc lud ing  a l l  a t tachments ,  does not inc lude  any 
in format ion  regard ing  C-B Owners Group recommendations r e l a t i v e  to  wear 
p a r t i c l e  c o n c e n t r a t io n .  Without s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e s ,  the  s t a f f  cannot 
determine whether or  not t h i s  recommendation has m e r i t .  The s t a f f  i s  aware 
t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  has implemented procedures to  perform a d d i t io n a l  SDG 
in s p ec t io n s  i f  wear p a r t i c l e  concen t ra t ion  reaches  a leve l  g r e a t e r  than 7 ppm. 
This i s  more c o n se rv a t iv e  than the  l i c e n s e e ’ s previous  c r i t e r i a  o f  50 ppm and 
should provide f o r  t im e ly  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ion  i f  the  p a r t i c l e  c o n ce n t r a t io n  
in c re a s e s .

4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 2 . 4  Adequacy o f  P is ton  Temperature Control

The r e p o r t  recommends t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  saw the  p i s to n  head o f f  some KSV 
p i s to n s  t h a t  have been removed from s e rv ice  a t  the  No. 5 o i l  r in g  and in spec t  
the  unders ide  o f  the  p i s to n  head f o r  d e p o s i t s  t h a t  may confirm or  deny th e  
adequacy o f  the  coo lan t  in t h i s  a rea .  The s t a f f  i s  not aware o f  any concerns 
being r a i s e d  rega rd ing  th e  adequacy of  KSV p is ton  cooling f o r  any reason ,  
inc lud ing  the  4R p i s to n  f a i l u r e  and the  gener ic  t i n  t r a n s f e r  i s s u e .  None of 
the  a ttachments  t o  the  r e p o r t  mention t h i s  i s su e .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  body of  
the  r e p o r t  does not provide  any d e t a i l s  on why KSV p is to n  coo l ing  i s  thought 
to  be a problem. In l i g h t  o f  t h i s ,  the  s t a f f  cons ide rs  t h i s  recommendation to  
be w i thout  m e r i t .

4 . 7 . 1 . 2 . 3  Generic Questions

The r e p o r t  r a i s e s  four  ques t ions  regard ing symptoms o f  t i n  t r a n s f e r ,  
s c r a t c h e s ,  s c u f f in g ,  p i s to n  r in g  wear, and poor s e r v ice  l i f e .  The f i r s t  th ree  
ques t ions  deal with metal t r a n s f e r ,  r ing  wear, and o i l  q u a l i t y .  These 
ques t ions  were r a i s e d  subsequent to  severa l  crankcase  ove rp re ssu re  even ts  a t  
the  Susquehanna Steam E l e c t r i c  S ta t i o n ,  p r i o r  to  any d e t a i l e d  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  
the  ev en ts .  These t h r e e  ques t ions  have a l l  been adequate ly  answered in one or 
more r e p o r t s  rega rd ing  th e  t i n  t r a n s f e r  problem, produced by Cooper-Bessemer, 
MPR A sso c ia t e s ,  and /o r  Ricardo Consult ing Engineers ,  Ltd.

Report o f  the STP ART 4-25



The fo u r th  ques t ion  addresses  " . . . i n d i c a t i o n s  of  high temperature  such as 
vapor ized  o i l ,  carbon d e p o s i t s ,  d i s c o l o r a t i o n ,  vaporized t i n ,  e t c . "  Taken in 
o rde r ,  vaporized o i l  i s  mentioned b r i e f l y  on page 34 of  the  Ricardo Consul t ing  
Engineers ,  L td . ,  Report No. DP91/1245, da ted  September 1991. This b r i e f  
mention i s  in th e  con tex t  o f  crankcase  vapors being i g n i t e d .  The presence of  
o i l  vapors in the  crankcase  o f  an i n t e r n a l  combustion engine i s  the  r e s u l t  of 
l u b r i c a t i n g  o i l  being heated during o p e ra t io n ,  and i s  a completely normal 
c o n d i t io n .  Carbon d e p o s i t s  were a l so  mentioned b r i e f l y  on pages 2 through 10 
o f  MPR A sso c ia te s ,  Inc .  Report MPR-I309, da ted  September 1992. Carbon 
d e p o s i t s  a re  mentioned as a cause o f  f rozen  or s tuck  compression r i n g s  which 
were considered  and then dismissed as a p o t e n t i a l  cause o f  t i n  t r a n s f e r .  The 
causes o f  carbon d e p o s i t s  behind compression r i n g s  are  thoroughly understood 
by the  NRC and the  i n d u s t ry .  The presence  or absence o f  carbon d e p o s i t s  i s  
completely u n re la ted  to  the  No. 4R p i s to n  f a i l u r e  or  the  g ener ic  t i n  t r a n s f e r  
problem. D isco lo ra t io n  o f  var ious  SDG p a r t s  i s  addressed a number o f  t imes  in 
a ttachments  to  the  r e p o r t .  Some examples o f  p a r t s  which were d i s c o lo re d  a re  
p is to n  p in s ,  p i s to n  pin bushings,  c y l i n d e r  l i n e r s ,  and p i s t o n s .  This 
d i s c o l o r a t i o n  i s  a d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  th e  high heat  c rea ted  dur ing the  p i s to n  
f a i l u r e  o r  crankcase  o v e r p r e s s u r i z a t i o n  even t .  Under th e se  c o n d i t io n s ,  the  
presence o f  d i s c o l o r a t i o n  i s  thoroughly  unders tood and i s  to  be expected.  
D is co lo ra t io n  i s  an e f f e c t  t h a t  may be a s s o c ia t e d  with events  such as No. 4R 
p is to n  f a i l u r e  or  th e  g ener ic  t i n  t r a n s f e r  problem, but i s  not the  cause o f  
e i t h e r ;  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  d i s c o l o r a t i o n  i s  thus not w arran ted .  With 
r e s p e c t  t o  "vaporized t i n , "  the  s t a f f  does not know the  o r ig i n  of  t h i s  i tem. 
None o f  th e  r e p o r t  at tachments  mention "vapor ized t i n , "  and the  s t a f f  has not 
heard th e  term used in connection with e i t h e r  the  No. 4R p i s to n  f a i l u r e  or  the  
g e n e r ic  t i n  t r a n s f e r  problem. In l i g h t  o f  t h i s ,  the  s t a f f  concludes t h a t  t h i s  
i s su e  does not warran t f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

4 . 7 . 1 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The s t a f f  has concluded t h a t  the  
l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  r e l a t i v e  t o  a SDG p i s to n  f a i l u r e  have been 
e f f e c t i v e .  With regard  to  the  recommendations in the  d r a f t  r e p o r t ,  the  s t a f f  
has concluded t h a t  th e  recommendations would not provide a s i g n i f i c a n t  s a f e t y  
b e n e f i t .  This i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 7 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .7 .2  Diesel Genera tor Fuel Pump Hold Down Studs

4 . 7 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l leged  t h a t  the  hollow hold down s tuds  f o r  the  d i e s e l  g e n e r a to r  22 
fuel  i n j e c t i o n  pump may not have been t e s t e d  t o  determine breaking s t r e n g th  
a f t e r  they  f a i l e d  in April  1994. A l leged ly ,  the  s tuds  were kept in an impound 
area  in th e  o f f i c e  and were not removed f o r  t e s t i n g .

4 . 7 . 2 . 2  D e ta i l s

On April  14, 1994, d ie se l  g e nera to r  22 was dec la red  in o perab le  because four  
hold down s tuds  on the  fue l  i n j e c t o r  pump were sheared o f f  a t  th e  base p l a t e .  
The NRC had been aware o f  previous  hold down stud f a i l u r e s .  Sec t ion  2 .2 .1  o f  
the  DET Report , i s sued  June 10, 1993, noted t h a t  SDG i n j e c t i o n  pump hold down 
s tuds  had f a i l e d  on n ine  sepa ra te  occas ions .  The team found t h a t  "The ro o t  
cause a n a ly s i s  was shallow and c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  were i n s u f f i c i e n t  to  
prec lude  re c u r r e n c e .  The l i c e n se e  d id  not perform a more d e t a i l e d  a n a ly s i s  o f  
the  s tud  f a i l u r e s  u n t i l  the  team became invo lved ."  Based on the  number of  
f a i l u r e s  o f  th e se  s tu d s ,  the  l i c e n se e  decided to  re p la ce  th e  hollow s tuds  with 
s o l i d  s tuds  a f t e r  the  April  1994 in c id e n t .

The ART d id  not s u b s t a n t i a t e  the  l o c a t io n  in which the  removed s tu d s  had been 
s to r e d .  However, the  NRC had reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s a n a l y s i s  and 
c a l c u l a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  the  roo t  cause o f  the  April  1994 s tud  f a i l u r e  in  the  
course  o f  in s p e c t io n  as documented in IR 94-16. There i s  no evidence to  
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  l i c e n s e e  did not perform a m e ta l lu rg ic a l  examination as 
in d i c a t e d .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  a l l e g e r  provided a copy o f  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
m e ta l lu rg ic a l  r e p o r t .  The ART does not cons ide r  t h i s  an i s su e  because th e  
l i c e n s e e  rep laced  a l l  o f  the  hollow s tuds  with s o l id  s tuds  in 1994. The NRC 
reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s a n a ly s i s  o f  the  hollow stud and s o l i d  s tud  des igns  in 
IR 94-16, and determined t h a t  the  s o l i d  stud design o f f e r e d  a wider margin of 
s a f e t y .

4 . 7 .2 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  In ad d i t io n ,  because th e  l i c e n s e e  
rep laced  a l l  o f  t h e  hollow s tuds  with s o l id  s tu d s ,  t h i s  i s  no longe r  a 
concern.  This i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 . 7 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .8  Valves

4 .8 .1  Valves I n s t a l l e d  Backwards

4 .8 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l le g a t io n

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  a p l a n t  t r i p  dur ing  s t a r t u p  from the  1991 outage was 
caused by va lves  t h a t  were i n s t a l l e d  backwards in secondary systems.

4 .8 .1 .2  D e t a i l s

No s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  were given by th e  a l l e g e r  to  in d i c a t e  which va lves  in 
which system were i n s t a l l e d  backwards.  The ART reviewed a l l  l i c e n s e e  event 
r e p o r t s  (LERs) which d i scussed  p l a n t  t r i p s  in 1991 and 1992 and found no 
in s tan ce  in  which the  cause o f  a p l a n t  t r i p  involved valves  i n s t a l l e d  
backwards in  secondary systems.

During th e  review of  documentation,  th e  ART discovered  one in c id e n t  in which 
va lves  were i n s t a l l e d  backwards. An SPR was i n i t i a t e d  on January  7, 1993, to  
document seve ra l  d ra in  va lves  (n o n - sa fe ty  r e l a t e d )  t h a t  appeared t o  be 
i n s t a l l e d  backwards. On May 3,  1993, the  l i c e n s e e  removed va lve  N2MTFV7977 
from Unit 2 and found t h a t  i t  was i n s t a l l e d  with the  flow arrows in  d i r e c t  
c o n f l i c t  t o  th e  i n s t a l l e d  c o n f ig u r a t io n .  This was documented in PCF 146934-A 
(superseded by PCF 146934-B on March 16, 1994). The valve was i n s t a l l e d  with 
th e  flow going under th e  valve  s e a t ;  the  vendor drawing in d ic a ted  t h a t  th e  
flow should go over th e  s e a t .  The valve in ques t ion  i s  in th e  condensate  
system. I t  fu n c t io n s  t o  permit  condensate  d ra inage  t o  the  main condenser and 
does not se rve  a s a f e ty  fu n c t io n .  The i n s t a l l e d  co n f ig u ra t io n  r e q u i r e d  flow 
to  open th e  va lve .  These va lves  were designed "flow to  c l o s e . "  In th e  
i n s t a l l e d  c o n f ig u r a t io n ,  th e  pneumatic o p e ra to r s  d id  not e x e r t  enough f o r c e  to 
prevent  leakage  and c o n t r ib u te d  to  main steam leakage during s t a r t u p .

The SPR in d ic a t e d  t h a t  a t o t a l  o f  27 id e n t i c a l  va lves  in the  p l a n t  were 
i n s t a l l e d  with flow under the  s e a t .  These va lves  included a l l  Uni t  1 and 2 
mois ture  s e p a r a t o r  r e h e a t e r  tube  bundle d ra in  v a lv es ,  a l l  Unit 1 and 2
e x t r a c t i o n  steam to  high p re s su re  feedwater  h e a te r  d ra in  v a lv es ,  and Unit  1
above s e a t  main steam i s o l a t i o n  va lve  d r a i n s .  Serv ice  r eq u es t s  were genera ted  
in June 1993 to  cut out and r o t a t e  t h e  va lves  to  th e  design c o n f ig u r a t i o n .
All s e r v i c e  r eq u es t s  were completed by June 24, 1994.

The reason f o r  the  de lay  o f  approximate ly  a year  from the  t ime th e  s i t u a t i o n  
was i d e n t i f i e d  u n t i l  th e  change was made was because the  l i c e n s e e  o r i g i n a l l y  
be l ieved  t h a t  th e  i n s t a l l e d  c o n f ig u ra t io n  was more s u i t a b l e  f o r  p l a n t  
c o n d i t i o n s .  The valves  had been i n s t a l l e d  with flow under the  s e a t ,  per 
Bechtel r e q u e s t  dur ing c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Bechtel be l ieved  t h a t  o r i e n t i n g  th e  
va lve  with flow over th e  s e a t  would s u b je c t  the  va lve  packing to  high 
p re s su re ,  which would damage the  s e a t .

This c o n d i t io n  has e x i s t e d  s in ce  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  and i t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  t h e se  
va lves  may have leaked during s t a r t u p s  s ince  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  However, i t  i s
u n l ik e ly  t h a t  i t  could have c o n t r ib u te d  to  a p l a n t  t r i p .
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NUREG-1306 a l so  addressed an a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  20 percen t  o f  the  valves  were 
i n s t a l l e d  backwards.  The SSAT inspec ted  70 valve i n s t a l l a t i o n s  in var ious  
systems and, based on t h i s  sample, did  not s u b s t a n t i a t e  th e  a l l e g a t i o n .  
NUREG-1306, Sec t ion  5 . 2 . 1 . 3 ,  s t a t e d ,  " . . . t h e  SSAT found no evidence t h a t  
va lves  were i n s t a l l e d  backwards a t  STP, Unit 1."

A manual t r i p  o f  Unit  1 occur red  on February 28, 1994, due to  a leaking  
feedwate r r e g u l a t i n g  va lve .  The ART reviewed LER 94-009 and found t h a t  t h i s  
leak ing  valve was not i n s t a l l e d  backwards.

4 . 8 . 1 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The ART found one in s t a n ce  in which 
va lves  were i n s t a l l e d  backwards, but th e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  would not cause a p la n t  
t r i p .  The l i c e n s e e  had r e i n s t a l l e d  the  valves  in the  c o r r e c t  c o n f ig u ra t io n .  
This item i s  c lo sed .

4 . 8 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 . 8 . 2  Valves Were Repeatedly Reworked

4 . 8 .2 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  during 1991 some valves  were r e p e a te d ly  r e p a i r e d  a f t e r  
they  were supposedly f ix ed  the  f i r s t  t ime. The a l l e g e r  was concerned t h a t  
t h e r e  were d e f i c i e n c i e s  with the  maintenance p r a c t i c e s ,  i n s t a l l a t i o n  p rocess ,  
o r  design t h a t  req u i red  re p e a t  maintenance.  In a d d i t io n ,  th e  in te rv iew  with 
the  a l l e g e r  in d ic a te d  t h a t  inadequate  v e r i f i c a t i o n  and documentation of  
r e p a i r s  c o n t r ib u te d  to  the  problem.

4 . 8 . 2 . 2  D e ta i l s

No s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  were provided by the  a l l e g e r .  The ART found t h a t  
r e c u r r i n g  va lve  d e f i c i e n c i e s  has been a continuing  problem, as evidenced by 
the  f in d in g s  o f  severa l  NRC in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t s .

IR 92-26, i s sued  October 16, 1992, documented a leak ing  motor-opera ted  va lve  
(MOV) t h a t  had been r e p ea ted ly  r e p a i r e d .  The va lve was o r i g i n a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  
as le ak in g  on September 6, 1991. Repair  work was not performed u n t i l  April
1992. Repeated r e p a i r s  were done in June 1992 and September 1992.

In December 1992, the  NRC reviewed an SPR r e l a t e d  to  MOVs as noted in 
IR 92-35, i s sued  February 24, 1993. The in sp ec to r s  reviewed MOV maintenance 
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  had been performed during the  second r e f u e l i n g  outage f o r  Unit 
2 and th e  t h i r d  r e f u e l in g  outage f o r  Unit 1. They found t h a t  f o r  two s a f e t y -  
r e l a t e d  MOVs, r e p e t i t i v e  problems were not reso lved  f o r  two o r  more y e a r s .
The i n s p e c to r s  dec la red  t h i s  an unresolved i tem. This was one of  severa l  
examples which in d ic a ted  t h a t  the  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n  program was not 
e f f e c t i v e l y  implemented, r e s u l t i n g  in r e p e t i t i v e  problems. Four examples of  
f a i l u r e  t o  t a k e  adequate c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  were c i t e d  as a S e v e r i t y  Level IV 
v i o l a t i o n .

In e a r l y  1993, the  NRC inspec ted  a February 9, 1993, event  in which va lve  SI- 
31A (A2SIM0V0031A) f a i l e d  to  open on demand from th e  contro l  room. The 
r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  in sp ec t io n  a re  documented in IR 93-08. The same va lve  had 
f a i l e d  before  under what may have been id e n t i c a l  c i rcumstances  in April  1989 
and had o th e r  f a i l u r e s  in Ju ly  and August, 1988 (LER 93-006-00).  The NRC 
i s su ed  a Notice  o f  V io la t ion  (9308-02) on April  19, 1993 f o r  f a i l u r e  to  
accep tab ly  i n v e s t i g a t e  the  April  1989 f a i l u r e  o f  t h i s  va lve .  During the  
enforcement  conference  held on March 25, 1993, th e  l i c e n se e  committed to  
" . . . t r e n d  equipment h i s t o r y  t o  i d e n t i f y  r e p e t i t i v e  component degrada t ion  and 
f a i l u r e s  and to  take  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  to  prevent r e c u r re n c e . "  The l i c e n s e e  
committed to  have the  plan developed by June 17, 1993, and to  complete 
implementation by March 31, 1994.

In sp e c t io n  Report 93-13, da ted  April  23, 1993, addressed the  r e s u l t s  o f  an NRC 
in s p e c t io n  o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s maintenance a c t i v i t i e s  on MOVs. In p a r t i c u l a r ,  
Sec t ion  1.2 o f  the  r e p o r t  d iscussed  r e p e t i t i v e  MOV maintenance a c t i v i t i e s .
The r e p o r t  s t a t e d  t h a t  maintenance work h i s t o r i e s  o f  30 MOVs w i th in  t h e  scope 
o f  Generic L e t t e r  89-10, fo r  t h e  t ime per iod  from 1989 to  1993, were s e l e c t e d
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f o r  review. Of those  30 MOVs, 11 requ i red  maintenance to  be performed a t  
l e a s t  one a d d i t io n a l  t ime. The in s p ec to r  noted t h a t ,  al though th e  symptoms 
were always addressed ,  the  cause of  the  problem was not always found.

The DET i d e n t i f i e d  a s i m i l a r  concern with inadequate  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  fo r  
a l l  maintenance a c t i v i t i e s .  The DET r e p o r t ,  i s sued  June 10, 1993, i d e n t i f i e d  
t h a t  poor ro o t  cause a n a l y s i s ,  poor p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  o f  work, and poor c r a f t  
performance r e s u l t e d  in i n e f f e c t i v e  or  untimely r e s o l u t i o n  o f  equipment 
problems. For example, in Sec t ion  2 .3 .1 ,  the  r e p o r t  in d ica ted  t h a t  
widespread,  longs tanding  problems with the  a p p l i c a t io n  and performance o f  
Targe t Rock s o len o id -o p e ra ted  valves  were not re so lv ed .  M ul t ip le  LERs 
invo lv ing  wear, ag ing, d e b r i s ,  contamination,  and valve m isa p p l i ca t io n  had 
occurred  s ince  1990. Previous c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  did  not p reven t  a d d i t io n a l  
f a i l u r e s .  The DET a l so  concluded t h a t  la rg e  engineer ing  backlogs and 
i n e f f e c t i v e  use o f  s i t e  ope ra t iona l  exper ience  led  to  r e p e t i t i v e  equipment 
f a i l u r e s .  In accu ra te  informat ion da tabases  and a l im i t ed  number o f  computers 
f o r  system-level t r e n d in g  made i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  th e  l i c e n s e e  to  i d e n t i f y  
nega t ive  t r e n d s .  In a supplement t o  the  conf irmato ry  ac t io n  l e t t e r  dated 
May 7, 1993, the  NRC re q u i re d  the  l i c e n s e e  to  address  ". . .management 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  in i d e n t i f y i n g ,  pursu ing ,  and c o r r e c t in g  p la n t  p r o b le m s . . . "  
p r i o r  to  r e s t a r t i n g  e i t h e r  u n i t .

IR 94-31 ( is sued  October 20, 1994) documented the  NRC in sp ec t io n  o f  the  
equipment h i s t o r y  program as a fol low-up to  a concern i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing  the  
DET in s p ec t io n .  The DET had i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  th e  equipment maintenance h i s t o r y  
da tabase  was not accu ra te  or  c u r r e n t .  The l i c e n s e e  re v i s ed  th e  program and 
completed implementation o f  a rev i sed  equipment h i s t o r y  program in  August 
1993. During th e  NRC in sp ec t io n  in September 1994, the  i n s p e c to r s  found t h a t  
the  p la n t  eng ineer ing  s t a f f  had been increased  to  perform d a ta  e n t r y ,  review, 
a n a l y s i s ,  and t r e n d in g .  The in s p e c to r  reviewed s e le c te d  d a ta  bases and found 
t h a t  a l l  r e q u i re d  equipment h i s t o r y  was s to red  in th e  p l a n t  computer system. 
The in s p e c to r  concluded t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s a c t i o n s  were adequate to  c lo se  out 
t h i s  concern.

The ART reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s "MOV Tracking and Trending Program" (0PEP07- 
ZE-0007 Rev. 2) da ted  June 1, 1994. This procedure d e sc r ib e s  t h e  methods by 
which MOVs r e q u i r in g  f req u en t  and repea ted  maintenance a re  i d e n t i f i e d  so t h a t  
a c t i o n s  can be taken t o  remedy a l l  d e t e c t a b l e  g ener ic  problems. The program 
involves  use o f  a t r a c k in g  and t rend ing  da tabase  which inc ludes  t h e  MOV 
da tabase ,  th e  MOV maintenance h i s t o r y  da tabase ,  and the  d i a g n o s t i c  d a tab ase .  
The procedure r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a t r en d  in v e s t ig a t i o n  be performed whenever an 
adverse maintenance o r  t e s t  r e s u l t  t r en d  i s  i d e n t i f i e d .  The ART d iscussed  
t h i s  program with l i c e n s e e  pe rsonnel .  The l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  program 
i s  a c t u a l l y  a compila t ion  o f  severa l  programs t h a t  were in e x i s t e n c e  
p re v io u s ly ,  such as th e  equipment h i s t o r y  program, to  s p e c i f i c a l l y  address  
MOVs.

The NRC conducted an in sp ec t io n  o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s MOV t e s t i n g  and s u r v e i l l a n c e  
program in October 1994 (documented in IR 94-32).  As p a r t  o f  t h i s  in sp ec t io n ,  
th e  in s p ec to r s  reviewed th e  MOV t ren d in g  program and observed a demonst ra t ion 
o f  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s t r e n d in g  sof tware .  The in sp ec to r s  found t h a t  t h e  l i c e n s e e ’ s
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t r e n d in g  program had not y e t  matured to  provide meaningful in format ion  f o r  the  
purpose o f  main ta in ing  design b a s i s  c a p a b i l i t y .  Also,  th e  l i c e n s e e  d id  not 
t r en d  anomalies in valve behavior .  In response  to  the  i n s p e c t o r ’ s concerns ,  
the  l i c e n s e e  r e v i s ed  i t s  t rend ing  procedure  to  e s t a b l i s h  bounds f o r  expected 
v a r i a t i o n s  in va lve  performance and to  inc lude  anomalies as t rended 
paramete rs .  The l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  t h a t  enhancements would be made to  i t s  
t rend ing  program as more in d u s t ry  guidance develops  in t h i s  area  and as 
a d d i t io n a l  d a ta  i s  obta ined  dur ing p e r io d i c  t e s t i n g .  The in sp ec to r s  found the  
t ren d in g  program, as r e v i s e d ,  to  be accep tab le  f o r  c lo su r e  of  th e  s t a f f ’ s 
review o f  the  GL 89-10 program.

4 .8 .2 .3  Conclusions

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, th e  l i c e n s e e  has implemented an 
a c c e p tab le  program t o  t r en d  equipment h i s t o r y  and i d e n t i f y  r e p e t i t i v e  f a i l u r e  
and d e g ra d a t io n .  There fo re ,  t h i s  i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 . 8 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .8 .3  Valve Packing Procedures Were Not Followed

4 .8 .3 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l e g e d  t h a t ,  dur ing  the  1991 outage,  a maintenance c o n t r a c to r  (NNI) 
d id  not use the  c o r r e c t  valve packing procedure to  perform the  maintenance 
work.

The a l l e g a t i o n  was p rev io u s ly  submitted to  the  NRC in e a r ly  1992, as d iscussed  
below.

4 . 8 . 3 . 2  D e ta i l s

S ta t io n  Procedure 0PMP02-ZG-0011, "A l te rn a te  Valve Packing and Live-Load Valve 
Packing," was the  procedure  t h a t  should have been used to  perform t h i s  
maintenance work. During th e  1991 outage,  NNI was using Procedure 
0PMPQ4-ZG-0003, "Valve Packing" and S p e c i f i c a t i o n  SL749T51018, "A l te rn a te  
Valve Packing and Live-Load Valve Packing,"  to  perform valve maintenance work. 
The Indiv idual Valve Survey Sheet (IVSS) conta ined in the  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  was 
used in s t e ad  of  the  Valve Packing Data Sheet (VPDS) Addendum 1 o f  OPMP-ZG- 
0011. Request f o r  Action (RFA) 91-1495, dated October 4, 1991, reques ted  
approval to  use the  IVSS in l i e u  o f  th e  VPDS. RFA 91-1852 was w r i t t e n  on 
November 9, 1991, t o  readdress  th e  use o f  VPDS and IVSS.

In e a r ly  1992, th e  NRC rece ived  an a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  "Procedure 0ZG003 f o r  
valves  cannot be used f o r  Live Load Procedure 0ZG0011." Region IV c losed  t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n  in November 1992 and concluded t h a t  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  was p a r t i a l l y  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  because t h e r e  was a problem with c o n t r a c t  maintenance during the  
1991 r e f u e l i n g .  However, th e  l i c e n s e e  had i d e n t i f i e d  the  i s sue  and c o r rec ted  
the  hardware problems. The NRC determined t h a t  th e  SPRs t h a t  were generated  
were an a p p ro p r ia t e  method o f  address ing  problems encountered with g ener ic  
s t a t i o n  p rocedures .  The a l l e g a t i o n  c lo su re  recommended f u r t h e r  in sp ec t io n  to  
determine th e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  va lves  i d e n t i f i e d  as being unable t o  be packed 
with  0ZG003.

IR 92-27, i s sued  on September 15, 1992, i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  the  c o n t r a c t  
maintenance group had repacked 34 n o n - s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  valves  using an i n c o r r e c t  
procedure .  When th e  problem was d iscove red ,  the  l i c e n se e  inspec ted  the  
a f f e c t e d  va lves  f o r  hardware problems and c o r rec ted  any noted problems. The 
l i c e n se e  found t h a t  only two o f  th e  va lves  r equ i red  rework. The work packages 
were r e q u i re d  to  be upgraded to  in c o rp o ra te  the  ap p ro p r ia te  va lve packing da ta  
forms. The l i c e n s e e  a l so  r e v i s ed  the  c o n t r o l l i n g  repacking procedures  to  
e l im in a te  confus ion .  The NRC in s p e c to r  v e r i f i e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  took the  
a p p ro p r ia te  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s .

The ART reviewed both th e  VPDS and IVSS f o r  a 1" globe  valve (3Q152XSD002A) 
a t tached  to  RFA 91-1495 and found t h a t  th e  two forms re fe ren ce  each o th e r .
The IVSS re fe ren ced  Procedure OPMP02-ZG-0011, on the  IPDS, the  words "see 
a t tached  survey shee t"  were w r i t t e n .  Both sh ee t s  conta in  roughly  i d e n t i c a l  
in format ion .
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The ART in te rv iew ed  the  l i c e n s e e  s t a f f  from th e  mechanical maintenance 
depar tment and was t o ld  t h a t  the  IVSS was a vendor-generated  form. When STP 
rece ived  th e  vendor documentation,  i t  t r a n s f e r r e d  a l l  in format ion to  the  VPDS, 
which was an STP form. The ART reviewed the  IVSS and IPDS of  severa l  va lves  
and found t h a t  they appeared to  con ta in  the  same informat ion .  The l i c e n se e  
a lso  t o l d  the  ART t h a t  a new form was c re a te d  to  re so lve  t h i s  d e f i c i en c y .  The 
new form, c r e a te d  by the  computer, i s  c a l l e d  "Journeyman Worksheet" and wil l  
be the  o f f i c i a l  record  f o r  repacking va lves .

4 . 8 .3 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, the  l i c e n se e  took a p p ro p r ia t e  
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  and c re a te d  a new form to  be the  o f f i c i a l  record  f o r  
repacking v a lv e s .  This i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 8 . 3 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 . 8 . 4  Valve Lineup Was Not V e r if ie d

4 . 8 . 4 . 1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t ,  during openings of  the  a u x i l i a r y  feedwater s to rag e  tank  
#C valve  p i t  in March 1994, a va lve  l ineup  was not performed as r e q u i re d  by 
STP procedures .

4 . 8 . 4 . 2  D e ta i l s

On March 22, 1994, the  l i c e n s e e ’ s maintenance personnel en te red  the  a u x i l i a r y  
feedwate r  s to ra g e  tank  (AFWST) # C va lve p i t  to  r e p a i r  a l i g h t  f i x t u r e .  Upon 
completion o f  th e  work, the  AFWST valve  p i t  hatch was r e -c lo s e d  and sea led  
w i thou t  performing a valve l in e u p .  Upon discovery  o f  t h i s  omission,  the  
l i c e n s e e  reviewed th e  records  f o r  Unit 1 AFWST t r a i n  A-D valve  p i t s  and found 
t h a t  they  had been opened severa l  t imes f o r  work a c t i v i t i e s  from December 3, 
1993 through March 24, 1994, w i thout  th e  p rocedu ra l ly  req u i red  valve l ineup  
v e r i f i c a t i o n s  being performed.

STP S ta t io n  Procedure DPDP02-AF-0001, s tep  4.17,  and P lant  Operations  
Department Procedure OPGPOl-ZA-OOOl, s tep  2 .4 ,  both r e q u i r e ,  in p a r t ,  t h a t  i f  
t h e  AFWST va lve  s e c u r i t y  b a r r i e r  i s  breached, then valves  in the  AFWST valve  
p i t  sh a l l  be v e r i f i e d  according t o  the  ap p l icab le  l in e u p ,  j u s t  p r i o r  t o  the  
f i n a l  c lo su re  o f  the  s e c u r i t y  b a r r i e r .

An SPR was i n i t i a t e d  in  March 1994 to  document t h i s  even t .  The SPR documented 
th e  ro o t  causes  o f  t h i s  event a s :  unnecessary procedural  requ i rem en ts ,  l ack
o f  c o n f ig u ra t io n  c o n t r o l , i n e f f e c t i v e  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  s e c u r i t y  b a r r i e r  
breach p rocess ,  and l a c k  of d e f i n i t i o n  and requirements f o r  unlocking 
b a r r i e r s .

The l i c e n s e e  proposed c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  t h a t  inc luded r e v i s in g  s t a t i o n  
procedures  t o  c l a r i f y  the  requirements  f o r  i d e n t i f y in g ,  t r a c k in g ,  schedu l ing ,  
and performing valve  l in e u p s ,  and provid ing  t r a i n i n g  regard ing  procedural  
compliance.  Upon review of  th e  a u x i l i a r y  feedwater procedure ,  the  l i c e n s e e  
determined t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  requirements  f o r  performing an AFWST valve  l ineup  
were a p p ro p r ia t e  and no r e v i s io n  was necessary .  The ART reviewed 0P0P01-ZA- 
0001, "P lan t  Operation  Department A dminis t ra t ive  G uide l ines ,  Step 4 .1 8 ,"  
Revision 7, da ted  May 24, 1994, and 0PQP02-AF-0001, "Auxi l ia ry  Feedwater,  Step 
2 . 4 , "  Revision 2 dated March 8,  1994, and found t h a t  the  requirements  f o r  a 
va lve  l in eu p  were c l e a r l y  s t a t e d .

In a d d i t io n ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  a t t a ch ed  informat ion l a b e l s  to  b a r r i e r s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  
con t ro l  room n o t i f i c a t i o n  when opened so t h a t  a va lve  l ineup  can be performed. 
HL&P procedure  0S0P02-ZS-0Q39, "Access C ontro l ,"  was a lso  r e v i s ed  to  
in c o rp o ra te  requirements  to  n o t i f y  the  s h i f t  su p e rv i so r  p r i o r  to  opening or 
c lo s in g  o f  t h e se  b a r r i e r s .
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4 . 8 . 4 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, the  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  taken by 
the  l i c e n s e e  were adequate .  This item i s  c losed .

4 . 8 . 4 . 4  Recommended Action

The l i c e n s e e ’ s f a i l u r e  to  fo llow i t s  procedures  in t h i s  case  appears to  be a 
v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC r e g u l a t i o n s .  The NRC s t a f f  w i l l  determine whether a 
v i o l a t i o n  occur red .  In view o f  the  f a c t  t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  i d e n t i f i e d  the 
p o t e n t i a l  v i o l a t i o n  and took c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  t h i s  m a t te r  could p o t e n t i a l l y  
be c losed  out with a n o n -c i ted  v i o l a t i o n  in accordance with the  Enforcement 
Pol icy .
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4 . 8 .5  Thermal Binding o f  Gate Valves

4 . 8 .5 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l leged  t h a t  HL&P t o ld  the  NRC t h a t  g a te  va lve f a i l u r e  had been 
re so lved  during an NRC in spec t ion  in April  1994, but they knew t h a t  the  
a c t i o n s  taken t o  r e so lv e  the  problem did not r e a l l y  so lve  i t .

4 . 8 . 5 . 2  D e ta i l s

On February 9, 1993, motor-opera ted  valve SI-31A in Unit 2 f a i l e d  to  open on 
demand. SI-31A i s  the  cold leg  i n j e c t i o n  i s o l a t i o n  valve  f o r  the  Train  A RHR 
pump. The l i c e n s e e  i n i t i a t e d  an SPR t o  document t h i s  i s sue  on February 11,
1993. At t h a t  t ime the  l i c e n s e e  determined t h a t  the  ro o t  cause was h yd rau l ic  
lock ing  of  the  sp r in g  pack. The NRC in v e s t i g a t e d  t h i s  event in February 1993, 
and documented i t s  r e s u l t s  in IR 93-08. The NRC issued  a Notice o f  V io la t ion  
(9308-02) on Apri l  19, 1993 f o r  f a i l u r e  to  accep tab ly  i n v e s t i g a t e  an April  
1989 f a i l u r e  o f  t h i s  va lve .  At th e  t ime o f  th e  i n sp ec t io n ,  the  l i c e n s e e  
be l ieved  the  cause to  be e i t h e r :  (1) hyd rau l ic  lock o f  the  a c tu a to r  sp r ing
pack; (2) thermal b inding; o r ,  (3) wedging o f  the  va lve  stem bear ing block  on 
the  valve d i s c .  The l i c e n s e e  responded t o  v i o l a t i o n  9308-02 on May 19, 1993. 
In t h i s  l e t t e r ,  t h e  l i c e n s e e  a t t r i b u t e d  th e  valve f a i l u r e  to  grease  hardening 
in t h e  spring pack. According to  th e  l i c e n s e e ,  grease  hardening in th e  spring
pack caused the  MOV torque  switch to  de lay  motor t r i p p i n g  a t  th e  a p p ro p r ia te
to rque  l e v e l ;  t h e  MOV was then shu t  with excess ive  f o r c e .  The l i c e n s e e  
committed to  e l e c t r o n i c a l l y  d i s a b l e  th e  to rque  switch from the  c i r c u i t  in  the  
next r e f u e l in g  outage.

The l i c e n s e e  d i scu ssed  t h i s  event in LER 93-006-00, da ted  March 19, 1993. The 
LER s t a t e d  t h a t  MOV-0031A in Unit 2 had been modified from torqued c losed  to  
l i m i t  c losed .  The l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  would prevent  hard s e a t in g  o f  the  
valve  and reduce th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  thermal binding and wedging o f  th e  valve 
stem bear ing b lock .  A d d i t io n a l ly ,  t h i s  change e l im ina ted  the  con tro l  func t ion
of  th e  spr ing  pack. The l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  in Revision 1 to  LER 93-006 t h a t  the
same m od i f ica t ion  was made on MOV-0031B and M0V-0031C. The Unit 1 va lves  had 
been modified t o  be l i m i t  c losed  in the  previous  r e f u e l i n g  outage .

On August 9, 1993, SI-31B f a i l e d  in a s i m i l a r  manner as SI-31A. An SPR was 
i n i t i a t e d .  As p a r t  o f  the  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  f o r  the  SPR, the  l i c e n s e e  r e 
e s t a b l i s h e d  th e  thermal co n d i t io n s  during cooldown in o rde r  to  determine i f  
b inding had occur red .  The i n i t i a l  cause de te rm ina t ion  was questioned when 
t e s t i n g  was performed to  de termine i f  thermal binding o f  the  valve  was th e  
cause o f  motor f a i l u r e .  The empir ica l  t e s t s  demonstrated t h a t  th e  valve  body 
cooled f a s t e r  than  the  valve  g a t e ,  which led  to  binding o f  the  g a te  when 
commanded to  open before  the  g a te  had reached an equ i l ib r ium  tem pera tu re .
Three ac t ions  were taken to  r e s o lv e  th e  g e n e r i c  problem o f  thermal 
b in d in g /p re s su re  lock ing :

(1) Operat ions  Procedure OPGP02-RH-0001 was re v i s ed  to  provide enhanced 
d i r e c t i o n  t o  prevent f u t u r e  thermal b in d in g /p res su re  locking o f  the  
SI-031 va lves .
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(2) A c h e c k l i s t  was inc luded in the  design  b a s i s  reviews which were p a r t  
o f  t h e  GL 89-10 e f f o r t .

(3) All MOVs with a c tu a to r s  t h a t  r e l y  on a to rque  switch to  tu rn  o f f  the  
motor,  t h a t  had not p rev ious ly  been d i a g n o s t i c a l l y  t e s t e d ,  were 
t e s t e d .

When the  SPR was c losed  out on December 27, 1993, th e  l i c e n s e e  had determined 
t h a t  thermal b ind ing  was the  ro o t  cause.  "Pressu re  Locking and Thermal 
Binding R ep o r t" was i ssued  on Ju ly  21, 1994. The r e p o r t  s t a t e s  t h a t  an 
engineer ing  e v a lu a t io n  and c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  were performed f o r  th e  RHR pump 
cold leg  i n j e c t i o n  i s o l a t i o n  valves  (6 MOVs t o t a l )  with subsequent t e s t i n g  
v a l i d a t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  op e ra t io n a l  procedure  changes.

During th e  week o f  April  25-29, 1994, the  NRC conducted an in sp ec t io n  t o  c lose  
ou t  seve ra l  open i tems from MOV in sp ec t io n s  in 1993 (IR 94-14) .  The a l l e g e r  
i s  concerned t h a t  the  NRC c losed out t h i s  i s sue  based on th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
d e te r m in a t io n  t h a t  th e  ac t i o n s  taken to  c o r r e c t  th e  problem were s u c c e s s f u l . 
The a l l e g e r  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  ac t io n s  (d i s a b l in g  to rque  swi tches) d id  not f i x  
th e  problem because the  ac tua l  ro o t  cause was thermal b inding . The ART 
ob ta ined  in fo rm at ion  sugges t ing  t h a t  severa l  days before  the  i n s p e c t io n ,  the  
l i c e n s e e  had determined t h a t  d i s a b l in g  o f  th e  to rque  swi tches  did  not f i x  the  
MOV g a te  va lve  problems in Unit 1, and t h e r e f o r e ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  d id  not in tend 
to  complete t h e  a c t io n  f o r  Unit 2. However, t h i s  i s su e  was not d i scu ssed  in 
In sp ec t io n  Repor t  94-14. IR 94-14 does not  c lo se  out v i o l a t i o n  9308-02. 
Because t h e  i n s p e c t io n  r e p o r t  does not d i s cu s s  t h i s  i s su e ,  i t  cannot be 
determined from IR 94-14 whether the  i n s p e c to r s  were given t h i s  in fo rm at ion .  
The NRC addressed  the  g ener ic  i s sue  o f  p re s su re  locking  and thermal b inding 
dur ing  th e  April  1994 in s p e c t io n ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h i s  i tem would remain open 
pending r e s o l u t i o n  o f  the  g ener ic  concerns r e l a t e d  to  p re s su re  lock ing  and 
thermal b in d in g .

On September 22, 1994, th e  l i c e n s e e  provided a r e v i s e d  response  to  th e  Notice 
o f  V i o l a t i o n .  In t h i s  l e t t e r ,  the  l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  did  not b e l i e v e  
t h a t  g rea se  hardening  was the  primary f a c t o r  in t h e  o r ig in a l  va lve  motor 
f a i l u r e  but t h a t  motor f a i l u r e  was due to  thermal b in d in g /p re s su re  lock ing  of  
th e  va lve  base  in th e  valve  body as a r e s u l t  o f  r a p id  cooling of  th e  valve 
body when t h e  valve  was c lo sed .  The l e t t e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  in format ion  had 
been provided  to  members o f  th e  Regional NRC s t a f f  dur ing the  Unit 1 and 2 
r e s t a r t  i n s p e c t i o n s .

