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SQN Chemistry problems

were well known

: Lﬁﬁ)hn B. Carpenter

HERALD-NEWS EDITOR

The problems with Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant’s chemistry program
were not new when Bill Jocher dis-
covered 1them in 1992; in fact, the
‘probiems had been documented by
TVA employess and ovtside moni-
1oring groups as early as 1988, yet
Jocher says little was done 10 cor-

ectthe problems.

Jocher, who lives in Dayton, is
the most senior Tennessee Valley
Authority manager 1o turn whistle-
blower 10 date. He says he balieves
there would be many more but they
are afraid for their jobs, despite
TVA assurances 10 the; Noclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and
U.S. Deparzmen: of Labor (DOL)

that it will not harass employees
who draw anusnton 10 problems
within the puliry.

A 28-vear veteran of the nuclear
powe: industry, Jocher believes he
was forced 1o resign precisely be-
canss he drew attanuion 1o problems
within TVA’s Sequoyah chemistry
program. )

. The U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL) seems 10 agres with him. A
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tify that z plant sysiem was com-
plete in spite of the fact it was
missing 2 vital component, accord-
ing to Jocher. ZEven the TVA
Inspector Genera! founc that there
was 2 link between Matthews' con-
cemns about the chemistry program
and his firing.
Perhaps what started Jocher's
-demise was when TVA Board
preliminary ruling by DOL would Chairman John Waters learned of
Tequire TVA 10 reinstate Jocher at a probiems in the Sequgyah chem-
position equal 10 his Jast job, pay jstry program from INPO and the
his back salary and any expenses; Nuclear Safety Review Board
mduﬂlﬂg ]cgal fees' incurred in fil- mSRB) sather than mmugh the
; ing his compiaint. TVA has ap- TVA chain of command. After
peaied that ruling. . ‘alerting his superiors to the prob-
Subsequent investigations by the Jems, Jocher also filed reporis with
NRC and the Institute for Nuclear INPO and the NSRE.
Plant Operations also supporned
many of the technical issues Jocher C
Taised TVA chemisiry a1 SQN [Sequoyah
Jocher wasn'i the only one ha- Nuclear Plant]...,” Waters wrole 10
rassed because of his whistle-blow- | Kangsley in 2 Nov. 27, 1990 memo.

] would like 2 brief repont on

ing activipes. The chemisiry man-
agers a1 Sequoyah and Waus Bar
nuclear plants aiso Jost their jobs
when they drew auention 1o gefi-
ciencies within their programs.
Gary Fiser, manager of the
chemistry program at Seguoyah,
both before and afier Jocher, lost
his job through 2 reduction in force
(RIF), even though 2 new chemistry
manager ‘was hired. Fiser filed 2
compiaint with DOL and later, as
part of 2 seulement, received 2 posi-
tion as 2 coTporate chemistry pro-
gram manager for Watis Bar
Nuclear Plant ai one lower pay

grade.

Fiser iniually reporied many of

Do we have 2 goog program? Are

‘}TVA peopie whe perform chem-

| istry control well trained and main-
! tasning z guality process? What is
‘ the condition of our chemistry

monitors relative 10 mainlenance

and calibraton?

Kingsley responded on Dec. 3,
. 1990C: “It is my observation that the .
- chemistry programs at our siles are
_receiving the necessary aliention 10
improve performance. however,
thers are hardware problems with
some SQN equipment”
:  Buwt Kingsley was notified of
dechnician knowledge and process
instrumentation  probiems at
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant as early as
71988 and 198¢ by the Operanonal

the problems later found by Jocher Readiness Review (ORR) 2nd
a: Sequoyah and implemenied €Of- Nycjear Management Review
rective acuion plans 1o solve the ‘Grovps (NMRG). Jocher's concerns
P’”‘i’n;; B“;Z’: iser was nznsfen’:? Feporied 10 INPO reinforced those
out of the chemisiry program al {wgicec by the chemiswy, L
Sequoyah before he could fully im- ’."Si:u:y:h BXO0U3BY.
piement his soluuions. © in early 1991 Waiers was in-
D.R. Matthews, Walls B2r ‘formec by INPO of & variety of
Nuclear Plani chemisty manager. -ii'problems 2: Seguoyah Nutiear
was fired because he refused 10 C2I- {:Plan:. L e -



* * Jocher's and Fiser's concems
.about the Sequoyah chemistry pro-
gram included seven major areas.

- Afer going 10 Sequoyah, Jocher
discovered that only thres of the
—plant’s 19 chemistry 1echnicians
-were capabie of drawing 2 PASS
<sample within the federally man-

-gated thres hours. Even afier exien- |
-sive training, the number who could . tzined for many of the sysiems.

-successfully perform the 1est had ‘

-only Tisen 10 seven.

- Jocher also guesuoned the job
-knowledge of his chemistry techni-
-cians. He administered a test which
‘measured their chemistry knowl-
:edge: only three technicians passed
;i Only two of the four shift super-

89.7%. .