In October 1994, as p a r t  of  an in spec t ion  o f  MOV i s su e s  (IR 94-32) ,  the  
i n s p e c t o r s  reviewed the  Ju ly  21, 1994, i n t e r n a l  r e p o r t  summarizing th e  s t a t u s  
o f  p r e s su re  lock ing  and thermal binding reviews.  S i x t y - s i x  MOVs had been 
determined t o  be p o t e n t i a l l y  s u s c e p t ib l e  t o  p re s su re  locking and thermal 
b ind ing .  The in sp e c to r s  found t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had completed d e t a i l e d  
e v a lu a t io n s  o f  36 o f  the  66 valves  and no o p e r a b i l i t y  concerns were 
i d e n t i f i e d .  The l i c e n s e e  committed to  e v a lu a te  t h e  remaining 30 va lves  before  
t h e  end o f  1994. The in s p ec to r s  found some d e f i c i e n c i e s  with the  c a l c u l a t i o n
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assumptions  but concluded t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  addressed t h i s  
a rea  f o r  c lo su r e  o f  the  s t a f f ’ s review o f  th e  GL 89-10 program. The 
in s p e c to r s  noted t h a t  th e  area  of  p re s su re  locking and thermal binding w i l l  be 
r e e v a lu a te d  in th e  f u tu r e  under the  guidance o f  a new gen e r ic  l e t t e r .

4 . 8 . 5 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  i s  not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Although the  l i c e n s e e  determined t h a t  
the  i n i t i a l  r o o t  cause o f  the  valve f a i l u r e  was i n c o r r e c t ,  i t  could not be 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  withheld  t h i s  informat ion from the  NRC during 
i t s  i n s p e c t i o n .  The l i c e n s e e  has taken adequate c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  to  r e s o lv e  
th e  i s s u e  o f  thermal binding o f  MOVs. This i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 . 8 . 5 . 4  Recommended Action

The NRC should review th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s r e s o l u t i o n  o f  p re s su re  locking and 
thermal b inding o f  motor-operated va lves  fo llowing issuance  o f  a fu tu r e  
supplement t o  Generic L e t t e r  89-10, which w i l l  address t h i s  i s su e .
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4 .8 .6  Work Was Done on Valve Without In stru c t io n

4 .8 .6 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  dur ing 1991, STP c o n t r a c to r  personnel performed 
maintenance work on a va lve without proper i n s t r u c t i o n s .

4 .8 .6 .2  D e t a i l s

The a l l e g e r  d id  not provide  any s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  on t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n .  However, 
the  NRC i n v e s t i g a t e d  a s i m i l a r  concern dur ing  i t s  in sp ec t io n  of  the  MOV 
program in December 1992 (IR 92-35, dated March 10, 1993). The in s p ec to r s  
s e l e c te d  t o  review and i n v e s t i g a t e  problems a s s o c ia te d  with an SPR which was 
i n i t i a t e d  on February 4, 1992. The SPR o r i g i n a t o r  was concerned t h a t  some 
mechanical maintenance was being performed on s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  and n o n - s a fe ty -  
r e l a t e d  MOVs without approved maintenance procedures .  The SPR noted t h a t  MOV 
c o r r e c t i v e  maintenance was being performed using work i n s t r u c t i o n s  in s t e a d  of  
p rocedures .  The SPR a lso  noted t h a t  the  q u a l i t y  leve l  o f  j o b - s p e c i f i c  work 
i n s t r u c t i o n s  was not c o n s i s t e n t  and could p o t e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  the  adequacy of  
the  MOV main tenance.  The l i c e n s e e  voided th e  SPR on February 21, 1992, p r i o r  
to  an announced NRC in sp ec t io n  of  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s MOV program. The SPR was 
voided on t h e  b a s i s  t h a t  adequate work i n s t r u c t i o n s  were developed f o r  each 
MOV s e r v i c e  r e q u e s t ,  t h a t  work i n s t r u c t i o n s  provided needed f l e x i b i l i t y  during 
the  conduct o f  MOV maintenance,  and t h a t  t h e r e  was no evidence of MOV 
d egrada t ion  because o f  a lack  o f  p roper ly  performed maintenance.  The NRC 
i n s p e c to r s  expressed concern t h a t  t h i s  SPR was not p rope r ly  addressed p r i o r  to  
i t s  voidance .  The NRC in sp ec t io n  team performed an independent assessment of 
25 MOV work packages and concluded t h a t  some of  the  problems found may have 
been caused by d e f i c i e n t  MOV work i n s t r u c t i o n s  or  p rocedures .  An unresolved 
item (9235-04) was issued to  document the  i n s p e c t o r s ’ conce rn .

NRC Inspec t ion  Report 93-13, i ssued  April  23, 1993, documented the  r e s o l u t i o n  
o f  the  unreso lved  i tem. The r e p o r t  in d ic a te d  t h a t  the  NRC in s p ec to r s  found 
t h e r e  were no s tanda rd ized  g u id e l in e s  f o r  th e  p re p a ra t io n  of  work i n s t r u c t i o n s  
f o r  MOV main tenance.  The ind iv idua l  maintenance p lanner s  had t h e i r  own s e t  of 
g ener ic  work i n s t r u c t i o n s ,  which var ied  from p lanner  to  p lanner .  The NRC 
in s p e c to r s  determined t h a t  the  lack  of  s tanda rd ized  g u id e l in e s  led  t o  the  
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  in the  work packages.  The l i c e n s e e  committed, during the  
in s p e c t io n ,  t h a t  a c o n t r a c to r  would be h i red  w i th in  the  next  two months to  
work on t h e  maintenance procedures  and t h a t  the  procedures  would be ready by 
the  summer o f  1993.

The ART v e r i f i e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had h i red  ITI MOVATS as the  c o n t r a c t o r .
ITI MOVATS’ e x i s t i n g  MOV maintenance procedures ,  inc lud ing  packing, 
l u b r i c a t i o n ,  t e s t i n g ,  i n s p e c t io n ,  i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  assembly and d isassembly ,  and 
overhau l ,  were approved by the  l i c e n se e  f o r  use a t  STP and were adopted as 
STP’ s MOV maintenance procedures  with STP’ s procedure  numbers. STP i s  in the  
process  o f  conver t ing  a l l  the  ITI MOVATS maintenance procedures  in to  STP 
maintenance p rocedures .  The l i c e n s e e  now has i t s  own procedures  to  i n s t r u c t  
c r a f t s  to  perform va lve maintenance.
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4 . 8 . 6 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, th e  l i c e n s e e  has approved 
c o n t r a c t o r - s u p p l i e d  maintenance procedures  f o r  use and i s  in the  process  of 
developing i t s  own procedures .  This item i s  c lo sed .

4 . 8 . 6 . 4  Recommended Action

The NRC should perform a fu tu r e  in sp ec t io n  o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s commitment to  
develop s tanda rd ized  g u id e l in e s  f o r  the  p re p a ra t io n  of  motor-operated  valve 
maintenance work i n s t r u c t i o n s .
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4 .8 .7  Valves Were Not W el l -Pro tec ted  in the  Warehouse

4 .8 .7 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t ,  during c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  va lves  were not where they were 
supposed to  be.  Also,  once removed from the  warehouse, va lves  were not w e l l -  
p ro tec ted  from d i r t .

4 .8 .7 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  he had been tasked with f in d in g  valves  f o r  th e  purpose 
of  r e p a i r i n g  c o a t i n g s .  He d iscovered  t h a t  many of t h e  valves  were found in 
p i l e s  and covered with d u s t .  The a l l e g e r  could not r e c a l l  any s p e c i f i c  valves  
or systems t h a t  were a f f e c t e d .

The NRC reviewed a s i m i l a r  concern regard ing  valves  t h a t  d id  not r e c e iv e  
proper maintenance befo re  i n s t a l l a t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  review a re  
documented in NUREG-1306, "NRC Safe ty  S ign i f ic ance  Assessment Team Report on 
A l lega t ions  Rela ted  to  the  South Texas P r o jec t ,  Units  1 and 2 , "  dated March 
1988. Sec t ion  5 .2 .2  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  addresses  an a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  va lves  did  
not r e c e iv e  p roper  maintenance before  i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  and, when valves  were 
removed from a system f o r  reworking, they were m is loca ted  when r e i n s t a l l e d .
The in s p e c to r s  conducted a g ener ic  review o f  valve i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  They found 
t h a t  d e t a i l e d  procedures  and g u id e l in e s  were in p lace  to  e l im in a te  a l l  
p o t e n t i a l  a re a s  o f  concern .  They a l so  reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s QC in sp ec t io n  
r e p o r t s  f o r  a l i s t  o f  va lves  and found t h a t  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  had been taken 
f o r  a l l  nonconforming c o n d i t io n s .  The SSAT in s p e c to r s  a l so  performed a 
walkdown of  70 valve  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and did not f ind  any discrepancy in  th e  as-  
b u i l t  va lve  c o n f ig u r a t io n s  or l o c a t i o n s .  In conc lus ion ,  the  SSAT did  not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  a l l e g a t i o n  of  inadequate  valve i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  The c u r r e n t  
a l l e g a t i o n  d id  not provide  any new or  add i t iona l  informat ion  t h a t  would change 
t h i s  c o nc lus ion .

4 . 8 . 7 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Although i t  would not be unusual f o r  
components to  be exposed to  d i r t  a t  a co n s t ru c t io n  s i t e ,  the  team could not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h a t  va lves  rece ived  inadequate  p r o t e c t i o n .  However, the  NRC 
does not co n s id e r  t h i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  s a f e ty  concern because the  va lves  are  
t e s t e d  a f t e r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  to  ensure  o p e r a b i l i t y .  In a d d i t io n ,  valve 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s  were reviewed by th e  SSAT fo llowing c o n s t r u c t io n  and were found 
to  be s a t i s f a c t o r y .  This item i s  c losed .

4 . 8 . 7 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .9  Motor-Operated Valve Program

4 .9 .1  MOV Inspec t ion

4 . 9 . 1 . 1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  in p re p a ra t io n  f o r  th e  NRC MOV inspec t ion  in March 1993, 
t h e  l i c e n s e e  had planned not t o  show c e r t a i n  in format ion to  the  i n s p e c to r s  
u n le ss  they reques ted  i t .  Because o f  th e  way the  da tabases  were s e t  up, i t  
would be d i f f i c u l t  f o r  the  in s p ec to r s  to  f ind  c e r t a i n  informat ion on va lv es .

4 . 9 . 1 . 2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  i s  r e f e r r i n g  to  an in sp ec t io n  conducted March 22-26, 1993, t h a t  i s  
documented in IR 93-13. The in s p e c to r s  reviewed maintenance on MOVs as a 
follow-up to  a concern i d e n t i f i e d  in IR 93-08 t h a t  a number o f  work a c t i v i t i e s  
appeared t o  be r e p e t i t i v e .  The in s p ec to r s  reques ted  a computer p r i n t o u t  of  
th e  work h i s t o r i e s  f o r  a l l  MOVs w i th in  th e  scope o f  GL 89-10 f o r  a 4 -yea r  
pe r iod  from 1989 to  1993. The in s p e c to r s  were provided with a l i s t  t h a t  the  
l i c e n s e e  in d ic a te d  conta ined  a l l  the  c o r r e c t i v e  work re q u e s t s  t h a t  had been 
completed or voided during the  reques ted  t ime pe r iod .  The in s p ec to r s  s e l e c t e d  
and reviewed th e  work h i s t o r i e s  o f  approximately  30 of  the  MOVs in the  GL 
89-10 program. While the  in s p e c to r s  d id  not v e r i f y  t h a t  th e  l i s t  was 
complete,  they d id  not express  any concern t h a t  i t  was no t .

From the  informat ion  suppl ied  by the  l i c e n s e e ,  the  in sp ec to r s  found severa l  
MOVs t h a t  r e q u i re d  maintenance t o  be performed a t  l e a s t  one a d d i t io n a l  t ime.  
The in sp ec to r s  a l s o  found t h a t  r e p e a t  maintenance was o f ten  requ i red  because 
th e  cause o f  th e  problem was not de termined.  For some va lv es ,  the  in s p ec to r s  
found t h a t  maintenance was untimely or i n e f f e c t i v e .  The i n s p e c t o r s ’ 
conclus ions  were p r im a r i ly  n e g a t iv e .  There fo re ,  even i f  d e f i c i e n c i e s  in  the  
program were not p resen ted  t o  the  in s p e c to r s ,  th e  in s p ec to r s  did  see enough 
examples o f  i n e f f e c t i v e  maintenance to  come to  th e  conclus ion  t h a t  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  e x i s t e d .

Another in sp ec t io n  was conducted in June 1993 (IR 93-06) to  examine th e  
implementation o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s GL 89-10 program. The focus  o f  t h i s  
in sp ec t io n  was t o  s e l e c t  and review in -dep th  severa l  MOVs from the  GL 89-10 
program, based on an informat ion m atr ix  provided by the  l i c e n s e e .  The 
s e l e c t i o n  was b ia sed  toward MOVs t h a t  appeared to  have l e s s  than average 
margin; o the rw ise ,  an at tempt was made to  s e l e c t  va r ious  valve  and a c t u a t o r  
s i z e s  and t e s t s  conducted under va r ious  d i f f e r e n t i a l  p re s su re  c o n d i t i o n s .  The 
in s p e c to r s  reviewed the  design b a s i s  c a l c u l a t i o n s  o f  design  flow, tem pera tu re ,  
and the  maximum expected d i f f e r e n t i a l  p r e s su re ,  the  s i z in g  and switch s e t t i n g  
c a l c u l a t i o n ,  th e  d i a g n o s t i c  t e s t  da ta  package, and the  d ia g n o s t i c  t r a c e s .
The in s p ec to r s  concluded t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s MOV program g e n e r a l ly  f u l f i l l e d  
i t s  GL 89-10 commitments, but found numerous examples o f  inadequate  
c a l c u l a t i o n s  and ana lyses .

Addit ional in s p e c t io n s  o f  the  MOV program were conducted in February 1993 (IR 
93-08) ,  April  1994 (IR 94-14) ,  and October 1994 (IR 94-32) .
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4 . 9 . 1 . 3  C onclusion

The a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This ev a lu a t io n  reviewed only the  
p o t e n t i a l  s a f e t y  impact of the  a l leged  withhold ing  o f  in format ion from 
i n s p e c to r s .  Based on the  conclus ions  o f  the  in s p e c to r s ,  s u f f i c i e n t  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  to  show the  t r u e  con d i t io n  of the  l i c e n s e e ’ s MOV 
program and to  a l e r t  th e  NRC and the  l i c e n s e e  t h a t  improvement was necessa ry .  
In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  amount o f  in sp ec t io n  o f  the  MOV program s ince  
March 1993 would l i k e l y  have revealed  any problems t h a t  were not i d e n t i f i e d  a t  
the  t im e. This  i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 9 .1 .4  Recommended Action

None.
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4 . 9 .2  MOV Program Self-A ssessm ent

4 . 9 . 2 . 1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s s e l f - a s se s sm en t  o f  i t s  MOV program in 
January  1994 d id  not address a l l  problems with the  program and t h a t  th e  June 
1994 GL 89-10 c lo su r e  l e t t e r  from th e  l i c e n s e e  may have f a l s e l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  
the  program was complete.  The a l l e g e r  r e f e r r e d  to  a s t a t i o n  problem r e p o r t  
t h a t  was w r i t t e n  in 1994, th e  concerns o f  which were not adequate ly  addressed .

This a l l e g a t i o n  was p rev ious ly  submitted to  the  NRC in March 1994, as 
d is cu s sed  below.

4 . 9 . 2 . 2  D e ta i l s

The l i c e n s e e  conducted a s e l f - a s se s sm en t  o f  i t s  MOV program in January 1994.
On January  28, 1994, an SPR was i n i t i a t e d  t h a t  documented concerns t h a t  had 
been i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing  the  assessment.  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  i t  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  
MOVATS/HL&P MOV work packages were not e f f e c t i v e l y  c o n t r o l l e d ,  r e v i s e d ,  and 
implemented with the  ap p ro p r ia te  approva ls .  In ad d i t io n ,  i t  s t a t e s  t h a t  
d u p l i c a t e  work documents were genera ted  t o  perform maintenance,  maintenance 
a c t i v i t i e s  were not e f f e c t i v e l y  monitored to  ensure they met the  p ro v i s io n s  of 
GL 89-10, th e r e  was a l ack  o f  QA/QC o v e r s ig h t  regard ing  vendor a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 
some r e p a i r s  were done by ITI MOVATS without  l i c e n se e  o v e r s ig h t  and approval.  
Many o f  th e se  problems were i d e n t i f i e d  by previous  SPRs. This SPR was th e  
l a s t  o f  10 SPRs documenting MOV problems which had been i n i t i a t e d  during the  
assessment.

The l i c e n s e e  c losed  out th e  SPR on April  15, 1994. The c lo s e - o u t  memorandum 
acknowledged t h a t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  e x i s t e d  and recorded the  f in d in g s  as p a r t  o f  a 
p rocess  improvement i n i t i a t i v e .  The fo llowing c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  were taken 
t o  address  th e  non-conformance i s su e s :

• HL&P su p e rv i s io n  was included in the  MOV func t iona l  o rg a n iz a t io n .

• An HL&P schedu le r  reviews a l l  MOV a c t i v i t i e s .

• HL&P QC became involved in th e  work package planning and work 
a c t i v i t i e s .

• T ra in ing  was performed on th e  conformance to  SPR and PCF p ro cesses .

In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  t h a t  severa l  i s sues  were being addressed f o r  
long term process  improvement.

The f i n a l  r e p o r t  o f  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s MOV se l f -a s se s sm en t  was is sued  on March 30,
1994. The f i n a l  r e p o r t  conta ined  severa l  recommendations t h a t  addressed the  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  noted in  t h i s  problem r e p o r t  and in o th e r  SPRs. The a l l e g e r  
s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  r e p o r t  concluded t h a t  every th ing  was f i n e  with the  program, 
and t h a t  conclus ion  was not t r u e .  The ART reviewed th e  HL&P se l f - a s s e s s m e n t
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r e p o r t .  The r e p o r t  d id  not conclude t h a t  every th ing  was s a t i s f a c t o r y  with the  
GL 89-10 program. The r e p o r t  i d e n t i f i e d  severa l  s t r e n g t h s  but a l so  noted 
several  key a reas  f o r  improvement. The r e p o r t  s t a t e s ,  "Completion o f  the  
scope o f  work re q u i re d  to  comply with the  June 26, 1994, NRC Generic L e t t e r  
89-10 commitments w i l l  r e q u i r e  ex tens ive  p lanning and management a t t e n t i o n . "

An a l l e g a t i o n  o f  these  concerns with the  MOV program was p rev io u s ly  received  
in March 1994 by OIG and was r e f e r r e d  to  Region IV f o r  r e s o l u t i o n .  Region IV 
found t h a t  th e  a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d  in t h a t  numerous problems e x i s t ed  
with th e  MOV program a t  STP. The c lo su re  l e t t e r  f o r  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  s t a t e s  
t h a t  IR 94-14 documents the  c lo su re  o f  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n .  RIV conducted the 
i n s p e c t io n ,  documented in IR 94-14, during th e  week o f  April  25-29, 1994, 
using NRC Temporary I n s t r u c t io n  2515/109, " In sp ec t io n  Requirements f o r  Generic 
L e t t e r  89-10,  S a fe ty -R e la ted  Motor-Operated Valve Tes t ing  and S u r v e i l l a n c e . "  
The in s p e c to r s  reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s s e l f - a s s e s s m e n t  as p a r t  o f  the  
i n s p e c t i o n .  The in sp ec to r s  a l so  noted t h a t  th e  SPR d iscu ssed  above had been 
i n i t i a t e d  to  document the  concerns o f  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n .  The i n s p e c to r s  noted 
t h a t  th e  management team support  of  the  assessment team members and th e  
o v e ra l l  coopera t ion  shown by a l l  i n d iv id u a l s  in suppor t ing  th e  assessment  was 
an improvement over previous  a c t i v i t i e s  undertaken f o r  the  MOV program. The
in s p e c to r s  a l so  noted t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  had i d e n t i f i e d  severa l  key a re a s  fo r
improvement and had provided recommendations f o r  achieving  ownership,  program 
management, q u a l i t y ,  work p rocesses ,  and long-term program maintenance.  One 
a rea  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  i d e n t i f i e d  as a key a rea  f o r  improvement was l i c e n s e e  
ownership and program o v e r s ig h t .  The in s p e c to r s  concluded t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  
had taken  a thorough,  o b je c t iv e  look a t  i t s  performance in  th e  MOV a rea  and
th e  i s s u e s  were being adequate ly  addressed.

The l i c e n s e e  submit ted  a l e t t e r  on June 28, 1994, "Response t o  Generic L e t t e r
89-10 ."  The l e t t e r  s t a t e s ,  "The South Texas P r o j e c t   has conf idence  t h a t
the  requ i rem ents  o f  the  Generic L e t t e r  have been a p p r o p r i a t e ly  addressed and 
implemented." The a l l e g e r  expressed concern t h a t  th e  p ro v is io n s  o f  th e  
gener ic  l e t t e r  had not been a p p r o p r ia t e ly  addressed a t  t h i s  t ime because the  
l i c e n s e e  would not have had enough t ime to  complete a l l  c a l c u l a t i o n s .  The NRC 
s t a f f  was not aware o f  the  exac t  s t a t e  o f  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s program a t  t h e  t ime 
o f  th e  l e t t e r ,  but i t  would not be uncommon i f  the  program s t i l l  had some 
minor d e f i c i e n c i e s  t h a t  req u i red  a d d i t io n a l  e f f o r t .

In October 1994, the  NRC conducted a c lo seo u t  in s p e c t io n  o f  the  MOV program. 
This i n s p e c t io n  i d e n t i f i e d  some areas  which needed to  be addressed b u t ,  in 
g e n e r a l ,  v e r i f i e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had adequate ly  addressed  i t s  commitments 
to  GL 89-10. The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  in sp ec t io n  a re  documented in IR 94-32, da ted  
November 10, 1994. The in sp ec to r s  reviewed c a l c u l a t i o n s ,  inc lud ing  
C a lc u la t io n  MC-6442, "Phase I I  GL 89-10 J u s t i f i c a t i o n s . "  The i n s p e c to r s  found 
i t  to  be comprehensive in provid ing exp lan a t io n s  o f  the  assumptions ,  
methodologies ,  and ph i lo soph ies  used in the  e v a lu a t io n  p ro c e ss .  The 
i n s p e c t o r s  concluded t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  had s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  the  
design b a s i s  c a p a b i l i t y  of  th e  Phase I I  MOVs in the  GL 89-10 program. The 
i n s p e c to r s  a l s o  reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’s e v a lu a t io n s  o f  p re s su re  lock ing  and 
thermal b ind ing  of  MOVs and found t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  had completed ev a lu a t io n s  
f o r  only 36 o f  th e  66 valves  determined to  be p o t e n t i a l l y  s u s c e p t i b l e  to
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p re s su re  locking  and thermal b inding .  The in s p e c to r s  recognized the  
c i rcumstances  r e q u i r in g  d e fe r r a l  o f  the  e v a lu a t io n s ,  and the  l i c e n se e  
committed t o  complete the  c a l c u l a t i o n s  by th e  end o f  1994.

The i n s p e c to r s  reviewed e f f o r t s  taken by q u a l i t y  assurance  and se l f -a sses sm en t  
groups to  monitor the  s t a t u s  o f  the  MOV program during the  p a s t  year ,  
inc lu d in g  th e  January  1994 s e l f -a s se s sm en t ,  and found them to  be 
comprehensive.  The in sp ec to r s  reviewed an HL&P i n - o f f i c e  memorandum dated 
June 8, 1994, which s t a t e d  t h a t  a c t i o n s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  s e l f - a s se s sm en t  had 
been completed.  The l i c e n s e e ’ s q u a l i t y  assurance  s t a f f  a l so  performed an 
assessment  o f  th e  MOV program before  and a f t e r  submit ta l  of  th e  June 28, 1994, 
c lo s u r e  l e t t e r .  This assessment concluded t h a t  a l l  GL 89-10 commitments had 
been addressed by June 28, 1994. The in s p e c to r s  concluded, based on a review 
o f  t h e se  r e p o r t s ,  t h a t  the  s t a t e d  o b je c t iv e s  were met and t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  
had e f f e c t i v e l y  u t i l i z e d  q u a l i t y  assurance  and s e l f - a s s e s s m e n t  resources  as 
p a r t  o f  a concer ted  e f f o r t  to  optimize  the  MOV program.

IR 94-32 v e r i f i e d  completion o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s commitments t o  GL 89-10, 
c o n t in g en t  on th e  l i c e n s e e  subm it t ing ,  w i th in  60 days,  a l e t t e r  documenting 
a d d i t io n a l  commitments r e l a t e d  t o  p e r io d ic  v e r i f i c a t i o n  and post-maintenance 
t e s t i n g  o f  MOVs. The l i c e n s e e  submitted t h i s  l e t t e r  on January  9, 1995. The 
NRC has concluded t h a t  a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  i s su e s  r e l a t e d  to  the  MOV program have 
been re so lv ed ,  and c losed  i t s  review o f  the  STP GL 89-10 program as noted in a 
l e t t e r  dated March 2, 1995.

4 . 9 . 2 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The NRC reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s s e l f -  
assessment and found i t  t o  be complete.  The NRC a l so  performed severa l  
in s p e c t io n s  o f  th e  MOV program and determined t h a t  a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  i s sues  
r e l a t e d  to  th e  MOV program have been re so lved  and a l l  commitments to  GL 89-10 
have been completed.

4 . 9 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .10  In se r v ic e  T es t in g  (1ST)

4 .10 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  t h e  1ST program used on s i t e  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  
submit ted to  t h e  NRC. I t  was a l so  a l leged  t h a t  HL&P took exemptions t h a t  were 
never a u th o r iz ed  by th e  NRC and got verbal approval before  Unit 1 s t a r t u p  in 
e a r ly  1994.

This a l l e g a t i o n  had been p rev ious ly  submitted to  th e  NRC in March 1994, as 
d iscussed  below.

4 .1 0 .2  D e t a i l s

Few d e t a i l s  were provided by the  a l l e g e r ,  but t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  i s  s i m i l a r  to  an 
a l l e g a t i o n  r e c e iv e d  by th e  OIG and forwarded to  Region IV in March 1994. The 
NRC c losed  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  in August 1994 and determined t h a t  t h i s  p o r t i o n  of  
t h e  a l l e g a t i o n  was p a r t i a l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  but t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had taken 
a p p r o p r i a t e  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s .

The a l l e g e r  was concerned t h a t  c e r t a i n  s u r v e i l l a n c e s  o f  va lves  were no t  being 
performed in accordance with p l a n t  requirements .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  the  a l l e g e r  
s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  was u n c lea r  which r e v i s io n  of  the  1ST plan was in e f f e c t .  This
concern was documented in an SPR dated February 4,  1994. The SPR was 
genera ted  dur ing  a s e l f - a s s e s s m e n t  of  the  GL 89-10 MOV program. The NRC 
addressed  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  in th e  course  o f  an in sp ec t io n  of  HL&P’ s 1ST program 
in May 1994 (IR 94-19) .

The in s p e c to r s  reviewed the  SPR, which noted t h a t  fo u r  va lves  were no t  
inc luded in Revis ion 5 o f  the  1ST p lan .  The l i c e n s e e  was aware t h a t  these  
va lves  were no t  in th e  c u r r e n t  r e v i s io n  of  the  p lan ;  however, the  va lves  were 
inc luded  in t h e  s u r v e i l l a n c e  da tabase  and a p p ro p r i a t e ly  t e s t e d .  These valves  
were subsequen t ly  inc luded  in the  r e v i s io n  of  the  1ST plan t h a t  was submit ted  
t o  the  NRC. The SPR was i n i t i a l l y  screened by th e  P lan t  Review Group on 
February 4,  1994 and ca teg o r ized  as a p o s s ib le  mode r e s t r a i n t .  The r e s u l t i n g  
o p e r a b i l i t y  review determined t h a t  two of  the  va lves  (component coo l ing  water 
(CCW) check va lv es )  were being t e s t e d  in accordance with an a l t e r n a t e  t e s t  
method allowed by GL 89-04. This a l t e r n a t e  t e s t  method was submitted as
R e l i e f  Request  51 in  Revision 6 t o  the  1ST plan.  The l i c e n s e e  determined t h a t
th e  remaining two va lves  (flow con t ro l  va lves) were a l so  t e s t e d  using 
a l t e r n a t e  t e s t i n g  methods desc r ibed  in GL 89-04 ( R e l i e f  Request 52).  Based on
t h i s  review, t h e  l i c e n s e e  determined t h a t  the  SPR was not a mode r e s t r a i n t .
The i n s p e c t o r s  agreed t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had taken a p p ro p r i a t e  s tep s  t o  
demonstra te  t h a t  th e  va lves  were operab le .

The i n s p e c t o r s  noted t h a t ,  upon i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  d i s c r e p a n c i e s ,  the
l i c e n s e e  began us ing Revision 6 (Unit  1) and Revision 4 (Unit 2) of  t h e  1ST
p lan ,  a l though Revis ion 5 was th e  approved v e r s io n .  This r e s u l t e d  in 
confus ion  as t o  which r e v i s io n  of  the  1ST plan was in e f f e c t .
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IR 94-19 documents ano ther  ins tance  in which th e  approved 1ST plan was not the  
plan used a t  STP. The in s p ec to r s  found t h a t  th e  rev i sed  in s e r v ic e  t e s t  plan 
was approved in  June 1993, but had not been implemented a t  the  t ime o f  the  
in s p e c t io n  in  May 1994. This r e s u l t e d  in th e  r e a c t o r  makeup water  pumps being 
l i s t e d  in th e  NRC-approved p lan ,  but not being t e s t e d .  The l i c e n s e e  had 
i n i t i a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  c e r t a i n  components, inc lud ing  the  r e a c t o r  makeup 
water  pumps, were not l i s t e d  in the  1ST in May 1990. These components were 
subsequen t ly  added to  Revision 6 (Unit  1) and Revision 4 (Unit 2) o f  the  1ST 
p lans ;  p rocedures  were developed to  t e s t  the  components. However, th e  r e a c t o r  
makeup water  pumps, al though added to  the  1ST p lan ,  were not t e s t e d .  The 
in s p e c to r s  noted t h a t ,  al though t h i s  had been i d e n t i f i e d  by th e  l i c e n s e e  in 
May 1990, as o f  June 1994, the  pumps had not been t e s t e d .  The NRC issued  a 
S e v e r i ty  Level IV v i o l a t i o n  f o r  not promptly c o r r e c t in g  a co nd i t ion  adverse to  
q u a l i t y .  The i n s p e c to r s  reviewed HL&P’ s method o f  ensur ing t h a t  components 
added t o  th e  1ST plan were t e s t e d .  The in s p ec to r s  a l so  v e r i f i e d  t h a t  the  
method was working and t h a t  no o th e r  cases o f  f a i l u r e  to  t e s t  were i d e n t i f i e d .

HL&P responded t o  th e  Notice  o f  V io la t ion  on August 18, 1994. As a c o r r e c t i v e  
a c t i o n ,  HL&P approved and issued the  t e s t  procedure  f o r  the  r e a c t o r  makeup 
water pumps and t e s t e d  th e  pumps; rev ised  t h e  program procedures f o r  
i d e n t i f y i n g  p o t e n t i a l l y  s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  components and adding them to  the  1ST 
program; and, committed t o  develop a bases document f o r  the  1ST program t h a t  
w i l l  p rovide  a t e ch n ica l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  in c lu s io n  or exc lu s ion  o f  every 
Class 1, 2, or  3 pump or valve in the  program. This document i s  scheduled to  
be completed by March, 1995.

I t  was a l s o  a l l e g e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  was never given approval f o r  r e l i e f  
r e q u e s t s  p r i o r  t o  using them. Allegedly ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  c a l l e d  the  NRC and got 
r e l i e f  j u s t  be fo re  s t a r t i n g  up Unit 1 in February 1994. The ART reviewed a 
note  by th e  l i c e n s e e  which documented the  te lephone  c a l l .  The r e l i e f  reques ts  
in  q u e s t io n ,  RR-51, RR-52, and RR-9, involve the  CCW and re s id u a l  heat  removal 
systems. During the  te lephone c a l l ,  the  l i c e n s e e  did  not r e q u e s t  r e l i e f  but 
v e r i f i e d  with  t h e  NRC s t a f f  t h a t  formal r e l i e f  was not req u i red  because the  
p ro v is io n s  o f  GL 89-06 were ap p l icab le  to  th e  f i r s t  two r e l i e f  r e q u e s t s ,  and 
th e  t h i r d  r e q u e s t  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with 0M-6. The l i c e n s e e  committed to  submit a 
supplement t o  t h e  1ST plan to  c l a r i f y  these  p o s i t i o n s .  This l e t t e r  was 
submit ted  on June 14, 1994. By l e t t e r  da ted August 16, 1994, t h e  NRC 
documented i t s  e v a lu a t io n  o f  the  in format ion and noted t h a t  th e  r e v i s i o n s  to  
th e  1ST program do not r e q u i r e  NRC approval.

4 .10 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was p a r t i a l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The l i c e n s e e  d id  use a ve rs ion  
o th e r  than th e  approved ve rs ion  of  the  1ST program. However, a v i o l a t i o n  was 
i s sued  and a p p r o p r i a t e  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ions  were taken .  The a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  
HL&P took  exemptions t h a t  were not au thor ized  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This 
i tem i s  c lo se d .
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4 .1 0 .4  Recommended Action

The NRC s t a f f  should  ensure  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s commitment to  develop a bases 
document f o r  t h e  1ST program has been f u l f i l l e d .
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4.11 Training and Q u a li f ic a t io n

4.11 .1  Worker Q u a l i f i c a t i o n

4 .1 1 .1 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g e d  t h a t  during c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  workers w i thout  a te ch n ica l  degree 
were given t i t l e s  such as coa t ing  eng ineer  or e l e c t r i c a l  eng inee r .  The 
c o n t r a c t o r  (Ebasco) would " c rea te"  workers’ backgrounds.

4 .1 1 .1 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  exp la ined  t h a t  a background would be c r e a te d  by p lac ing  an 
employee in va r ious  work groups.  The employee would g e t  exper ience  in each 
a rea ;  t h i s  would be r e f l e c t e d  in h i s  resume. Apparent ly ,  Ebasco gave the  
workers t i t l e s  according to  the  p o s i t i o n  they held  r a t h e r  than t h e i r  t e chn ica l  
degree.  At th e  t ime of  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n ,  t h i s  a c t io n  d id  not  v i o l a t e  NRC 
requ irements .  The a l l e g e r  did  not  provide i n d i c a t io n  o f  inadequate  q u a l i t y  of 
the  work performed,  nor s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l s  to  al low f u r t h e r  NRC review.

4 .1 1 .1 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, even i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  i t  was 
not a v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC requ irements .  This i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 .1 1 .1 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 1 .2  Training

4 .1 1 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  many e l e c t r i c i a n s  on th e  work crews do not a t t e n d  the  
r equ i red  c l a s s e s  to  l e a rn  th e  procedures .  The example provided by the  a l l e g e r  
occurred in March 1994.

4 .1 1 .2 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  d id  not express  any concerns regard ing  the  q u a l i t y  o f  work t h a t  
was performed.

HL&P’ s Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0113, "Work D i r e c t i o n , " allows fo r  n o n - c e r t i f i e d  
persons  to  perform work as long as work d i r e c t i o n  i s  provided in which a 
c e r t i f i e d  person d i r e c t s  t h e  work and d i r e c t l y  observes  a c t i v i t i e s .  The 
a l l e g e r  d id  not provide  adequate  d e t a i l s  as to  the  p a r t i c u l a r  personnel and 
work involved to  de te rmine  whether work was performed c o n t ra ry  to  HL&P’ s 
p rocedures .

However, a t r a i n i n g  weakness in the  t im e l in e s s  o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  
e l e c t r i c i a n s  has r e c e n t l y  been brought to  th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  l i c e n s e e  management 
by s e l f - a s s e s s m e n t s ,  t h i r d  p a r ty  t r a i n i n g  a u d i t s ,  and an NRC t r a i n i n g  
in s p e c t io n  conducted May 23-27, 1994, as documented in IR 94-22. During t h i s  
in s p e c t io n ,  t h e  NRC advised the  l i c e n s e e  t h a t  the  t im e l in e s s  o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
was cons idered  a t r a i n i n g  weakness. In some cases the  i n t e r v a l  between formal 
t r a i n i n g  and pending c e r t i f i c a t i o n  was as long as two y e a r s .  The NRC found no 
evidence  t h a t  work had been performed c o n t ra ry  to  HL&P p rocedures .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  th e  i n s p e c to r s  concluded t h a t  maintenance t r a i n i n g  had been 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s t reng thened  by s t a n d a rd i z a t io n  o f  formal t r a i n i n g  procedures .

4 .1 1 .2 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This item i s  c lo sed .

4 . 1 1 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .12  S ecu r ity

4 .12 .1  V i s i t o r  Access

4 .1 2 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

On June 4,  1988, a v i s i t o r  access  form was approved by an ind iv idua l  who was 
not au th o r ized  t o  do so.  Upon d iscovery  o f  the  i n c i d e n t ,  on June 15, 1988, a 
l i c e n s e e  manager s igned  the  v i s i t o r  access form but d id  not da te  h is  
s i g n a t u r e .  I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  the  event was not rep o r ted  to  the  NRC.

This a l l e g a t i o n  was p rev io u s ly  submit ted to  the  NRC, as d iscussed  below.

4 .1 2 .1 .2  D e ta i l s

The NRC eva lua ted  t h i s  concern dur ing an in sp ec t io n  o f  the  safeguards  program 
in August 1991 (IR 91-21) .  The in sp ec to r s  reviewed the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  r e p o r t ,  which found no evidence of  w i l l f u l l y  mis leading the  NRC. 
The in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t  s t a t e s ,  "This event  i s  considered  to  be o f  minor 
safeguards  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i d e n t i f i e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  and in v e s t ig a t e d  by the  
Safe Team. In 1988, th e  NRC r e p o r t a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  (10 CFR 73.71) was being 
r e v i s ed  and r e d e f in e d  and, th u s ,  the  su b jec t  of  numerous and var ied  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  Based upon th e  above, i t  could not be determined whether 
t h i s  was a r e p o r t a b l e  i s s u e . "

The ART found t h a t  10 CFR 73.71 was publi shed as r e v i s e d  on June 9, 1987, to 
be e f f e c t i v e  October 8, 1987, and Revision 1 to  Regulatory Guide (RG) 5.62,  
"Reporting o f  Safeguards  Events ,"  was published in  November 1987 to  provide  
guidance f o r  p rope r  implementation o f  the  rev ised  r e p o r t i n g  r u l e .  Also,  the  
NRC held  a workshop in Bethesda,  Maryland on September 14, 1987 t o  answer 
a f f e c t e d  l i c e n s e e s ’ ques t ions  on th e  re v i s ed  r u l e .  Subsequently,  NUREG-1304, 
"Reporting o f  Safeguards  Events ,"  was publi shed in  February 1988 to  document 
ques t ions  d is cu s sed  a t  the  workshop.

The ART agrees  t h a t  t h e r e  could have been i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  problems, as 
in d ic a ted  by the  need f o r  a workshop. However, according to  NRR s t a f f ,  
l i c e n s e e s  were encouraged in th e  e a r l y  s tages  of  t h e  r e v i s ed  r u l e  to  co n tac t  
the  NRC i f  they  were u n c e r ta in  as to  the  r e p o r t a b i l i t y  o f  a safeguards  event.  
The in sp e c t io n  r e p o r t  does not address  whether t h e  l i c e n s e e  d id  or d id  not 
make a r e p o r t a b i l i t y  de te rm ina t ion .  The r e p o r t  appears  to  in d i c a t e  t h a t  the  
team o f  i n s p e c to r s  could not determine whether t h i s  was a r e p o r t a b l e  i s su e .

Without reviewing th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s s e c u r i t y  plan t h a t  was in e f f e c t  f o r  June 
1988, i t  i s  not p o s s i b l e  f o r  th e  ART to  determine r e p o r t a b i l i t y  with 
c e r t a i n t y .  N e v e r th e le s s ,  i t  appears t h a t  the  event  may have been r e p o r t a b l e  
as a loggable  even t  in accordance with paragraph I I . ( b )  o f  Appendix G to  10 
CFR P a r t  73. The paragraph s t a t e s ,  "Any o th e r  t h r e a t e n e d ,  a t tempted ,  or 
committed a c t  no t p re v io u s ly  de f ined  in Appendix G with th e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
reducing th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  safeguards  system below t h a t  committed to  in 
a l i c e n se d  phys ica l  s e c u r i t y  o r  contingency plan o r  th e  ac tua l  cond i t ion  of
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such r e d u c t io n  in e f f e c t i v e n e s s . "  The event would have met t h i s  r e p o r t i n g  
requirement i f  i t  was a decrease  in s e c u r i t y  plan commitments, even i f  i t  was 
of  minor sa feguards  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

According to  th e  a l l e g e r ,  t h e r e  was no problem with a u th o r i z in g  access  fo r  
t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  v i s i t o r ,  and he was e sco r ted  the  e n t i r e  t ime he was o n s i t e .
The a l l e g e r  provided no new in format ion  to  the  ART t h a t  was not known during 
the  in sp ec t io n  documented in IR 91-21.

4 .1 2 .1 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The a l l e g a t i o n  does not invo lve  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  s a f e t y  or safeguards  i s s u e ,  but the  f a i l u r e  to  reco rd  t h e  improper 
a u th o r i z a t i o n  in th e  safeguards  event  log forwarded t o  the  NRC f o r  t h a t  t ime 
frame may be a v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC r e g u l a t i o n s .  This i tem i s  c lo se d .

4 .1 2 .1 .4  Recommended Action

The l i c e n s e e ’ s f a i l u r e  to  submit t h i s  in c id en t  in a safeguards  even t  log to  
th e  NRC may be a v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC r e g u l a t i o n s .  The NRC w i l l  de te rm ine  the  
need f o r  enforcement .  However, based on the  low s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  and 
improved l i c e n s e e  performance in the  safeguards  a rea ,  t h i s  v i o l a t i o n  may be 
n o n -c i t e d .
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4 .1 2 .2  Unit 2 Lockdown

4 .1 2 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

Following c o n s t r u c t i o n  of Unit 2, the  l i c e n se e  performed a search  and repor ted  
to  the  NRC t h a t  a complete lockdown of the  Unit 2 f a c i l i t y  had been completed 
a t  1730 on October 30, 1988. I t  was a l leged  t h a t ,  a t  t h a t  t im e, only about 
h a l f  o f  the  v i t a l  a rea  doors had been recorded to  s e c u r i t y  and no s e c u r i t y  
o f f i c e r s  were pos ted  f o r  the  unrecorded doors .  According t o  th e  a l l e g e r ,  
o p e r a b i l i t y  t e s t i n g  o f  the  alarm p o in t s  on the  doors d id  not begin u n t i l  two 
hours a f t e r  the  lockdown. I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  f a l s i f i e d  
informat ion  to  th e  NRC when i t  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  lockdown was performed 
p ro p e r ly .

4 .1 2 .2 .2  D e ta i l s

A s e c u r i t y  lockdown c o n s i s t s  o f  search ing  the  p ro te c te d  and v i t a l  a reas  fo r  
contraband, r e p l a c in g  co n s t ru c t io n  locks  with s e c u r i t y  locks  ( record ing)  and
t e s t i n g  a l l  i n t r u s i o n  d e te c t io n  dev ice s .  According to  th e  a l l e g e r ,  the
record ing  and t e s t i n g  o f  the  system must be completed p r i o r  to  completion of  a 
s ea rch ,  or the  system must be rep laced  by a posted s e c u r i t y  o f f i c e r  to  
p rec lude  r e i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  contraband. The a l l e g e r  a l so  s t a t e d  t h a t  t e s t i n g  
o f  the  p ro te c te d  a rea  in t r u s io n  d e t e c t io n  devices  was s t a r t e d  two hours a f t e r  
completion o f  th e  search and t e s t i n g  o f  the  v i t a l  a rea  i n t r u s i o n  d e t e c t io n  
devices  was s t a r t e d  fo u r  hours a f t e r  the  sea rch .  According to  th e  a l l e g e r ,  no 
s e c u r i t y  o f f i c e r s  were posted .

Because the  main purpose o f  performing th e  lockdown i s  to  ensure  t h a t  
contraband i s  no t  in t roduced in to  the  p ro te c ted  o r  v i t a l  a r e a s ,  t h i s  i s  not a 
s a f e t y  or sa fegua rds  concern because any contraband in t h e s e  a reas  would have 
been d iscovered  be fo re  s t a r t u p .

The NRC does not r e g u l a t e  how a lockdown o f  a f a c i l i t y  i s  performed.  NUREG- 
0800, "Standard Review Plan ,"  Section 13.6 ,  s t a t e s  " . . . im p le m e n ta t i o n  o f  the  
physica l  s e c u r i t y  program should be accomplished 1 t o  2 months be fore  fuel  
lo ad in g ."  The SRP does not sp ec i fy  how the  lockdown should be accomplished. 
The NRC’ s review o f  a l i c e n s e e ’ s phys ica l  s e c u r i t y  program p r i o r  t o  l i c e n s in g
c o n s i s t s  o f  review o f  the  plan p r i o r  to  implementation and in s p e c t io n .
Following the  l i c e n s e e ’ s lockdown d e c l a r a t i o n ,  th e  NRC w i l l  in s p e c t  the  
f a c i l i t y  to  v e r i f y  t h a t  the  p ro tec ted  and v i t a l  a rea  phys ica l  s e c u r i t y  program 
i s  fu n c t io n in g  in th e  accep tab le  manner, as committed to  in th e  Physical  
S e c u r i ty  Plan.  The 1 to  2 month period following th e  implementation of  the  
program i s  designed to  allow the  l i c e n s e e  to  prove o p e r a b i l i t y  o f  systems and 
c o r r e c t  problems, and f o r  the  NRC to  v e r i f y  t h a t  the  systems are  a ccep tab le .  
Although th e  NRC expec ts  t h a t  a l l  co n s t ru c t io n  locks  would have been rep laced  
with s e c u r i t y  locks  a t  the  t ime the  l i c e n s e e  dec la red  th e  lockdown complete,  
th e  NRC w i l l  no t d e c la r e  the  system operable  u n t i l  an in sp e c t io n  i s  completed.
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The team attempted to  l o c a t e  documentation r e l a t i n g  to  t h i s  i n c i d e n t .  None 
was found. However, the  team determined t h a t  th e re  was no r e g u la to r y  or  
s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e  and c losed  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  without f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

4 .1 2 .2 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This a l l e g a t i o n  does not r a i s e  a 
safeguards  or  r e g u la to r y  i s s u e  and i s  c losed .

4 .1 2 .2 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 2 .3  Control o f  Safeguards Information

4 .1 2 .3 .1  Safeguards  Documents Not Proper ly  Decontrol led

4 .1 2 .3 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  safeguards  informat ion was not p ro p e r ly  c o n t r o l l e d .  
A d d i t io n a l ly ,  i t  was s en t  with t r i a l  in format ion and should not have been made 
p u b l ic  because i t  was marked as safeguards .

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was p re v io u s ly  provided to  the  NRC in 1993, as d iscussed  
below.

4 .1 2 .3 .1 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  i s  r e f e r r i n g  to  an event which occurred in August 1993. During 
l i t i g a t i o n  with former employees, HL&P a t to rn e y s  u t i l i z e d  documents p e r t a in in g  
to  p la n t  s e c u r i t y .  One o f  t h e se  pages had been redac ted  to  con ta in  no 
safeguards  m a t e r i a l ;  however, i t  was s t i l l  marked "SAFEGUARDS INFORMATION."
The page was not handled as safeguards  in format ion .  This page came from a 
document which had e a r l i e r  been found o f f s i t e  in v i o l a t i o n  o f  safeguards  
procedures .  The a t t o r n e y s  l e f t  the  "SAFEGUARDS INFORMATION" stamp on i t  
because they  wanted to  use i t  in the  form in which i t  was d iscovered  f o r  the  
d epos i t ion  hea r in g .

Region IV responded to  th e  prev ious  a l l e g a t i o n  on October 25, 1993, and 
determined t h a t  th e  f a i l u r e  t o  con t ro l  t h i s  page as sa feguards  in format ion  was 
not a v i o l a t i o n  o f  10 CFR 73.21, based on the  f a c t  t h a t  the  page did  not 
con ta in  sa fegua rds  in format ion  and t h a t  th e  reason f o r  not removing the  
safeguards  l a b e l  was s a t i s f a c t o r y .  The a l l e g e r s  were not s a t i s f i e d  with 
Region IV’s re sponse .

The ART co n su l t ed  with th e  Safeguards  Branch o f  NRR. The Safeguards  Branch 
s t a f f  agreed t h a t  t h i s  page d id  not con ta in  any safeguards  in fo rm at ion .  Also, 
in t h i s  case ,  th e  document was not mismarked because leav ing  th e  Safeguards 
Information stamp on th e  document was necessary  fo r  use in th e  d ep o s i t io n  
hear ing .  There d id  no t  appear to  be any at tempt to  w i l l f u l l y  mis lead .  In 
a d d i t io n ,  t h e  s t a f f  recogn izes  t h a t  th e r e  are  cases in which documents 
con ta in ing  p r o t e c t e d  in form at ion  such as "Nuclear Safeguards  Information" need 
to  be provided to  a c o u r t  with  c e r t a i n  c o n t r o l s ,  and th e  NRC has t y p i c a l l y  
found t h i s  t o  be a c c e p ta b le .

4 .1 2 .3 .1 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The document did  not con ta in  
safeguards  in fo rm at ion  and th e  document was not mismarked, s in ce  leav ing  the  
marked "SAFEGUARDS INFORMATION" stamp on the  document was necessa ry  f o r  use in 
th e  d ep o s i t io n  h e a r in g .  This i tem i s  c losed .
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4 . 1 2 . 3 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 2 .3 .2  Safeguards Information Left Unguarded

4 .1 2 .3 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  safeguards  informat ion was l e f t  in an unoccupied o f f i c e  in 
the  STP a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  b u i ld ing  f o r  22 minutes on June 27, 1991. The l i c e n se e  
d iscussed  th e  i n c i d e n t  with the  NRC Resident In sp ec to r  but s t a t e d  t h a t  the  
o f f i c e  in q u e s t io n  was p ro tec ted  by a s e c r e t a r y  who would have seen i f  anyone 
had gone in .  The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  showed the  in sp ec to r  the  
wrong o f f i c e  in t h e  wrong b u i ld in g .  The o f f i c e  where th e  informat ion was l e f t  
was in th e  A d m in is t ra t ion  Build ing ,  and i t  was not p ro te c te d .

This concern was o r i g i n a l l y  provided to  the  NRC and i n v e s t ig a t e d  in 1991. 
Addit ional in fo rm at ion  was provided during an in te rv iew  with an a l l e g e r  in May 
1992.

4 .1 2 .3 .2 .2  D e t a i l s

The NRC reviewed th e  a l l e g a t i o n  during an in sp ec t io n  in August 1991 (IR 91- 
21).  The i n s p e c t o r  determined t h a t  the  event was rep o r ted  in the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
sa feguards  event log  and t h a t  t h i s  event warranted  no f u r t h e r  e f f o r t ,  based on 
the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  o f f i c e  was p ro tec ted  by a s e c r e t a r y  and t h a t  the  bu i ld ing  
was the  s e c u r i t y  b u i ld in g ,  which i s  in s ide  the  p ro te c ted  a rea .  Apparently,  
the  i n s p e c to r s  misunders tood the  f a c t s  or were given th e  wrong f a c t s .  As p a r t  
o f  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  STP by th e  NRC O ff ice  o f  In spec to r  
General ,  p r e s e n t  and former employees r a i s ed  concerns rega rd ing  in accu ra te  
s ta tem en ts  in  IR 91-21. As a r e s u l t  of these  concerns ,  th e  l i c e n s e e  reviewed 
the  in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t  and submitted a l e t t e r  on February 2, 1993, s t a t i n g  t h a t  
c e r t a i n  s ta t em en ts  in IR 91-21 were i n c o r r e c t .  The l e t t e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  a 
s e c r e t a r y  d id  no t  s i t  in f r o n t  of  the  Nuclear Secu r i ty  Department o f f i c e s  in 
which th e  s a fegua rds  informat ion was l e f t  una ttended.  I t  a lso  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  
o f f i c e  was in t h e  Adm in is t ra t ion  Build ing and not the  S e c u r i ty  Bui ld ing .  
However, th e  A d m in is t ra t ion  Build ing i s  w i th in  the  p ro te c ted  a rea .  The NRC 
determined t h a t  t h e  c l a r i f y i n g  in format ion did  not a f f e c t  previous  
conc lus ions ,  as documented in a l e t t e r  to  the  l i c e n s e e  da ted  March 10, 1993.

I t  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  th e r e  was an a t tempt  to  remove the  safeguards  
m a t e r i a l .  However, th e  NRR s t a f f  p o s i t io n  i s  t h a t ,  because the  m a te r ia l  was 
l e f t  u np ro tec ted  f o r  a per iod  of  t ime, the  m ate r ia l  was compromised because i t  
could have been cop ied .  The event  would have been r e p o r t a b l e  to  th e  NRC 
w ith in  one hour o f  d iscove ry  i f  the  compromised informat ion would 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s s i s t  a person in an ac t  o f  r a d io lo g ic a l  sabotage (paragraph 
2 .2 .17  o f  RG 5.62 and paragraph 2 .2 .Q .17 .b  o f  NUREG-1304). The l i c e n s e e  would 
have been r e q u i r e d  to  record  the  event in i t s  safeguards  event  log (paragraph 
2 .2 .Q .17 .b  o f  NUREG-1304) i f  i t  could not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s s i s t  in an a c t  of 
r a d io lo g ic a l  sabo tage ,  but had the  p o te n t i a l  to  reduce the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  a 
physica l  s e c u r i t y  system below t h a t  committed to  in a l i c e n se d  physica l  
s e c u r i t y  p lan o r  contingency  p lan .  The safeguards  s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  
m ate r ia l  could no t  be determined by the  ART because d e t a i l s  regard ing  i t s  
con ten t  were not a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review.

Report o f  th e  STP ART 4-59



IR 91-21 s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  l i c e n s e e ’ s safeguards  events  log documented t h i s  
event but i t  i s  not documented in the  q u a r t e r l y  log t h a t  was submit ted  to  the  
NRC f o r  t h i s  t ime frame. The NRC noted in IR 91-21 t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
q u a l i t y  assurance  a u d i t  found va r ious  occas ions  in which th e  l i c e n s e e  f a i l e d  
to  t r a n s c r i b e  a l l  o f  t h e  e n t r i e s  from th e  handwri t ten  Safeguards  Event Log, 
kept by the  s h i f t  s u p e r v i so r s ,  to  the  formal log fu rn ished  to  th e  NRC. The 
f a i l u r e  to  p rope r ly  r e p o r t  the  June 27, 1991, i n c id e n t  appears  to  be a 
v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC requirem ents .

4 .1 2 .3 .2 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Based on a review of  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  in fo rm at ion ,  the  NRC determined t h a t  p rev ious  enforcement 
a c t i o n s  were not a f f e c t e d  by the  noted c l a r i f i c a t i o n s .  While, th e  ART noted 
t h a t  no r e p o r t i n g  v i o l a t i o n s  were c i t e d  f o r  t h i s  even t ,  th e  ART could not 
de te rmine  the  safeguards  s ig n i f i c a n c e  from th e  documents a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review. 
However, th e  team determined t h a t  the  event  may have been r e p o r t a b l e  t o  the  
NRC e i t h e r  as a one hour r e p o r t  o r  as a safeguards  log e n t r y .  This i tem is  
c lo se d .

4 . 1 2 . 3 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action

The l i c e n s e e ’ s f a i l u r e  to  r e p o r t  t h i s  event w i th in  one hour o f  d i s co v e ry  may 
be a v i o l a t i o n  of  10 CFR 73.71. The NRC w i l l  determine the  need f o r  
enforcement;  however, because o f  the  leng th  o f  t ime s ince  th e  v i o l a t i o n  
occur red ,  the  low s a f e t y  s ig n i f i c a n c e  and improved l i c e n s e e  performance in the  
sa feguards  a r e a ,  t h i s  may be a n o n -c i ted  v i o l a t i o n .
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4 .1 2 .4  Non-compliance with the Physical S ecu r ity  Plan

4 .1 2 .4 .1  S e c u r i t y  Lighting

4 .1 2 .4 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t ,  in 1988, a s e c u r i t y  su p e rv i so r  was r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  a 
change to  Procedure OSDP01-SE09994, d i r e c t i n g  t h a t  compensation f o r  general  
l i g h t i n g  f a i l u r e s  was to  be l im i t e d  to  the  pe r im ete r  of th e  p ro te c ted  a rea .  
According to  t h e  a l l e g e r ,  the  procedure change lessened  th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  
the  Physical  S e c u r i t y  Plan.  I t  was a l so  a l leged  t h a t  t h i s  su p e rv i so r  
d i r e c t e d ,  on November 30, 1990, t h a t  l i g h t i n g  read ings  were not to  be checked 
under v e h ic l e s  o r  i n s id e  dumpsters.

4 .1 2 .4 .1 .2  D e ta i l s

Section 7 3 . 5 5 ( c ) (5) o f  T i t l e  10 o f  the  Code of  Federal Regula t ions  r e q u i r e s  
t h a t  i s o l a t i o n  zones and a l l  e x t e r i o r  areas  w i th in  th e  p ro te c te d  area  s h a l l  be 
provided with i l l u m i n a t i o n  s u f f i c i e n t  to  meet monitoring and observa t ion  
requirements  but not l e s s  than 0 .2  fo o t - can d le  measured h o r i z o n t a l l y  a t  ground 
l e v e l . Sec t ion  8 .5 (b )  o f  T i t l e  10 o f  the  Code of  Federal Regula tions  
c l a r i f i e s  t h a t  a l l  e x t e r i o r  a reas  wi th in  the  p ro te c ted  area  a re  inc luded,  not 
j u s t  the  p ro t e c t e d  a rea  boundary and the  i s o l a t i o n  zone. Sec t ion  7 3 .5 5 (g ) (1) 
o f  T i t l e  10 of t h e  Code of  Federal Regulat ions  d i s cu s se s  maintenance of  
s e c u r i t y - r e l a t e d  equipment and r e q u i r e s  t h a t  " . . . l i c e n s e e s  s h a l l  develop and 
employ compensatory m easu re s . . . t o  a ssu re  t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  
s e c u r i t y  system i s  not reduced by f a i l u r e  or o th e r  con t in g en c ie s  a f f e c t i n g  the  
ope ra t ion  o f  t h e . . .equipment."

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was submitted to  the  NRC in 1989. An in sp ec t io n  in August of  
1991 addressed ano ther  concern regard ing  l i g h t i n g  w i th in  th e  p ro te c ted  a rea .  
The in sp ec to r s  ev a lu a ted  a concern t h a t  i l l u m in a t io n  under v e h ic l e s  was in 
v i o l a t i o n  o f  th e  Physical  S e c u r i ty  Plan (PSP). The in s p e c to r s  found t h a t  
l i g h t i n g  was marginal in a reas  but noted t h a t  temporary l i g h t s  were u t i l i z e d  
and t h a t  o f f i c e r s  on p a t ro l  had f l a s h l i g h t s .  The in s p ec to r s  recommended t h a t  
i l lu m in a t io n  be v e r i f i e d  during  a f u tu r e  NRC in s p e c t io n .  The ART found no 
documentation v e r i f y i n g  t h a t  the  s p e c i f i c  a l l e g a t i o n s  d i scu ssed  in Sec t ion
4 .1 2 .4 .1 .1  above had been eva lua ted .

Another in s p e c t io n  was performed in Ju ly  1992 (IR 92-20) in which l i g h t i n g  was 
in sp ec ted .  The i n s p e c to r s  reviewed the  s e c u r i t y  program f o r  compliance with 
10 CFR 73.55 and th e  PSP. They p h y s ic a l ly  inspec ted  th e  p ro t e c t e d  a rea  and 
i s o l a t i o n  zone dur ing  dark  hours with a c a l i b r a t e d  l i g h t  m eter .  Three 
t r a i l e r s  were found no t  to  have l i g h t s  underneath but were compensated f o r  by 
pos ts  ad jacen t  t o  each a rea .  The l i c e n s e e  took immediate c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  
and i n i t i a t e d  a work o rde r  to  i n s t a l l  l i g h t i n g .  The in s p e c to r s  concluded t h a t  
th e  l i g h t i n g  was very good.

Regarding the  a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  the  procedure was changed, th e  l i c e n s e e  reviewed 
t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  in response  to  a SAFETEAM concern in February 1989. The 
l i c e n s e e  reviewed th e  a p p l ic ab le  procedure and found no evidence t h a t  i t
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d i r e c t e d  t h a t  compensation f o r  general  l i g h t i n g  f a i l u r e s  be l im i t e d  t o  the  
p e r im e te r .  An NRC in s p e c t io n  in 1992 (IR 92-34) reviewed severa l  s e c u r i t y  
procedures  and concluded t h a t  procedures  were in accordance with the  PSP. 
Another in sp ec t io n  in 1993 (IR 93-16) reviewed changes to  s e c u r i t y  procedures  
and determined t h a t  the  changes d id  not decrease  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  PSP. 
The in s p ec to r s  reviewed severa l  s e c u r i t y  implementing procedures ,  and found 
t h a t  they  were adequate and a p p ro p r i a t e  to  meet the  general  performance 
requirement in accordance with the  PSP. Ne i ther  in sp ec t io n  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
addressed review o f  procedures  a s s o c ia t e d  with p ro te c ted  area l i g h t i n g .

4 .1 2 .4 .1 .3  Conclusion

The a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The ART could not f ind  s p e c i f i c  
documentation t o  v e r i f y  t h a t  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  were eva lua ted ,  but the  general  
documentation suppor ts  t h a t  p ro te c te d  area  l i g h t i n g  and s e c u r i t y  procedures  
were in spec ted  subsequent to  the  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  and found to  be in compliance 
with t h e  l i c e n s e e ’ s s e c u r i t y  plan commitment. This item i s  c lo se d .

4 . 1 2 . 4 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 2 .4 .2  Lock and Key Procedure

4 .1 2 .4 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  a s e c u r i t y  su p e rv i so r  d i r e c t e d  a procedure be changed to  
a llow management to  unlock v i t a l  a reas  without a s e c u r i t y  o f f i c e r  p re sen t  to  
con t ro l  access  or document the  e n t ry .  The NRC issued  a v i o l a t i o n  but i t  was 
a l leged  t h a t  the  procedure  t h a t  was p rev ious ly  changed was not c o r r e c t e d .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  i t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  the  managers did not have au tho r ized  access  to  
t h e se  a re as .

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was o r i g i n a l l y  provided to  the  NRC and i n v e s t ig a t e d  in 1991, 
as d iscussed  below.

4 . 1 2 . 4 . 2 . 2  D e ta i l s

The NRC inspec ted  t h i s  i s s u e  in IR 91-21 and issued  a Notice  of  V io la t ion  
because th e  r e v i s io n  t o  th e  procedure decreased th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  PSP. 
The l i c e n s e e  responded to  th e  NOV on December 13, 1991. The l i c e n se e  
d isagreed  with  th e  v i o l a t i o n  but s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  had suspended use o f  the  key 
u n t i l  the  m a t t e r  was r e s o lv ed .  On Ju ly  7, 1992, HL&P r e v i s e d  i t s  response  to  
t h e  NOV t o  s t a t e  t h a t ,  while  they s t i l l  did not be l iev e  t h a t  the  r e v i s io n  
decreased th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  PSP, they accepted the  NRC dec is io n  and 
would not i s su e  v i t a l  a rea  keys.  HL&P committed to  r e v i s e  the  procedure 
(0PGP03-ZS-0005) by Ju ly  31, 1992. The NRC reviewed the  lock  and key program 
( inc lud ing  th e  r e v i s ed  procedure) during an inspec t ion  in April  1993 (IR 93- 
16) and found t h a t  i t  was c o n s i s t e n t  with the  PSP and t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  did 
adequate ly  r e v i s e  i t s  p rocedure .  The in sp ec to r s  c losed out t h i s  i s sue  based 
on t h e i r  de te rm in a t io n  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  had implemented adequate  c o r r e c t i v e  
ac t io n  to  p reven t  r e c u r re n c e .  The in sp ec to r s  found t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  was 
c o n t r o l l i n g  and accounting  f o r  s e c u r i t y  keys according t o  th e  PSP and 
procedures .

The a l l e g e r  a l so  claimed t h a t  the  managers who were given access  to  th e  keys 
d id  not have a u th o r iz ed  access  to  a l l  the  areas  t h a t  the  keys opened. In i t s  
response t o  th e  NOV, th e  l i c e n s e e  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  managers a l ready  had access 
to  the  a r e a s .  Because keys were never issued and the  procedure  was changed, 
t h i s  does not c o n s t i t u t e  a s a f e t y  i s su e .

4 .1 2 .4 .2 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was p a r t i a l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The l i c e n s e e  d id  r e v i s e  i t s  
procedure to  allow management access t o  v i t a l  a reas  without a s e c u r i t y  o f f i c e r  
p re s e n t .  However, th e  NRC issued  a v i o l a t i o n  and the  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  taken 
by the  l i c e n s e e  were v e r i f i e d  and found to  be s a t i s f a c t o r y .  The a l l e g a t i o n  
t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  d id  not c o r r e c t  the  procedure i s  u n s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The
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l i c e n s e e  had r e v i s ed  the  procedure  to  e l im ina te  use of  the  management key, and 
th e  NRC v e r i f i e d  t h a t  the  program was c o n s i s t e n t  with th e  PSP. The a l l e g a t i o n  
t h a t  the  managers who were t o  re c e iv e  keys did  not have au thor ized  access  to  
a l l  a reas  could not be s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This item is  c losed .

4 .1 2 .4 .2 .4  Recommended Action

None.
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4 .1 2 .5  Reporting o f  S ecu r ity  Incidents

4 .1 2 .5 .1  Discovery o f  a Weapon in the  Pro tec ted  Area

4 . 1 2 . 5 . 1 . 1 C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  on June 17, 1988, a s e c u r i t y  o f f i c e r ’ s f i r e a rm  was l e f t  
unattended f o r  15 minutes  in th e  p ro tec ted  area  and i t  was not r e p o r t e d  to  the  
NRC. The a l l e g e r  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a one-hour r e p o r t  should have been made.

4 . 1 2 . 5 . 1 . 2  D e ta i l s

The ART reviewed the  q u a r t e r l y  Safeguards Event Log f o r  the  second q u a r t e r  of 
1988 t h a t  was submit ted  t o  the  NRC and found t h a t  th e  f i r s t  even t  was logged 
on June 17, 1988. The log s t a t e s  t h a t  an employee found a s e c u r i t y  weapon on 
the  ground in  the  p r o te c te d  a r e a .  A s e c u r i t y  in c id e n t  r e p o r t  was w r i t t e n .  
R e p o r t a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  i n c id e n t  would depend on th e  safeguards  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  
However, in most c a s e s ,  d iscovery  o f  a weapon l o s t  in the  p r o t e c t e d  a rea  would 
be su b je c t  to  a one-hour r e p o r t  (paragraph 2 .2 .24  o f  RG 5.62, "Report ing of  
Safeguards  Events" ) .  No d e t a i l s  on the l o c a t io n  o f  the  weapon were provided 
to  the  ART.

In 1991, th e  NRC rece ived  an a l l e g a t i o n  s im i l a r  t o  t h i s  one concern ing the  
l i c e n s e e ’ s f a i l u r e  t o  r e p o r t  s e c u r i t y  even ts .  IR 91-21, which addressed the  
f a i l u r e  to  f u r n i s h  complete s e c u r i t y  logs to  the  NRC, s t a t e s  t h a t  the  region 
w i l l  continue  to  monitor the  r e p o r t a b i l i t y  i s su e .  Subsequent in sp ec t io n  
r e p o r t s  s t a t e  t h a t  " . . . t h e  l i c e n s e e  was c o r r e c t l y  r e p o r t in g  s e c u r i t y  events  
based on th e  lo c a t io n  o f  the  unattended weapon.. ."  and the  l i c e n s e e  was 
" . . .know ledgeab le  o f  r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s . . . "  (IR 92-34) .

4 .1 2 .5 .1 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was p a r t i a l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The event  occurred  as a l l e g ed ;  
however, t h e  a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  th e  event was not rep o r ted  to  t h e  NRC was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  s ince  i t  was submitted in the  q u a r t e r l y  event l o g .  The 
a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  should have been a one-hour r e p o r t  may be s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  
The d iscove ry  o f  a weapon in th e  p ro tec ted  area  i s  u sua l ly  r e p o r t a b l e  to  the  
NRC w i th in  one hour,  and a r e p o r t in g  v io l a t i o n  may have occur red .  This item 
i s  c losed .

4 . 1 2 . 5 . 1 . 4  Recommended Action

The l i c e n s e e ’ s f a i l u r e  t o  make a one-hour r e p o r t  upon d iscove ry  o f  a weapon in 
th e  p ro te c te d  a rea  may be a v i o l a t i o n  o f  NRC requirements .  The NRC w i l l  
determine th e  need f o r  enforcement .  However, based on the  low s a f e t y  
s ig n i f i c a n c e  and improved l i c e n s e e  performance in th e  sa feguards  a r e a ,  t h i s  
v i o l a t i o n  may be n o n -c i t e d .
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4 . 1 2 .5 . 2  Attempted Entry through S e c u r i ty  Door

4 .1 2 .5 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l leged  t h a t  an event  on March 3, 1991, in which the  s e c u r i t y  computer 
room door appeared to  have been kicked in ,  should have been repor ted  to  the  
NRC with in  one hour.

4 .1 2 .5 .2 .2  D e ta i l s

This event involved what i n i t i a l l y  appeared to  be an apparent at tempt to  gain  
en t ry  in to  the  s e c u r i t y  computer room by damaging a doorknob. This event  was 
p rev ious ly  eva lua ted  in IR 91-21. The in s p e c to r s  determined t h a t  t h e r e  was no 
damage to  the  s e c u r i t y  equipment and no unauthorized e n t r i e s  o r  alarms 
occurred .  According to  the  a l l e g e r ,  t h i s  event was logged by the  l i c e n s e e  
and the  log was submitted to  th e  NRC in th e  next q u a r t e r l y  r e p o r t .

The a l l e g e r  i s  concerned t h a t  t h i s  should have been a one-hour r e p o r t .  A one- 
hour r e p o r t  i s  r equ i red  under 10 CFR 73.71 i f  a l i c e n s e e  has "reason to  
be l ieve"  t h a t  a person committed,  caused,  o r  at tempted to  commit o r  cause ,  or  
has made a " c r ed ib l e "  t h r e a t  to  commit or  cause c e r t a i n  events  de sc r ibed  in 
paragraph 1(a) of  Appendix G to  Par t  73, or  i f  even ts  desc r ibed  in paragraph 
1(b) o r  (c) o f  Appendix G to  Pa r t  73 occur .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s s e c u r i t y  manager 
s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  could not be s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  the  damage to  the  door was 
caused by an a ttempted i n t r u s i o n .  The NRC determined t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e  took 
adequate a c t i o n s  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  the  event  and made a reasonable  assessment .
The NRC accep ts  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s de te rm ina t ion  t h a t  the  at tempted in t r u s i o n  
could not be s u b s t a n t i a t e d ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  no r e p o r t  to  the  NRC i s  r e q u i r e d .

4 . 1 2 . 5 . 2 . 3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  This item i s  c losed .

4 . 1 2 . 5 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 2 .6  S ecu r ity  System Cables

4 .1 2 .6 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  A l leg a t io n

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t ,  in e a r l y  1994, maintenance workers did not fo llow 
procedures  which req u i red  t h a t  duc ts  be cleaned before  p u l l in g  f i b e r o p t i c  
cable  through the  duc ts  f o r  the  s e c u r i t y  system. The a l l e g e r  was concerned 
t h a t ,  due to  the  s e n s i t i v i t y  o f  f i b e r o p t i c  cab le ,  d i r t  in the  duc ts  could 
cause the  system to  op e ra te  improperly .

4 .1 2 .6 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  was concerned because th e  maintenance t r a i n i n g  c l a s s  t au g h t  t h a t  
the  proper  method o f  p u l l i n g  wire  i s  to  f i r s t  c lean  out the  d u c t s .  The 
a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  HL&P does not c u r r e n t l y  have a f i b e r o p t i c s  c l a s s ,  but t h i s  
guidance was given in a w i r e - p u l l i n g  c l a s s .  Cleaning out the  duc ts  i s  a 
p rep a ra t io n  s tep  t h a t  may not be s p e c i f i c a l l y  r equ i red  by the  procedure  used 
f o r  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  maintenance.  According to  the  a l l e g e r ,  p r i o r  t o  p u l l in g  
the  f i b e r o p t i c  cab le  th rough,  an i n t e r d u c t  was pu l led  through and the  
f i b e r o p t i c  cab le  was placed in s id e  the  i n t e r d u c t .  The i n t e r d u c t  s e rves  as the
p ro te c t i o n  f o r  t h e  cab le  from d i r t  and d e b r i s .  In order  f o r  f i b e r o p t i c  cable
to  func t ion  p ro p e r ly ,  both ends must be f r e e  from d e b r i s  t h a t  could block 
l i g h t .  D i r t  on th e  l eng th  o f  th e  cable  would not a f f e c t  t h i s  fu n c t io n .  I f  
d i r t  were t o  c o l l e c t  on th e  t i p  o f  the  cable  as i t  was being p u l l e d  through,
the  system would not fu n c t io n  and t h i s  problem could be i d e n t i f i e d
immediately.  The ART de termined t h a t  the  s a f e ty  o r  safeguards  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of 
t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  i s  low. There fo re ,  no f u r t h e r  review or  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was 
determined t o  be neces sa ry .

4 .1 2 .6 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, even i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n  would not r a i s e  a s a f e t y  or safeguards  concern because the  
i n t e r d u c t  he lps  t o  p r o t e c t  the  f i b e r o p t i c  cab le  and any d i r t  which may c o l l e c t  
along the  l eng th  o f  th e  cab le  would not a f f e c t  i t s  o p e r a b i l i t y .  This i tem i s  
c losed .

4 .1 2 .6 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 3  Independent S a fe ty  Engineering Group

4 .1 3 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s Independent Safe ty  Engineering Group (ISEG) 
had l o s t  the  independence requ i red  by te ch n ica l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  because of  a 
r e o r g a n iz a t i o n  in 1994 t h a t  combined i t  with the  eng ineer ing  assurance  group. 
The a l l e g e r  was a l so  concerned t h a t  t h e  ISEG process ,  which r e q u i r e s  t h a t  
p o t e n t i a l  reviews be approved by two s u p e r v i so r s ,  could cause the  group to  
l o s e  some independence.

4 .1 3 .2  D e ta i l s

The r e g u l a t o r y  requirements  f o r  ISEG are  d iscussed  in Technical  S p e c i f i c a t i o n  
6 . 2 . 3 .  I t  s t a t e s ,  "ISEG sha l l  be r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  main ta in ing  s u r v e i l l a n c e  of 
u n i t  a c t i v i t i e s  to  provide  independent v e r i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  th e se  a c t i v i t i e s  are  
performed c o r r e c t l y  and t h a t  human e r r o r s  a re  reduced as much as p r a c t i c a l ."
I t  c l a r i f i e s  t h a t  "independent" means t h a t  ISEG members a re  not r e s p o n s ib l e  
f o r  s i g n o f f  f u n c t io n s .  The ISEG procedures  s a t i s f y  t h i s  requirement .  Section 
6 . 2 . 2 . 6  o f  ISEG-01, "Organization and R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s "  da ted  Ju ly  8,  1993, 
s t a t e s ,  "ISEG mainta ins  the  independence and o b j e c t i v i t y  necessary  to  
e f f e c t i v e l y  focus  on where improvements to  p la n t  s a f e ty  and r e l i a b i l i t y  should 
be made. ISEG personnel sha l l  have no production or  a u d i t  s i g n o f f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . "  The te ch n ica l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  do not sp ec i fy  t h a t  ISEG must 
be s e p a r a t e  from engineer ing  assu rance .  Therefore ,  ISEG need only be 
independent from th e  a c t i v i t i e s  which i t  i s  reviewing and t h i s  requirement  i s  
f u l f i l l e d  by STP procedures .

In r e f e r e n c e  t o  th e  second concern,  ISEG procedures do r e q u i r e  t h a t  the  
D i r e c t o r ,  ISEG decides  whether to  perform a t a s k  based on the  p o t e n t i a l  
r e l e v a n c e  t o  sa f e  and r e l i a b l e  ope ra t io n  o f  the  p l a n t ,  and s i g n i f i c a n c e  with 
r e s p e c t  to  o th e r  ISEG commitments. Final  r e p o r t s  a re  a lso  approved by the  
D i r e c t o r ,  ISEG. The t a s k  lead i s  r e q u i r e d  to  prepare  an assessment p lan or  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  plan t h a t  inc ludes  the  scope o f  the  assessment o r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  
i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  be in te rv iewed ,  documents t o  be reviewed, and a c t i v i t i e s  to  be 
observed .  The D i re c to r ,  ISEG must a l s o  approve t h i s  p lan .  The requ irem ents  
f o r  D i r e c to r  approval o f  the  t a s k  and i t s  plan were implemented by Revis ion 1 
o f  ISEG-06, "Assessments and I n v e s t i g a t i o n s , " dated April 30, 1990. This 
p rocedure  has not been rev i sed  as a r e s u l t  o f  r e c e n t  changes in ISEG.

4 .1 3 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The c u r re n t  changes in ISEG d iscu ssed  
by th e  a l l e g e r  do not v i o l a t e  t e ch n ica l  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  requ irements .  The 
c u r r e n t  ISEG procedures  ensure  adequate independence. This i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 .1 3 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .14  Plant Trip

4 .14 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  in June 1994, a p la n t  t r i p  in Unit 2 caused va lve  b races  
in th e  tu rb i n e  b u i ld ing  to  be to rn  ou t ,  and the  p l a n t  was r e s t a r t e d  be fo re  the  
braces  were r e p a i r e d  and u p r ig h t s  were rep laced .

4 .14 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  i s  r e f e r r i n g  to  a p l a n t  t r i p  of  Unit 2 on June 25, 1994. The NRC
evalua ted  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s response  t o  the  t r i p ,  and documented i t s  f in d in g s  in
Inspec t ion  Report  94-24 (August 30, 1994). This event was a l so  documented in 
a P lan t  S ta t io n  Report (94-1308).  The t r i p  r e s u l t e d  from a main t r an s fo rm er  
lockout  t h a t  caused a d i r e c t  t u r b i n e  g enera to r  t r i p  and a r e a c t o r  t r i p .  As a 
r e s u l t  o f  th e  main t rans fo rm er  lockout ,  a l l  13.8 kV normal power was l o s t  to  
the  balance o f  p l a n t  e l e c t r i c a l  busses .  Approximately 13 minutes a f t e r  the  
p l a n t  t r i p ,  ins t rument  a i r  system p res su re  had decreased to  69 p s ig ,  which 
r e s u l t e d  in the  opening o f  condensate  minimum flow r e c i r c u l a t i o n  valve  
2-FV-7022. When the  valve opened, water in the  condensate  system was vented
to  th e  main condenser and began f l a s h in g  to  steam. The f l a s h in g  and
c o l l a p s in g  o f  w ater  in the  condensate  p ip ing  caused p re s su re  waves t h a t  
r e s u l t e d  in movement o f  the  p ip ing  wi th in  the  region o f  va lve  2-FV-7022. The 
ins t rument  a i r  system p re s su re  was r e s to r e d  above 95 ps ig  approximate ly  11 
minutes l a t e r ,  and valve 2-FV-7022 was c losed .

PSR 94-1308 eva lua ted  t h i s  hyd rau l ic  t r a n s i e n t  and found t h a t  i t  was well  
w i th in  system design  boundar ies .  There was some pipe  support  damage, and 
f lan g e  and tub ing  connection l e a k s .  Licensee eng ineers  found t h a t  the  p ipe  
s t r e s s e s  were w i th in  code-allowable  va lues ,  and no pipe degrada t ion  or 
p re s su re  boundary f a i l u r e s  were exper ienced .  The ART contac ted  t h e  NRC sen io r  
r e s i d e n t  i n s p e c t o r  a t  STP who had reviewed the  t r a n s i e n t  and the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
response .  The s e n io r  r e s i d e n t  in sp ec to r  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  system involved was 
not a s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  system, and t h a t  the  supports  which were damaged d id  not 
a f f e c t  the  a b i l i t y  of  the  system t o  ope ra te .  The s e n io r  r e s i d e n t  in s p e c to r  
determined t h a t  resuming o p e ra t ion  without the  pipe support  r e p a i r e d  would not 
be a s a f e ty  concern.

4 .14 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Unit 2 did exper ience  a p l a n t  t r i p  t h a t  
r e s u l t e d  in damage to  valve  suppor ts  which may not have been r e p a i r e d  p r i o r  to  
r e s t a r t .  However, the  NRC had evalua ted  the  event  and determined t h a t  th e  
damage did  not compromise t h e  s a f e t y  of th e  p l a n t  during or a f t e r  r e s t a r t .
This i tem i s  c lo sed .

4 .1 4 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 5  F a l s i f i c a t i o n

4 .15 .1  F a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  Work Packages

4 .1 5 .1 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g e d  t h a t  in e a r ly  1994, the  a l l e g e r  was asked to  sign as the  
performer o r  v e r i f i e r  on work packages t h a t  he d id n ’ t  perform or  v e r i f y .

4 .1 5 .1 .2  D e ta i l s

The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  he was asked to  s ign  as the  performer f o r  work because 
the  ac tua l  perform er was not c e r t i f i e d  to  do th e  j o b .  The work inc luded 
t e r m in a t io n s  o f  e l e c t r i c a l  cab les  in the  con t ro l  c ab in e t s  f o r  m o d i f ica t io n s  to  
equipment on the  d e m in e ra l iza t io n  u n i t s .  This  work was not s a f e t y - r e l a t e d .
The a l l e g e r  was asked to  sign a ZM21 form (a document v e r i f y in g  t h a t  when a 
w ire  i s  l i f t e d ,  i t  i s  put back in the  c o r r e c t  p lace )  when he d id  not see the  
work performed. When th e  a l l e g e r  ques t ioned  h i s  su p e rv i so r ,  he was t o l d  t h a t  
i t  had always been done t h a t  way and i t  was s tandard  procedure .

P la n t  procedure  0PGP03-ZM-0021, "Control o f  Configura t ion  Changes," Revision 
5, da ted  February 14, 1994, r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  which involve  l i f t i n g  and 
land ing  o f  e l e c t r i c a l  leads  s h a l l  be v e r i f i e d .  This v e r i f i c a t i o n  c o n s i s t s  o f  
p o s i t i v e l y  i d e n t i f y i n g  the  t e s t  po in t  p r i o r  to  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o r  removal, as 
well as th e  proper  placement o f  the  t e s t  l e ad .

During an in te rv iew  with the  NRC, ano ther  in d iv idua l  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  type  o f  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  was common p r a c t i c e ,  from th e  t ime the  job began in November 
1993 u n t i l  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  concern was brought up. He be l ieved  t h a t  t h i s  was 
approved and d i r e c t e d  by superv is ion  and was used as a t im e-sav ing  method. He 
s t a t e d  t h a t  he did not b e l iev e  t h a t  the  work was ever  v e r i f i e d  bu t ,  because of  
t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  the  craftsmen involved, he be l ieved  t h a t  the  work was done 
c o r r e c t l y .  According t o  him, th e  foreman, who asked the  a l l e g e r  to  s i g n - o f f ,  
q u i t  when t h i s  i s sue  came to  management in o rder  to  p r o t e c t  h i s  r e p u t a t i o n .
The in d iv id u a l  be l ieved  t h a t  s in ce  t h i s  i n c i d e n t ,  procedures have been 
fo llowed p ro p e r ly .

HL&P procedure  DPGP03-ZA-0113, "Work D i r e c t i o n , " Revision 0,  dated February 
27,  1993, s t a t e s  t h a t  s u p e rv i so r s  should a ss ig n  job  ta sk s  based on having a t  
l e a s t  one c e r t i f i e d  ind iv idua l  w i th in  th e  crew performing th e  t a s k .  I f  t h i s  
i s  not p o s s i b l e ,  then u n c e r t i f i e d  in d iv id u a l s  may be used under work d i r e c t i o n  
o f  a c e r t i f i e d  ind iv idua l  des igna ted  as th e  work d i r e c t o r .  The work d i r e c t o r  
must be in a p o s i t i o n  to  i d e n t i f y  and c o r r e c t  e r r o r s  in performance and 
perform a f i n a l  job review. The work d i r e c t o r  s igns  as the  v e r i f i e r  on work 
documents, and the  u n c e r t i f i e d  person s ig n s  as the  performer i f  he performed 
t h e  work.

In the  a l l e g a t i o n  desc r ibed  above, the  a l l e g e r  would be in v i o l a t i o n  o f  
p rocedures  t o  sign as th e  performer when he d id  not perform th e  work, and he 
would be in v i o l a t i o n  o f  procedures  to  s ign  as the  v e r i f i e r  i f  he d id  not 
su p e rv i se  th e  u n c e r t i f i e d  worker.
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The ART in v e s t i g a t e d  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  and found t h a t  the  a l l e g e r  was p re s en t  
whi le  the  work was being performed and s igned as the  v e r i f i e r .  The team 
concluded t h a t  t h i s  in c id e n t  was not a f a l s i f i c a t i o n .

4 .1 5 .1 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  In a d d i t io n ,  s ince  the  work was not 
s a f e t y - r e l a t e d ,  i t  does not r a i s e  a s a f e ty  concern.  This item i s  c lo sed .

4 .1 5 .1 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 5 .2  Foreman Signed Off Package Without V er ify ing  Work

4 .1 5 .2 .1  C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t ,  a f t e r  a job  was completed, the  foreman was req u i red  to  
v e r i f y  t h a t  th e  work was done, and a p a r t i c u l a r  foreman signed o f f  the  work 
packages w i thou t  ever  going in to  the  f i e l d  to  in sp ec t  the  work.