- Aspan of his routine evaluation
:of the program, Jocher evaluaied
the set points of instruments de-
signed 10 measure the level of ra-
-diation released from reacior con-
Iainment.

* He found that the monitoring de-
vice had been incorrectly calibrated
_because technicians had not taken

“present in the radiation dewector.

. Consequently, slightly more ra-
dipacrive gas may have been re-!

jeased into the aunosphere than was
permitted. Jocher gid say that the

small releese posed ho threat 10

residents or the environment
Relevan! 10 this issue, the NRC

hag issued 2 memo in 1982 insmuct-

Up 10 40 percent of the chem-
istry process instruments had been
out of service for several years,
Jocher reponied. These instruments,
which monitor various plant sys-
tems, were designed in the 1960s
and manofactured in the 1970s.
Twenty vears later they are out of
date, and pans can no Jonger be ob-

To replace the insuruments
would cost $8-$14 million —
money which has been cut from
TVA's budget each of the last four
years, according to Fises. .

Finally, early in 1992, in re-
sponse to an NRC Notice of
Violation, the NRC required that all

“visors ived respectable scores. : plant personnel view 2 45-minute

“The scores Tanged from 34.8% 10 -

training video on chemical waffic
control, as required by site standard
procedure. On Nov. 3, 1992 TVA
reponied 1o the NRC that all its em-
ployees have viewed the video.

But in January 1993, Jocher
found that 450 employess had still'
not viewed the video despite re-
minders. Among those who had
failed 10 ses the video despite Te-

. porting they had were Plant

. . e Robenn Beechen, Larry
- into account the vacuum conditions Manager X0

Bryan:, head of maintenance,
Charles Kent, head of Health
Physics ané Chemistry, and james’
Bumstark, head of Operauons.

Jocher reporied all these prob-
lems, not only through internal
channels, bu! aiso 10 the NRC and
INPO.

After Jocher left the Seguoyah
job 1o return 1o Corporate
Chemistrv in 1993, Fiser was of-

ing nuclezr plant operaiors specifi-
cally 1o compensate for the vacoum
factor. Sequovah technicians appar-
enty incorrectly 2ssumed it only re-
lated 10 fSow rather. than volume.
The training program for chem-
istry technicians at Segvoyah did
not receive the proper priority from
plant management, according 10
Jocher. The chemisuy training fa-
cility was converied inio 2 siorage
building, and many of the best
chemisiry instruciors were released
viz a RIF. These poor training con-
ditions caused the poor tes! scores
which Jocher reporied and also
those on 2 1992 INPO evalvation ;

- which 90 percent of the technicians |

failed, including the instructor. ]

Secondary process inscumenta-
ton should have been routinely re- .
calibrated a1 le2st every 18 months.
iz had not been recalibraied since
1984-85, Jocher saic.

fered his old job back at Sequoyah
with 2 raise, but Jo¢ Bynum, vice
president for Nuclear Power
Production, zllegedly blocked the
move. : .

Despite receiving consistently
high marks in his performance re-
views, commendations from exter-
nal auditors and receiving the TVA
Nuclear Power of ZExcelience
Award in carly 19¢3, Jocher was
marked for termination.

Two independent auditors with
NUS Auditors wrote Jeters of sup-
port 1o Jocher in April 1993.
Donald L. Veiz] and Merel Bell.
Both wrote that they were im-
pressed with Jocher's accomplish-
ments in improving the guality of
Sequoyah’s chemistry program and
with his skill both s z technician
and 2 manager. They dic report

con  aions with Sequoyah Plant
Manager Robent Beechen in which
he 10ld them he wanted Jocher
wransferred off-site and didn’1 give a
TE250N.

“The memo of 1ermination Jocher
was offered as an opuon (The other
option was a letter of Tesignation
which Jocher initially chose and

. .ihen tescinded) marked a stark de-

partre from his previous evalua-
tions: )

“This is 10 inform you that you
will be terminated from your posi-
tion as . Manager, Chemisiry,
Technical Programs, Operations
Services, Chattanooga, Tennesses
effective May 5, 1993, This acton
is being taken becanse your overall
performance in that position has not
been adequate, panicularly in the
area of your management skills.
“These performance. issuss have

. been discussed with you on several

occasions, but there has nol been
sufficient improvement. ™ »

“The “administratively confiden-
1ial” memo was signed by W. C.
McArthur, manager, Technical
Programs Operations Services, but
Jocher believes it was instigated by
Kingsley and Bynum.

In faci, just one day later,
McArthur wrote Jocher & glowing

. letier of recommendation. “During

Bill's tenure with the Tennessee
Yalley Aothority he has been a2 very
responsible chemistry manager in
both the 1echnical and oversight ar-
eas,” McArthur wrote.

“] found him o be vustworthy,
dependable and professionai in his
responsibilities. 1 would personally
hire him as 2 chemistry manager
again if the simation occurres.

“Bill's capabilities will most as-
suredly be missed 21 TVA."
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