4 .1 5 .2 .2  D e t a i l s

The a l l e g ed  in c id e n t  took place  in e a r ly  1994. The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  a 
foreman was r e q u i r e d  to  v e r i f y  t h a t  work was being done on n o n - s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  
d e m in e ra l i z a t io n  u n i t s  in accordance with procedure  DPGP03-ZM-0021, "Control 
of  C on f ig u ra t io n  Changes," Revision 4, da ted  March 15, 1992. Rather than 
i n s p e c t in g  th e  work in th e  f i e l d ,  t h i s  foreman signed the  work packages a t  h is  
desk .  The ART reviewed 0PGP03-ZM-0021 and found t h a t  i t  con ta in s  no 
requ irement  t h a t  the  su p e rv i so r  p h y s ic a l ly  v e r i f y  completed work to  c lo se  out 
the  work package.

DPGP03-ZM-0021 r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  r e q u i r in g  co n f ig u ra t io n  changes on 
permanent p l a n t  equipment s h a l l  be c o n t r o l l e d  in accordance,  with 0PGP03-ZA- 
0090. Procedure  DPGP03-ZA-0090, "Work Process  Program," Revision 8, da ted 
January  25, 1994, d e sc r ib e s  the  process  f o r  e v a lu a t in g ,  p lanning, schedul ing ,  
and implementing work a c t i v i t i e s .  The procedure s t a t e s  t h a t ,  upon completion 
o f  work, th e  work group p e r s o n n e l : (1) reviews the  work package to  v e r i f y
s i g n a t u r e s ,  s i g n o f f s ,  and summary documentation are  complete and c o r r e c t ;  (2) 
ensures  work a reas  are  r e s t o r e d  to  o r ig i n a l  c l e a n l i n e s s ;  (3) ensures  t h a t  SR 
tags  a re  removed and d i sca rded ;  (4) a l l  work documentation i s  complete,  
inc lu d in g  M&TE, pe rm i ts ,  and job  summary; (5) unused p a r t s  a re  r e tu rn e d ;  and, 
(6) Engineer ing  N o t i f i c a t i o n  Record Tag i s  completed.  Revision 10 to  t h i s  
procedure  s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  the  superv iso r  should ensure  these  ac t io n s  a re  
performed.

These req u i rem en ts ,  with the  exception of  (2) and (3 ) ,  may be performed a t  the
s u p e r v i s o r ’ s desk .  Requirements (2) and (3) only v e r i f y  t h a t  the  work a rea  i s
r e s t o r e d  t o  i t s  o r ig i n a l  s t a t e ,  and do not v e r i f y  t h a t  work was performed 
c o r r e c t l y .  The su p e rv i so r  must r e l y  on th e  documentation and dual
v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  c r a f t  personnel performing the  work. The procedure
s p e c i f i c a l l y  s t a t e s  t h a t  proper  documentation o f  work performed i s  the  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  the  c r a f t  performing th e  work, and d e t a i l s  the  documentation 
t h a t  i s  r e q u i r e d .  Based on the  documentation provided, the  work su p e rv i so r  
should be ab le  to  determine whether work was a p p r o p r i a t e ly  performed without 
p h y s i c a l l y  w i tne ss ing  th e  work in p ro g res s .  The l i c e n s e e  r e l i e s  on 
independent v e r i f i c a t i o n  and dual v e r i f i c a t i o n  to  ensure  t h a t  work i s  
performed c o r r e c t l y .

Without any f u r t h e r  d e t a i l s  regard ing  the  s p e c i f i c  requirement f o r  th e  foreman 
to  v e r i f y  work, i t  appears from review of  th e  a p p l i c a b le  procedures  t h a t  a 
foreman would no t  be in v i o l a t i o n  o f  procedures  by s ign ing  o f f  work packages 
a t  h i s  desk .
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4 . 1 5 .2 . 3  Conclusion

This  a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, even i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  i t  does 
not appear  to  be a v io l a t i o n  o f  procedures or a s a f e ty  i s su e .  This i tem is  
c lo se d .

4 . 1 5 . 2 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 5 .3  S u perv isor  Signed Off Paper Without A ctu a lly  V er ify ing

4 .1 5 .3 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  of  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l e g ed  t h a t ,  in 1992, during a c a l i b r a t i o n ,  a s u p e r v i so r  signed t h a t  a 
switch was in th e  c o r r e c t  p o s i t i o n  without a c t u a l l y  v e r i f y in g  t h a t  i t  was.

4 .1 5 .3 .2  D e t a i l s

According t o  the  a l l e g e r ,  t h i s  in c id e n t  took p lace  whi le  the  p l a n t  was in an 
outage.  The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  switch in ques t ion  was always in the  
p o s i t io n  re q u i r e d  f o r  the  c a l i b r a t i o n  while th e  p l a n t  was in an outage so the  
su p e rv i so r  did  not fee l  i t  was necessary  to  p h y s i c a l l y  v e r i f y  i t .  The a l l e g e r  
expressed no concern t h a t  the  switch may have been in th e  i n c o r r e c t  p o s i t i o n .  
Without f u r t h e r  informat ion regard ing  the  procedure  number, the  equipment 
being c a l i b r a t e d ,  o r  switch in q ues t ion ,  the  ART could not i n v e s t i g a t e  f u r t h e r  
or de termine  th e  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

The a l l e g e r  a l so  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  event was re p o r te d  t o  management and the  
s u p e r v i so r  was suspended. I f  so,  the  l i c e n s e e  became aware o f  th e  a l l e g a t i o n ,  
and a p p a r en t ly  took the  necessary  d i s c i p l i n a r y  a c t io n  to  ensure  t h a t  o th e r s  
would comply with p la n t  procedures .

4 .1 5 .3 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, based on the  informat ion  
given by th e  a l l e g e r  and i f  i t  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  t h i s  appears to  be an 
i s o l a t e d  ev en t ,  and the  l i c e n s e e  apparen t ly  took a p p ro p r ia t e  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t ion  
to  p reven t  r e c u r re n ce .  This i tem i s  c losed .

4 . 1 5 . 3 . 4  Recommended Action 

None.
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4 .1 5 .4  An U nqualif ied  Person Worked on Seism ic Monitors

4 .1 5 .4 .1  C h a r a c te r i z a t io n  o f  A l lega t ion

I t  was a l l eg ed  t h a t  the  person who i n s t a l l e d  and c a l i b r a t e d  seismic  monitors  
was not c e r t i f i e d  to  work on se ismic  monitors,  and someone e l s e  s igned o f f .

4 .1 5 .4 .2  D e ta i l s

According to  th e  a l l e g e r ,  th e  u n c e r t i f i e d  person had the  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  a 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  the  se ismic  monitor vendor when he i n s t a l l e d  the  monitor ,  
and he was working with a c e r t i f i e d  ind iv idua l  when he performed the  
p rev en t iv e  maintenance c a l i b r a t i o n s .  The a l l e g e r  be l ieves  t h a t  the  person who 
was not c e r t i f i e d  may have done th e  work, but the  c e r t i f i e d  person s igned o f f  
as th e  performer .  The a l l e g e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  u n c e r t i f i e d  person was 
q u a l i f i e d  to  do th e  work because he had been t r a i n e d ,  and he was knowledgeable 
o f  th e  system. Based on th e  informat ion given by th e  a l l e g e r ,  t h e r e  i s  no 
concern rega rd ing  the  q u a l i t y  o f  work performed on the  seismic  monitor.

In a d d i t io n ,  the  seismic  monitors  do not perform a d i r e c t  s a f e t y  fu n c t io n .  
Seismic in s t rum en ta t ion  ensures  t h a t  s u f f i c i e n t  c a p a b i l i t y  i s  a v a i l a b l e  to  
promptly determine the  magnitude of  a se ismic  event ,  and e v a lu a te  the  response  
o f  those  f e a t u r e s  important to  s a f e t y .  This c a p a b i l i t y  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  permit  
comparison of  th e  measured response  to  t h a t  used in the  design b a s i s  f o r  the  
f a c i l i t y  to  de termine i f  p la n t  shutdown i s  requ i red .

The a l l e g e r  expressed a concern with the  method f o r  s ign ing  o f f  on maintenance 
work when an u n c e r t i f i e d  in d iv idua l  i s  involved in the  work. However, HL&P 
Procedure 0PGP03-ZA-0113, "Work D i re c t io n , "  Revision 0, da ted February 27, 
1993, al lows an u n c e r t i f i e d  person to  perform maintenance work under 
sup e rv i s io n  o f  a c e r t i f i e d  Work D i re c to r .  The Work D i re c to r  observes  th e  work 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  performs a f i n a l  job  review, and s igns  as the  v e r i f i e r  on work 
documentation.  The person who performs the  maintenance s igns  as th e  performer  
on work documentation,  even i f  t h a t  person i s  not c e r t i f i e d .

Due to  a l a ck  o f  d e t a i l s  rega rd ing  the  procedure number or  t ime frame, th e  ART 
could not s u b s t a n t i a t e  whether the  c e r t i f i e d  person had a c t u a l l y  s igned as the  
performer  when he did  not perform the  work. The l i c e n se e  adhered to  i t s  
procedure  by a ss ign ing  a c e r t i f i e d  person to  every job  t h a t  involved work on 
the  se ismic  moni to rs .  Because t h i s  person was p re sen t  during th e  work, and 
because the  person performing the  work was q u a l i f i e d ,  t h i s  does not r a i s e  a 
s a f e t y  concern.

4 .1 5 .4 .3  Conclusion

This a l l e g a t i o n  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  i t  would 
not have a d i r e c t  s a f e t y  impact on the  p l a n t .  This item i s  c lo sed .

4 .1 5 .4 .4  Recommended Action 

None.
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5 REVIEW OF SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ELECTRIC GENERATING STATION RECORDS 
FALSIFICATION ISSUES

5.1 In t roduc t ion

This s ec t ion  documents a review o f  reco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s sues  p e r t a in in g  to  
th e  South Texas P r o jec t  (STP) E l e c t r i c  Generat ing S t a t i o n .  This h i s t o r i c a l  
review was performed in response  to  U.S. House o f  R epresen ta t ive  s t a f f  
members’ concerns about p a s t  and con t inu ing  in s tan ces  o f  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  
a t  STP.

In th e  spr ing  o f  1994, Congressional s t a f f  members on the  Subcommittee on 
Overs ight and In v e s t ig a t io n s  o f  th e  Committee on Energy and Commerce in the  
U.S. House o f  R ep resen ta t iv es  i n i t i a t e d  an inqu i ry  in to  the  NRC’ s r e g u la to r y  
o v e rs ig h t  of  STP, as well as the  s a f e t y  performance and l i c e n s e e  management 
o v e rs ig h t  o f  th e  f a c i l i t y .  One concern o f  the  Congressional s t a f f  members was 
in th e  area o f  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  STP r e c o rd s .

In May 1994, th e  Deputy D i re c to r  f o r  Nuclear Reactor Regulation,  Regional 
Operat ions and Research (DEDO), d i r e c t e d  a sp ec ia l  a s s i s t a n t  to  the  DEDO, to  
perform a review o f  the  NRC follow-up o f  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n - r e l a t e d  
a l l e g a t i o n s  p e r t a in in g  to  STP.

5.2  Object ives  and Scooe o f  H i s t o r i c a l  Review

The primary o b je c t iv e s  o f  t h i s  review were to  determine: (1) whether
in s tances  o f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  reco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  were i n d i c a t i v e  o f  an adverse 
t r e n d  or  p a t t e r n  t h a t  was not p re v io u s ly  recognized by the  NRC; (2) the  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  any i d e n t i f i e d  adverse  t r en d  o r  p a t t e r n ;  and, (3) whether the  
re g u la to ry  a c t i o n  taken in response  t o  each i s sue  was c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  NRC 
po l icy  and guidance t h a t  e x i s t e d  a t  t h e  t ime the  i s su es  were i d e n t i f i e d .  To 
th e  ex ten t  p r a c t i c a b l e ,  th e  review was a l so  in tended to  a ssess  the  adequacy of 
l i c e n s e e  a c t io n s  in response to  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n .

The review was conducted from May 16, 1994, through September 26, 1994. The 
i n i t i a l  review scope inc luded an a n a l y s i s  o f  NRC a l l e g a t i o n s  p e r t a in in g  to  
STP to  determine what a l l e g a t i o n s ,  i f  any, involved apparent records  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n .  P r io r  t o  the  implementation o f  NRC Inspec t ion  Manual Temporary 
I n s t r u c t io n  2515/115, " V e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  P lan t  Records ," beginning in May 1992, 
th e re  were no NRC in sp ec t io n  requirements  fo r  i d e n t i f y in g  p o t e n t i a l l y  
f a l s i f i e d  r e c o rd s .  As a r e s u l t ,  f o r  th e  purposes of  t h i s  review, a l l e g a t i o n  
d a ta  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  th e  review sample because these  da ta  were the  most 
l i k e l y  source o f  documented NRC fo llow-up o f  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  concerns .  
The review scope sample was subsequent ly  expanded to  include  NRC 01 
in v e s t i g a t i o n  r e p o r t s ,  NRC in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t s  is sued during the  period 
January  1, 1982, through J u ly  31, 1994, and NUREG-1306, "NRC Safe ty  
S ign i f ic ance  Assessment Team Report on A l leg a t io n s  Related to  the  South Texas 
P r o j e c t ,  Units 1 and 2 ."
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Although t h i s  review involved d i s cu s s io n s  with some NRC s t a f f  members who had 
involvement with  STP, i t  mainly cons i s ted  o f  a review o f  documentation because 
many o f  those  s t a f f  members who were involved in the  r e g u la to r y  o v e r s ig h t  o f  
STP a re  no longe r  employees o f  NRC. The review did  not inc lude  d i s cu s s io n s  or 
in te rv iew s  with  l i c e n s e e  and l i c e n se e  c o n t r a c t o r  p e r so n n e l , nor did  i t  inc lude  
a review o f  l i c e n s e e  re c o rd s .  The South Texas P r o jec t  A l le g a t io n s  Review Team 
and In sp ec t io n  Program E ffec t iveness  Task Force, the  two STP spec ia l  teams 
i n i t i a t e d  by th e  DEDO ( r e f e r  to  Section 1.2 o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ) ,  were b r i e f e d  on 
the  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  review in NRC headquar te rs  on September 26, 1994.

A sc reen ing  review o f  the  A l lega t ion  Management System (AMS) d a ta  sh ee t s  was 
conducted t o  i d e n t i f y  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  involved or  p o t e n t i a l l y  involved 
records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n .  In a d d i t io n ,  a l l e g a t i o n  d a ta  sh ee t s  t h a t  preceded the  
AMS were a l so  reviewed f o r  completeness.  Records o f  STP a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  
preceded 1982 were not i d e n t i f i e d .  For th e  i s su e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h i s  
s c r ee n in g ,  t h e  corresponding a l l e g a t i o n  f i l e  was subsequently  reviewed.

NRC i n s p e c t io n  r e p o r t s  fo r  the  period January  1982 through Ju ly  1994 were 
reviewed because in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t s  are  th e  primary document t h a t  d i s c u s s e s  
th e  d e t a i l s  o f  NRC a l l e g a t i o n  follow-up.  Inspec t ion  r e p o r t s  preceding  1982 
were not inc luded  in the  review sample because th e r e  were no a l l e g a t i o n  da ta  
t h a t  preceded 1982, and 1982 i s  the  year  in  which s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  work
a c t i v i t i e s  were resumed a t  STP. In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  r e p o r t s  were a l so  reviewed 
t o  de termine  whether th e r e  was documentation of  reviews of  l i c e n s e e  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  p e r t a in in g  to  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n .  NUREG-1306 was reviewed 
because i t  documents the  NRC review of  a l l e g ed  c o n s t r u c t io n  d e f i c i e n c i e s  a t  
STP which were provided by the  Government A c coun tab i l i ty  P r o je c t  (GAP). The
a l l e g a t i o n s  provided by GAP encompassed a wide range o f  concerns about
hardware and q u a l i t y  assurance  and c o n t r o l ,  as well as i s su e s  o f  management, 
h a r a s s m e n t / i n t im id a t io n ,  and wrong-doing. I n v e s t ig a t io n  r e p o r t s  p e r t a i n i n g  to  
STP were reviewed because th e se  r e p o r t s  document i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  a l l e g e d  or 
suspec ted  wrong-doing.

5 .3  Eva lua t ion  of  Records F a l s i f i c a t i o n  Concerns

F o r t y - s i x  concerns ,  inc lud ing  r e l a t e d  concerns  such as f a l s e  ora l  s ta t em e n ts ,  
w i l l f u l  procedure  v i o l a t i o n s ,  and in accu ra te  r e c o rd s ,  were i d e n t i f i e d .  Forty 
o f  t h e  46 concerns  have been c lo sed .  Of the  remaining s ix  concerns ,  t h e  
t e c h n i c a l  i s s u e s  have been c losed  fo r  two. These two concerns remain open 
because  they  a r e  the  su b jec t  of  on-going U.S Department of Labor rev iews.  The 
remain ing f o u r  concerns were under NRC review as o f  September 26, 1994.6 The 
46 concerns  were eva lua ted  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  s e l e c t e d  a t t r i b u t e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
t r e n d s  and p a t t e r n s .

6Since t h i s  review culminated in September 1994, a l l  in format ion  r e f l e c t s  
t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  p e r s p e c t iv e .  Any updates are  provided in f o o tn o t e s .  At the  
t ime o f  i s suance  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  th r e e  o f  the  four  pending concerns noted in 
Sec t ion  5 .3 .3  were s t i l l  a c t i v e ,  with two of  those  t h r e e  concerns nea r  
c l o s u r e .  The t e ch n ica l  i s sues  have been addressed f o r  a l l  concerns .
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5 .3 .1  S u b stan tia ted  Concerns

The concerns were evalua ted  to de termine how many could be c l a s s i f i e d  as 
p a r t i a l l y  o r  f u l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The informat ion d e t a i l e d  in the  review 
documents was th e  so le  source o f  in format ion  used in making these  
d e te rm in a t io n s .  The fo llowing i s  a b r i e f  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  the  16 concerns t h a t  
were p a r t i a l l y  o r  f u l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .

(1) Welder C e r t i f i c a t i o n  Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  welder  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  records  was en te red  
in to  the  AMS in 1984. The l i c e n s e e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  welder 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  records  were f a l s i f i e d  by a c o n t r a c to r  foreman ( r e f e r  to  
Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 . 1 ) .

(2) Welder C e r t i f i c a t i o n  Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  welder  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  records  was en te red  
in to  the  AMS in 1985. The l i c e n s e e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a c o n t r a c to r  
foreman a ttempted to  f a l s i f y  welder c e r t i f i c a t i o n  records  ( r e f e r  to  
Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 . 2 ) .

(3) Weld F i l l e r  Materia l  Issue Records

Two a l l e g a t i o n s  p e r t a in in g ,  in  p a r t ,  t o  weld f i l l e r  m a te r ia l  i s sue  
records  were en te red  in to  t h e  AMS in 1985. The l i c e n se e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
18 in s t a n ce s  o f  fo rgery  by c o n t r a c t o r  foremen o f  weld f i l l e r  m a te r ia l  
i s su e  reco rds  ( r e f e r  to  Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 . 3 ) .

(4) Cons t ruc t ion  Procedures

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  c o n s t r u c t io n  procedures  was en te red  in to  the  
AMS in 1985. The NRC s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  unauthorized  rework had 
occurred dur ing  c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  the  f a c i l i t y  ( r e f e r  to  Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 . 4 ) .

(5) Qua l i ty  Control  Hold Point

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  a q u a l i t y  con tro l  (QC) hold p o in t  a s so c ia t e d  
with  a c o n s t r u c t io n  procedure was en te red  in to  the  AMS in 1985. The 
l i c e n s e e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a c o n t r a c to r  su p e rv i so r  d i r e c t e d  a 
c o n t r a c t o r  worker to  skip a QC hold po in t  s tep  in an i n s t a l l a t i o n  
procedure  ( r e f e r  to  Section 5 . 5 . 1 . 5 ) .

(6) F i r e  Watch Log

An NRC in s p e c to r  i d e n t i f i e d  in s ta n ce s  o f  apparen t f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  f i r e  
watch logs  during an in sp ec t io n  conducted in 1988. A subsequent NRC 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  c o n t r a c t o r  f i r e  watch personnel had 
f a l s i f i e d  f i r e  watch logs .
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(7) Torque Wrench C a l ib ra t io n  Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  to rque  wrench c a l i b r a t i o n  reco rds  was 
e n te r ed  i n to  th e  AMS in 1988. The l i c e n s e e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  an HL&P 
employee w i l l f u l l y  mi s e a l i b r a t e d  four  torque  wrenches /adap te rs  ( r e f e r  to  
Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 . 6 ) .

(8) F i r e  Watch Logs

The l i c e n s e e  i d e n t i f i e d  severa l  f a l s i f i e d  f i r e  watch logs  in 1989.

(9) R ad ia t ion  Work Permit

The l i c e n s e e  in v e s t ig a t e d  the  apparent w i l l f u l  v i o l a t i o n  o f  a r a d i a t i o n  
work permit  in 1990. The l i c e n se e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a r e a c t o r  p l a n t  
o p e r a to r  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  v io l a t e d  th e  requirements  o f  a r a d i a t i o n  work 
pe rm i t .

(10) S e c u r i t y  Pa tro l  Log

An NRC in s p e c to r  i d e n t i f i e d  th e  apparent f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a s e c u r i t y  
p a t r o l  log  during an in spec t ion  conducted in 1990. The l i c e n s e e  
subsequen t ly  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a s e c u r i t y  p a t ro l  log was f a l s i f i e d  by a 
c o n t r a c t o r  s e c u r i t y  o f f i c e r .

(11) Q u a l i ty  Assurance S u rv e i l l an c e  Report

The l i c e n s e e  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  a q u a l i t y  assurance  s u r v e i l l a n c e  r e p o r t  
p e r t a i n i n g  to  vendor document con tro l  was f a l s i f i e d  by an HL&P employee 
in  1990.

(12) Maintenance Work Package

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  the  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a mechanical 
maintenance work package was en te red  in to  t h e  AMS in 1991. The l i c e n se e  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a c o n t r a c to r  foreman p ressu red  a c o n t r a c t o r  mechanic 
t o  f a l s i f y  a s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  maintenance work package t h a t  involved 
s a f e t y  i n j e c t i o n  system valve packing maintenance,  which occurred  in the  
l a t t e r  p a r t  o f  1990.

(13) Control  Room Operator Logs

As a r e s u l t  o f  l i c e n s e e  ac t io n s  in response  t o  employee i n t e g r i t y  
i s s u e s ,  a r e a c t o r  o p e ra to r  admit ted to  HL&P management in 1991 t h a t  he 
f a l s i f i e d  h i s  contro l  room logs on one occas ion .

(14) Maintenance Technician C e r t i f i c a t i o n s

In 1991, the  l i c e n s e e  i n v e s t ig a te d  a concern p e r t a in in g  t o  ins t rument  
and con t ro l  t e c h n ic ia n  t r a i n i n g  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  r e c o rd s .  The l i c e n s e e  
concluded t h a t  maintenance t e ch n ic ia n  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  records  were
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f a l s i f i e d  by a HL&P foreman but t h i s  occurred because the  foreman d id  
not unders tand the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem ents .

(15) V i s i t o r  Access Record

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  s e c u r i t y  event r e p o r t s  and Speakout 
( l i c e n s e e  employee concerns program) r e p o r t s  was en te red  in to  the  AMS in 
1991. The l i c e n s e e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  th e  s e c u r i t y  manager f a l s i f i e d  
the  access  record  o f  a v i s i t o r ,  but concluded t h a t  i t  was not a w i l l f u l  
a c t .

(16) Chemical Opera tor Logs

In 1992, the  l i c e n s e e  i d e n t i f i e d  f a l s i f i e d  chemical o p e ra to r  logs as the  
r e s u l t  of  performing a q u a l i t y  assurance  s u r v e i l l a n c e  in response t o  NRC 
Information Notice  92-30, " F a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  Plant R ecords ."

5 .3 .2  U nsubs tan t ia ted  Concerns

The fo llowing concerns were determined to  be u n su b s ta n t i a t e d .

• QC and Coatings Records

Two a l l e g a t i o n s  p e r t a in in g  to  QC r e p o r t s  and coa t ings  records  were 
en te red  in to  the  AMS in 1984. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  QC and coa t ings  
reco rds  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  and NRC.

• Piping Heat Numbers

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  p ip ing  hea t  numbers was en te red  in to  the  AMS 
in 1984. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  p ip ing  heat numbers was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n se e  and NRC.

• E l e c t r i c a l  Termination Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  e l e c t r i c a l  t e rm ina t ion  records  was en te red  
in to  the  AMS in 1985. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of Unit  1 con tro l  room 
e l e c t r i c a l  t e rm in a t io n  records  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC ( r e f e r  to  
Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 . 7 ) .

• Measuring and Tes t  Equipment (M&TE) C a l ib ra t io n  Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  M&TE c a l i b r a t i o n  records  was en te red  in to  
th e  AMS in 1985. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  M&TE c a l i b r a t i o n  records  was 
not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by th e  l i c e n s e e  and NRC.

• S t r u c t u r a l  S tee l  Beams

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  numbers a s so c ia te d  with 
s t r u c t u r a l  s t e e l  beams was en te red  i n to  th e  AMS in 1985. Alleged
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f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  s t e e l  beam numbering was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  
l i c e n s e e  and NRC.

• C o n t rac to r  Time Sheets

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  c o n t r a c to r  t ime and a t tendance  shee ts  was 
en te red  in to  the  AMS in 1985. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  c o n t r a c to r  t ime 
and a t ten d an ce  sh ee t s  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  and NRC.

• QC I n s p e c to r  Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  QC in sp ec to r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  records  was 
e n te r ed  in to  the  AMS in 1985. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  QC in s p e c to r  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n  records  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.

• Component Cooling Water (CCW) System Weld Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  CCW system weld records  was en te red  in to  the  
AMS in  1986. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  CCW system weld records  was not  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o n t r a c t o r .  The NRC s u b s t a n t i a t e d  a 
d e f i c i e n c y  with th e  work performed but not records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n .

• Heat ing,  V e n t i l a t i n g ,  and Air Condit ioning (HVAC) System Weld Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  HVAC weld records  and o th e r  HVAC-related 
concerns was en te red  in to  the  AMS in 1987. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  
HVAC system weld reco rds  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
c o n t r a c t o r .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s c o n t r a c to r  and NRC i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  the  
welding performed dev ia ted  from a f i e l d  change req u es t  without a 
d e f i c i e n c y  n o t i c e  being i n i t i a t e d .  The welding was found to  be 
t e c h n i c a l l y  accep tab le  ( r e f e r  to  Section 5 . 5 . 1 . 8 ) .

• Valve Seismic  Inspec t ion  Procedure

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  the  valve se ismic  in sp ec t io n  procedure was 
en te r ed  i n to  the  AMS in 1987. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  eng ineer ing  
s i g n - o f f  s t e p s  f o r  the  valve seismic  in sp ec t io n  procedure was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by th e  l i c e n s e e  and NRC ( r e f e r  to  Section 5 . 5 . 1 . 9 ) .

• N-5 Code Data Sheets

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  N-5 Forms was en te r ed  in to  th e  AMS in 1987. 
Alleged in a c c u ra te  N-5 Code Data Sheets was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.

• P re-Opera t iona l  Tes t  Procedures

During an in sp ec t io n  conducted in 1987, t h e  NRC i d e n t i f i e d  
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  a s so c ia te d  with the  completion o f  "witness" s i g n - o f f  
s t e p s ,  as well  as th e  d a te  in which s p e c i f i c  "witness"  s i g n - o f f  s tep s  
were completed r e l a t i v e  to  p re -o p e ra t io n a l  t e s t  procedures .  The
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l i c e n s e e  a t t r i b u t e d  th e se  i n c o n s i s t e n c ie s  to  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  e r r o r  and 
NRC concurred .

• S e c u r i t y  T ra in ing  Records

In 1987, th e  Region IV 01 F ie ld  O ff ice  rece ived  a concern p e r t a in in g  to  
s e c u r i t y  t r a i n i n g  reco rd s .  Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  s e c u r i t y  t r a i n i n g  
reco rd s  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.

• S e c u r i t y / F i t n e s s  For Duty (FFD) Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  numerous concerns ,  inc luding records  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n ,  involv ing  the  fun c t io n a l  a reas  o f  s e c u r i t y  and FFD was 
e n te r ed  in to  the  AMS in 1987. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  n o n - sp e c i f i c  
reco rd s  in t h e  fu n c t iona l  a reas  o f  s e c u r i t y  and FFD was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  and NRC.

• Reinforc ing  Stee l  (Rebar) Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  c o n s t r u c t io n  r e b a r  r e p o r t s  was en te red  in to  
th e  AMS in 1988. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  r e b a r  r e p o r t s  was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.

• Maintenance Work Request QC Hold Poin ts

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  maintenance work reques t  QC in sp ec t io n  hold 
p o in t s  was en te r ed  in to  the  AMS in 1988. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  
maintenance work re q u e s t  QC hold p o in t s  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.

• Maintenance V e r i f i c a t i o n  Points

In 1991, t h e  l i c e n s e e ’ s Speakout o rg a n iz a t io n  in v e s t ig a te d  a concern 
p e r t a in in g  t o  maintenance v e r i f i c a t i o n  p o i n t s .  Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  
maintenance v e r i f i c a t i o n  po in t s  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by th e  l i c e n se e  
and NRC, but i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s ,  which were a t t r i b u t e d  to  a l ack  of 
guidance ,  were i d e n t i f i e d .

• Engineer ing C on trac to r  Train ing  Records

In 1991, t h e  l i c e n s e e  i n i t i a t e d  a t h i r d - p a r t y  review o f  a concern 
p e r t a i n i n g  t o  eng ineer ing  c o n t r a c to r  t r a i n i n g  reco rds .  Alleged 
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  engineer ing  c o n t r a c to r  t r a i n i n g  records  was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by a l i c e n s e e  t h i r d - p a r t y  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  and NRC.

• Heal th Physics  Technician Resumes

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  c o n t r a c t o r  h e a l th  physics t e ch n ic ia n  resumes 
was e n te r ed  in to  the  AMS in 1991. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  c o n t r a c to r  
h e a l t h  phys ics  t e c h n ic ia n  resumes was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.
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• Maintenance Work Packages

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  severa l  concerns invo lv ing  p la n t  maintenance 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  inc lud ing  the  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  maintenance work packages and 
equipment c l ea ran ce  o rders ,  was en tered  in to  the  AMS in 1992. Alleged 
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  in format ion conta ined in maintenance work packages and 
o the r  documents was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by th e  l i c e n s e e  and NRC. 
I n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  a sso c ia ted  with the  da tes  o f  s i g n a t u r e  s i g n - o f f  s teps  
were i d e n t i f i e d  and a t t r i b u t e d  to  a l ack  o f  procedural  guidance .

• Handgun In sp ec t io n  Record

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  t o  handgun in sp ec t io n  reco rds  was en te red  in to  
the  AMS in  1992. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  handgun in s p e c t io n  reco rds  
was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n se e  and NRC.

• Oral S ta tements

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  th e  accuracy o f  ora l  s ta tem en ts  made by HL&P 
management r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  during a management meeting conducted in May 
1992 between NRC and HL&P to  d i scu ss  a p l a n t  event  was en te red  in to  the  
AMS in 1992. Alleged f a l s e  o ra l  s ta tem ents  were not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by 
NRC.

• Radia t ion  Monitor Source Check Record

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  th e  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  p l a n t  and
chemical o p e r a t i o n s - r e l a t e d  records  was en te red  i n to  th e  AMS in 1992.
Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  a r a d i a t i o n  monitor source check record  was not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n se e  and NRC.

• Control Access Monitor Log

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  a con t ro l  access  monitor log  was en te red  
in to  t h e  AMS in 1993. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a con t ro l  access  monitor 
log was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  and NRC.

• P re-Opera t iona l  H ydros ta t ic  Tes t  Procedure

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  a p re -o p e ra t io n a l  h y d r o s t a t i c  t e s t  procedure 
was e n te r e d  in to  the  AMS in 1993. Alleged f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  p re -  
o p e ra t io n a l  h y d r o s t a t i c  t e s t  reco rds  was not s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by NRC.

• Licensee Event Report

In 1993, dur ing  th e  i n - o f f i c e  review o f  a l i c e n s e e  even t  r e p o r t  (LER)
t h a t  p e r t a in e d  to  HVAC dampers, NRC i d e n t i f i e d  p o t e n t i a l l y  in a c c u ra te  
in form at ion  conta ined  in the  LER. A subsequent 01 i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
determined t h a t  the  informat ion was not w i l l f u l l y  f a l s i f i e d .
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5 .3 .3  Pending Concerns

As o f  September 26, 1994, th e  fol lowing four  concerns were s t i l l  open pending 
f u r t h e r  NRC review.

(1) Equipment Clearance Order

In 1993, while  conduct ing an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to  the  concerns 
d i scu ssed  under Radiation Monitor Source Check Log, a Region IV 01 Fie ld  
O f f i ce  i n v e s t i g a t o r  was provided a concern p e r t a i n i n g  to  an equipment 
c lea ra n c e  o rd e r .  The NRC determined t h a t  th e  s a f e t y  s ig n i f i c a n c e  was 
minimal.  The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a p o t e n t i a l l y  f a l s i f i e d  equipment 
c l e a ra n c e  o rde r  was under NRC review as o f  September 26, 1994.7

(2) HVAC Construc t ion  and I n s t a l l a t i o n  Records

An a l l e g a t i o n  p e r t a in in g  to  numerous concerns ,  inc lud ing  f a l s i f i e d  
r e c o rd s ,  involv ing  the  HVAC systems (da t ing  t o  the  t ime t h a t  the  systems 
were i n s t a l l e d  in th e  f a c i l i t y )  was en tered  i n t o  the  AMS in 1993. The 
NRC determined th e r e  were no t e ch n ica l  concerns a s so c ia te d  with t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n .  This a l l e g a t i o n  was under NRC review as o f  September 26,
1994.

(3) Records F a l s i f i c a t i o n

In 1994, concerns rece ived  from th e  House Subcommittee on Overs ight and 
I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  s t a f f  were en tered  in to  the  AMS. These concerns ,  which 
inc lude  reco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n ,  a re  being reviewed by the  South Texas 
P r o j e c t  A l le g a t io n s  Review Team.8

(4) Local Leak Rate Test  (LLRT) Records

In 1994, dur ing  the  conduct o f  an NRC i n s p e c t io n ,  the  in sp ec to r s
i d e n t i f i e d  a concern p e r t a in in g  to  th e  documentation involv ing  the  LLRT 
o f  a motor-opera ted  v a lve .  The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  p o t e n t i a l l y  f a l s i f i e d
LLRT reco rd s  was under NRC review as o f  September 26, 1994.9

7The O ff i ce  o f  Enforcement expects  to  i s sue  a c lo s e - o u t  l e t t e r  in March
1995.

8This NUREG documents the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  ART’ s e f f o r t s .  This a l l e g a t io n  
may be c lo sed  upon issuance  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t .

9This i s su e  p e r ta in ed  to  a loca l  l e a k  r a t e  t e s t  (LLRT) record  and was 
subsequent ly  c losed  on October 31, 1994. This concern was p a r t i a l l y  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  in t h a t  the  procedure s i g n - o f f  s tep  t h a t  au thor ized  the  LLRT, 
which was supposed to  have been signed by th e  LLRT c o o rd in a to r ,  was signed by 
a c o n t r a c t o r  who was not au thor ized  to  s ign .  The LLRT co o rd in a to r  was on 
v a ca t io n .  The s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h i s  concern was minimal because the  
LLRT t e s t  was re q u i re d  and was s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  performed. The c o n t r a c t o r  had
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The fo l lowing  t a b l e s  r e f l e c t  s t a t i s t i c a l  informat ion by source,  y e a r ,  
f u n c t io n a l  a rea ,  and c o n t r a c t o r s .

Table 1

Number of Concerns bv Source

Source o f  Concern Number o f  Concerns

Anonymous 5
C o n t rac to r s  7
Former C o n t rac to r s  11
Former HL&P Employees 4
HL&P Employees 3
Licensee ( P r o g r a m s / I n i t i a t i v e s ,  e t c . )  8
NRC In sp ec t io n  5
NRC I n v e s t i g a t i o n  1
Other 2

Table 2

Number o f  Concerns I d e n t i f i e d  pe r  Calendar Year

Year Number of

1984 3
1985 9
1986 1
1987 6
1988 4
1989 1
1990 3
1991 7
1992 5
1993 4
1994 (9/26/94) 3

a l ready  l e f t  th e  s i t e  be fo re  t h i s  was i d e n t i f i e d ,  and th e  l i c e n s e e  d id  not  
in te rv iew  him dur ing  i t s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  In terms of  NRC a c t i o n ,  01 d ec l ined  
to  i n v e s t i g a t e  based on a l a ck  of  apparent w i l l f u l n e s s .  The Region IV o f f i c e  
issued a Level IV v i o l a t i o n  as documented in IR 94-36 da ted  February 6, 1995.
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Table 3

Number of  Concerns per Licensee Program/Organizational Functional Area

Functiona l Area Number of  Concerns

A d m in is t ra t ion  1
Chemical Opera t ions  2
C ons t ruc t ion  ( f a b r i c a t i o n  11

and i n s t a l l a t i o n )
F i r e  P r o tec t io n  2
Maintenance 5
Measuring & Test  Equipment 2
Other 2
P la n t  Operat ions  4
Pre-Opera t iona l  Tes t ing  2
Q u a l i ty  Assurance 1
Q u a l i ty  Control  3
S e c u r i t y / F i t n e s s  For Duty 5
T r a i n i n g / Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  6

Table 4

Number o f  Concerns oer Licensee Contrac to r

C o n t ra c to r  Number of Concerns

Appl ied Radiologica l  Controls  1
Bechte l  1
Ebasco 19
ITI MOVATS 1
Other ( in d e te rm in a te )  2
Wackenhut 4

The NRC’ s O f f i c e  o f  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  was involved in i n v e s t i g a t i n g  ( i n q u i r i e s ,  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  and a s s i s t s )  24 o f  the  46 concerns .  E i th e r  the  l i c e n s e e  or 
i t s  c o n t r a c t o r s  were involved in in v e s t ig a t i n g  a t  l e a s t  35 o f  the  46 concerns .  
Eleven o f  th e  46 concerns were a l so  the  su b jec t  o f  a r e l a t e d  DOL compla in t .  
Twenty-four concerns  were i d e n t i f i e d  p r i o r  to  th e  f u l l  power l i c e n s in g  o f  Unit 
1, o r  p e r t a in e d  t o  the  per iod  p r i o r  to  th e  f u l l  power l i c e n s in g  of  Unit 1, 
which occurred  on March 22, 1988. Twenty-one concerns  p e r ta in ed  t o  th e  period 
fo llowing th e  f u l l  power l i c e n s in g  of Unit 1. One concern p e r t a in ed  to  both 
p e r io d s .

5 .4  In s ig h t s  i n t o  5TP Records F a l s i f i c a t i o n

In s ig h t s  ga ined  from review o f  th e  da ta  a re  p re sen ted  below. The major top ic  
a reas  in which s i g n i f i c a n t  i n s i g h t s  were gained were in the  a reas  o f  source of 
concerns ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n / p l a n t  o p e ra t io n s ,  o rg a n iz a t io n s  and programs,
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c o n t r a c t o r  involvement,  level  of  p e r so n n e l , wrong-doing, s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  
causes ,  l i c e n s e e  a c t i o n s ,  and NRC a c t i o n s .  In the  con tex t  o f  t h i s  review, 
s a f e ty  s ig n i f i c a n c e  i s  def ined  as involv ing the  c o n s id e ra t io n  o f  th e  actual  
s a f e ty  consequence.  I t  does not inc lude  c o n s id e ra t io n s  o f  th e  r e g u la to ry  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  and p o t e n t i a l  s a f e ty  consequences o f  a given i s s u e .  Regulatory 
s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  addressed in Section 5 . 5 . 2 . 1 .

Many sources  were involved in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  concerns ;  however, 
former and c u r r e n t  c o n t r a c t o r  personnel comprised the  s in g l e  l a r g e s t  source.
A minimum o f  25 of  t h e  46 concerns (approximate ly  54 pe rcen t )  were i d e n t i f i e d  
by then c u r r e n t  and former HL&P and c o n t r a c to r  p e r s o n n e l . Former and c u r ren t  
c o n t r a c to r  personnel i d e n t i f i e d  a t  l e a s t  18 of  the  46 concerns  (approximate ly  
39 p e r c e n t ) .  R e l a t i v e ly  few concerns were i d e n t i f i e d  by th e  NRC, 6 o f  46, 
which can be a t t r i b u t e d ,  in p a r t ,  t o  a l a ck  of  in spec t ion  guidance u n t i l  1992. 
Licensee management personnel  were r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a t  
l e a s t  8 o f  the  46 concerns ,  which can be a t t r i b u t e d ,  in p a r t ,  to  t h e  e f f o r t s  
undertaken by the  l i c e n s e e  t o  address severa l  employee i n t e g r i t y  i s s u e s  t h a t  
were i d e n t i f i e d  in 1990 and 1991, as well as to  a c t io n s  taken  by th e  l i c e n s e e  
in response  to  NRC Information Notice 92-30, " F a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  P lan t  Records."

No d i s t i n c t  t r en d  o r  p a t t e r n  was i d e n t i f i e d  as a r e s u l t  o f  th e  concerns  being 
evalua ted  r e l a t i v e  t o  whether they p e r ta in ed  to  the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  phase or  the  
o p e ra t iona l  phase o f  the  f a c i l i t y .  Approximately h a l f  o f  th e  concerns  (24 o f  
46) p e r t a in ed  to  the  period p r i o r  to  th e  f u l l  power l i c e n s i n g  o f  Uni t  1. 
Twenty-one concerns p e r t a in e d  to  the  per iod  subsequent to  th e  f u l l  power 
l i c e n s i n g  o f  Unit 1, while one concern p e r ta in ed  to  both p e r io d s .  However, 
f o r  any consecu t ive  t h r e e - y e a r  per iod ,  1985-1987 and 1990-1992 were th e  
pe r iods  in  which th e  most concerns were i d e n t i f i e d  (16 f o r  each p e r i o d ) .  
Approximately 70 p e rcen t  of  th e  46 concerns were i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing  t h e s e  two 
p e r io d s .  R e la t i v e ly  few concerns p e r t a in ed  to  ca lendar  y e a r s  1988 and 1989, 
which a re  th e  year s  in which f u l l  power l i c e n s e s  were is sued  f o r  both u n i t s .

Also,  t h e r e  was no d i s t i n c t  t r e n d  or p a t t e r n  i d e n t i f i e d  as the  r e s u l t  o f  
e v a lu a t in g  the  16 p a r t i a l l y  o r  f u l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns r e l a t i v e  t o  the  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  and o p e ra t io n a l  phases o f  th e  f a c i l i t y .  Seven o f  the  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns  occurred p r i o r  t o  March 22, 1988, while  n ine  occurred 
a f t e r  March 22, 1988.

The i d e n t i f i e d  concerns p e r ta in ed  to  many func t iona l  a re a s ;  however, a 
m a jo r i ty  o f  the  concerns were concen t ra ted  in only f i v e  a r e a s .  T h i r t y  o f  the  
46 concerns ,  or  approximate ly  65 pe rcen t ,  involved th e  fun c t io n a l  a re a s  of  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  ( i n s t a l l a t i o n  and f a b r i c a t i o n ) , q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l ,  maintenance,  
t r a i n i n g / q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  and s e c u r i t y .  Ten of  the  16 s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns 
p e r t a in e d  to  th e se  f i v e  a reas  as wel l .

A m a jo r i ty  o f  the  concerns  involved c o n t r a c to r  r a t h e r  than HL&P p e rsonne l .  
Twenty -e ight,  or 61 p e rc en t ,  o f  the  46 concerns p e r ta in ed  to  c o n t r a c t o r s  who 
performed work a t  t h e  f a c i l i t y .  Nineteen of  th e se  28 concerns  involved  Ebasco 
(approximate ly  68 p e rcen t  o f  the  c o n t r a c t o r - r e l a t e d  conce rns ) ,  th e  c o n s t r u c to r  
of  the  f a c i l i t y .  Ten of  the  16 s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns involved c o n t r a c t o r  
pe rsonne l .  Six of  t h e s e  10 involved Ebasco p e r s o n n e l .
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All l e v e l s  o f  c o n t r a c t o r  and HL&P personnel were th e  s u b je c t  o f  the  46 
concerns ,  in c lu d in g  workers (p ro fes s iona l  and c r a f t ) ,  f i r s t  l i n e  su p e r v i so r s ,  
middle managers, and s en io r  managers. A m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  46 concerns p e r ta in ed  
to  p la n t  workers and f i r s t - l i n e  su p e r v i so r s .  Eight o f  the  16 s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
concerns involved c o n t r a c to r  and l i c e n s e e  foremen. Seven o f  th e  16 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns  involved c o n t r a c to r  and HL&P workers.  The remaining 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concern involved a l i c e n s e e  manager; however, t h i s  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
concern d id  no t  appear to  involve w i l l f u l n e s s  on th e  p a r t  o f  the  involved 
manager.

Th i r teen  o f  t h e  16 s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns appear to  involve  w i l l f u l  misconduct 
on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  involved i n d iv id u a l s .

The s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns were eva lua ted  to  determine the  ac tua l  s a f e ty  
consequences a s s o c i a t e d  with th e  f a l s i f i e d  reco rd s .  F i f t e e n  o f  the  16 
p a r t i a l l y  and f u l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns were assessed  as having minimal 
s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  This de te rm ina t ion  was made on the  b a s i s  o f  the  
fo llowing:

• The concern d id  not p e r t a in  to  a s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t y  o r  a s a f e t y -  
r e l a t e d  s t r u c t u r e ,  system, or  component (SSC).

• The a c t i v i t y  t h a t  was performed was t e c h n i c a l l y  accep tab le  d e s p i t e  the  
f a l s i f i e d  r e c o r d s .

• The inadequate  a c t i v i t y  was de tec ted  and c o r re c t e d  before  an SSC was 
requ i red  t o  be operab le .

• No personnel  rece ived  a r a d i a t i o n  overexposure .

• There were no events  or co n d i t io n s  adverse to  q u a l i t y ,  which the
a c t i v i t y  was intended to  d e t e c t  ( e . g . ,  f i r e  watch, con t ro l  room ope ra to r  
rounds,  QA s u r v e i l l a n c e ,  s e c u r i t y  p a t r o l ,  e t c . ) ,  t h a t  occurred  o r  
e x i s t e d  a t  th e  t ime t h a t  th e  records  a s so c ia t e d  with t h e  a c t i v i t y  were 
f a l s i f i e d .

The s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  remaining concern was inde te rm in a te  ( r e f e r  to  
Section 5 . 5 . 1 . 7 ) .

Of th e  seven s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns t h a t  occurred p r i o r  t o  th e  f u l l  power 
l i c e n s in g  o f  Unit  1, t h r e e  appear to  have been caused or  in f luenced  by duress  
from a d i r e c t  s u p e r v i s o r .  Const ruct ion  schedula r  p re s su re  was a f a c t o r  in a l l  
t h r e e  cases .  The remaining fou r  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns  involved in d iv id u a l s  
who appa ren t ly  ac ted  on t h e i r  own v o l i t i o n  (without being d i r e c t e d  or  unduly
pressured)  t o  w i l l f u l l y  f a l s i f y  documents.

Of the  nine s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns t h a t  occurred a f t e r  the  f u l l  power 
l i c e n s in g  o f  Uni t  1, t h r e e  appear to  have been caused by a l a c k  o f  guidance or 
a lack  o f  awareness o f  e x i s t i n g  guidance.  One was caused by a l a ck  o f  
ap p ro p r ia te  guidance from a su p e rv i so r .  One was caused by duress  from a
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c o n t r a c t  s u p e r v i s o r .  The remaining four  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns involved 
i n d iv id u a l s  who app a ren t ly  acted  on t h e i r  own v o l i t i o n  to  w i l l f u l l y  v i o l a t e  
procedures  or  f a l s i f y  reco rd s .

The m a jo r i ty  o f  the  u n s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns can be a t t r i b u t e d  to  
a d m in i s t r a t iv e  e r r o r ,  a lack  o f  awareness or  unders tanding o f  procedura l  and 
programmatic requ irem ents ,  a l a ck  o f  procedural  guidance,  a la ck  o f  s u f f i c i e n t  
informat ion to  s u b s t a n t i a t e  a concern,  o r  in a cc u ra te  but not f a l s i f i e d  
reco rds .

I t  appears  t h a t  l i c e n s e e  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  r e l a t i v e  to  s p e c i f i c  concerns  were 
a p p ro p r ia t e  to  th e  c i rcum stances .  The l i c e n s e e  and i t s  c o n t r a c t o r s  were 
involved in t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  a t  l e a s t  35 of  the  46 concerns .  The 
l i c e n s e e ,  and in some cases  i t s  c o n t r a c t o r s ,  in v e s t i g a t e d  15 o f  t h e  16 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns .  For those  cases  in which th e  l i c e n se e  de termined t h a t  
p rocedures  were w i l l f u l l y  v i o l a t e d  or  reco rds  were i n t e n t i o n a l l y  f a l s i f i e d ,  
th e  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  u su a l ly  included th e  t e rm in a t io n  of th e  involved 
i n d i v i d u a l s ’ employment. In a d d i t i o n ,  the  l i c e n s e e  u sua l ly  implemented 
broader  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  f o r  those  concerns t h a t  i t  i n v e s t i g a t e d  subsequent 
to  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  conducted by i t s  c o n t r a c t o r s ,  however, th e  l i c e n s e e  did 
not c o n s id e r  th e  g ener ic  im p l ic a t io n s  in a l l  c a se s .  For example, th e  
l i c e n s e e ’ s SAFETEAM o rg a n iz a t io n  concluded t h a t  c o n t r a c to r  foremen were 
fo rg in g  th e  s ig n a t u r e s  o f  s u p e r in te n d e n t s ,  who had the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  
au th o r iz e  th e  is suance  o f  weld f i l l e r  m a t e r i a l ,  in order  to  e x p ed i t e  t h e  work 
o f  t h e i r  crews. I t  does not appear t h a t  the  broader im p l ic a t io n s  o f  w i l l f u l l y  
v i o l a t i n g  procedures  to  enhance product ion  were considered by th e  l i c e n s e e .

For two concerns ,  the  conclus ions  reached by the  l i c e n s e e  d id  not appear to  be 
supported by th e  f a c t s .  However, the  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  f o r  t h e se  two 
concerns were a p p r o p r i a t e .  In a few in s t a n c e s ,  the  scope o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
employee concerns  program i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  were not s u f f i c i e n t l y  broad.

As th e  r e s u l t  o f  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a number o f  employee i n t e g r i t y  concerns 
t h a t  were i d e n t i f i e d  by the  l i c e n s e e  or provided to  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s Speakout 
o rg a n iz a t io n  in  the  second h a l f  o f  1990 and the  f i r s t  h a l f  o f  1991, th e  
l i c e n s e e  undertook severa l  p o s i t i v e  ac t io n s  to  address  t h i s  neg a t iv e  t r e n d .  
These a c t io n s  inc luded,  in p a r t ,

• D iscuss ions  with HL&P and c o n t r a c t o r  personnel regard ing  management’ s 
e x p ec ta t io n s

• Enhanced guidance and e x p ec ta t io n s

• Actions  t h a t  r e s u l t e d  in  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a d d i t io n a l  re c o rd s  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s su e s

10A1though maintenance product ion  p re s su re  was a f a c t o r  in t h i s  concern,  
the  ART views t h i s  as an i s o l a t e d  case  t h a t  does not a f f e c t  th e  ART’ s 
conclus ions  rega rd ing  the  work environment a t  STP.
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The concerns were evalua ted  to  determine whether the  leve l  o f  NRC in spec t ion  
fo llow-up and, as a p p ro p r ia t e ,  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  follow-up was adequate .  Also,  
th e  concerns were eva lua ted  to  determine whether the  r e g u la to r y  a c t io n  taken 
was c o n s i s t e n t  with NRC po l icy  and guidance t h a t  e x i s t e d  a t  the  t ime t h a t  the  
concerns  were d i s p o s i t i o n e d .

With one ex cep t io n ,  the  in sp ec t io n  fol low-up o f  t h e  t e ch n ica l  and s a f e ty  
im p l ic a t io n s  o f  th e  c losed  concerns was adequate .  However, as noted in 
Sec t ion  5 . 5 . 1 ,  t h e  documentation of  t h i s  fo llow-up was not complete in every 
i n s t a n c e .

With one ex cep t io n ,  the  leve l  o f  01 involvement was a p p ro p r i a t e .  Twenty-four 
o f  th e  46 concerns r e s u l t e d  in 01 i n q u i r i e s ,  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  o r  a s s i s t s .  Six 
o f  t h e s e  occurred during the  per iod  1984 through 1988, while  18 occurred (or 
were ongoing) dur ing  the  pe r iod  1989 through September 26, 1994. Of th e  5 
concerns  t h a t  01 d id  not i n v e s t i g a t e  subsequent t o  1988, four  o f  the  f i v e  
involved i s su e s  in  which the  reg iona l  s t a f f  had s u f f i c i e n t  in format ion  to  make 
the  a p p ro p r i a t e  r e g u la to r y  d e c i s io n ,  while th e  NRC’ s O ff ice  o f  th e  In sp ec to r  
General i n v e s t i g a t e d  the  remaining concern which comprised one i s su e  o f  a 
b roader  a l l e g a t i o n .  There was documented evidence t h a t  16 o f  th e  17 concerns 
t h a t  01 d id  not i n v e s t i g a t e  p r i o r  to  1989 were d i s p o s i t i o n e d  in accordance 
with  t h e  guidance found in NRC Manual Chapter 0517, Appendix 0517, P a r t  I I I ,  
o r  01 involvement was determined to  be unnecessary on the  b a s i s  o f  the  r e s u l t s  
o f  the  i n i t i a l  in sp ec t io n  follow-up o f  the  concerns  by th e  reg iona l  te ch n ica l  
s t a f f .  There was i n s u f f i c i e n t  documentation to  determine the  rea so n (s )  why 01 
d id  not i n v e s t i g a t e  the  remaining concern.

The guidance noted above provided f o r  the  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  of  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
r e so u rce s  on the  b a s i s  o f  the  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  th e  concern and provided f o r  the  
a d m in i s t r a t i v e  t e rm in a t io n  o f  wrong-doing i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  on a case -by-case  
b a s i s .  For low and normal p r i o r i t y  cases ,  01 could  c lo se  a case  i f  i t s  
p r o j e c t i o n  o f  re source  a l l o c a t i o n s  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  th e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  could not 
be i n i t i a t e d  w i th in  a reasonab le  per iod  of  t ime,  which was normally s ix  
months. Since t h e  beginning o f  1989, enforcement a c t io n  d e te rm ina t ions  have 
been made c o n s i s t e n t l y  in accordance with NRC p o l i c y .  An a n a ly s i s  o f  the  
concerns r ev ea led  t h a t  enforcement a c t io n  was not taken f o r  those  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concerns t h a t  were i d e n t i f i e d  p r i o r  to  1989 in most in s t a n c e s .  
Because o f  a l a ck  o f  documentation r e l a t i n g  to  t h e se  o ld e r  concerns ,  i t  i s  not 
c l e a r  whether or  not enforcement ac t io n  was cons idered  by th e  a p p ro p r i a t e  
leve l  o f  NRC management.

Three c o n s id e r a t i o n s  p o t e n t i a l l y  account f o r  a l a ck  of  enforcement rega rd ing  
th e se  o ld e r  concerns .  F i r s t ,  10 CFR 50.9 ,  which r e q u i r e s ,  in p a r t ,  t h a t  
l i c e n s e e s  provide  informat ion t h a t  i s  complete and accu ra te  in a l l  m a te r ia l  
r e s p e c t s ,  d id  not become e f f e c t i v e  u n t i l  February 1, 1988. Although th e re  was 
guidance in  t h e  NRC’ s Enforcement Policy  (10 CFR P a r t  2, Appendix C), which 
provided enforcement  sanc t ions  f o r  w i l l f u l  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  requ i rem en ts ,  t h e r e  
was a d d i t i o n a l  guidance in the  1987 r e v i s io n  o f  NRC Manual Chapter 0517, NRC 
Appendix 0517, P a r t  I I I ,  which provided a b a s i s  f o r  tak in g  no f u r t h e r  
r e g u l a t o r y  a c t io n  f o r  those  cases  in which a l i c e n s e e  d i s co v e r s  t h a t  a low 
leve l  employee d e l i b e r a t e l y  v io l a t e d  a requirement o r  f a l s i f i e d  a document,
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d i s c i p l i n e s  th e  employee, and tak es  ap p ro p r i a t e  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  which the  
NRC s t a f f  has reviewed. An a d d i t io n a l  c o n s id e ra t io n  t h a t  may have accounted 
fo r  a l a c k  of enforcement a c t io n  was t h a t  s i x  o f  the  seven s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
concerns t h a t  were i d e n t i f i e d  p r i o r  to  1989 were determined to  be of  minimal 
s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e  or  p e r t a in e d  to  n o n s a f e ty - r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s .  Enforcement 
ac t ion  was taken f o r  t h e  remaining s u b s t a n t i a t e d  concern.

Subsequent to  1988, enforcement a c t io n  was c o n s i s t e n t l y  taken ,  or  considered 
and enforcement  d i s c r e t i o n  granted  in those  cases  f o r  which a v i o l a t i o n  
occurred  and th e  c r i t e r i a  s p e c i f i e d  in the  Enforcement Policy  were s a t i s f i e d .  
This can be a t t r i b u t e d ,  in p a r t ,  to  10 CFR 50.9 becoming e f f e c t i v e  in 1988, 
and to  enhanced Enforcement Pol icy  guidance r e l a t i v e  t o  w i l l f u l  v i o l a t i o n s  and 
enforcement d i s c r e t i o n .  For example, one concern r e s u l t e d  in th e  is suance  of  
a S e v e r i t y  Level I I I  Notice  o f  V io la t io n  of  10 CFR 50.9 and a $50,000 c i v i l  
p e n a l ty .  A second example involved the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a nonci ted  v i o l a t i o n  
because th e  c r i t e r i a  s p e c i f i e d  in th e  Enforcement Po l icy  were s a t i s f i e d .

5.5 Conclusions  and Recommendations

5 .5 .1  R esu l t s  o f  Review

For n ine  o f  th e  46 concerns (seven s u b s t a n t i a t e d  and two u n s u b s ta n t i a t e d  
c o n c e r n s ) , the  review r e s u l t s  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  (1) the  l e v e l  of  NRC fol low-up 
d id  not p rovide  an adequate  b a s i s  f o r  c lo su re  o f  the  concern ,  (2) the  b a s i s
f o r  c lo s u r e  was not f u l l y  documented, o r  (3) the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  not tak ing
enforcement a c t i o n  was not s u f f i c i e n t l y  documented. The s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
o f  e i g h t  o f  t h e se  n ine  concerns  was minimal. The s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  the  
remaining i s su e  was inde te rm ina te  on the  b a s i s  of  the  a v a i l a b l e  documentation.

5 . 5 .1 .1  Follow-up o f  an A l leg a t io n  P e r ta in in g  to  Welder C e r t i f i c a t i o n  Records
(1984)

A c o n t r a c t o r  foreman’ s employment was te rm ina ted  fo r  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  documenting
th e  performance o f  a weld t h a t  he d id  not a c t u a l l y  perform. The foreman
f a l s i f i e d  the  reco rds  in  an a ttempt to  main ta in  h is  welder  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  The 
NRC c lo sed  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  on the  b a s i s  o f  a l e t t e r  t o  HL&P t h a t  acknowledged 
th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s a c t i o n .  A review o f  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s i n v e s t i g a t i o n  r e p o r t  by NRC 
confirmed t h a t  th e  weld,  which was a c t u a l l y  performed by ano ther  i n d i v i d u a l , 
p e r t a in e d  t o  a n o n s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  system. The ba s i s  f o r  not conducting an 01 
in v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s su e  i s  not documented, nor was the  b a s i s  f o r  not 
tak in g  enforcement a c t i o n .  Given th e  age o f  the  concern ,  the  ac t i o n s  taken by 
th e  l i c e n s e e ,  and th e  l a c k  o f  s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  
concern remain c lo sed .

5 . 5 . 1 . 2  Follow-up o f  an A l leg a t io n  P e r ta in in g  to  Welder C e r t i f i c a t i o n  Records
(1985)

A l i c e n s e e ’ s SAFETEAM i n v e s t i g a t i o n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a c o n t r a c t o r  su p e rv i so r  
had a ttempted  to  f a l s i f y  h i s  w e lde r ’ s c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  but the  l i c e n s e e  
concluded t h a t  s in ce  th e  ind iv idua l  never became c e r t i f i e d ,  he never a c t u a l l y  
committed the  a c t  o f  f a l s i f i c a t i o n .  Since the  ind iv idua l  was never c e r t i f i e d ,
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th e  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e  was minimal. The i n d i v i d u a l ’ s employment was 
t e rm in a ted .  This  a l l e g a t i o n  was c lo sed ,  but t h e r e  i s  no documentation in the  
corresponding  in s p e c t io n  r e p o r t  t h a t  e x p l i c i t l y  documented whether any records  
r e q u i re d  t o  be main ta ined by NRC r e g u la t io n s  were a c t u a l l y  f a l s i f i e d  in t h i s  
i n s t a n c e ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of  whether or not the  in d iv idua l  in question  was 
c e r t i f i e d  as a we lder .  Given the  age o f  the  concern ,  the  ac t ions  taken by the  
l i c e n s e e ,  and th e  l a c k  of  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  
concern remain c lo se d .

5 . 5 . 1 . 3  Follow-up o f  an A l lega t ion  P e r ta in in g  t o  Weld F i l l e r  Materia l  Is sue  
Records (1985)

A l i c e n s e e  SAFETEAM in v e s t i g a t i o n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  18 in s ta n ce s  in which 
c o n t r a c t o r  foremen were fo rg ing  the  s ig n a tu re s  o f  the  super in tenden ts  
r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  a u th o r i z in g  the  is suance  of  weld rods and v e r i fy in g  t h a t  the  
weld rods and procedures  were a p p ro p r ia t e  fo r  t h e  work to  be performed and 
t h a t  the  welders  were c e r t i f i e d .  The 18 in s t a n ce s  occurred  in 1983, and the 
l i c e n s e e  concluded t h a t  the  s ig n a tu re s  were fo rged by the  foremen to  expedi te  
work by t h e i r  crews. The l i c e n s e e  concluded t h a t  a l l  o th e r  da ta  documented on 
t h e  f i l l e r  m a te r i a l  i s sue  records  were accu ra te .  The s a f e t y  s ig n i f i c a n c e  of  
t h i s  i s sue  was minimal because th e re  was no evidence t h a t  the  wrong weld rods 
were i s sued ,  nor was welding conducted by u n c e r t i f i e d  welders .  This i s su e  was 
c losed  in an i n s p e c t io n  r e p o r t .  There i s  no documentation as to  whether the  
r e g u la to r y  im p l i c a t io n s  ( e . g . , numerous examples o f  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  by f i r s t  
l i n e  su p e rv i so r s  because o f  schedula r  p re ssu re )  o f  t h i s  were cons idered .  The 
D i re c to r  o f  t h e  Region IV 01 F ie ld  O ff ice  was appr ised  o f  t h i s  concern,  but 
th e  t e ch n ica l  s t a f f  recommended t h a t  an 01 i n v e s t i g a t i o n  not be performed 
because o f  t h e  low s a f e t y  s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  concern.  No enforcement ac t ion  
was taken .  Given t h e  age o f  the  concern,  the  a c t i o n s  taken by the  l i c e n s e e ,  
and the  l a c k  o f  s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  concern 
remain c lo se d .

5 . 5 . 1 . 4  Follow-up o f  an A l lega t ion  Pe r ta in ing  to  V io la t io n s  o f  Construct ion  
Procedures  (1985)

An NRC in s p e c t io n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  rework p e r t a in in g  to  th e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of  
cab le  t r a y  c l i p s  had been conducted p r i o r  to  th e  issuance  o f  the  f i e l d  change 
r e q u e s t s  (FCRs) t h a t  au thor ized  the  rework. The in s p ec to r  concluded t h a t  t h i s  
unauthor ized  rework occurred as the  r e s u l t  o f  s chedu la r  p re s su re  ("pushing 
p ro d u c t io n " ) .  Although the  s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h i s  i s sue  was minimal 
because th e  unau thor ized  rework g e n e ra l ly  conformed to  the  FCRs t h a t  were 
subsequent ly  i s su ed  and the  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o n t r a c t o r  had implemented c o r r e c t i v e  
a c t i o n s ,  t h e r e  i s  no documentation as to  whether t h i s  unauthorized rework 
c o n s t i t u t e d  a w i l l f u l  v i o l a t i o n  of  c o n s t r u c t io n  p rocedures .  S im i l a r ly ,  th e re  
i s  no documentation as to  whether th e r e  were any f a l s i f i e d  records  a s so c ia te d  
with  t h i s  unau tho r ized  rework. This a l l e g a t i o n  was c losed  with no o th e r  NRC 
a c t io n  taken .  Given the  age o f  the  concern,  th e  ac t io n s  taken by th e  l i c e n s e e  
and i t s  c o n t r a c t o r ,  and the  l a ck  o f  s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended 
t h a t  t h i s  concern remain c lo sed .
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5 . 5 . 1 . 5  Follow-up o f  an A l leg a t io n  P e r ta in in g  to  V io la t io n  of  QC Hold Poin ts
(1985)

The l i c e n s e e ’ s SAFETEAM s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a c o n t r a c to r  foreman d i r e c t e d  
welders to  perform welding in Unit 2 without complying with  the  QC hold po in t  
requirements .  The foreman’ s employment a t  STP was te rm ina ted  as th e  r e s u l t  o f  
a SAFETEAM recommendation. The Region IV 01 F ie ld  O ff ice  d ec l in ed  to  
i n v e s t i g a t e  t h i s  case  on th e  b a s i s  o f  a la ck  o f  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  
i s su e .  The s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  t h i s  concern was minimal because the  
welding was s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  performed. No enforcement a c t i o n  was taken  fo r  
t h i s  w i l l f u l  procedure  v i o l a t i o n ,  nor was t h e r e  any documentation t h a t  
provided the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  not tak ing  enforcement a c t i o n .  Given th e  age 
o f  the  concern ,  the  ac t i o n s  taken by th e  l i c e n s e e ,  and th e  l a ck  o f  s a f e t y  
s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  concern remain c lo sed .

5 . 5 . 1 . 6  Follow-up o f  an A l leg a t io n  P e r ta in in g  to  Torque Wrench C a l i b r a t i o n  
Records (1988)

A l i c e n s e e  SAFETEAM i n v e s t i g a t i o n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  a Physical /Dimensional 
Labora tory  t e c h n i c i a n  had knowingly i n c o r r e c t l y  c a l i b r a t e d  fou r  to rque  
w renches /adap te rs .  The documented accuracy span was not in  agreement with the  
c a l i b r a t i o n  check r e s u l t s  which were obta ined  as a r e s u l t  o f  the  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
w i th in  24 hours o f  th e  to rque  wrench c a l i b r a t i o n s  t h a t  were performed by the  
involved i n d i v i d u a l .  The l i c e n s e e ’ s SAFETEAM did not conclude t h a t  th e  
documented accuracy span d a ta  had been f a l s i f i e d .  The in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t  
documents t h a t  t h e r e  was evidence t h a t  the  t e ch n ic ia n  f a l s i f i e d  re c o rd s  t h a t  
in d i c a t e d  th e  completion o f  req u i red  reading  requ irements ,  but no d e t a i l s  o f  
t h i s  i s s u e  were provided .  The te ch n ic ia n  re s igned .  The s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
o f  t h i s  i s su e  was minimal because the  mi s e a l i b r a t e d  to rque  wrenches were used 
in n o n s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and a sample o f  o th e r  c a l i b r a t i o n s  performed 
by th e  t e c h n i c i a n  revea led  no o th e r  problems. I t  appears t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  
had enough in format ion  to  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h a t  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  occur red  as 
a l l e g e d ,  but t h i s  i s  not i d e n t i f i e d  in the  in spec t ion  r e p o r t  documenta tion.
The a l l e g a t i o n  was t e c h n i c a l l y  c losed with no f u r t h e r  NRC a c t i o n .  Given the  
age o f  t h e  concern,  the  a c t i o n s  taken by the  l i c e n s e e ,  and th e  l a c k  o f  s a f e t y  
s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  concern remain c lo se d .

5 . 5 . 1 . 7  Follow-up o f  an A l leg a t io n  P e r ta in in g  to  E l e c t r i c a l  Terminat ion 
Records (1985)

The Region IV 01 F ie ld  O ff ice  i n i t i a t e d  an inqu i ry  to  dete rmine  whether  a 
c o n t r a c t o r  e l e c t r i c i a n  and h i s  coworkers were being ha rassed  and in t im id a te d  
by a c o n t r a c t o r  foreman, the reby  causing paperwork, s p e c i f i c a l l y  Unit  1 
con t ro l  room e l e c t r i c a l  t e rm in a t io n  reco rd s ,  t o  be f a l s i f i e d .  This a l l e g a t i o n  
was c lo sed  approximate ly  1-1/2  years  a f t e r  i t  was opened. The 01 in q u i r y  was 
c losed  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  w i thout  an i n v e s t ig a t i o n  on the  b a s i s  o f  th e  low 
p r i o r i t y  t h a t  i t  was ass igned and the  l ack  o f  01 r e so u rce s .  This 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  conformed to  th e  NRC guidance t h a t  e x i s t e d  a t  th e  t im e .  The 
t e c h n i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  c lo su re  of  the  a l l e g a t i o n  was t h a t  t h e r e  was no evidence 
o f  reco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing previous  in s p e c t io n s  o f  e l e c t r i c a l  
work p e r t a i n i n g  to  t h e  con t ro l  room. No o n - s i t e  in sp ec t io n  follow-up was
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conducted s p e c i f i c a l l y  in response to  t h i s  concern.  As a r e s u l t ,  i t  i s  
recommended t h a t  th e  Region IV A l lega t ion  Review Panel (ARP) review t h i s  
concern to  de termine  whether add i t io n a l  fo llow-up a c t io n  i s  warranted and 
document th e  b a s i s  f o r  i t s  d e c i s io n .

5 . 5 . 1 . 8  Follow-up o f  an A l lega t ion  Pe r ta in ing  to  HVAC Weld Records (1987)

An NRC in sp e c t io n  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  welding of  an HVAC plenum did  not conform 
to  an FCR, and t h a t  t h i s  nonconformance was not documented in a Non- 
Conformance Report  o r  a Defic iency Notice.  The s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h i s  
i s su e  was minimal because the  nonconforming cond i t ion  was determined to  be 
accep tab le .  However, t h e r e  i s  no documentation in the  in sp e c t io n  r e p o r t  
regard ing  t h e  cause o f  th e  nonconforming cond i t ion  ( e . g . ,  a procedure  
v i o l a t i o n ) .  Given th e  age o f  t h e  concern,  the  a c t i o n s  taken by the  l i c e n s e e ,  
and th e  l a ck  o f  s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  concern 
remain c lo sed .

5 . 5 . 1 . 9  Follow-up o f  an A l lega t ion  Pe r ta in ing  to  the  Valve Seismic Inspect ion  
Procedure (1987)

The NRC performed in spec t ion  fol low-up of  a l i c e n s e e  SAFETEAM i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  
whether or n o t  r eco rds  p e r t a in in g  t o  seismic  in sp ec t io n  requirements  fo r  
va lves  had been f a l s i f i e d .  The l i c e n se e  concluded t h a t  t h e  se ismic  inspec t ion  
requirements  had not been f a l s i f i e d ,  but t h e r e  were i n s ta n c e s  o f  f a i l u r e  to  
fo l low the  procedura l  requirements ,  which occurred  because o f  a lack  of  
procedural  gu idance .  No te chn ica l  concerns a f f e c t i n g  th e  va lves  were 
i d e n t i f i e d .  The in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t  documentation s t a t e s  t h a t  th e  concern was 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  but was o f  minor s i g n i f i c a n c e .  There i s  no d i s c u s s io n  t h a t  
exp la in s  whether o r  not the  NRC concluded t h a t  th e  procedure  documentation was 
d e l i b e r a t e l y  f a l s i f i e d  o r  t h a t  the  procedure had been v i o l a t e d .  No o th e r  NRC 
a c t io n  was t a k en .  Given the  age o f  the  concern,  th e  a c t i o n s  taken by the  
l i c e n s e e ,  and th e  l ack  o f  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h i s  
concern remain c lo sed .

5 .5 .2  Conclusions

5 .5 .2 .1  S ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  Records F a l s i f i c a t i o n

The actual s a f e t y  s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  in s ta n c e s  o f  records  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  and r e l a t e d  concerns was minimal; however, t h e s e  concerns were 
p o t e n t i a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  P r io r  to  the  f u l l  power l i c e n s i n g  o f  Unit 1, the  
a v a i l a b l e  ev idence  in d ic a ted  t h a t  during the  c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y ,  
some l i c e n s e e  c o n t r a c t o r  personnel,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  f i r s t  l e v e l  su p e rv i so r s  who 
were involved in the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  the  f a c i l i t y ,  w i l l f u l l y  circumvented 
e s t a b l i s h e d  procedures  in order  to  f a c i l i t a t e  c o n s t r u c t io n  and i n s t a l l a t i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s .  This adverse  t rend  p e r t a in in g  to  in a p p r o p r i a t e  schedu la r  p re s su re  
was g e n e r a l ly  recognized by NRC as evidenced by th e  number o f  spec ia l  reviews 
t h a t  were conducted by NRC Region IV and the  Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor 
Regula tion p r i o r  t o  th e  f u l l  power l i c e n s in g  of  Unit 1.
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For th o se  i s su e s  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  a f t e r  f u l l  power l i c e n s in g ,  t h e r e  was no 
d i s c e r n i b l e  t r e n d  o r  p a t t e r n .  These i s su e s  were p o t e n t i a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
p r im ar i ly  because t h e r e  were severa l  in s tan ces  o f  w i l l f u l  v i o l a t i o n s  committed 
by l i c e n s e e  employees and c o n t r a c t o r s  t h a t  occurred over a pe r iod  o f  a few 
months. However, t h i s  adverse  t r e n d  was recognized by NRC and th e  l i c e n s e e ,  
and the  l i c e n s e e  implemented c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  to  address i t .

5 .5 .2 .2  Adequacy o f  NRC Actions

Before 1989, t h e r e  were severa l  i n s t a n ce s  in which the  NRC fo llow-up of  
p o te n t i a l  r eco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s su e s  e i t h e r  were not conducted f u l l y  in 
accordance with  e x i s t i n g  NRC guidance o r  were not documented f u l l y .  However, 
in a l l  bu t one in s t a n c e ,  th e  s a f e t y  s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  i s su e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  
and a s s e s s ed .  As th e  r e s u l t  o f  enhanced NRC p o l icy  and guidance,  such as a 
rev i sed  enforcement p o l i c y  and 10 CFR Section 50 .9 ,  the  NRC’ s s e n s i t i v i t y  and 
handling o f  STP reco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  concerns has been c o n s i s t e n t  and 
ap p ro p r i a t e  f o r  th e  p a s t  severa l  y e a r s .

5 . 5 . 2 . 3  Adequacy o f  Licensee Actions

On th e  b a s i s  o f  a review o f  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  documentation,  l i c e n s e e  c o r r e c t i v e  
ac t io n s  in response  to  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  in s tan ces  o f  records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  and 
r e l a t e d  concerns were adequate r e l a t i v e  to  a s p e c i f i c  concern.  There was some 
evidence t h a t  sugges ted ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p r i o r  to  th e  f u l l  power l i c e n s i n g  o f  the  
two u n i t s ,  t h a t  th e  l i c e n s e e  d id  not always cons ide r  the  gen e r ic  im p l ic a t io n s  
o f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  reco rds  f a l s i f i c a t i o n .  In two in s tan ces ,  t h e  l i c e n s e e ’ s 
i n v e s t i g a t i v e  conc lus ions  d id  not appear to  be supported by th e  f a c t s  o f  the  
case ;  however, th e  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n s  taken were a p p ro p r ia t e .  Beginning in 
1991, t h e  l i c e n s e e  began to  implement comprehensive c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n s  to  
address  a v a r i e t y  o f  employee i n t e g r i t y  i s su e s ,  inc luding  records  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n .

5 .5 .3  ART Recommendations

• I t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h e  NRC Region IV ARP perform a review o f  Section
5 . 5 . 1 . 7  t o  de termine whether add i t io n a l  NRC ac t ion  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  and to  
implement any i d e n t i f i e d  follow-up a c t i o n s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  review 
should be provided to  t h e  NRR OAC.

• Given t h a t  the  l i c e n s e e ’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  have not addressed  the  
g e n e r ic  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  an i s su e  in every in s tan ce ,  which has a l so  been 
noted by o th e r  NRC reviews and assessments  of  l i c e n se e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i t  i s  
recommended t h a t  NRC Region IV i d e n t i f y  a sample of  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
records  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s su e s  in o rder  to  r e v e r i f y  the  o v e r a l l ,  long-term 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  taken .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  
fo llow-up review should be provided to  the  NRR OAC.
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6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The South Texas P r o j e c t  ART reviewed, r e f e r r e d ,  and d i s p o s i t i o n e d  a l l e g a t i o n s  
r e l a t e d  t o  d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  i s su es  (harassment and i n t i m i d a t i o n ) ,  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  
of  reco rds  and omission o f  informat ion ,  and var ious  t e c h n ic a l  i s su e s .  This 
r e p o r t  addresses  th e  s t a t u s  o f  the  01 review of  the  d i s c r im in a t io n  a l l e g a t i o n s  
(one p o t e n t i a l  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  case  i s  s t i l l  being reviewed and in v e s t ig a t e d  by 
the  O ff ice  o f  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s )  and addresses  r e s o lu t i o n  o f  th e  var ious  
t e ch n ica l  i s s u e s .

The team was ab le  t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  c e r t a i n  techn ica l  i s s u e s  o f  minor s a f e ty  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  or  r e g u l a t o r y  concern a t  the  South Texas P r o j e c t  f a c i l i t y .  The 
team noted t h a t  t h e  l i c e n s e e ,  as well as th e  NRC, was aware o f  the  i s su es  and 
had taken s t e p s  t o  c o r r e c t  any ou ts tand ing  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  In most in s ta n ce s ,  
the  a l l e g a t i o n s  were no t  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The team r e f e r r e d  c e r t a i n  items to  
the  NRC Region IV o f f i c e  f o r  f u r t h e r  follow-up a c t i o n .  The team did not 
uncover widespread d i s c r im in a to r y  p r a c t i c e s  such as harassment and 
i n t im i d a t i o n .  While some examples of  d i s c r im in a to ry  behavior  were i d e n t i f i e d ,  
and some o f  the  t e c h n i c a l  i s su es  were s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  th e  team concluded t h a t  
these  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  a l l e g a t i o n s  d id  not a f f e c t  the  s a f e  o p e ra t ion  o f  the  
p l a n t .

The ART rece ived  n ine  a l l e g a t i o n s  regard ing  p o te n t i a l  d i s c r im in a to ry  conduct 
by th e  l i c e n s e e  o r  i t s  c o n t r a c t o r .  One a l l e g a t i o n  i s  under a c t i v e  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  by 01, and one a l l e g a t i o n  was conso l ida ted  in to  t h i s  ongoing 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  due to  t h e  suppor t ing  na tu re  o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n .  Seven 
a l l e g a t i o n s  have been c lo se d .  The s t a t u s  o f  these  a l l e g a t i o n s  i s  l i s t e d  in 
Table 1.

Technical  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  inc lud ing  a l l e g a t i o n s  of f a l s i f i c a t i o n  and omission of 
in form at ion ,  were reviewed and eva lua ted  by the  STP ART. The team took the  
view t h a t  a d e te rm in a t io n  o f  the  s a f e ty  and re g u la to ry  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  th e  
i s sue  in q u e s t io n  was necessa ry .  Subsequently ,  the  team’s o b j e c t iv e  was to 
ensure  t h a t  th e  a l l e g a t i o n ,  i f  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  was being adequate ly  addressed.

The ART reviewed 40 t e c h n i c a l  a l l e g a t i o n s .  Of the  40 a l l e g a t i o n s ,  15 were 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  ( a t  l e a s t  in p a r t ) ,  bu t could be c losed  because th e  i s su e  was 
not s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  o r  t h e  l i c e n se e  had i d e n t i f i e d  the  i s sue  and had taken or 
i s  t ak in g  adequate  c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  The remaining 25 t e ch n ica l  a l l e g a t i o n s  
were not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Table 2 l i s t s  th e  s t a t u s  of  th e se  a l l e g a t i o n s .

The ART’ s f i n a l  r e p o r t  a l so  inc ludes  the  r e s u l t s  o f  a spec ia l  h i s t o r i c a l  
review o f  record  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  a l l e g a t i o n s  (the t h i r d  DEDO i n i t i a t i v e  noted in 
Section 1.2 o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ) .  F o r ty - s ix  concerns were reviewed, inc lud ing  
f a l s e  o ra l  s t a t e m e n t s ,  w i l l f u l  procedure v i o l a t i o n s ,  and in a cc u ra te  r e c o rd s .
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F o r ty - th r e e  o f  the  46 concerns  have been c losed .  Although th e  t e c h n i c a l  
a sp e c t s  o f  th e  th r e e  remaining concerns have been addressed,  th e se  concerns  
a re  s t i l l  open pending th e  r e s u l t s  o f  an 01 in v e s t i g a t i o n  or  p o t e n t i a l  
enforcement.  Table 3 l i s t s  the  s t a t u s  o f  the  record  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  
a l l e g a t i o n s .
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TABLE 1

STATUS OF DISCRIMINATION ALLEGATIONS

SECTION

3.2

3.3

3 .4

3.5

3.6

3.7

DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGATION

Discr im ina t ion  A l lega t ion  #1 -  01 i n v e s t ig a t e d  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  
under case  number 4-92-005, which was a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  c losed  on 
February 8,  1995. A complaint  was f i l e d  with the  DOL in February 
1992, and the  NRC i s  holding f u r t h e r  ac t io n  in abeyance pending the  
DOL d e c i s io n .

D iscr im ina t ion  A l leg a t io n  #2 -  01 in v e s t ig a t e d  t h i s  new a l l e g a t i o n  
under case  number 4-94-044. 01 c losed  t h i s  case  on January  17,
1995, and found t h a t  the  evidence did  not s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h a t  
d i s c r im in a t io n  occurred .

D isc r im ina t ion  A l lega t ion  #3 -  The NRC O ff ice  of  th e  In sp ec to r  
General had p rev io u s ly  opened case  number 92491 f o r  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  
in 1992 and c losed  the  case  in February 1993. 01 c lo sed  i t s  case  on
February 6, 1995, based on the  conclus ions  o f  the  OIG r e p o r t .  A DOL 
complaint  was f i l e d  and the  NRC i s  holding f u r t h e r  a c t i o n  in 
abeyance pending th e  DOL d e c is io n .

D iscr im ina t ion  A l lega t ion  #4 -  This a l l e g a t i o n  i s  being pursued by 
01 with a new case  number 4-94-037. A DOL complaint  was f i l e d  in 
September 1994 and th e  NRC i s  monitoring DOL a c t i v i t i e s .  Although 
the  DOL Area D i re c to r  found in favor  o f  the  l i c e n s e e ,  01 has y e t  to  
d ism iss  t h a t  d i s c r im in a t io n  was a f a c t o r  in some o f  th e  ac t io n s  
taken a g a i n s t  t h e  a l l e g e r .

D iscr im ina t ion  A l leg a t io n  #5 -  01 has not found evidence  o f  adverse 
a c t io n  taken a g a in s t  t h i s  ind iv idua l  to  pursue an a l l e g a t i o n  o f  
d i s c r im in a t io n .  Because t h i s  ind iv idua l  was suppor t ing  the  a l l e g e r  
d i scussed  in Sec t ion  3 .5 ,  01 conso l ida ted  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  under case 
number 4-94-037. This a l l e g a t i o n  remains open pending c lo s u r e  of 
4-94-037.

D isc r im ina t ion  A l lega t ion  #6 -  This ind iv idua l  was suppor t ing  the  
a l l e g e r  d i scussed  in Section 3 .2 .  The a l l e g e r  l a t e r  con tac ted  the  
Region IV o f f i c e  which opened case  number 4-94-057.  This  case  was 
c losed  on February 9, 1995, based on the  withdrawal o f  th e  concerns 
by th e  a l l e g e r  and no apparent v io l a t i o n  o f  NRC r e g u l a t i o n s .

D iscr im ina t ion  A l lega t ion  #7 -  This ind iv idua l  was suppor t ing  the  
a l l e g e r  d i scussed  in Section 3 .2 .  When con tac ted  by 01, the  
in d iv idua l  did not a l l e g e  a d i s c r im in a t io n  concern .  This  a l l e g a t i o n  
i s  c lo se d .
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TABLE 1 (continued)

SECTION

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGATION

D isc r im ina t ion  A l leg a t io n  #8 -  01 in v e s t ig a t e d  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  under 
case  number 4-94-043. 01 d id  not f ind  evidence o f  ac t io n  taken
a g a i n s t  t h i s  a l l e g e r  to  pursue an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  d i s c r im in a t io n  
and c losed  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  on February 9, 1995.

D i s t r i b u t i n g  W his t leb lowers ’ Names -  The ART determined t h a t  t h i s  
a l l e g a t i o n  i s  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  However, the  reasons  given by the  
l i c e n s e e  f o r  m ain ta in ing  such a da tabase  f o r  l i t i g a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  
t o  a s s i s t  i t s  s t a f f  in responding to  lega l  m a t te r s  a re  rea so n a b le .  
The ART f in d s  th e  l i c e n s e e ’ s response t o  t h i s  concern a cc e p ta b le .

A l l e g a t io n  o f  P o te n t ia l  D iscr im ina tory  Action -  This p o t e n t i a l  
a l l e g e r  did no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a l l e g e  a d i s c r im in a t io n  i s s u e .  Based 
on t h i s  review, 01 concluded t h a t  i f  th e  ind iv idua l  were t o  have 
a c t u a l l y  had t h i s  d i s c r im in a t io n  concern,  t h e r e  appeared t o  be no 
b a s i s  f o r  a claim o f  d i s c r im in a t io n  ( f o r  no adverse a c t io n  had been 
tak en  a g a in s t  the  i n d i v i d u a l ) .  A d d i t io n a l ly ,  the  ART concluded t h a t  
no a l l e g a t i o n  had, in f a c t ,  been made, and no f u r t h e r  a c t i o n  was 
w arran ted .

Conclusion Regarding the  Work Environment a t  STP -  The congress iona l  
subcommittee s t a f f  in d i c a t e d  t h a t  i t  suspected  widespread 
d i s c r im in a to r y  p r a c t i c e s  had occurred a t  STP. However, t h e  
r e l a t i v e l y  few number o f  DOL cases  opened and a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  
d i s c r im in a t io n  rece ived  by the  ART do not sugges t  t h i s .  The ART 
concluded t h a t  the  a l l e g a t i o n  o f  widespread d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s  
i s  u n s u b s ta n t i a t e d .
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TABLE 2

STATUS OF TECHNICAL ALLEGATIONS

STATUS SECTION DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGATION

S 4 . 2 . 1 Control o f  maintenance work
N, V* 4 . 2 . 2 Changes t o  f i r e  p ro te c t io n  system work o rde r
S 4 . 2 . 3 Backdating o f  documentation
N 4 . 2 . 4 Work was performed without documentation
N 4 . 2 . 5 Motor pedes ta l  s andb la s t ing

S,F 4 . 3 S ta t io n  problem r e p o r t s

N,F* 4 . 4 M odif ica t ions

N 4 . 5 . 1 Inadequate  welding procedure on steam g e n e r a to r  plug r e p a i r
S 4 . 5 . 2 Steam g e n e r a to r  tubes  were not a l l  in spec ted  as planned

s , v 4 . 6 . 1 Neglected p o la r  crane maintenance
N 4 . 6 . 2 D raft  r e p o r t  o f  p o la r  crane problems

N 4 . 7 . 1 Diesel g e n e r a to r  p i s to n  t i n  t r a n s f e r
N 4 . 7 . 2 Diesel g e n e r a to r  fuel  pump hold down s tuds

N 4 . 8 . 1 Valves i n s t a l l e d  backwards
S 4 . 8 . 2 Valves were re p e a te d ly  reworked
S 4 . 8 . 3 Valve packing procedures were not followed
s , v 4 . 8 . 4 Valve l in eu p  was not v e r i f i e d
N,F* 4 . 8 . 5 Thermal b inding o f  g a te  valves
S,F 4 . 8 . 6 Work was done on valve without i n s t r u c t i o n
N 4 . 8 . 7 Valves were not w e l l -p ro te c te d  in th e  warehouse

N 4 . 9 . 1 MOV in sp ec t io n
N 4 . 9 . 2 MOV program se l f - a s se s sm en t

SP,F 4.10 In se rv ic e  t e s t i n g

N 4 . 11 . 1 Worker q u a l i f i c a t i o n
N 4 . 1 1 . 2 Train ing

s , v 4 . 1 2 . 1 V i s i t o r  access
N 4 . 1 2 . 2 Unit 2 lockdown
N 4 . 1 2 . 3 . 1 Safeguards  documents not p roper ly  d e c o n t r o l l e d
S,V 4 . 1 2 . 3 . 2 Safeguards  informat ion l e f t  unguarded
N 4 . 1 2 . 4 . 1 S e c u r i ty  l i g h t i n g
SP 4 . 1 2 . 4 . 2 Lock and key procedure
SP,V 4 . 1 2 . 5 . 1 Discovery o f  a weapon in th e  p ro tec ted  a rea
N 4 . 1 2 . 5 . 2 Attempted e n t ry  through s e c u r i t y  door
N 4 . 1 2 . 6 S e c u r i t y  system cables
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TABLE 2 fcontinued!

STATUS SECTION DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGATION

N 4.13 Independent s a f e t y  engineer ing  group

S 4.14 P lan t  t r i p

N 4 .15 .1  F a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  work packages
N 4 .1 5 .2  Foreman signed o f f  package without  v e r i f y in g  work
N 4 .1 5 .3  Superv isor  s igned o f f  paper without a c t u a l l y  v e r i fy in g
N 4 .1 5 .4  An u n q u a l i f i e d  person worked on seismic  moni tors

Legend:

S S u b s t a n t i a t e d
N Not s u b s t a n t i a t e d
F NRC fo llow-up recommended
V P o s s ib le  enforcement ac t ion
SP S u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  in  p a r t
* V io la t io n  or  in sp ec t io n  fo llow-up i s  due to  informat ion r e l a t e d ,  or

s i m i l a r  t o ,  a l l e g a t i o n .
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TABLE 3

RECORD FALSIFICATION ISSUES

I .  Sec t ion  5 . 3 . 1 ,  "S u b s tan t ia t ed  Concerns ," Closed A l le g a t io n s :

1. Welder C e r t i f i c a t i o n  Records (1984)
2. Welder C e r t i f i c a t i o n  Records (1985)
3. Weld F i l l e r  Mate r ia l  Is sue  Records (1985)
4. Construct ion  Procedures (1985)
5. Qua l i ty  Control  Hold Point (1985)
6. F i re  Watch Log (1988)
7. Torque Wrench C a l ib r a t i o n  Records (1988)
8. F i re  Watch Logs (1989)
9. Radiation Work Permit  (1990)
10. S e c u r i ty  Patrol  Log (1990)
11. Qua l i ty  Assurance S u r v e i l l an ce  Report (1990)
12. Maintenance Work Package (1991)
13. Control  Room Operator  Logs (1991)
14. Maintenance Technician  C e r t i f i c a t i o n s  (1991)
15. V i s i t o r  Access Record (1991)
16. Chemical Operator  Logs (1992)

I I .  Sec t ion  5 . 3 . 2 ,  "U nsubs tan t ia ted  Concerns," Closed A l le g a t io n s :

1. QC and Coating Records (1984)
2. Piping Heat Numbers (1985)
3. E l e c t r i c a l  Termination Records (1985)
4. Measuring and T es t  Equipment (M&TE) C a l ib ra t io n  Records (1985)
5. S t r u c t u r a l  Stee l  Beams (1985)
6. C on t rac to r  Time Sheets  (1985)
7. QC In sp e c to r  Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  Records (1985)
8. Component Cooling Water (CCW) System Weld Records (1986)
9. Heat ing,  V e n t i l a t i n g ,  and Air  Conditioning (HVAC) System Weld Records

(1987)
10. Valve Seismic In spec t ion  Procedure (1987)
11. N-5 Code Data Shee ts  (1987)
12. Pre-Opera tiona l Tes t  Procedures (1987)
13. S e c u r i ty  T ra in ing  Records (1987)
14. S e c u r i t y / F i t n e s s  For Duty (FFD) Records (1987)
15. Reinforc ing  Stee l  (Rebar) Records (1988)
16. Maintenance Work Request QC Hold Po in ts  (1988)
17. Maintenance V e r i f i c a t i o n  Poin ts  (1991)
18. Engineering  C on t rac to r  Train ing  Records (1991)
19. Health Physics Technic ian  Resumes (1991)
20. Maintenance Work Packages (1992)
21. Handgun In spec t ion  Record (1992)
22. Oral Sta tements  (1992)
23. Radia tion  Monitor Source Check Record (1992)
24. Control  Access Monitor Log (1993)
25. Pre-Opera tional H y dros ta t ic  Test  Procedure (1993)
26. Licensee Event Report  (1993)
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TABLE 3 (continued)

I I I . S ta tus  o f  S ec t io n  5 . 3 . 3 ,  "Pending C oncerns," A l le g a t io n s :

1. Equipment Clearance Order (1993) -  Act ive;  OE expects  to  i s sue  a c l o s e 
out l e t t e r  in March 1995.

2. HVAC Construct ion  and I n s t a l l a t i o n  Records (1993) -  Active;  t h i s  item 
i s  s t i l l  in p rog res s .

3.  Records F a l s i f i c a t i o n  (1994) -  Act ive;  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  may be c losed  
upon is suance  o f  t h i s  NUREG r e p o r t .

4. Local Leak Rate Tes t  (LLRT) Records (1994) -  Closed; t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  
was c losed  on October 31, 1994, and was considered  p a r t i a l l y  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d .
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7 LESSONS LEARNED

Although th e  ART inte rv iewed only a l im i t e d  number o f  a l l e g e r s ,  seve ra l  common 
themes were suggested by n e a r ly  every ind iv idua l  in te rv iewed.  The fo l lowing 
themes were f r eq u e n t ly  mentioned: (1) i n d iv id u a l s  could not approach t h e i r
su p e rv i so r s  without f e a r  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n ;  (2) i f  in d iv id u a l s  approached NRC 
Region IV personnel with a concern ,  they  be l ieved  t h e i r  i d e n t i t y  would be 
re l e a s e d  t o  the  l i c e n s e e ;  (3) i n d iv id u a l s  had no conf idence t h a t  t h e  NRC 
Region IV O ff i ce  would adequa te ly  address  t h e i r  concerns ;  and, (4) l i t t l e  or 
no response  was ever  re ce ived  from th e  NRC Region IV Off ice  regard ing  the  
d i s p o s i t i o n  of  t h e i r  concerns .

As a r e s u l t  o f  these  in te rv ie w s ,  the  team b e l i e v es  t h a t  the  l i c e n se e  should 
develop and main ta in  a c l im a te  t h a t  f o s t e r s  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and c o r r e c t io n  
o f  problems, i s s u e s ,  and concerns w i thout  f e a r  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n .  The team 
be l ieves  a method should be e s t a b l i s h e d  so t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  can r a i s e  concerns 
beyond normal p rocesses  (which i s  u su a l ly  through a s u p e r v i s o r ) , and employees 
should be informed of  those  methods. Also, each l i c e n s e e ’ s c o n t r a c t o r s  should 
conform to  the  p r o h ib i t i o n  a g a in s t  d i s c r im in a t io n  and encourage problem 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .

The team recogn izes  t h a t  th e  NRC i s  aware o f  t h e se  types  o f  concerns and 
i s su e s ,  and has taken s tep s  t o  address  them. The goal o f  re cen t  NRC s t a f f  
e f f o r t s  i s  to  encourage l i c e n s e e s  t o  c r e a t e  and main ta in  a "q u a l i ty -co n sc io u s  
workplace,"  in which employees a re  encouraged to  i d e n t i f y  and r e p o r t  s a f e ty  
problems, and do not f e a r  r e t a l i a t i o n  f o r  doing so.  To t h i s  end, t h e  NRC 
issued  NUREG-1499, "Reassessment o f  th e  NRC’ s Program f o r  P ro te c t in g  A l legers  
Against  R e t a l i a t i o n . "  This r e p o r t  d i s cu s sed ,  and made s p e c i f i c  
recommendations in  regard  t o ,  l i c e n s e e  ac t io n s  t o  f o s t e r  a q u a l i ty - c o n s c io u s  
work c l im a te ,  and NRC a c t io n s  t o  improve a l l e g a t i o n s  management, among o th e r  
s u b j e c t s .  The review and implementation o f  the  r e p o r t ’ s recommendations were 
d iscussed  in  SECY-94-089, da ted  March 29, 1994. The Commission agreed with
th e  s t a f f  recommendations,  with comment, as noted in the  s t a f f  requirements
memorandum o f  June 2, 1994.

As a r e s u l t ,  a d r a f t  po l icy  s ta t em e n t ,  "Freedom o f  Employees in th e  Nuclear 
Indus try  To Raise Safe ty  and Compliance Concerns Without Fear of R e t a l i a t i o n "  
was publi shed  in SECY-94-303 on December 19, 1994. The Commission agreed with
th e  s t a f f  recommendations, with comment, as noted in the  s t a f f  requirements
memorandum dated January 24, 1995. Subsequently ,  the  NRC published  th e  d r a f t  
p o l icy  s ta t em en t ,  "Freedom o f  Employees in the  Nuclear Indus t ry  to  Raise 
Safe ty  Concerns Without Fear o f  R e t a l i a t i o n "  f o r  p ub l ic  comment in t h e  Federal 
R eg is te r  on February 8, 1995 (60 FR 7592).  This NRC d r a f t  po l icy  s ta tem ent  
addresses  t h e  need to  f o s t e r  a q u a l i ty - c o n s c io u s  work environment in  which 
concerns can be r a i s e d  without f e a r  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n ;  the  team suppor ts  t h i s  
s ta tement .
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A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  NRC has r e v i s ed  i t s  p o l i c y  f o r  p ro t e c t in g  the  i d e n t i t y  of  
i n d i v i d u a l s  b r in g in g  concerns to  the  a t t e n t i o n  o f  the  NRC. This p o l ic y  i s  in 
th e  process  o f  being approved by the  Commission and wi l l  be published as a 
r e v i s io n  to  Management D i re c t iv e  8 .8 ,  "Management of  A l l e g a t i o n s . " To ensure  
t h a t  the  NRC a f fo rd ed  as much p ro te c t io n  as p o s s ib le  to  those  in d iv id u a l s  
r a i s i n g  concerns  p r i o r  to  formal approval,  the  NRC Executive D i re c to r  fo r  
Opera t ions  r e q u i r e d  implementation of  t h i s  new po l icy  by i s su in g  an in te r im  
po l icy  s ta t em en t  on August 22, 1994, e n t i t l e d  "Informing A l leger s  of  the  
Degree t o  Which th e  NRC Can P r o tec t  The i r  I d e n t i t y . " (For those  a l l e g e r s  
in te rv iewed by th e  ART, t h i s  in te r im  p o l icy  s ta tem ent  was included in the  
ART’ S i n i t i a l  response  l e t t e r  to  each a l l e g e r . )  This d i r e c t i v e ,  upon 
approva l ,  should  improve th e  ove ra l l  agency management o f  a l l e g a t i o n s .

The team a l s o  knows t h a t  th e  Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regula tion i s  
developing  guidance to  review l i c e n se e  e f f o r t s  in regard  to  handling employee 
concerns .  Although th e re  i s  l im i t ed  in sp ec t io n  guidance rega rd ing  th e  review 
o f  l i c e n s e e  handl ing  o f  employee concerns in NRC Inspect ion  Procedure 40500, 
"E f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  Licensee Controls  in I d e n t i f y i n g ,  Resolving, and Preventing 
Problems,"  th e  new guidance should provide i n s i g h t  f o r  improvements in the  
l i c e n s e e  programs as well as f o r  the  NRC review o f  those  programs.

The team b e l i e v e s  t h a t  the  ac t io n s  taken o r  planned by the  NRC s t a f f ,  as 
d i scu ssed  above, should over t ime address  the  common themes suggested by the  
a l l e g e r s  who were in te rv iewed by the  ART. The team f u l l y  endorses  th e se  
a c t i o n s .
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APPENDIX A

May 6, 1994

May 23, 1994

May 31, 1994

August 26, 1994

September 9, 1995

October 19, 1994 

February 3, 1995

CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF CORRESPONDENCE 
REGARDING ALLEGATION REVIEW TEAM ACTIVITIES

Memorandum, James Milhoan to  Ben Hayes and Will i  am 
R u ss e l l ,  "Review o f  A l lega t ions  Regarding South Texas 
P r o j e c t . "

Memorandum, Ben Hayes to  James Milhoan, "A l lega t ions  
Team C har te r  f o r  Review of  A l lega t ions  Regarding the  
South Texas P r o j e c t . "

Memorandum, James Milhoan to  Ben Hayes and William 
R u ss e l l ,  "Team Char ter  fo r  Review of  A l le g a t io n s  
Regarding th e  South Texas P r o j e c t . "

Memorandum, James Milhoan to  James F i t z p a t r i c k  ( s i c ,  
F i t z g e r a l d )  and William R usse l l ,  "South Texas P ro jec t  
Review A c t i v i t i e s . "

A l le g a t io n s  Review Board Summary f o r  A l leg a t io n  No. 
NRR-94-A-0029, with a ttachment ,  "STP A l leg a t io n  Review 
Team -  Plan f o r  Handling A l l e g a t io n s . "

Memorandum, Lawrence Kokajko and Daniel Murphy to  W. 
R u ss e l l ,  "Charter Revis ion."

A l le g a t io n s  Review Board Summary f o r  A l leg a t io n  No. 
NRR-94-A-0029.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

Ben B. Hayes, Director 
Office of Investigations

Hi111am T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

James L. Milhoan 
Deputy Executive Director 

for Nuclear Reactor Regulation,
Regional Operations and Research

REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS REGARDING THE SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

NRC personnel recently  met with s t a f f  of the Oversight and Investigations 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce to  discuss the 
NRC’s handling of problems a t the South Texas Project (STP). The 
Subcommittee’s s t a f f  informed the NRC of th e i r  recent meetings with persons in 
Bay City, Texas who shared th e i r  safety  concerns regarding STP. The 
Subcommittee’s s t a f f  s ta ted , however, tha t the individuals who voiced the 
concerns did not wish to  share them with NRC personnel in Region IV. Although 
the Subcommittee’s s t a f f  did not give the spec if ic  safety  concerns to  the NRC, 
the discussions indicated a need to  obtain, review and evaluate any safety  
concerns held by these persons. The Subcommittee’s s t a f f  also discussed the 
Quadrex Report, a c r i t i c a l  review of the engineering work performed by the 
Brown and Root Company in early  1981, and suggested th a t  the findings in the 
report were sim ila r  to those reported in the 1993 Diagnostic Evaluation Team 
(DET) inspection report o f STP. To address th is  matter, you are to  take the 
following actions (these actions should be performed independent of Region 
IV):

1. Form an Allegation Team led by 01 to obtain transcribed interviews of
any persons who may have safety  concerns regarding STP, including STP
employees (present and former).

• prepare a team charter fo r  my approval within one week o f the date 
of th i s  memorandum

• th i s  assignment has p r io r i ty  over a ll  other assignments fo r  the  
designated team members and should be conducted expeditiously

• maintain a chronology of a l l  persons contacted in addressing th is  
matter

• document the re su l ts  o f interviews to  the extent necessary to  
capture a ll  s a l ie n t  information

• maintain records of the information th a t  you co llec t

• keep me apprised of the s ta tus  o f  your a c t iv i t ie s  on th i s  matter 
on about a weekly basis

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:
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Addressees - 2 - May 6, 1994

2. Present any a llega tions  obtained by the Allegation Team to the NRR
Allegation Review Board (ARB). The ARB should review and evaluate the 
a llegations and, i f  necessary, recommend fu r the r  action .

3 . After completing Items 1 and 2, the Allegation Team should submit a
report to  me on the re su l ts  of t h e i r  a c t iv i t i e s ,  including Information 
on the a llega tions  refe rred  to  the ARB.

4. NRR should review and evaluate the a llega tions  and compare them to  the
information contained in the Quadrex Report, NUREG-1306, and the 1993 
STP DET report to  iden tify  any common problems id en tif ied  in the 
reports. Based on th is  review, id en tify  any lessons learned from th i s  
e f fo r t  th a t  would improve sim ilar s t a f f  actions in the fu ture .

5. NRR should pe riod ica lly  provide the s ta tu s  of actions taken to  address
the  a llegations referred  to  the ARB by the Allegation Team.

6. Since there are continuing concerns about the STP employee concern
program, NRR also  should provide a schedule and plan for conducting a 
future inspection(s) o f the program.

mes L. Milhoan
puty Executive Director
for Nuclear Reactor Reg

mes L. Milhoan
puty Executive Director
for Nuclear Reactor Regulation,
Regional Operations and Research
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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM M ISSION

WASHINGTON, D C. 20555-0001

May 23, 1994

SUBJECT:

MEMORANDUM

FROM:

fames L. Milhoan, Deputy Executive Director 
rbr Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Regional 
lOperations and Research

ALLEGATIONS TEAM CHARTER FOR REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS 
REGARDING THE SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

jen/B. Hayes, Director 
if/ice  of Investigations

In response to  your memorandum dated May 6, 1994, a team consisting of Daniel D.
Murphy, of my s ta f f ,  and Lawrence E. Kokajko, NRR, will take the following
actions to address the concerns of Congressman John Dingell and his s ta f f ,
regarding allegations raised by whistleblowers a t  the South Texas Project.

1. Obtain a l i s t  of a ll  Department o f Labor complaints f i led  by whistleblowers 
a t  STP. Determine the disposition of each of the cases and, i f  possible, 
the safety  concerns they raised to  place them in a "protected activ ity" 
s ta tu s .  (01)

2. Contact Leo Norton. NRC Inspector General' s Office, and obtain a l i s t  of 
a ll names and addresses of individuals they have interviewed regarding 
allegations a t  STP. (01)

3. Contact members of Congressman Dingell‘s s t a f f  and obtain a l i s t  of a ll  the 
names and addresses of individuals they interviewed regarding allegations 
a t  STP. This could involve contacting the attorneys who represent a 
segment o f the whistleblowers. (01)

4 . With the  information obtained from these three sources, compile a l i s t  of
potential interviewees. (01)

5. Once the  l i s t  has been compiled, determine how many, i f  any, have submitted
allegations to  the NRC and how the allegations have been dispositioned. In 
addition, obtain copies o f Transcripts, Reports of Interviews, Sworn 
Statements, or any other document outlining th e ir  concerns. (01)

6. Review any inspection report or 01 investigative report which resulted  from
these a llegations. Attempt to  determine i f  the allegations were 
substantiated . I f  substantiated, what action was taken by the NRC or 
licensee. (01)

7. Attempt to  determine, without disclosing the iden tity  of the individual. i f
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they had submitted an allegation through STP’s Speak Out/Employee Concern 
Program. In those instances where an allegation was submitted to  STP. 
determine the disposition of the a llegation. (01)

8. Review the major NRC inspection e ffo r ts  and Regional/NRR allegation records 
for the years since NUREG 1306, (the Calvo Report) was completed. Attempt 
to  determine i f  allegations by any of the potential interviewees were 
addressed by the inspection or allegation review. Determine i f  the 
a llegations were substantiated. (01/NRR)

9. Once a ll  of these ac t iv i t ie s  have been completed, and a l i s t  of 
interviewees has been compiled, take action to  set-up dates and location 
for the interviews. I f  the interviewee is  represented by an attorney, 
notify  the attorney of the ten ta tive  date and location of the interview.
(01)

NOTE:
I t  would c learly  be more e ff ic ien t  and cost effective i f  a ll  the interviews 
were conducted a t  the same location. This would probably be in the 
v ic in ity  of STP. Any special lo g is t ic  or administrative problems would 
have to  be addressed as they surface. Based on past experience, the 
a v a i la b i l i ty  of the interviewee's attorney has constantly created delays in 
the process. Hopefully th is  can be overcome by addressing the issue early  
on with the respective attorneys. All arrangements for court reporters and 
space to  conduct the interviews will be accomplished by 01.

10. Interview all of the whistleblowers and obtain sworn transcribed 
interviews. Allow each interviewee the opportunity to openly discuss th e ir  
concerns. In addition, obtain any documents or other forms of evidence 
which might substantiate th e ir  a llegations. (OI/NRR)

11. Brief the DEDO of status of investigative a c t iv i t ie s  on or about a weekly 
basis. (OI/NRR)

12. From the information obtained during these interviews, attempt to  estab lish  
which allegations are new and not previously addressed by the NRC.
(OI/NRR)

13. Send a l e t t e r  to each whistleblower expressing our appreciation for th e i r  
taking the time to  apprise us of th e i r  concerns and informing them, when 
possible, of the action taken or to  be taken by the NRC. (01)

14. Present a ll  new allegations to  the Allegations Review Board (ARB) for 
review and evaluation; the ARB will recommend appropriate action, i f  
necessary: NOTE: Allegations may be provided to  the ARB in "groups" as the 
interviews are completed and allegations screened. When possible, they 
will be grouped by technical d isc ip line . (OI/NRR)

15. Prepare a summary report to  DEDO documenting the a c t iv i t ie s  of the team. A
copy of the report and a ll  the testimony and documentation should be sent 
to  the NRR Allegations Coordinator. The report should outline a ll the 
concerns of the whistleblowers, both technical and wrongdoing, and the
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disposition of these concerns. (OI/NRR)

16. Review and evaluate the a llegations, and compare them to  the information 
contained in  the Special Inspection Report, NUREG 0948, the Calvo Report, 
NUREG 1306, and the 1993 STP DET Report to  identify  any common problems 
iden tified  in  the reports. For a ll  new allegations, assess resource needs 
and conduct on-s ite  inspection or transmit requests for information to  
licensee, as appropriate, to  complete evaluation. (NRR)

17. Maintain a data base (separate from AMS) of allegations and provide s ta tus  
periodically  to  DEDO. (NRR)

18. Provide written resu lts  of technical evaluation back to  alleger. (NRR)

19. Plan and schedule a future inspection(s) of the STP Employee Concern 
Program. (NRR)
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MAY 3 I 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: Ben B. Hayes, Director 
Office o f  Investigations

William T. Russell, Director 
Office o f Nuclear Reactor Regulations

FROM: James L. Milhoan
Deputy Executive Director 

for Nuclear Reactor Regulation, 
Regional Operations and Research

SUBJECT: TEAM CHARTER FOR REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS
REGARDING THE SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

1 approve th e  subject ch ar te r  provided by B. Hayes memorandum dated May 23, 
1994 sub jec t to  the following:

1. The team should maintain a chronology o f  i t s  a c t iv i t i e s .

2 . With respect to  item 16, NRR should id en tify  any lessons learned 
from th is  e f fo r t  th a t  would improve s im ila r  s t a f f  actions in the 
fu tu re .

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
JAV.E3 L. MILHOAN

cc: J .  Taylor 
F. Miraglia 
J .  Call an, RIV 
V. McCree 
OCA

James L. Milhoan 
Deputy Executive Director 

fo r Nuclear Reactor Regulation, 
Regional Operations and Research
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MEMORANDUM TO: James Az^1tzpatrick.Adttng Director 
Office of Investigations

William T. Russell, D irector 
Office o f Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: James L. Milhoan 
Deputy Executive D irector

fo r  Nuclear Reactor Regulation,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: 
JAMES L. MILHOAN

Regional Operations and Research

SUBJECT: SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT REVIEW ACTIVITIES

The A llegations Team Charter fo r  Review o f  Allegations Regarding the  South 
Texas P ro jec t (memo, B. Hayes to  J .  Milhoan dated May 23, 1994) subsequently 
approved on May 31, 1994 (memo, J .  Milhoan to  B. Hayes and W. Russell) 
ind icated  th a t  I would be briefed p e rio d ica lly  on the s ta tu s  o f  a c t iv i t ie s  
(Items 11 and 17). The Charter (Item 15) a lso  ind icates th a t  a summary report 
should be provided to  me documenting the a c t iv i t i e s  of the team.

Separa te ly , the  Charter fo r  the South Texas Project Inspection Program and 
Implementation Effectiveness Review Team (memo, W. Russell to  J .  Milhoan dated 
Ju ly  8, 1994) also indicated th a t  I would be provided monthly b rief ings on 
team a c t iv i t i e s .

Since the teams have now been estab lished  and are now beginning th e i r  review
a c t iv i t i e s ,  and due to  my past Involvement in NRC inspection a c t iv i t i e s
r e la te d  to  the South Texas Project (as Regional Administrator and Division 
D irector) I request W. Russell assume re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  fo r  me on maintaining 
s ta tu s  of the Allegation Team and Inspection Program and Implementation 
Effectiveness Review Team a c t iv i t ie s  and b r i e f  the EDO d ire c t ly  on s ig n if ican t  
developments. Team reports  should also be provided d ire c t ly  to  the EDO. The 
EDO has concurred in the  above request.

cc: K. Cyr, OGC 
J .  Taylor, EDO
D. Murphy, 01 
W. Bateman, NRR
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LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 

ALLEGATION REVIEW BOARD 

SUMMARY

A lleg a t io n  Number NRR-94-A-0029 
TAG Nos. M89497 and M89498

1. The NRR A l le g a t io n  Review Board met on September 9,  1994, a t  8:00 am.

3. F a c i l i t i e s / o r g a n i z a t i o n s  involved: South Texas

4. A l leg a t io n  t i t l e :  (A) M ul t ip le  Technical  I s su e s ;  (B) H&I; (C) P o te n t i a l
Wrongdoing by Licensee; (D) P o te n t i a l  OIG Is sues

5. This a l l e g a t i o n  has been p rev io u s ly  ass igned  by th e  Deputy Execut ive 
D i re c to r  f o r  Nuclear Reactor  Regulation ,  Regional Opera t ions  and 
Research to  a Specia l  Review Team (of  PDIV-2 and 01)

6. The ARB p re v io u s ly  determined th e  a l l e g a t i o n  to  be o f  p o t e n t i a l  s a f e t y
s i g n i f i c a n c e .

7. The ARB p re v io u s ly  ass igned  t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  a P r i o r i t y  Level o f  2 a f t e r
c o n s id e ra t io n  o f  i t s  s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

8. Attached i s  a copy of  th e  r e s o l u t i o n  plan approved by the  ARB.

9. Additional comments: The ARB reconvened t o  d i s cu s s  the  f i r s t
compila tion  of  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  have been rece ived  by the  Spec ia l  Review
Team. The team re p o r te d  t h a t  i t s  e f f o r t s  a re  ongoing to  i n te rv ie w  the

*ARB members

2. P resen t  a t  th e  meeting were: RLSpessard*
JRoe*
WBeckner
WBateman
AGallow

LKokajko
DMurphy
H-BWang
DSkay
JLee*

LIMITED DISTRIBUTION
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a l l e g e r s  and g a th e r  a l l e g a t i o n s .  As a d d i t io n a l  a l l e g a t i o n s  a re  rece ived  
and sc reened ,  the  team w i l l  inform th e  ARB o f  i t s  p ro g re s s .

11. Prepared by:

D i s t r i b u t i o n :
DD:NRR
ADT: NRR
ADPR:NRR
D i r e c t o r ,  01
CERossi
WBeckner
DMurphy
LKokajko
AGautam
NRR OAC

12. Approved by:

Je^KXpe," 'Off ice  A l l e g a t io n s  Coordinato r  Date
X -V ! J  .

R. Lee Spessard,  Chairman, ARB
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STP ALLEGATION REVIEW TEAM -  PLAN FOR HANDLING ALLEGATIONS

The team w ill interview potential a llegers  in accordance with the team charter 
dated May 23, 1994, and in accordance with standard NRC policy on allegations 
management. After interviewing a llegers  and receiving a t ra n sc r ip t ,  
a f f id a v i t ,  or other documents, the team will process the a llega tions  in the 
following manner:

1. 01 w ill contact a llegers  by l e t t e r  thanking them for the interview,
confirming the specifics  of the a llega tions , s ta t in g  th a t  t h e i r  concerns
are being evaluated, and th a t  the NRC will inform them by l e t t e r  of the 
actions taken. Additionally, th is  l e t t e r  will inform the a lleg e rs  of 
the  l im ita t io n s  on the protection of th e i r  id en ti ty  as outlined in the 
J .  Taylor (EDO) memorandum dated August 22, 1994.

2. The team will review a ll  t r a n s c r ip ts ,  documents, and a ff id a v its  to 
e x tra c t  a lleg a tions , and will attempt to  c o l le c t  required additional 
information from the a lleg e rs .  The team will maintain a database of 
a lleg a tio n s  and documents received, which w ill be maintained for 
t ran sm itta l  to  the Allegations Management System upon completion of the 
team’s a c t iv i t i e s .

The a llega tions  will be compared to  previous a llega tio ns , NUREG 
1306, the Quadrex Report, and major NRC inspections (DET, ORAT, 
e t c . )  to  determine i f  the issue had already been addressed. I f  so, 
the  team will determine i f  additional review is  warranted.

The team will review a ll  a llegations and resolve those to  the extent
possib le  within the team member’s expertise .

Technical a llegations th a t  are not resolved by the team will be 
re fe rred  to  the technical d iv is ions of NRR along with any relevant 
information available (e .g . ,  previously closed a llega tions , NRC 
inspection reports , documents obtained from the a l leg e r ) .  The 
re fe r ra l  memo and reviewer check lis t will accompany the a llega tions . 
The re s u l ts  of the technical s t a f f  review of safety  issues will be 
provided to  the team in a format sim ilar to  a safety  evaluation.
The technical s t a f f  may recommend th a t  an inspection be performed of 
c e r ta in  a llega tions . We an tic ipa te  th a t  th i s  may be accomplished by 
regional inspectors other than inspectors from Region IV. The 
nature and number of a llega tions to  be inspected will determine the 
d e ta i l s  of the inspection(s). I f  an inspection i s  warranted, 
standard inspection report format will be followed.

Allegations of harassment and in tim idation , f a l s i f i c a t io n  of 
documents which are required by regula tion , or other wrongdoing 
m atters will be referred  to the Office of Investigations.

3. The team will meet with the ARB a f te r  each group of a llega tions has 
been i n i t i a l l y  reviewed. The purpose of these meetings is  to  
fam ilia r ize  the ARB with the new a llega tions and inform the ARB of 
r e f e r r a l s  to  various technical groups and 01.
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4. The responses from the technical branches, 01, and the team’s 
evaluations will be used to develop questions and answers fo r  the 
upcoming congressional hearings and will be incorporated in to  the final 
report of the team.

5. NRR w ill contact the a llegers  by l e t t e r  once the a llega tions  have 
been evaluated and resolved, and will provide NRC’s basis fo r  the 
d ispo sit io n  of any a llega tions .

6. Issues re la ted  to  NRC employee or contractor wrongdoing will be 
forwarded by the team to  the Office of Inspector General.

7. Following completion of the team review, relevant documents, 
including the  database, will be provided to  the Office Allegations 
Coordinator.

Daniel D. Murphy * ^= 4444 —

Lawrence E. KoKajko Date
?A/?y

NRR Representative01 Representative

Concurred':f: /  / / ' S  h ' /
R .1 Lee SpeVsard Date
Allegations Review Board Chairman
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM: Lawrence E. Kokajko, NRR
Daniel D. Murphy, 01
STP Allegation Review Team Leaders

SUBJECT: REFERRAL OF TECHNICAL ALLEGATIONS FOR REVIEW

DATE:

Members of the NRC s t a f f  have met with congressional subcommittee s t a f f  
members regarding a llega tions  of safety  concerns and harassment and 
intimidation a t  South Texas P ro ject. In response to  the  subcommittee’s 
concerns, Mr. Milhoan d irec ted  the Office of Investigations and NRR to  form an 
Allegation Team to  c o l le c t  and review a llega tions . A copy of the plan for 
handling a l leg a t io n s ,  which was approved by the Allegations Review Board is  
attached.

The number and nature of a llega tions received thus f a r  is  la rge r  and more 
s ig n if ic an t  than we had an tic ipa ted . Due to  the technical nature of many of 
these a l lega tio ns , we are requesting, with the approval of the ARB Chairman, 
th a t  your s t a f f  review the attached a llega tion  and associated documents. We 
need a determination of whether a safety  concern e x is ts ;  i f  additional 
information is  necessary to  determine safe ty  s ignificance; or, i f  the 
a llega tion  can be closed, because: (I) in su ff ic ien t  evidence was provided,
(2) the a llega tio n  does not involve a safety  re la ted  item; or, (3) the 
allegation  has been adequately corrected and evaluated.

The NRC’ s evaluation of these a llega tions will be used in support of a 
congressional hearing, which is  an tic ipa ted  during November 1994. Therefore, 
we request th a t  you provide a response no l a t e r  than four weeks from the date 
of th is  memo. A check lis t  is  enclosed fo r  you to respond. The re su l ts  of the 
review of safety  issues should be provided to  the team in a format s im ila r  to  
a safety  evaluation. I f  an inspection is  required, the  standard inspection 
report format will be followed.

I f  you have any questions, please contact Hai-Boh Wang or Donna M. Skay 
(Allegations Team members) at 504-2958 or 504-1322, respec tive ly .
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MEMORANDUM TO: Hai-Boh Wang, NRR
STP Allegation Review Team 
Mail stop 0-9-A-l

FROM:

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF ALLEGATION

DATE:

Allegation number:

We have reviewed the  a llegation  and have determined th a t :

  The a llega tion  ra ise s  a safety  concern (a w ritten  evaluation is
required) and:

  1) an inspection should be performed to determine i f  adequate
co rrec tiv e  actions are being taken by the licensee.

  2) an action ( e .g . ,  Order, v io la tion) should be taken against the
1 icensee.

  3) a technical evaluation is  attached.

  4) additional review time is  required. Our response will be
provided by _________________________ .

  The a lleg a tio n  cannot be substantia ted due to lack of specific
information or lack of evidence (a llega tion  is  vague or unc lea r) .

  The a lleg a tio n  can be closed because i t  i s  not a safety  re la ted  issue.
(Please describe below why th is  a llegation  is  not safety re la te d .)

  The a lleg a t io n  can be closed because the licensee has taken adequate
co rrec tiv e  ac tion . (A w ritten  response is  required .)

  Additional information is  required before a determination of safety
s ig n if icance  can be made. (Describe needed information below.)

NOTE: I f  the a llega tio n  has several pa rts ,  please indicate  by number which
response applies to  each pa rt  of the a llega tion .
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October 19, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: William T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Lawrence E. Kokajko, NRR R e p re se n ta t iv e 's ^ * ^  
Daniel P. Murphy, 01 R ep resen ta tiv e /O ^-- /  
South Texas Project Allegations Review Team

SUBJECT: Charter Revision

In accordance with your ins truc tions  on October 17, 1994, we are hereby 
amending the South Texas Allegations Review Team charter  to  r e f l e c t  th a t  the 
inspection of the South Texas Project employee concerns program i s  no longer 
the re sp o n s ib i l i ty  of th i s  team. Instead, i t  is  understood th a t  the review of 
the program is  under the purview of the inspection e ffectiveness  task  force 
under the d irec tion  of Mr. W. Bateman. This team will maintain contact with 
Mr. Bateman to ensure th a t  any insights or issues th a t  we iden tify  which could 
impact his a c t iv i t i e s  are promptly transmitted to him.

Additionally, in regard to  the seven individuals who are to  be interviewed 
during an ongoing 01 inves tiga tion , we have informed the appropriate personnel 
th a t  they should not l im it  th e i r  interviews to  the investiga tion  at-hand. 
Instead, the inves tiga to rs  should ensure th a t  the interviews are broad enough 
to  capture other sa l ie n t  aspects of any a llegations which may shed l ig h t  on 
the operation of the South Texas Project f a c i l i t y .

F ina lly , as soon as we f in a l iz e  arrangements on the projected meeting with Ms. 
B. Garde, we will inform Mr. R. Zimmerman on the s ta tu s .  I f  the meeting 
occurs as projected on October 21, 1994, we will inform Mr. Zimmerman on the 
outcome as soon as p ra c t ic a l .

Docket Nos. 50-498 
and 50-499

cc: W. Bateman
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LIMITED DISTRIBUTION

ALLEGATION REVIEW BOARD

SUMMARY

A llega t ion  Number NRR-94-A-0029 
TAG Nos. M89497; M89498

1. The NRR A l leg a t io n  Review Board met on February 3,  1995, a t  11:30 am.

2.  P resen t  a t  t h e  meeting were: R. L. Spessard*

3. F a c i l i t i e s / o r g a n i z a t i o n s  involved: South Texas

4. A l leg a t io n  t i t l e :  (A) Multip le  Technical  I s sues ;  (B) H&I; (C) P o te n t ia l
Wrongdoing by Licensee; (D) P o te n t i a l  OIG Issues

5.  This a l l e g a t i o n  has been ass igned by the  Deputy Executive  D i r e c to r  f o r  
Nuclear Reactor Regulation,  Regional Operations and Research,  t o  a 
Special  Review Team (o f  PDIV-2 and 01) f o r  r e s o l u t i o n .

6.  The ARB determined the  a l l e g a t i o n  to  be o f  low s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

7. The ARB had p rev ious ly  assigned t h i s  a l l e g a t i o n  a P r i o r i t y  Level o f  2 
a f t e r  c o n s id e ra t io n  o f  i t s  s a f e ty  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

8.  Attached i s  a copy of  the  A l lega t ion  Review Team Summary, approved by 
th e  ARB.

9. Addit ional comments: A d r a f t  r e p o r t  o f  the  South Texas P r o jec t
A l le g a t io n s  Review Team (NUREG-1517) i s  out f o r  comment to  program

E. Adensam* 
L. Kokajko 
D. Murphy
H. B. Wang 
D. Skay
A. Gautam*

o f f i c e s .

Date

J - I v l r s - '

10. Prepared by:
Anil S. Gautama-Acting A l lega t ions  Coord inator

11. Approved by:
R. Lee Spessard,  Chairman, ARB Date

*ARB Members
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Attachment

ALLEGATION REVIEW TEAM SUMMARY

In April 1994, James Milhoan, Deputy Executive D i r e c to r  f o r  Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation,  Regional Operations  and Research,  met with th e  s t a f f  o f  the  
Oversight and I n v e s t ig a t io n s  Subcommittee of  the  House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce to  d i s c u s s  the  NRC’ s handling of  problems a t  th e  South Texas P ro jec t  
(STP). The Congressional s t a f f  expressed concerns t h a t  t h e r e  was "widespread 
d i s c r im in a to ry  p r a c t i c e s "  a t  STP.

In May 1994, James Milhoan i n s t r u c t e d  the  NRC s t a f f  to  form an STP a l l e g a t i o n  
review team (ART) with the  o b je c t iv e  to  (1) in te rv iew  in d iv id u a l s  having 
s a f e ty  concerns  p e r t i n e n t  to  the  South Texas P r o jec t  (STP), (2) d i s p o s i t i o n  
a l l e g a t i o n s  r e c e iv e d ,  and (3) i d e n t i f y  any le ssons  le a rn ed  from t h i s  e f f o r t .

In Ju ly  1994, the  ART proceeded to  rece iv e  and review a l l e g a t i o n s  concerning 
te ch n ica l  and wrongdoing (harassment and in t im i d a t i o n ,  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n ,  
f a l s i f i c a t i o n  of  records)  concerns from p re sen t  and former-employees of  STP.

Forty t e c h n ic a l  a l l e g a t i o n s  were rece ived ,  12 were s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  3 were 
p a r t i a l l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  and 25 u n su b s ta n t i a t e d .  The s u b s t a n t i a t e d / p a r t i a l l y  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  a l l e g a t i o n s  were considered c losed  because the  i s sue  was not 
s a f e t y - r e l a t e d ,  or the  l i c e n s e e  had i d e n t i f i e d  the  i s su e  and had taken or is  
t ak ing  adequate  c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n .

Nine a l l e g a t i o n s  involved d i s c r im in a to ry  conduct by th e  l i c e n s e e  or  i t s  
c o n t r a c t o r .  Four o f  the  nine a l l e g a t io n s  a re  under a c t i v e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  by
01. Three a l l e g a t i o n s  were conso l ida ted  in to  o th e r  ongoing 01 i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  
due to  the  suppor t ing  na tu re  o f  the  a l l e g a t i o n  invo lv ing  a s p e c i f i c  
in d iv id u a l .  Two a l l e g a t i o n s  have been c lo sed .  Cer ta in  a l l e g a t i o n s  have been 
r e f e r r e d  to  t h e  NRC Region IV o f f i c e  fo r  follow-up of  l i c e n s e e  c o r r e c t i v e  
ac t io n  and p o t e n t i a l  enforcement ac t io n .

The ART i s  in the  process  of a ssess ing  lessons  learned  by the  NRC from t h i s  
e f f o r t .

ART CONCLUSION

Most a l l e g a t i o n s  were not s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  C er ta in  t e c h n ic a l  a l l e g a t i o n s  of 
minor s a f e t y  s i g n i f i c a n c e  or r e g u la to ry  concern were s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  The 
s u b s t a n t i a t e d  te ch n ica l  a l l e g a t i o n s  were being t racked  by the  NRC and the  
l i c e n s e e ,  and s t e p s  were taken by the  l i c e n s e e  to  c o r r e c t  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  No 
"widespread d i s c r im in a to ry  p ra c t i c e s "  were i d e n t i f i e d .  The s u b s t a n t i a t e d  
a l l e g a t i o n s  did  not a f f e c t  the  safe  opera t ion  of  the  p l a n t .
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APPENDIX B

CORRESPONDENCE 

October 26, 1994 

November 23, 1994

January  4, 1995 

January  4, 1995 

January  10, 1995 

January  18, 1995 

January  30, 1995

REGARDING NRC CONTACT WITH BILLIE PIRNER GARDE, ESQ.

L e t t e r  from B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & Johns) to  Daniel 
Murphy (NRC).

L e t t e r  from William Russel l  and James F i t zg e ra ld  (NRC) 
to  B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & J o h n s ) . This l e t t e r  inc ludes :  
(1) the  Conditions  o f  In te rv iew ;  (2) the  J .  Taylor 
memorandum dated August 22, 1994, e n t i t l e d ,  "Informing 
A llegers  o f  the  Degree t o  which the  NRC can P r o te c t  
t h e i r  I d e n t i t y ; " and, (3) th e  W. Russell  and B. Hayes 
memorandum dated Ju ly  26, 1994, e n t i t l e d ,  "Resolution 
o f  D if fe rences  Between th e  Approach o f  01 and NRR on 
P ro tec t in g  Al leger  I d e n t i t y . "

L e t t e r  from William Russel l  and James F i t z g e ra ld  (NRC) 
to  B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & J o h n s ) .

L e t t e r  from B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & Johns) to  William 
Russell  and James F i t z g e r a ld  (NRC).

L e t t e r  from William Russel l  and Guy Caputo (NRC) to  
B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & J o h n s ) .

L e t t e r  from B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & Johns) to  William 
Russell  and Guy Caputo (NRC).

L e t t e r  from William Russel l  and Guy Caputo (NRC) to  
B i l l i e  Garde (Hardy & J o h n s ) .
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H A R D V  &  J O H N S
A T T O R N E Y *  A T  L A W  

* ' "v S O O  T W O  H O U S T O N  C C N T C *

♦  O S  F A N N IN  AT M c K IN N E Y  /  *•

- H O U S T O N ,  TEXAS 770I0-I0BS
B l t L t E  G A H O E  - O I A E C T  W IN E

(Tl») TS»-S<»©
O r  C O U N S E L

^seMmo.wMM October 26, 1994 -••'•o

Mr. Dan Murphy 
Office of Investigations 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20515

RE: Investigation of the South Texas plant allegations
Dear Mr. Murphy,

This letter confirms our recent discussion regarding your 
interest in interviewing former employees of the South Texas 
Nuclear Plant. As both Ms. Timothy Sloan and I communicated to you 
during our meeting in my office, there is a great concern that the 
investigation undertaken by your office be conducted in a manner 
that generates accurate, complete, and thorough results. Based on 
your statements, it is my understanding that you have not yet 
started to interview any of the former employees, or persons who 
previously provided information to the NRC.

As I indicated to you in our conversation several months ago, 
I had already advised those clients and former clients that I am in 
regular touch with that the NRC may be contacting them, and to 
cooperate with that investigation. However, after our meeting I 
have very deep reservations about the direction this investigative 
effort is taking. Therefore, as Ms. Sloan and I proposed, and you 
agreed to the following conditions concerning the cooperation of my 
clients with the Office of Investigation's ("01") investigation of 
the "old” South Texas allegations.
1. 01 agrees to investigate the allegations of harassment, 
intimidation, falsification of records and other issues within 0I#s 
jurisdiction as if the allegations were new and current. In other 
words, 01 will not conduct a "review" of other investigations, but 
begin a new investigative effort - including taking new statements 
of witnesses.
2. 01 agrees that it will provide two copies (one for the client 
and one for the lawyer) of all information that the agency has in 
its files regarding investigating allegations previously raised by 
the witness, including any NRC investigations, inspections, reports 
to the Commission, or other documentation that the agency complied 
from the licensee or contractor in regards to that witnesses 
allegations.
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Mr. Dan Murphy 
October 26, 1994 
Page 2

3. 01 agrees to provide all investigative interviews, documents, 
affidavits, or other material developed in the course of the 
investigation.
4. 01 agrees that they will provide the same weight to the 
plaintiffs evidence and testimony as to the licensee's evidence and 
testimony.
5. 01 agrees that prior to commencing any investigative effort 
that the witness will agree to the definition of the issues being 
raised by the witness.
6. 01 agrees that its publicly released reports will shield the 
identity of the witness, i.e., names will not be used in issued 
reports.

We asked you to agree, but you indicated that you did not have 
the authority to agree to the following:

7. That, where either Ms. Sloan or myself cannot arrange to 
be physically present for an interview or we cannot arrange to have 
the client present for an NRC interview, that the NRC would arrange 
to bring the client to Texas for that interview; and

8. We must be able to review any final reports, and attach 
our rebuttal response to the investigation, prior to its being 
forwarded for final disposition to the Executive Director and/or 
the Director of Enforcement or Congress.

We look forward to receiving a confirmation letter regarding 
these agreements.

Sincerely,

Billie Pirner Garde
BPG/asb
cc: Timothy Sloan
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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, O.C. 8DBBB 0001

November 23, 1994

B i l l i e  P i r a e r  Garde, Esq.
Hardy & Johns, Attorneys a t  Law 
500 Two Houston Center 
909 Fannin a t  McKinney 
Houston, IX 77010-1095

Dear Ms. Garde:

On October 20, 1994, Mr. Daniel D. Murphy, Senior Inves tiga to r  in the Office 
o f  In v es tig a tions , and Mr. Lawrence E. Kokajko, Senior Project Manager in the 
O ffice o f  Nuclear Reactor Regulation, met with Ms. I .  Sloan and you in your 
o f f ic e  to  d iscuss access to  your c l ie n ts  in our work gathering a llega tions 
regarding th e  construction and operation of the South Texas P roject, Units 1 
and 2. During the meeting, Ms. Sloan suggested th a t  you would be agreeable to  
l e t  the NRC s t a f f  interview your c l ie n ts  i f  c e r ta in  conditions were agreed to  
p r io r  to  th e  in terv iew s. At Mr. Murphy’s request, you formally submitted your 
conditions by l e t t e r  dated October 26, 1994. After due consideration, th i s  
l e t t e r  approves those conditions as noted in the enclosure.

Our ob jec tive  i s  t o  interview your c l ie n ts  to  uncover any new a llega tions or 
new information on old a llega tions , and to  review those a llega tions  to 
determine any substantive issues. You should know th a t  th i s  e f fo r t  i s  a 
review by th e  NRC headquarters s t a f f ,  and we will consider a l l  credible  
evidence regarding both new and old a llega tions . The NRC headquarters s t a f f  
w il l  make th e  appropriate decisions regarding additional inspection or 
in v e s tig a t io n  of any a llega tion  under review.

In order to  meet our objective, we request you iden tify  those individuals you 
believe  have information concerning the construction and operation of the 
South Texas P ro jec t f a c i l i t y ,  and who would be w illing  to  ta lk ,  on the record, 
t o  the NRC s t a f f .  The NRC s t a f f  will then se lec t those individuals who we 
intend to  in terv iew . This se lection  will be based upon the determination th a t  
th e  information w ill  f a l l  in to  NRC ju r isd ic t io n a l  boundaries, the safety  
s ig n if ican ce  o f the subject matter, the relevancy to  safe operation of the 
f a c i l i t y ,  and i f  th e  individual has already made a su f f ic ie n t ly  comprehensive 
statement on the  record.
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B i l l i e  P irner  Garde, Esq. -  2 - November 23, 1994

Agreement to  some of the  enclosed conditions by th is  agency i s  highly unusual, 
but i t  should ind ica te  to  you the concern which th is  agency holds in regard to 
a l le g a t io n s .  We are concerned personally, as we know you a re ,  about the 
a l leg a t io n s  regarding the construction and operation of the South Texas 
Pro ject f a c i l i t y .  With the aforementioned items in mind, we believe th a t  we 
should now be able to  work together to  iden tify  and resolve those issues 
important to  the  sa fe ty  of the f a c i l i t y .  Therefore, unless we hear otherwise, 
we w ill  assume th a t  you are in agreement with the terms of t h i s  l e t t e r .

Accordingly, we request th a t  you contact Mr. Daniel D. Murphy [(301) 504-3485] 
to make the appropriate  arrangements to  begin the interview process with your 
c l ie n ts  w ithin 10 days of rece ip t  o f th is  l e t t e r .  I f  you have not contacted 
Mr. Murphy within th a t  time, we will assume th a t  you and your c l ie n ts  are no 
longer in te re s te d  in discussing th i s  matter with the NRC s t a f f .

Sincerely

William T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Janies A. Fitzgerald , ActingJanies A. Fitzgerald , Acting Director 
Office of Investigations

Enclosure: Conditions of Interview
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CONDITIONS OF INTERVIEW

ENCLOSURE

1. The Office o f Investigations (01) will investigate  new allegations of 
harassment and in tim idation, f a l s i f ic a t io n  of records and other issues 
within OI’s ju r is d ic t io n .  I f  new Information i s  uncovered regarding an 
old a llega tion , 01 will conduct an additional review of the matter or 
investiga te  as necessary. In regard to the verbal request th a t  01 s t a r t  
over the Rex inves tiga tive  case, you should be aware th a t  the case is  
s t i l l  open, and has not been closed. The NRC considers th is  to  be 
su f f ic ie n t  to  meet your request.

2. A copy of p r io r  s ta tem ents /transc rip ts  th a t  the NRC s t a f f  curren tly  has 
in i t s  possession fo r  each individual c l ie n t  associated with you w ill be 
provided to  the  c l ie n t  p rio r  to  the interview.

3 . The NRC s t a f f  w ill arrange fo r  a court repo rte r.  Each c l ie n t  who was 
interviewed w ill be allowed to inspect the t ra n s c r ip t  of the interview.
A copy of the t ra n s c r ip t  will be provided a t  the end of any 
investigation or review.

4. The NRC s t a f f  considers a ll  credib le  evidence in evaluating a llega tions . 
The NRC s t a f f  gives equal weight to  both the a l le g e r ’s evidence and 
testimony, and the l ic en see ’s evidence and testimony. Paren the tica lly , 
there  are no p l a in t i f f s  in any case pending before the NRC a t  th is  time.

5. In accordance with NRC policy, the NRC s t a f f  will respond to  each
a llege r ,  in w riting , to  ensure th a t  the a llegations id en tif ied  in the 
interviews are accurately delineated.

6 . In accordance with NRC policy, the NRC s ta f f  will remove the names of
a llegers  in any final reports th a t  are publicly availab le . In th is  
vein, enclosed is  a copy of NRC interim guidance in th i s  area.

7. The NRC will reimburse your c l ie n ts  for travel to  and from the NRC
Region IV o ff ice  plus lodging expenses while in Arlington, Texas in 
order to expedite the interviews. The expenses will be allowed to the 
extent allowed by law, and within the confines of standard government 
trave l and lodging requirements. This will be advantageous to  the 
government, and will improve government e ff ic iency , by having all 
interviewees come to a central location fo r  interviews. The NRC will 
not pay lo s t  wages or income incurred by the interviewee, nor will i t  
pay any a tto rney ’s fees .

8. The NRC s t a f f  w ill consider your request fo r  a f ina l report as a pre
f i le d  Freedom of Information Act request, which will be processed a t  the 
conclusion of f ina l  agency action . The fina l report w ill be redacted as 
necessary in accordance with NRC policy. I f  you wish to  comment on the 
f in a l  report you receive, you may do so a t  th a t  time.

Attachment: Memo from James M. Taylor 
dtd. 8/22/94
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ENCLOSURE

UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C. 2066*4001

July 26, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: James L. Milhoan
Deputy Executive Director 

for Muclear Reactor Regulation,
Regional Operations A Research

Hugh L. Thompson, Jr.
Deputy Executive Director 

for Muclear Materials Safety,
Safeguards k Operations Support

FROM: William T. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Ben B. Hayes, Director 
Office of Investigations

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE APPROACH OF 01 AND NRR
ON PR0TECTIN6 ALLEGER IDENTITY

This 1s 1n response to the memorandum from Hugh Thompson dated April 6, 1994, 
concerning recomaendatlon II.B.16 of the January 7, 1994, "Report of the 
Review Team for Reassessment of the NRC’s Program for Protecting Allegers 
Against Retaliation."

The attached responds to Review Team Recoonendatlon II.B.16 concerning the 
resolution of policy differences between the Office of Investigations (01) and 
the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) on the protection of alleger 
Identity (Including confidentiality agreements) In Inspection and 
Investigation a c tiv itie s . The attached Identifies the differences 1n the 
approach of 01 and NRR on protecting alleger Identity, and contains 
recomnendatlons to reconcile these differences. We have not developed 
options, but rather have proposed an approach which we believe w ill resolve 
th is Issue. The most significant difference between the approach of 01 and 
other regional and program offices Is that 01 may consciously disclose an 
a lleger^  Identity In furtherance of a wrongdoing Investigation while other 
regional and program offices protect the Identity of allegers to the maximum 
degree possible. We believe there are valid reasons for this difference, and 
the most Important point 1s that any alleger should clearly be told o f the 
degree to which his or her Identity can be protected. We propose to modify 
Management Directive 8.8 , "Management of Allegations," to ensure that allegers 
are Informed of the degree to which their identity can be protected and also 
Include th is Information in the brochure for Industry employees being 
developed 1n response to recoroendatlon II.B.6 of the Review Team Report.

It 1s very d iff ic u lt  to investigate a wrongdoing issue without revealing and 
using the Identity of the alleger 1n the Investigation. In Harassment and 
Intimidation Issues, It i s ,  from a practical standpoint, not possible to
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Memorandum to  Milhoan, Thompson -  2 -

e ffectiv e ly  Investigate the Issue while protecting the identity of the 
alleger. In the case of technical issues, however, It is  generally possible 
to resolve the Issue without the need to reveal the alleger’s identity.

Unless you disagree with the reconaendatlons In the attached we will proceed 
to Implement them and Include them 1n the revision of Management Directive 
8 .8 , "Management of Allegations," currently being finalized. He will further 
ensure that the Management Directive Is consistent with the Coonlsslon's 
Statement of Policy on Confidentiality which Is attached for your Information.

Please contact us 1f you have any questions.

Enclosures: As stated

cc: J. Taylor, EDO
J. Ueberman, OE 
K. Cyr, 06C
D. M1U1ams, 016
E. Jordan, AEOD 
Regional Administrators

H ill1am T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Ben B. Hayes, Director 
Office of Investigations
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ATTACHMENT

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, O.C. JMM WWI

August 22, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: Thomas T. Martin, Regional Administrator, RI
Stewart D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator, RII
John B. Martin, Regional Administrator, RIII
L. Joe Callan, Regional Administrator, RIV
William T. Russell, Director, MRR
Robert M. Bernero, Director, NMSS
Karen D. Cyr, General Counsel
James Ueberman, Director, OE
James Fitzgerald, Acting Director, 01
Edward L. Jordan, Director, AEOD
Richard I . Bangart, Director, OSP

FROM: ' James M. Taylor
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: INFORMING ALLEGERS OF THE DEGREE TO WHICH THE NRC CAN
PROTECT THEIR IDENTITY

The purpose of th is memorandum Is to provide Interim guidance regarding the 
degree to which the Identity of Individuals who provide allegations to the MRC 
can be protected. This 1s necessary since some allegers may Incorrectly 
assume that the NRC will protect their identities under all circumstances.
The guidance described below will remain 1n effect until Incorporation In a 
future revision to Management Directive (MD) 8.8, 'Management of Allegations.* 
The current MD 8 .8 , except as modified by this memorandum, should be closely  
followed.

Individuals who have not been granted confidentiality by the NRC based on e 
written agreement between the NRC and the alleger in accordance with the 
Commission’s Statement of Policy on Confidentiality (50 FR 48506, dated 
November 25, 1985) should be Informed of the following:

(1) In resolving technical Issues, the NRC 1n protecting the Identity of
allegers Intends to take all reasonable efforts to not disclose their 
identity to any organization, Individual outside the NRC, or the public 
unless:

(a) the alleger has clearly indicated no objection to being Identified,
(b) disclosure 1s necessary to ensure public health and safety,
(c) disclosure 1s necessary to Inform Congress or State or Federal

agencies In furtherance of NRC responsibilities under law or public
trust, or

(d) the alleger has taken actions that are Inconsistent with and
override the purpose of protecting the alleger's Identity.

(2) Individuals providing allegations to the NRC should, In particular, be. 
told that their identity could be disclosed for the reasons given in 
items (b), (c ), and (d) above.
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(3) For allegations involving harassment and intimidation, allegers should 
be told that NRC will disclose their identity during an NRC 
investigation. Allegers should also be told that the NRC normally will 
not investigate these cases from a confidential source because this type 
of case cannot be investigated i f  the alleger's name is kept 
confidential.

(4) For allegations involving wrongdoing, allegers should be told that their 
identity may be disclosed at the NRC's discretion in order to pursue the 
investigation.

(5) Allegers should be told that they are not considered a confidential 
source unless confidentiality has been formally granted in writing.

The above information should also be Included in the acknowledgment letter  
issued to an alleger following receipt of the allegation.

I f  an individual requests and is  granted confidentiality by the NRC based on a 
written agreement, there are s t i l l  circumstances under which the individual's 
identity may not be protected. Thus, such individuals should be informed by 
le tte r  of the following:

(1) The NRC w ill make i t s  best efforts to protect their identity.

(2) If i t  is  necessary because of an overriding safety issue to release the 
identity of a confidential source to a licensee, and the source agrees 
to th is disclosure, consultation with the EDO will be made before 
disclosure. I f  the source does not agree to disclosure, the staff will 
contact the Commission for resolution.

(3) Where i t  is  necessary to release the identity of a confidential source 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Inspector General (a statutory 
Inspector General) concerning a wrongdoing issue, and the source agrees 
to the disclosure, consultation with the Director, Office of 
Investigations will be made before disclosure. If the alleger does not 
agree to the disclosure, the sta ff will contact the Commission for 
resolution.

(4) Because a harassment and intimidation allegation cannot be investigated 
i f  the alleger's name is  kept confidential, an alleger should be told 
that the NRC normally will not investigate a harassment and intimidation 
allegation from a confidential source. However, depending on the safety 
significance and with Commission approval, the NRC may conduct an 
investigation regardless of the alleger's desire.

Allegers should also be told that information provided under the Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) w ill, to the extent consistent with that act, be purged 
o f names and other potential identifiers.
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The enclosed memorandum from William T. Russell and Ben B. Hayes to
James L. Milhoan and Hugh L. Thompson provides additional information on this
su b jec t .

Original signed by 
jimes M.jeylor 

James M. Taylor 
Executive Director 

for Operations
Enelosure:
As stated
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-4001

January 4, 1995

B i l l i e  P irner Garde, Esq.
Hardy & Johns, Attorneys a t  Law 
500 Two Houston Center 
909 Fannin a t  McKinney 
Houston, TX 77010-1095

Dear Ms. Garde:

In our l e t t e r  to  you dated November 23, 1994, we requested th a t  you iden tify  
those indiv iduals you believe have a llegations concerning the  construction and 
operation of the South Texas Project f a c i l i t y .  Additionally, we outlined the 
scope of our e f fo r ts  and our conditions of interview. On December 7, 1994, 
you contacted Mr. Daniel Murphy by telephone, and sta ted  th a t  you accepted the 
conditions of the interview, but requested additional time to  respond to  the 
l e t t e r .  Mr. Murphy, a f te r  consulting with us, rep lied  to you in a telephone 
conversation on December 7, 1994, th a t  we agreed to  extend the  i n i t i a l  
deadline fo r  response, but th a t  we expected a formal w ritten  response 
accepting the conditions of interview and providing a schedule of interviews 
of your c l ie n ts  by December 23, 1994.

Since we have not ye t heard from you, e i th e r  in writing or by telephone, we 
would l ik e  to  formally o ffe r  you one more opportunity to  respond to  our 
l e t t e r .  We request th a t  you formally accept our conditions o f interview and 
provide a schedule of interviews of your c l ie n ts  within 14 calendar days from 
the date o f th is  l e t t e r .  As previously noted in our e a r l ie r  l e t t e r ,  a special 
NRC headquarters team will receive and review these a llega tions ; a team, we 
hasten to  add, th a t  is  only in existence for th is  purpose and fo r  a limited 
duration o f time. I f  we have not heard from you within th a t  time, we will 
assume th a t  you and your c l ie n ts  are no longer in te res ted  in discussing th is  
m atter with the NRC.

However, t h i s  does not mean th a t  the NRC will not accept a llega tions  from you 
or your c l i e n t s .  As th i s  special team will no longer be in existence', the 
normal NRC a llega tion  management process will continue to receive and review 
a l le g a t io n s .  Therefore, any information you or your c l ie n ts  may subsequently 
wish to  provide re la ted  to  the construction and operation of the South Texas 
P ro ject f a c i l i t y  may be transm itted to  Mr. Russell Wise, NRC Region IV 
Allegations Coordinator, a t  telephone number (817) 860-8245, or to  Ms. Jean 
Lee, the NRR Allegations Coordinator, a t telephone number (301) 504-2918.
Since you have been sp e c if ic a l ly  involved in the Rex proceeding, any 
a lleg a t io n s  re la ted  to  th a t  case by you or your c l ie n ts  may be re fe rred  
d i r e c t ly  to  Mr. Len Williamson, NRC Region IV Office of Investiga tions, at 
telephone number (817) 860-8115.

t>R HEGj,
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I f  you have any questions regarding th is  or any re la ted  matter, you may 
contact Mr. Daniel Murphy, a t  telephone number (301) 504-3485.

Sincerely,

William T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

'— James A. Fitzgerard, Acting Director 
Office of Investigations
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H A R D Y  &  J O H N S
A T T O R N E Y S  A T  L A W  

B O O  TW O  H O U S T O N  C E N T E R  

0 0 9  F A N N I N  AT M c K IN N E Y

H O U S T O N , T E X A S  7 7 0 1 0 - 1 0 9 5

DIRECT LINE 

(713) 7 5 9 * 6 4 3 0

(713) 222-0301 

FAX: (713) 7 5 9 -9 6 5 0

January 4, 1995

VIA FACSIMILE & REGULAR MAIL
Mr. William T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20515
Mr. James A. Fitzgerald, Acting Director 
Office of Investigations 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Messrs. Russell and Fitzgerald:
Please accept this letter in response to your November 23, 

1994 letter to me. As you know, due to my trial schedule out of my 
office I did not receive the letter until December, 1994. At my 
request I was given until December 23, 1994 to respond.
Unfortunately, due to the holidays and press of other business I 
did not respond by December 23.

However, I have endeavored to contact as many of the allegers 
as possible. The holidays also interfered with my being able to 
reach most of the allegers. I write to advise you that of those I 
contacted or have had some contact with all are interested in 
proceeding with the NRC investigation. I expect the others will 
feel the same.

Therefore, I suggest we start with those closest to the 
Houston/Bay City area and proceed to those in more remote 
locations. We still disagree with the terms and conditions of 
interviews being taken in Arlington, Texas for those allegers from 
out of state.

In order for me to provide you with the names of these 
allegers who have information not yet adequately investigated by 
the Agency, I request that you send me the previous NRC “close out” 
of the allegations initially investigated by the SSAT.

B I L L I E  P I R N E R  G A R D E  

O F  C O U N S E L  

ALSO ADMITTED <N W ISCONSIN
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Mr. William T. Russell, Director 
Mr. James A. Fitzgerald, Acting Director 
January 4, 1995 
Page 2

I look forward to your reply.
» wxy ui u iy  y u u x o f jVery truly yours

Billie Pirner Garde
BPG/asb
cc: Dan Murphy
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

January 10, 1995

B il l ie  P irner Garde, Esq.
Hardy & Johns, Attorneys a t  Law 
500 Two Houston Center 
909 Fannin a t McKinney 
Houston, TX 77010-1095

Dear Ms. Garde:

We have reviewed your l e t t e r  dated January 4, 1995, th a t  was received in our 
o ffice  on January 5, 1995, which you stated  was in response to our l e t t e r  
dated November 23, 1994. At the time of your l e t t e r ,  i t  appears th a t  you did 
not have an opportunity to  review our l e t t e r  dated January 4, 1995, in which 
we requested th a t  you formally accept our conditions of interview, as outlined 
in our November 23, 1994, l e t t e r ,  and provide a schedule of interviews of your 
c l ie n ts  within 14 calendar days from the date of tha t l e t t e r .

We are heartened to hear th a t  a ll  of your c l ie n ts  tha t you contacted are 
in te res ted  in discussing concerns regarding the construction and operation of 
the South Texas Project f a c i l i t y .  However, we note th a t  you did not accept 
our conditions of interview as noted in the th ird  paragraph of your l e t t e r .  
Spec if ica lly , item 7 of the enclosure to  the November 23, 1994, l e t t e r  stated 
th a t  the NRC would reimburse your c l ie n ts  for travel to and from the NRC 
Region IV office  plus lodging expenses while in Arlington, Texas in order to 
expedite the interviews. We s t i l l  believe th is  is  advantageous to  the 
government to have your c l ie n ts  come to a central location, preferably at one 
time, from the d if fe ren t  pa rts  of the country. As an a lte rn a t iv e ,  the 
a llegations review team may travel to  the c loses t federal courthouse or to the 
residence of your c l ie n ts  to  obtain interviews. I f  the a l te rn a t iv e  is  
accepted, no reimbursement for travel and lodging expenses incurred by your 
c l ie n ts  will be allowed.

Additionally, the fourth paragraph of your l e t t e r  contains information tha t  is 
apparently unrelated to your c l ie n ts .  We did not agree to  provide th is  
information. In item 2 of the enclosure to the November 23, 1994, l e t t e r ,  we 
agreed to  provide a copy of p r io r  s ta tem ents/transcrip ts  th a t  the NRC s ta f f  
currently  has in i t s  possession for each individual c l ie n t  associated with you 
p rio r  to the interview.

I t  is our understanding th a t  you and your c l ie n ts  had new a llegations or new 
information on old a l lega tion s . We also understood that your c l ie n ts  were 
anxious to discuss th is  information with the NRC, and th a t  a schedule of 
interviews could be arranged. I f  th is  is  the case, we urge you to reply to 
our January 4, 1995, l e t t e r .  Since our recent l e t t e r  was an extension from 
the December 23, 1994, date (which in i t s e l f  was an extension from the 
December 7, 1994, da te ) , we await your written acceptance of the conditions of 
interview and the schedule of interviews by January 18, 1995.
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As we previously sta ted , the NRC will accept a llegations from you or your 
c l ie n ts  at any time. However, i f  the special a llegations review team is no 
longer in existence, the normal NRC a llega tion  management process will 
continue to receive and review a llega tions . Therefore, any information you or 
your c l ie n ts  may have re la ted  to  the construction and operation of the South 
Texas Project f a c i l i ty  may be transmitted to  Mr. Russell Wise, NRC Region IV 
Allegations Coordinator, a t telephone number (817) 860-8245, or to Ms. Jean 
Lee, the NRR Allegations Coordinator, a t  telephone number (301) 504-2918.
Since you have been spec if ica lly  involved in the Rex proceeding, any 
a llegations re la ted  to tha t  case by you or your c l ie n ts  may be referred
d irec tly  to Mr. Len Williamson, Director, NRC Region IV Office of
Investiga tions, a t  telephone number (817) 860-8115.

I f  you have any questions regarding th is  or any re la ted  matter, you may
contact Mr. Daniel Murphy, at telephone number (301) 504-3485.

Sincerely,

William T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Office of Investigations
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H A R D Y  & J O H N S
A T T 6 R N C Y *  A T  L A W  

• O O  TW O H O U ST O N  C C NTCR  

•  O S  F A N N IN  AT W eK IN N C r

HOUSTON, TEXAS 77010*1006
I L U E  B I R N E R  G A R D E  

O F  C O U N S E L

utwRs.MM* January 18, 1995

VIA FACSIMILE 
William T. Russell
office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20535-0001
Gary P. Caputo, Director 
office of Investigations 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
Dear Messrs. Russell and Caputo:

As a preliminary matter I would like to object to your 
imposition of arbitrarily imposed deadlines on a matter in which I 
am acting as pro bono counsel, i.e., without pay, for unemployed, 
underemployed former South Texas employees in connection with the 
NRC's renewed interest in eight to ten year old problems at the 
South Texas nuclear power plant. It is obvious that your approach 
to this situation is solely for the purpose of attempting to create 
the inaccurate and misleading impression that the former South 
Texas employees either have no further concerns about the South 
Texas plant or do not wish to pursue those concerns. Please do not 
attempt to accomplish this misleading conclusion by creating false 
deadlines for me.

Your proposals attempt to put an impossible burden on my 
clients. It is not possible for them to know if their previous 
concerns were addressed, ignored, or adequately resolved if they do 
not have any idea of what the NRC did or didn't do toward 
investigating the allegations they previously provided to the 
agency. Mr. Dan Murphy made a commitment to me, as well as to the 
House staff investigators, last spring when we established our 
informal working arrangements. He never provided me any additional 
information regarding the employees whose names I provided to him 
at that time as being those employees who continued to be concerned 
about STP.

I assume that Mr. Murphy either did nothing to collect the 
information necessary to provide it to the employees or has since 
decided not to provide the information. However, the problem 
remains that without knowing what the NRC did with a particular 
allegation it is impossible to determine if the source of that 
allegation is satisfied. I know that the allegation management

emecr l i n e  »ii)
(?t») t n - O M i  
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William T. Russell 
Gary P. Caputo 
January 18, 1995 
Page 2

program utilized by the agency maintains basic information such as 
I have asked for eight months ago, and I again request that prior 
to setting up interviews which will be a waste of time and money 
for the agency and my clients, that you send me (or my clients) a 
copy of the information reflecting the disposition of the 
allegations that they previously raised. After the materials are 
provided the clients will be. able to schedule meaningful 
interviews.

I look forward to your response.
Very truly yours.

Billie Pirner Garde

BPG/asb
cc: STP clients
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 205664001

January 30, 1995

B m i e  Pirner Garde, Esq.
Hardy & Johns, Attorneys a t  Law 
500 Two Houston Center 
909 Fannin a t  McKinney 
Houston, TX 77010-1095

Dear Ms. Garde:

In response to  your l e t t e r  dated October 26, 1994, and 1n our l e t t e r s  to  you 
dated November 23, 1994, January 4, and January 10, 1995, we offered you and 
your c l ie n ts  an opportunity to  discuss concerns regarding the construction and 
operation of the South Texas Project f a c i l i t y .  While 1t appeared th a t  you 
would accept our conditions of Interview and provide a schedule o f  interviews, 
as indicated by your December 7, 1994, telephone c a l l ,  and your l e t t e r  dated 
January 4, 1995, you did not formally agree to  the conditions of interview or, 
more importantly, provide a schedule of interviews by the requested date of 
January 18, 1995. Instead, you provided a l e t t e r  dated January 18, 1995, 
which did not address the aforementioned items.

We have reviewed your January 18, 1995, l e t t e r .  Let us say a t  the ou tse t,  
th a t  Mr. D. Murphy made no commitment to  you to  provide you any additional 
information regarding employees who had concerns a t  the South Texas Project 
f a c i l i t y .  In item 2 of the enclosure to  the November 23, 1994, l e t t e r ,  we 
agreed to provide a copy of p rio r  s ta tem en ts /transcrip ts  th a t  the NRC s t a f f  
curren tly  has in i t s  possession to  each individual c l ie n t  associated with you 
p r io r  to the interview. In an tic ipa tion  of th i s ,  Mr. Murphy did gather 
information regarding the various a llega tions a t  the South Texas Project 
f a c i l i t y .  Your l e t t e r  did not id en tify  those c l ie n ts  with whom we could 
provide the req u is i te  information.

Our objective , as we s ta ted  in our November 23, 1994, l e t t e r ,  was to  interview 
your c l ien ts  to  uncover any new a llega tions  or new information on old 
a llega tio ns , and to  review those a llega tions  to  determine any substantive 
issues . We have not deviated from meeting th is  objec tive . I t  was our 
understanding th a t  you (regardless of your s ta tus  as j>ro bono counsel) and 
your c l ie n ts  had new a llega tions or new information on old a lleg a tio n s . We 
also  understood th a t  your c l ie n ts  were anxious to  discuss th i s  information 
with the NRC, and th a t  a schedule o f interviews could be arranged. Your 
recent l e t t e r  provided ne ither  formal acceptance of the conditions of 
interview, as outlined in our November 23, 1994, l e t t e r ,  nor did i t  provide a 
schedule of interviews with those individuals who wished to  bring concerns to  
our a t ten tion .
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I t  is  our view th a t  the opportunity we provided to  you was reasonable. 
Inasmuch as you chose not to  accept our o f fe r  and schedule Interviews with 
your c l i e n t s ,  we are advising you th a t  the special a llega tions  review team 
will no longer be accepting and reviewing a llega tions , and will begin 
culminating i t s  work. We consider th a t  our special o ffe r  to  you, as outlined 
in our conditions of interview, has expired.

As we previously s ta te d ,  the NRC will accept a llegations from you or your 
c l ie n ts  a t  any time in accordance with standard NRC policy and p rac tice .  
Therefore, any information you or your c l ie n ts  may have re la ted  to  the 
construction and operation of the South Texas Project f a c i l i t y  may be 
transm itted  to  Mr. Russell Wise, NRC Region IV Allegations Coordinator, a t  
telephone number (817) 860-8245, or to  Ms. Jean Lee, the NRR Allegations 
Coordinator, a t telephone number (301) 504-2918. Since you have been 
sp e c i f ic a l ly  involved in the Rex proceeding, any a llegations re la ted  to  th a t  
case by you or your c l ie n ts  may be re fe rred  d ire c t ly  to  Mr. Len Williamson, 
D irec tor, NRC Region IV Office of Investiga tions, a t  telephone number 
(817) 860-8115.

Sincerely,

William T. Russell, Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Office of Investigations
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APPENDIX C

CORRESPONDENCE REGARDING CONTROL OF INFORMATION 
IDENTIFYING "WHISTLEBLOWERS"

October 6, 1994 L e t t e r  from James Lieberman (NRC) to  William C o t t l e
(HL&P)

November 1, 1994 L e t t e r  from William C o t t l e  (HL&P) to  James Lieberman
(NRC), which inc ludes  l e t t e r  dated November 1, 1994, 
C o t t l e  (HL&P) to  Hardt (CPS), Vaughn (CP&L), and Lani 
(COA)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20866-0001

October 6, 1994

Houston Lighting 1 Power Company 
ATTN: William T. Cottle , Group 

Vice President, Nuclear 
Post Office Box 289 
Wadsworth, Texas 77483

Dear Hr. C ottle :

During the week of September 19, 1994, the  NRC obtained a June 30, 1994 
prin tou t o f an in ternal South Texas Project (STP) tracking system apparently 
u t i l iz e d  by your s t a f f  to  track responses to , and maintain accountability  on, 
requests fo r  information (RFI) submitted to Houston Lighting & Power Company 
(HL&P). From a perusal of th is  document, i t  appears th a t  th i s  tracking system 
monitors, among other things, a c t iv i t i e s  on information requests associated 
with current l i t ig a t io n  between HL&P and other e n t i t ie s .  I t  i s  not c le a r  tha t  
th is  document was intended to be r e s t r ic te d  in i t s  d is tr ib u tio n  as there  is  no 
c lea r  indication on the document i t s e l f  tha t  d is tr ibu tion  is  in any way 
controlled.

Request 51 in the document re fe rs  to  ". . . potential l i a b i l i t i e s  associated 
with ’whistleblower’ claims made by, or the administrative or court proceeding 
involving, the following South Texas Project ’whistleblower’ ." The tracking 
system entry then proceeds to name II individuals tha t  have apparently f i le d  
complaints with the Department of Labor (DDL).

The NRC is  concerned th a t  identifying individuals who have f i le d  DDL 
complaints, re fe rr ing  to  these individuals as "whistleblowers", and then 
permitting the document containing th is  information to be available or 
accessible to  HL&P employees could re su l t  in the perception th a t  these 
individuals are viewed by HL&P in a negative manner. Further, refe rr ing  to  
individuals in th is  manner could create  the impression tha t  these individuals 
are being discriminated against, or a t minimum, being trea ted  d if fe re n t ly ,  
because they are "whistleblowers". At bottom, we are concerned tha t  
identifying individuals as "whistleblowers" in such a document could cause 
o ther HL&P employees to  avoid ra is ing  safety  concerns out of fear th a t  they 
will be labeled as "whistleblowers" and be subject to harassment, 
intim idation, and re ta l ia t io n .

While i t  does not appear in th is  case th a t  the preparation and maintenance of 
th i s  tracking sy s tem /lis t  con s titu tes  a v io la tion  of 10 CFR 50.7 or th a t  i t  
was intended to  be anything other than an information request action item 
tracking mechanism1, we believe th a t  identifying p a rt icu la r  individuals as 
"whistleblowers" could undermine some of your recent e f fo r ts  to  improve your

1This matter appears to be sim ilar to the s itua tion  th a t  was addressed in 
the DOL’s decision in G. Richard Howard v. Tennessee Valiev Authority. Case 
No. 90-ERA-24.
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employee concerns program and to  remove a previous atmosphere of m istrust 
between some management and other members of your s ta f f .  Consequently, we 
would request tha t  you consider the implications of such a l i s t in g ,  urge tha t  
you avoid any l i s t in g  of individuals in l ig h t  o f i t s  potential for a ch il l ing  
e ffec t  on your employees, or i f  such a l i s t  1s needed to  perform your 
business, th a t  i t  be t ig h t ly  controlled so tha t  i t  not be misused or 
misunderstood, and consider actions in th i s  case th a t  will ensure th a t  any 
possible ch il l in g  e ffec t  from the subject l i s t in g  is  minimized. I t  is  
requested th a t  you respond to  th is  l e t t e r  and describe any actions tha t  you 
believe might be appropriate to minimize any possible ch il l in g  e ffec t  in th is  
instance.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC’s "Rules of Practice ,"  a copy of 
th is  l e t t e r  will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The response requested by th is  l e t t e r  is  not subject to the clearance 
procedures o f the Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-511.

Docket Nos. 50-498, 50-499 
License Nos. NPF-76, NPF-80

cc:
Houston Lighting & Power Company 
ATTN: James J .  Sheppard, General Manager 

Nuclear Licensing 
P.O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, Texas 77483

City of Austin 
E lec tr ic  U t i l i ty  Department 
ATTN: J .  C. Lanier/M. B. Lee
721 Barton Springs Road 
Austin, Texas 78704

City Public Service Board 
ATTN: K. J .  Fiedler/M. T. Hardt
P.O. Box 1771 
San Antonio, Texas 78296

Newman & Holtzinger, P. C.
ATTN: Jack R. Newman, Esq.
1615 L S tre e t ,  NW 
Washington, D.C. 20036

Sincerely,

imes Lieberman, Director 
:f ice  of Enforcement
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Central Power and l igh t  Company 
ATTN: G. E. Vaughn/T. M. Puckett 
P.O. Box 2121
Corpus C hris ti ,  Texas 78403 

INPO
Records Center
700 Galleria Parkway
Atlanta, Georgia 30339-5957

Hr. Joseph M. Hendrie

Bureau of Radiation Control 
S tate of Texas 
1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 78756

Office of the Governor 
ATTN: Susan Rieff, Director 

Environmental Policy 
P.O. Box 12428 
Austin, Texas 78711

Judge, Matagorda County 
Matagorda County Courthouse 
1700 Seventh Street 
Bay City, Texas 77414

Licensing Representative 
Houston Lighting & Power Company 
Suite 610
Three Metro Center 
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Houston Lighting & Power Company 
ATTN: Rufus S. Scott, Associate

General Counsel 
P.O. Box 61867 
Houston, Texas 77208

Egan & Associates, P.C.
ATTN: Joseph R. Egan, Esq.
2300 N S tre e t ,  N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037
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The Light
company
H o u s to n  L ig lu in g  &  P o w e r  ®ou t*1 Texas P ro jec t E lectric  G en era tin g  S ta tion  P . O . Box 289 W adsw orth , Texas 77483

November 1, 1994 
ST-HL-AE-4914 
File No.: G25 
10CFR2

Mr. James Lieberman 
Director, Office of Enforcement 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001

South Texas Project 
Units 1 and 2 

Docket Nos. STN 50-498, STN 50-499 
Response to NRC Concern Regarding STP Tracking System

Dear Mr. Lieberman:

This is in response to your letter of October 6, 1994, concerning certain information contained 
in a litigation tracking system document used by Houston Lighting & Power.

As you may be aware, two of the co-owners of the South Texas Project, the cities of Austin and 
San Antonio, have sued Houston Lighting & Power for damages, alleging that Houston Lighting 
& Power has breached its duties to them. The co-owners’ litigation is currently in discovery, and 
the document you cited fits the description of one prepared by our litigation support staff to track 
and respond to discovery requests filed by Austin and San Antonio. The document is used to 
provide responsible plant personnel with the precise question that they must respond to so that 
Houston Lighting & Power can discharge its obligations to the court in providing complete and 
accurate discovery responses. The language you quoted from the tracking document was a 
verbatim repetition of words the City of Austin had used in a Request for Production directed to 
Houston Lighting & Power, which is publicly available at the Harris County Courthouse.

While we do not know how it came into your possession, I can assure you that the document is 
not one routinely circulated at STP, though the breadth of Austin’s discovery demands has 
necessitated fairly wide circulation of our materials in order to ensure that relevant documents 
are identified. In addition, the document has not been labeled as "confidential" since it simply 
repeats words used in publicly filed legal documents. Accordingly, it is unlikely that any actual 
"chilling effect" has occurred. We have renewed instructions that personnel participating in 
responding to discovery requests take care that the materials they handle be safeguarded from 
access by anyone who does not have a need to review or respond to those matters.

msc-»*\»4-3oo.oo2 A Subsidiary of Houston Industries Incorporated
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Houston Lighting & Power Company
South Texas Project Electric Generating Station ST-HL-AE-4914 

File No.: G25 
Page 2

All of the individuals who were identified in Austin’s request had already expressed their
concerns publicly through docketed proceedings under Section 210/211 or otherwise.

individuals to raise concerns. Accordingly, we have taken the action discussed above. In 
addition, our counsel and litigation support personnel will attempt to review discovery requests 
prior to their circulation to others in order to ascertain if they contain any information that should 
be subjected to special protective measures in order to avoid potential adverse effects on our 
employee concerns program or on other areas.

I am proud that our recent survey of employees’ willingness to express concerns has found a 
favorable climate at STP, and we certainly want to continue our progress to ensure that all 
employees feel free to identify concerns without fear of retaliation, whether they choose to do 
so anonymously or publicly. To that aid, I have also discussed your letter with the management 
representatives of the other owners, both through a personal phone call and by the attached letter. 
In that effort I have reminded the other owners of the importance of our employee concerns 
efforts, which the other owners have fully supported, and that we should be sensitive in the 
litigation process to avoid activities which could have an adverse effect on our goals in that 
regard.

Attachment: Letter from W. T. Cottle to South Texas Project Co-owners dated November 1,
1994

Nonetheless, we wish to assure that litigation activities do not adversely affect the willingness of

W. T. Cottle
Group Vice President, Nuclear

Repor t  o f  t h e  STP ART 5 Appendix C



The Light
company
H o u s to n  L ig h t in g  &  P o w e r  ^ o u t^  T ex as  P ro ject E lectric  G enera ting  S ta tion  P . O . Box 289 W adsw orth , T exas 77483

November 1, 1994

M. T. Hardt
City Public Service
P. 0 . Box 1771
San Antonio, TX 78296

J. C. Lanier 
City Of Austin 
Electric Utility Dept 
721 Barton Springs Road 
Austin, TX 78704

Gentlemen:

As discussed during our recent telephone conversation, enclosed is a letter we received from Jim 
Lieberman of the NRC’s Office of Enforcement. Also enclosed is the reply I am sending to Mr. 
Lieberman along with a copy of this letter. As I said during our telephone conversation, Mr. 
Lieberman’s letter expresses concerns that undue publicity to the names of individuals who have 
filed public concerns, when those individuals are identified as "whistleblowers" in the documents, 
could have a chilling effect on others at STP.

As I think all of you agree, we are strongly committed to maintaining an effective employee 
concerns environment at STP, and we have implemented new measures to improve that 
environment. So far, our efforts seem to be having a beneficial effect. Accordingly, we want 
to avoid activities that could undermine our program.

In Mr. Lieberman’s letter and in telephone calls we have received from Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation personnel, NRC representatives have expressed concerns that the efforts that are 
underway in the litigation among the owners could undo those beneficial effects. NRC 
representatives have reminded us that all of our owners are licensees, and in the NRC’s view, 
actions by one of the owners could result in enforcement action against STP as a whole.

G. E. Vaughn
Central Power & Light Company
P. O. Box 1221
Corpus Christi, TX 78403

M IS C -9 4 \9 4 - 3 0 0 .0 0 3

A Subsidiary o f  H ouston  Industries Incorporated  
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Houston Lighting & Power Company
South Texas Project Electric Generating Station Page 2

Ideally, we would not find ourselves in the situation we are now in with litigation between us, 
but even so, it is incumbent on each of us to avoid actions in that litigation which could damage 
the value of our common asset and could adversely affect our ability to operate STP in 
accordance with our common goals. As we move forward in that litigation, therefore, I urge each 
of you to ensure that your counsel remain sensitive to our common obligations as licensees of 
these facilities.

WTC/nol

c: Robert R. Carey, CEO Central Power & Light Co.
John Moore, CEO City of Austin Electric Utility 
Arthur von Rosenburg, CEO City Public Service 
D. D. Jordan

Attachments: Letter from James Lieberman to W..T. Cottle, dated October 6, 1994

Very truly yours,

W. T. Cottle

Letter from W. T. Cottle to James Lieberman, dated November 1, 1994 
(ST-HL-AE-4914)

M IS C -9 4 \9 4 -3 0 0 .0 0 3
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLE LETTERS

Sample I n i t i a l  L e t t e r  to  A l leger .  (This l e t t e r  included memorandum dated 
August 22, 1994, Taylor  to  Martin,  e t  a l . ,  "Informing A l leger s  o f  the  Degree
to  Which the  NRC Can P r o tec t  Their  I d e n t i t y , " which i s  loca ted  in Appendix B)

Sample L e t t e r  to  DDL F i l e r

Sample Close-ou t  L e t t e r  to  Al leger  ( d r a f t )
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This i s  a sample i n i t i a l  l e t t e r  to  th e  a l l e g e r s ,  which 
c h a r a c t e r i z e s  the  a l l e g a t i o n s ,  and prov ides  th e  NRC po l icy  on 
w his t leb lower  p r o t e c t io n .

Name
Address
C i ty ,  S t a t e  XXXXX 

Dear :

On  , 1994, we had the  oppo r tu n i ty  to  d i s cu s s  with you concerns
reg a rd in g  the  South Texas P r o j e c t .  Your w i l l in g n e s s  to  take  the  time to  
d i s c u s s  th e se  m a t te r s  with us i s  g r e a t l y  a p p re c ia te d .  As we noted in our
l e t t e r  t o  you da ted  ___________  , 1994, we agreed to  n o t i f y  you when your
concerns  were addressed .  We unders tand  your concerns t o  be th e  fo l lowing:
(1) a l l e g a t i o n  1; (2) a l l e g a t i o n  2; (3) a l l e g a t i o n  3; and, e t c .

I f  we have not c o r r e c t l y  c h a r a c te r i z e d  your concerns ,  p lease  promptly n o t i f y  
us .  These concerns a re  c u r r e n t l y  being reviewed by our Nuclear Reactor 
Regula t ion  s t a f f  f o r  a p p ro p r ia te  a c t i o n .  You wi l l  be n o t i f i e d  when your 
concerns  have been addressed.

The NRC re v i s ed  th e  po l icy  f o r  p r o t e c t in g  th e  i d e n t i t y  of  i n d iv id u a l s  bringing  
concerns  to  our a t t e n t i o n .  The po l icy  i s  in th e  process  of  being approved by 
t h e  Commission and publ ished  as a r e v i s io n  t o  Management D i re c t iv e  8 .8 .  To 
ensure  t h a t  we a f fo rd  as much p ro te c t io n  as p o s s ib le  to  those  i n d iv id u a l s  
r a i s i n g  concerns before  f u l l  implementation o f  t h i s  new p o l i c y ,  th e  Executive 
D i r e c to r  f o r  Operat ions  has issued  an in te r im  p o l icy  s ta tem en t .  You w i l l  f ind  
a copy o f  t h i s  p o l icy  s ta tement  a t tached  to  t h i s  l e t t e r  f o r  your review.

Again,  we a p p re c ia te  t h a t  you have taken th e  t ime to  d i scu ss  your concerns 
with  us.  I f  you have any ques t ions  regard ing  th e se  concerns ,  o r  any o th e r  
m a t te r s  a t  the  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  fee l  f r e e  t o  c a l l  Daniel D. Murphy a t  
(301) 504-3485, o r  Lawrence E. Kokajko a t  (301) 504-1309.

S in ce re ly ,

Daniel D. Murphy, Senior I n v e s t i g a t o r  
Off ice  o f  In v e s t ig a t io n s

Lawrence E. Kokajko, Senior P r o jec t  Manager 
Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regulat ion

Enclosure :  As s t a t e d

Report o f  the STP ART 1 Appendix D



This  i s  a sample l e t t e r ,  with a sample r e t u r n  memorandum, to 
an in d iv id u a l  who had a Department of  Labor f i l i n g .

Name
Address
Ci ty ,  S t a t e  XXXXX 

Dear :

The U. S. Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission (NRC) has e s t a b l i s h e d  an A l lega t ion  
Review Team to  look i n to  the  a l l e g a t i o n s  submit ted by concerned in d iv id u a l s  
regard ing  th e  South Texas P r o jec t  n u c lea r  f a c i l i t y .  As a r e s u l t  of  t h e  review 
team’ s e f f o r t s  to  d a t e ,  i t  has been determined t h a t  you submitted concerns 
r e l a t e d  to  t h e  South Texas P ro jec t  on _______________ , 19XX.

You were n o t i f i e d  on _, 19XX, rega rd ing  how your concern(s )
was/were d i s p o s i t i o n e d  by th e  NRC. I f  you have any problem with the  manner in 
which your  concerns  were addressed,  or  i f  you have any o th e r  concerns r e l a t i n g  
to  th e  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  we would be i n t e r e s t e d  in d i s cu s s in g  them with 
you.

We a re  a t tem p t ing  t o  g a th e r  a l l  a v a i l a b l e  in format ion  r e l a t i n g  to  the  
in d iv id u a l  concerns  a t  th e  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  and would a p p re c ia t e  any 
a s s i s t a n c e  you could rende r  in achieving our g o a l . I f  you would complete the  
a t t a ch e d  memorandum and r e tu r n  i t  in the  enclosed s e l f - a d d r e s s e d  envelope ,  i t  
would g r e a t l y  a s s i s t  us.

Thank you f o r  your a s s i s t a n c e  in t h i s  m a t te r .

S in ce re ly ,

Daniel D. Murphy, Senior  I n v e s t i g a t o r  
Off ice  o f  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  
A l leg a t io n s  Review Team Member

Lawrence E. Kokajko, Senio r  P r o jec t  Manager 
Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regulat ion 
A l lega t ions  Review Team Member
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Re:

Please  i n d i c a t e  your choice  below and r e tu rn  t h i s  form to  me:

1.   I am s a t i s f i e d  with th e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of my concern.

2.   I am not s a t i s f i e d  with the  d i s p o s i t i o n  of  my concern.

3.    I have some a d d i t io n a l  concerns and would l i k e  to  be
in te rv iewed .

I f  you have any q ues t ions  regard ing  t h i s  m a t t e r ,  fee l  f r e e  to  c o n tac t  Review 
Team Members Daniel D. Murphy (te lephone No. 301-504-3485) or Lawrence E. 
Kokajko ( te lephone  No. 301-504-1309).

(S igna ture)  (Date)
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This i s  a sample follow-up l e t t e r  to  the  a l l e g e r s ,  which 
o u t l i n e s  the  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  NRC review and e v a lu a t io n  o f  the  
a l l e g a t i o n s .

Name
Address
Ci ty ,  S t a t e  XXXXX 

Dear :

On _________   , 1994, we had the  oppor tun i ty  to  d i s c u s s  with  you concerns
regard ing  the  South Texas P r o je c t .  Your w i l l in g n e s s  to  t ak e  th e  t ime to  
d iscuss  th e se  m a t te r s  with us i s  g r e a t l y  a p p re c ia te d .  As we noted in our
l e t t e r  t o  you da ted  _____________ , 1994, we agreed to  n o t i f y  you when your
concerns were addressed .

In regard  to  t h e  work o f  the  A l le g a t io n s  Review Team, we have enclosed  a f in a l  
r e p o r t ,  NUREG-15I7, "Report of  th e  South Texas P r o je c t  A l l e g a t io n s  Review 
Team," which p rov ides  you in format ion on a l l  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  th e  team 
reviewed. In rega rd  to  the  s p e c i f i c  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  you made t o  us on
 , 1994, we r e f e r  you to  the fo l lowing t a b l e  t h a t  r e l a t e  to  your
s p e c i f i c  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  we c h a r a c te r i z e d  in our i n i t i a l  l e t t e r  to  you on 
________________ , 1994, and the  f i n a l  team r e p o r t .

A l lega t ion  NUREG-1517 Section

L e t t e r  i tem 13.1 .x  *
L e t t e r  item 23 .2 .x  
e t c . e t c .

* I f  an a c t i v e  wrongdoing in v e s t ig a t i o n  i s  ou ts tan d in g ,  d e t a i l s  on th e  case  are 
w i thhe ld .  The NRC O ff i ce  of  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  not the  A l l e g a t io n s  Review Team, 
may c o n tac t  you s e p a r a t e ly  on d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  the  case .

We would l i k e  t o  thank-you again f o r  the  oppor tun i ty  t o  d i s c u s s  your concerns 
about th e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and ope ra t ion  o f  the  South Texas P r o j e c t  f a c i l i t y .  As 
you may know, t h i s  sp ec ia l  team was formed to  s p e c i f i c a l l y  address  a l l e g a t i o n s  
a t  th e  South Texas P r o j e c t ,  and i t  w i l l  be disbanded upon completion o f  the  
p r o j e c t .  One o f  the  team’ s f i n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  to  p rovide  t h i s  c lo s u r e  l e t t e r  
t o  you. However, i f  you have f u r t h e r  in format ion you would l i k e  to  convey to  
th e  NRC, you may c o n ta c t  the  Region IV A l lega t ions  Coord ina to r ,  Mr. Russell  
Wise, a t  te lephone  number (817) 860-8245, o r  co n tac t  th e  NRR A l l e g a t io n s  
Coord ina tor ,  Ms. Jean Lee, a t  te lephone  number (301) 415-2918.

S in c e re ly ,

Daniel D. Murphy, Sen ior  I n v e s t i g a t o r  
O ff ice  of I n v e s t i g a t i o n s

Lawrence E. Kokajko, Sen ior  P r o j e c t  Manager 
O ff i ce  of  Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure :  As s t a t e d
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APPENDIX E

CORRESPONDENCE CONCERNING THE GENERAL ACCOUTING OFFICE AUDIT

May 18, 1994 Memorandum from James Blaha to  Frank M irag l ia ,  e t  a l . ,
"Entrance B r ie f  with GAO on Power Reactor  Inspec t ion  
Program."

May 24, 1994 Memorandum from James Blaha to  Frank M irag l ia ,  e t  a l . ,
"Entrance B r ie f  with GAO on NRC Power Reactor 
Inspect ion  Program" (GAO No. 302122).
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* * * * *

UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM ISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

May 18, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: F. Miraglia, NRR
B. Hayes, 01 
T. Barchi, OIG 
K. Cyr, OGC 
T. Madden, OCA

FROM James L. Blaha, AO/OEDO
SUBJECT ENTRANCE BRIEF WITH GAO ON POWER REACTOR 

INSPECTION PROGRAM
GAO has requested an entrance briefing regarding an audit they 
are initiating concerning the NRC power reactor inspection 
program. The audit was requested by Congressman Dingel1, 
Chairman, House Energy and Commerce Committee. His interest is 
specifically in the South Texas plant so GAO plans a case study 
of this plant. Generally, GAO is interested in the following:
o a ’ comparison of the way INPO looks at plants vs. the NRC. 
Strengths and weaknesses of each program.
o The relationship between the inspection program and SALP.
o How does the NRC inspection program assure the public that 
plants are operating safely.
GAO plans on providing some specific questions to be addressed at 
the entrance conference and during their audit but probably will 
not provide the questions until just prior to the meeting.
The entrance briefing will take place on Thursday, May 26, 1994 
at 10:30am in OWFN 8 B 11.
Point of contact for additional information is Jim Turdici at 
504-1728.

cc: J. Taylor
H. Thompson 

. J. Milhoan 
A D. Morris 
F. Gillespie 
T. Gody

mes L. Blaha, AO/OEDO
aA7UU>
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Sc f y ' s
UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM ISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

May 24, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: F. Miraglia, NRR
B . Hayes, 01 
T . Barchi, OIG 
K. Cyr, OGC 
T . Madden, OCA

FROM James L. Blaha, AO/OEDO
SUBJECT ENTRANCE BRIEF WITH GAO ON NRC POWER REACTOR 

INSPECTION PROGRAM (GAO no. 302122)

GAO has provided the attached questions and document requests 
associated with the subject audit. All of these questions are 
not expected to be answered during the entrance briefing but 
those that can should be summarized and presented. Those 
documents that are available and releasable should also be 
provided.
The entrance briefing will take place on Thursday, May 26, 1994 
at 10:30am in OWFN 8 B 11.
Point of contact for additional information is Jim Turdici at 
504-1728.

James If. Blaha, AO/OEDO

Attachment 
As stated
cc: J. Taylor

H . Thompson
D. Morris
F-.— G i- l l o s p l C F ^
T . Gody
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QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUEST FOR MAY 26, 1994 
ENTRANCE MEETING WITH NRC OFFICIALS

INSPECTION OF NUCLEARPOWER PLANTS
1. What are the roles, and responsibilities of headquarters

staff, regional staff, and resident inspectors for inspecting 
nuclear power plants.

2. is the inspection process the primary method for identifying 
deficiencies or problems? Are there other methods?

3. How does NRC's inspection program relate to NRC's systematic 
assessment of licensee performance (SALP)? What criteria does 
NRC use to rate a licensee either 1, 2, or 3 in the 
maintenance category of the SALP reports?

4. Explain purpose, scope, and frequency of the different types 
of inspections for operating nuclear reactors (e.g.# core, area-of-emphasis, and discretionary). Has there been a cut 
back in any of the different type of inspections? What are the reasons if there were cut backs in inspections? Is the 
inspection process prioritized? If yes, how?

5. What areas of a plant are inspectors required to physically 
verify and what areas are record checks conducted.

5a. Are inspectors required to verify all information provided by 
plant personnel. If not, what Information should be verified?

6. Once a deficiency, problem or violation is identified, how 
does NRC ensure that corrective action is implemented?

7. Which types of inspections are announced or unannounced? Why 
are some inspections announced and others unannounced?

8. What is the purpose and criteria for conducting a Diagnostic 
Evaluation Team (DET) report? Please provide a copy of DET 
criteria.

9. Why were numerous problems cited in the DET report for South 
Texas Project when NRC's inspection program is designed to 
detect deficiencies early and prevent deficiencies from 
occurring? What were the causes?
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10. Does NRC maintain compilation of all DET results and lessons 
learned from DETs conducted. If maintained# please provide documentation of results and lessons learned.

11. Are lessons learned from DETs incorporated into NRC's
inspection process for improving NRC's inspection program.

12. Does NRC review its inspection process for improving it? What? 
(e.g., special project team reviews of NRC Inspection process)

13. What are the number of violations found by each regional office since 1985 on an annual basis?

14. Please provide number of core inspections, area-of-emphasis
inspections and discretionary inspections for the South Texas Project and Fermi since these plants became operational on an 
annual basis.

15. Please provide the total number of core inspections, area-of- 
emphasis inspections, and discretionary inspections conducted 
annually since 1988.
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NRC DOCUMENTS REQUESTED

1. A copy of the current inspection manual and guidance for 
implementing inspections of nuclear power plants

2. Copies of nuclear power plant inspection policies, procedures, 
guidelines, checklists, etc.

3. Copies of NRC actions taken based on results of DET reports.
4. Copies of all SALP reports for the South Texas Project and 

Fermi plants.
5. A copy of NUREG-0948 (January 1983 Quadrex Report)
6. Copy of all NRC senior management meeting minutes and 

Quarterly Plant Performance Reviews on the South Texas Project 
and Fermi since these plants became operational.

7. A copy of NRC's analysis of the Public Citizen report which 
compared the Institute of Nuclear Power Operation's reports to 
NRC's SALP reports on nuclear power plants.

8. 1979 NRC Special Team report on harassment of construction 
crews.

9. NRC's documentation of the South Texas Project's unit 1 shutting down in February 1993 as a result of a forced outage and NRC's approval for restart.
10. NRC's inspection budget and resource allocation since fiscal 

year 1988 including full-time equivalents (FTEs).
11. Names, addressee, and telephone numbers of all NRC resident 

inspectors who worked at the South Texas Project and Fermi 
plants.

12. Names, addresses, and telephone numbers of all NRC project managers involved with the South Texas Project and Fermi 
plants.

13. NRC's list of problem plants since inception of program, 
including date plant initially listed and dropped from list.
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APPENDIX G

STP ART CORRESPONDENCE FOR FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITY

February 1, 1995 L e t t e r  from Thomas AT exion (NRC) to  William C o t t l e
(HL&P).
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# UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20565-0001

February 1, 1995

Mr. Will iam T. C o t t l e
Group Vice P r e s id e n t ,  Nuclear
Houston Lighting  & Power Company
South Texas P r o j e c t  E l e c t r i c  Generating S ta t i o n
P.O. Box 289
Wadsworth, TX 77483

SUBJECT: NRC FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS RESULTING FROM REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS AT SOUTH 
TEXAS PROJECT

Dear Mr. C o t t l e :

In March 1994, members o f  th e  NRC s t a f f  met with  congress iona l  s t a f f  members 
from th e  Subcommittee on Overs ight and In v e s t ig a t io n s  o f  th e  U. S. House o f  
R ep resen ta t ives  Committee on Energy and Commerce. In response  t o  
congress iona l  s t a f f  concerns  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  s a f e t y  i s su e s  e x i s t e d  a t  STP, 
the  NRC formed a team to  c o l l e c t  and review a l l e g a t i o n s  from those  i n d iv id u a l s  
who had been in  c o n ta c t  with th e  congress iona l  subcommittee s t a f f .  The 
r e s u l t s  o f  the  team’ s review w i l l  be documented in  a f u t u r e  r e p o r t ,
NUREG-1517, e n t i t l e d ,  "Report  o f  t h e  South Texas P r o jec t  A l le g a t io n s  Review 
Team." The team found t h a t ,  a l though some a l l e g a t i o n s  had been s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  
th e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  s a f e ty  i s su e s  t h a t  had not been adequate ly  
addressed.

In some i n s t a n c e s ,  the  team closed  a l l e g a t i o n s  based on programs, p rocedures ,  
or a c t i o n s  by HL&P t h a t  have not been f u l l y  eva lua ted  by th e  NRC. These 
a l l e g a t i o n s  are  cons idered  c losed ,  but c e r t a i n  ac t i o n s  need t o  be v e r i f i e d  to  
confirm t h a t  HL&P’ s c o r r e c t i v e  ac t io n s  ensure long-term c lo s u r e .  The 
following l i s t  con ta in s  th e se  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  need t o  be reviewed by the  
NRC. Some o f  t h e se  i tems a re  a l ready  des igna ted  in sp ec t io n  follow-up i tems as 
noted in  c e r t a i n  in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t s .  The NRC, most l i k e l y  th e  Region IV 
o f f i c e ,  w i l l  i n sp ec t  th e se  a reas  a t  some time in the  f u t u r e .

(1) The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  new Condition Reporting Process ,  procedure  
number 0PGP03-ZX-0002, Revision 5.

(2) The 10 CFR 50.59 program, inc lud ing  fol low-up t o  a commitment made t o  
develop and provide t r a i n i n g  on the  requirements  f o r  a 10 CFR 50.59 
e v a lu a t io n ,  as documented in an HL&P l e t t e r  da ted  October 27, 1994.

(3) Reso lu t ion  o f  p re s su re  locking and thermal binding o f  m otor -opera ted  
valves  fo llowing i ssuance  o f  a f u tu r e  gen e r ic  l e t t e r  as s t a t e d  in 
In sp ec t io n  Report  94-32, Sec t ion  1 .3 .

(4) An HL&P commitment t o  develop s tanda rd ized  g u id e l in e s  f o r  th e  
p r e p a r a t io n  of  motor-operated  valve  maintenance work i n s t r u c t i o n s  as 
documented in Inspec t ion  Report 93-13, Sec t ion  1.2.2.-
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(5) Completion o f  a bases  document f o r  t h e  i n s e r v i c e  t e s t i n g  program as 
committed to  in HL&P’ s response  t o  a  v i o l a t i o n  da ted  August 18, 1994, 
r e l a t e d  t o  In spec t ion  Report 94-19.

Since t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  inform you o f  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  be inspec ted  by the  
NRC in th e  f u t u r e ,  i t  does not r e q u i r e  a response .

S in c e re ly ,

(JAlurO
Thomas W. A1exion, P r o j e c t  Manager 
P r o je c t  D i r e c t o r a t e  IV-1 
D iv is ion  o f  Reactor P r o j e c t s  I I I / I V  
Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regula tion

Docket Nos. 50-498 
and 50-499

cc:  See nex t  page
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APPENDIX H

COMPOSITE CHRONOLOGY OF SIGNIFICANT EVENTS

Upon approval o f  the  ART c h a r t e r  on May 31, 1994, the  team commenced review 
a c t i v i t i e s .  During the  course  o f  t h e se  a c t i v i t i e s ,  the  ART, e i t h e r  
c o l l e c t i v e l y  or  in d iv id u a l ly ,  a t tended  va r ious  meetings with Congressional 
s t a f f ,  b r i e f e d  s e n io r  NRC managers, coord ina ted  with GAO i n v e s t i g a t o r s ,  
in te rv iewed a l l e g e r s ,  performed and a s s i s t e d  in the  conduct of  an 01 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  and o th e r  ass igned  d u t i e s .  The following i s  a composite 
chronology o f  those  a c t i v i t i e s .

Meetings Between Congressional and NRC S t a f f s  Regarding STP

On the  below l i s t e d  d a te s ,  meet ings  were held  between s t a f f  members o f  the  
Subcommittee on Overs ight and In v e s t i g a t io n s  o f  the  U.S. House of 
R ep r e s e n ta t i v e s ’ Committee on Energy and Commerce and members o f  t h e  NRC 
s t a f f .  On th e  d a te s  in d i c a t e d ,  the  Congressional  s t a f f  members were b r i e fe d  
on th e  s t a t u s  o f  the  South Texas P r o j e c t .  The Congressional s t a f f  members 
brought numerous, concerns to  th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  the  NRC s t a f f  who agreed to  
pursue the  i s s u e s  and g ive  them a response .  The vas t  m a jo r i ty  o f  th e se  
concerns d e a l t  w ith  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o f  re c o rd s ,  employee d i s c r im in a t io n ,  and 
la ck  o f  o v e r s ig h t  by th e  NRC. The d a te s  o f  the  meetings were as fo l lows:

March 31, 1994 
April  29, 1994 
June 20, 1994 
August 18, 1994 
September 27, 1994
December 19, 1994 (Only s e n io r  NRC managers met with the  Congressional 

s t a f f . )

B r ie f ing  o f  Sen ior  NRC S t a f f

During the  conduct o f  ART a c t i v i t i e s ,  va r ious  meetings were held with s en io r  
NRC managers to  keep them appr ised  o f  the  ART’ s progress  and to  s o l i c i t  
recommendations regard ing  f u tu r e  ART a c t i o n s .  On the  d a te s  in d ic a te d ,  ART met 
with the  l i s t e d  NRC managers.

May 5, 1994 (Milhoan; p r i o r  t o  team formation ,  but r e l a t e d  
to  s t a r t u p  o f  team)

June 3,  1994 (Milhoan, Chandler)
June 16, 1994 (Milhoan, Reyes, M i tc h e l l ,  & Call an (phone))
June 17, 1994 (M irag l ia ,  Reyes)
Ju ly  7, 1994 (Milhoan, Chandler,  Hayes, Zimmerman)
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September 19, 1994 (R usse l l ,  M irag l ia ,  Zimmerman, Roe, Bateman)
September 19, 1994 ( R u s se l l , Jordan,  M irag l ia ,  Bateman)
October 17, 1994 (R u sse l l ,  Zimmerman, Roe, Adensam, Beckner)
November 8, 1994 (M irag l ia ,  Zimmerman, Roe, Bateman)
December 2,  1994 (M irag l ia ,  Bateman)
December 15, 1994 (R usse l l ,  M irag l ia ,  Zimmerman, Roe)
December 20, 1994 (M irag l ia ,  Bateman, Roe)
January  3,  1995 (R u sse l l ,  M irag l ia ,  Roe, Beckner, Bateman, Fortuna) 
January  4,  1995 (Miraglia )
January  5, 1995 (Miraglia )
January  9, 1995 (Miraglia )
January  20, 1995 (Miraglia)
February 9, 1995 (M irag l ia ,  Fortuna)

Meetings With GAO S t a f f  Members

During th e  conduct o f  ART a c t i v i t i e s ,  numerous d i s cu s s io n s  (meetings or  
te lephone  c o n v e r sa t io n s )  were held t o  d i s cu s s  i s s u e s  o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  the  GAO 
team reg a rd in g  NRC re g u la to r y  a c t i v i t y .  Some o f  th e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n ta c t s  
were as fo l lo w s :

May 26, 1994 (GAO en t rance  meeting; p r i o r  to  c h a r t e r  a p p ro v a l )
June 6, 1994 (Zavala ,  Olsen)
J u ly  5, 1994 (Zavala)
J u ly  7, 1994 (Olsen)
J u ly  19, 1994 (Zavala)
J u ly  21, 1994 (Zavala)
September 29, 1994 (Zavala)
October 3 ,  1994 (Zavala ,  Olsen)
October 4 ,  1994 (Olsen)
November 5, 1994 (Olsen)
November 18, 1994 (Zavala,  Olsen)
November 21, 1994 (Olsen)
December 12, 1994 (Zavala)
December 21, 1994 (Zavala)
January  27, 1995 (Zavala)
January  31, 1995 (Zavala)
February  6,  1995 (Olsen)
February  10, 1995 (Zavala)

In te rv iew  o f  A l leg e r s  Represented bv Attorneys  Tanner Garth.  Timothy Sloan, 
and B i l l i e  Garde

During th e  i n i t i a l  meeting with the  Subcommittee on Overs ight  and 
I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  the  U.S. House o f  R e p r e s e n ta t i v e s ’ Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, t h e  Congressional s t a f f  members in d ic a te d  t h a t  severa l  a t t o rn e y s  
would be ab le  t o  put us in con tac t  with in d iv id u a l s  who had concerns rega rd ing  
th e  South Texas P r o j e c t .  S ho r t ly  a f t e r  ART con tac ted  Mr. Garth and Ms. Garde, 
Ms. Timothy S loan ,  who was a sso c ia ted  in t h e  same law firm as Ms. Garde, 
c o n tac te d  th e  team and in d ic a ted  t h a t  she a lso  had severa l  c l i e n t s  i n t e r e s t e d  
in v o ic in g  t h e i r  concerns to  the  NRC. On th e  below l i s t e d  d a t e s ,  c l i e n t s  of
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Mr. Garth and Ms. Sloan were in te rv iewed by ART. Attempts to  in te rv iew  
in d i v i d u a l s  r e p re se n te d  by Ms. Garde i s  addressed s e p a r a t e ly .

Dates o f  In te rv iews of  Ind iv id u a ls  (or  Assoc ia ted with In d iv id u a ls !  
Represented bv Mr. Garth

Ju ly  12, 1994 (Two in d iv id u a l s  -  in te rv iew s  t r a n s c r ib e d  by Court 
Repor te r )

J u ly  13, 1994 (One indiv idua l  -  in te rv iew  t r a n s c r ib e d  by Court Reporte r)  
September 12, 1994 (Telephonic in te rv iew  o f  one p rev ious ly  in te rv iewed 

in d iv id u a l )
September 16, 1994 (Telephonic in te rv iew  of  one p rev ious ly  in te rv iewed 

i n d i v i d u a l ; Note: d iscussed  m a te r ia l  p rev ious ly  suppl ied  by a l l e g e r  
which i d e n t i f i e d  two in d iv id u a l s  who supported a l l e g e r )

November 8 ,  1994 (Telephonic in te rv iew  o f  one in d iv id u a l )
November 14, 1994 (Telephonic in te rv iew  o f  one in d iv id u a l )
November 17, 1994 (Telephonic in te rv iew  of  one p rev ious ly  in te rv iewed

in d iv id u a l )
November 18, 1994 (Continuation of  t e lephon ic  in te rv iew  of  ind iv idua l  

from c a l l  made on November 14)
November 29, 1994 (Telephonic in te rv iew  of  p rev io u s ly  in te rv iewed 

i n d i v i d u a l ; subsequently  provided w r i t t e n  informat ion)

Dates o f  In te rv iews  o f  In d iv id u a ls  Represented bv Ms. Sloan

J u ly  12, 1994 (Four in d iv id u a l s  -  in te rv iews  t r a n s c r ib e d  by Court 
Reporte r)

August 31, 1994 (One ind iv idua l  -  in te rv iew  recorded)

E f f o r t s  to  In te rv iew  A llegers  Represented bv Ms. Garde

S h o r t ly  a f t e r  ART was formed, severa l  e f f o r t s  were made to  in te rv iew  those  
i n d i v i d u a l s  r e p re se n te d  by Ms. Garde. All e f f o r t s  by ART proved u nsuccess fu l .  
On October 20, 1994, a t  the  sugges t ion  o f  Ms. Sloan, a meeting was he ld  with
Ms. Garde and Ms. Sloan in Houston, Texas,  in an a ttempt to  make arrangements
to  in te rv ie w  Ms. Garde’ s c l i e n t s .  Although i t  appeared t h a t  Ms. Garde was not 
in c l i n e d  t o  l e t  ART in te rv iew  her c l i e n t s ,  Ms. Sloan p resen ted  a l i s t  o f  
co n d i t io n s  under which Ms. Garde would cons ider  allowing ART to  in t e rv ie w  her 
c l i e n t s .  Although ART did  not agree  to  these  c o n d i t io n s ,  Ms. Garde and 
Ms. Sloan were asked to  address t h e i r  cond i t ions  in a l e t t e r  to  th e  NRC.

On October 26, 1994, a l e t t e r  was rece ived  from Ms. Garde o u t l i n i n g  the  
c o n d i t io n s  under which she would al low ART to  in te rv iew  her c l i e n t s .  Although 
th e  NRC d id  not agree  to  these  c o n d i t io n s ,  the  NRC sen t  a l e t t e r  to  Ms. Garde 
on November 23, 1994, o u t l i n in g  co n d i t io n s  fo r  in te rv iew s  which were 
a cc e p tab le  t o  th e  NRC. This was an a t tempt  to  reach a middle ground with  Ms. 
Garde.  The NRC l e t t e r  s e t  a 10-day response  t ime f o r  acceptance o f  the  
c o n d i t io n s  o u t l i n e d  by the  NRC.

Report o f  th e  STP ART -  3 - Appendix H



On December 6 -7 ,  1994, Ms. Garde con tac ted  a member o f  ART and reques ted  an 
ex tens ion  o f  he r  10-day response  t ime. In a d d i t io n ,  she v e r b a l ly  agreed to  
th e  c o n d i t io n s  s t a t e d  in t h e  November 23, 1994, NRC l e t t e r .  Ms. Garde was 
granted an ex tens ion  u n t i l  December 23, 1994.

Although Ms. Garde did not respond by December 23, 1994, she did  send a l e t t e r  
to  the  NRC da ted  January  4,  1995. In t h i s  l e t t e r ,  Ms. Garde o u t l in e d  more 
c o n d i t io n s ,  which a f t e r  e v a lu a t io n ,  were unacceptable  to  the  NRC.

The NRC a l s o  s e n t  a l e t t e r  da ted January  4, 1995, which again reques ted  t h a t  
Ms. Garde should agree to  th e  cond i t ions  o f  in te rv iew  and a rrange a schedule 
o f  in t e rv ie w s .  Ms. Garde a l so  f a i l e d  to  meet th e  c o n d i t io n s  which she had 
p rev io u s ly  v e r b a l l y  accepted .

On January  10, 1995, the  NRC sen t  a l e t t e r  to  Ms. Garde r e i t e r a t i n g  th e  NRC’s 
i n t e r e s t  in  in te rv iew ing  her  c l i e n t s  and reemphasizing th e  need f o r  Ms. Garde 
to  meet t h e  co n d i t io n s  in the  November 23, 1994, l e t t e r .

On January  18, 1995, Ms. Garde sen t  a l e t t e r  to  NRC in which she took 
exception  to  th e  co n d i t io n s  placed on her f o r  th e  in te rv iew  o f  her  c l i e n t s  and 
again f a i l e d  t o  meet the  c ond i t ions  o u t l in e d  in th e  NRC’ s November 23, 1994, 
l e t t e r .

On January  30, 1995, the  NRC sen t  a l e t t e r  to  Ms. Garde in d i c a t in g  th e  spec ia l  
c o n d i t io n s  o u t l i n e d  in th e  NRC November 23, 1994, l e t t e r  had ex p i red .  The 
l e t t e r  informed Ms. Garde t h a t  the  NRC i s  s t i l l  i n t e r e s t e d  in in te rv iew in g  her 
c l i e n t s ,  but t h a t  she would have to  use the  normal a l l e g a t i o n  subm it ta l  
p rocess .

In te rv iew s  o f  Previous  Res ident In spec to r s  a t  STP

During an August 18, 1994, meeting with members o f  th e  Subcommittee on 
Overs ight  and I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  the  U.S. House o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ’ Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, i t  was suggested t h a t  some p a s t  NRC r e s i d e n t  
in s p e c to r s  a t  STP had concerns  regard ing  the  manner in which the  NRC handled 
a l l e g a t i o n s  a t  STP. As a r e s u l t ,  ART in te rv iewed the  r e s i d e n t  in s p e c to r s  
l i s t e d  below on the  da tes  in d i c a t e d .

Name Dates as Res ident Date o f  In te rv iew

Claude E. Johnson 
Robert  J .  Evans 
Joseph I .  Tapia 
Terrance  Reis

3/85-2 /87
10/88-7/93
7/88-8/93
9/86-8/87

8/25/94
8/25/94
8/26/94
9/23/94

None o f  t h e  in d iv id u a l s  in te rv iewed had any s i g n i f i c a n t  concerns about how the  
NRC Resident In spec to r s  performed t h e i r  fu n c t io n s  a t  STP.
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Interview  o f  In d iv id u a ls  Regarding 01 I n v e s t ig a t io n  4-94-037

During th e  pe r iod  October 25 through November 18, 1994, ART a s s i s t e d  members 
o f  OI’ s Region IV Fie ld  O ff ice  in in te rv iewing  13 in d iv id u a l s  having 
informat ion  r e l a t e d  to  an a l l e g a t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  by the  ART.

Inspec t ion  E f f o r t s  Related t o  A l leg a t io n s  Obtained bv ART

O n -s i te  in s p e c t io n s  regard ing  a l l e g a t i o n s  surfaced by ART were conducted 
dur ing  th e  per iod  October 31 through November 4, 1994.
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APPENDIX I

ABBREVIATIONS

AEOD Office  f o r  Analysis  and Evaluation of  Operat ional  Data
AFW a u x i l i a r y  feedwate r (system)
AFWST a u x i l i a r y  feedwate r s to rage  tank
aka a lso  known as
ALJ A dm in is t ra t ive  Law Judge
AMS A lleg a t io n s  Management System
ARB A lle g a t io n s  Review Board
ARP A l le g a t io n s  Review Panel
ART A l le g a t io n s  Review Team

B&W Babcock and Wilcox Corporat ion

CAL confi rmatory  ac t io n  l e t t e r
CCW component cool ing  water
CFR Code of  Federal Regulat ions
CP&L Central  Power and Light Company
COA City  o f  Aust in ,  Texas
CPS Central  Public  Serv ice  Board o f  San Antonio

DCN design change n o t i c e
DEDO Deputy Executive  D i re c to r  f o r  Operations
DET Diagnost ic  Evaluation  Team (NRC)
DG d ie se l  g e n e ra to r
DDL U.S. Department o f  Labor

ECP employee concerns program
EDG emergency d ie se l  g e n e ra to r
EDO Executive  D i re c to r  f o r  Operat ions (and O ff i ce  of)

FCR f i e l d  change reques t
FFD f i t n e s s  f o r  duty

GAP Government A cco u n tab i l i ty  P ro jec t
GAO General Accounting Off ice
GL gener ic  l e t t e r

H&I harassment and in t im id a t io n
HL&P Houston Lighting  and Power Company
HVAC hea t ing ,  v e n t i l a t i o n ,  and a i r  cond i t ion ing
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I AT I In te g ra te d  Assessment Team Inspect ion
IN informat ion n o t ic e
INPO I n s t i t u t e  of  Nuclear Power Operations
IR in sp ec t io n  r e p o r t
ISEG Independent Safe ty  Engineer ing Group
ISI in s e r v i c e  in spec t ion
1ST in s e r v i c e  t e s t i n g
IVSS in d iv idua l  valve survey shee t

LER l i c e n s e e  event r e p o r t
LLRT lo ca l  l e a k - r a t e  t e s t

M&TE measuring and t e s t  equipment
MOV motor-operated va lve
MOVATS Motor Operated Valve Analysis  and Test  System

NCR non-conformance r e p o r t
NNI Newport News, Inc.
NOV Notice  o f  V io la t ion
NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory  Commission
NRR Off ice  o f  Nuclear Reactor Regulation

OAC Off ice  A l lega t ion  Coordinato r
OE Off ice  o f  Enforcement
01 Off ice  o f  I n v e s t ig a t io n s
OIG Off ice  o f  In sp ec to r  General
OQAP Operational  Qua l i ty  Assurance Plan
ORAT Operational  Readiness Assessment Team (NRC)

PCF p la n t  change form
PM p r e v e n ta t i v e  maintenance
PRG Problem Report Review Group
PSP Physical  S ecu r i ty  Plan

QA q u a l i t y  assurance
QC q u a l i t y  contro l

RFA re q u e s t  f o r  ac t ion
RFI re q u e s t  f o r  informat ion
RHR re s id u a l  heat  removal
RI r e s i d e n t  in s p ec to r  (NRC)
RIV NRC Region IV

SDG standby d ie se l  g e n e r a to r
SI s a f e t y  i n j e c t i o n  (system)
SPR s t a t i o n  problem r e p o r t
SR s u r v e i l l a n c e  requirement
SRI se n io r  r e s i d e n t  in s p e c to r  (NRC)
SSAT Safe ty  S ig n i f ic an c e  Assessment Team
SSC s a f e t y - r e l a t e d  s t r u c t u r e ,  system or component
STP South Texas P ro jec t
STPEGS South Texas P r o je c t  E l e c t r i c  Generat ing S t a t i o n
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TDAFWP tu rb i n e - d r iv e n  a u x i l i a r y  feedwater pump
TS Technical  S p e c i f i c a t i o n

UFSAR Updated Final Safe ty  Analysis  Report

VPDS valve packing d a ta  shee t
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