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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of
Investigations, Region IV, on October 15, 2007, to determine if al(bT(7)(C) ______from Columbia
Generating Station (Columbia), Richland, Washington, willfully directed. employees of Williams
Plant Services (WPS), Stone Mountain, Georgia, to perform work that breached a contamination
boundary without the proper health physics support and authorization resulting in violation of
required procedures.

Based on the evidence developed during this investigation, the allegation that a (b)(7)(C)

from Columbia deliberately directed WPS employees to violate required procedures was
substantiated.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations

10 CFR 50.36: Technical Specifications (2007 Edition) (Allegation No. 1)

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate Misconduct (2007 Edition) (Allegation No. 1)

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC__Office of
Investigations (01), Regqion IV (RIV), on October 15, 2007, to determine if (b)(7)(c)

(b)(7)(C) Columbia Generating Station (Columbia), Richland, Washington,

willfully directed employees of Williams Plant Services (WPS), Stone Mountain, Georgia, to
perform work that breached a contamination boundary without the proper health physics (HP)
support and authorization resulting in violation of required procedures [Allegation No. RIV-2007-
A-0103] (Exhibit 1).

Background

1 o, On September 26, 2007, Zachary K. DUNHAM, Branch Chief Division of Reactor Projects, RIV,
UR-C._Eaceiyadinformation fromFb)(7)(C) Columbia, regarding1(b)(7)(c)

According toFbF(7c ;directed plant employees not to follow plant procedures
associated with the replacement of a high pressure core spray (HPCS) pump at Columbia. The
violations occurred during the refueling outage RFO-18 between May-June 2007. Specifically,

[(b)(7)(C) " directed workers to violate a contamination boundary without proper HP support or
authorization, and he directed the use of tools contrary to the tools specified in a work
procedure.

The violations directed b (b)(7)(C) ]were brought to Columbia management's attention
throuqh the licensee's Employee Concerns Program (ECP). During a licensee investigation,

b)(7)(0) confirmed he directed employees not to follow required procedures.

Subsequently, (b)(7)(C) was allowed to resign from his position at Columbia.

nrhr •., 2007, a RIV Allegation Review Board met to discuss the allegation against

(b)(7)(C) and requested the NRC's OI:RIV initiate an investigation to determine if

ýwillfully directed Columbia employees to violate required procedures. Potential
violations: 10 CFR 50.36 (Technical Specifications) and 10 CFR 50.5 (Deliberate Misconduct).
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SCo&oiaination with NRC Staff

-On November 1.4,:'2007, OI:RIV met with: DUNHAM at Columbia to discuss the allegations and
investigative interviews to be conducted:,

'Allegation No.' 1: Determine i(b)(7)(c) illfully directed employees to violate required
procedures.

Evidence

Document Review

ECP Internal Report No. dat2
.. ... .. ... " " " " '•;., . . . . . " (b)(7 )(C )

:Thiintmi-rn•i• rort nrvide.,s a summary of the investigation
" (b)(7)(C) :Columbia, and concludesthat(b)(7)(C) learly understood his

actions, and.he admitted'hhe, may have been overly focused on progressingthihigh nrir job
:at theexe~nse of consider .in.g, other less important information. Additionallyj ( 7 ~)(C)~
provided W•rk Ordeer No. 0111148040,for HECS repair reflecting. the names of

-7 C 15 individuals. working. in the area during HPcS repair.
.:. . "',,,,.;::i '"'':' '..i'.!: ;; ? '.'.- .''. . " < '•. ' . • " .. :' "-- (b )(7 )(C ) (3

".Energy NorthwestCondition.Report:.(CR) (RoExhibit 3

This CR was preparedbyl jand reflected that while providing oversight on the
.HP:CS-P••iflange repair: th•e night shift field engineer providing oversight for the
HPCS flange r:epair allowed a "reach-across" a contaminated boundary without permission from
the HPo•rganization.' This was a violation of the Radiation'Work Permit (RWP).
ECPIntake Form fo (b)7)(C) 7WPS, dated (C)(7)(c)

: ,(b)(7)(C) r(b)(7)(C)

. :"Thi•,'is ummary ol I interview as conducted b and reflects that(b(7)(C) (b()CutS e f , rf m q
()7() had previously complained to, I about some -if)()(C and wanted

,-.them-removedfromthe project. During the HPCS flange.repairjob' d that

(b)(7)(C) 1(b)(7)(C) i
(bc7) aftsman reach across a ~contamina•ted area; over::the objection of (b()() who

w:.anted to -c0nta~ct HP:fcr. frenroc~e~ding.;: Accor~ding to(b)(7)(c) [directed himty

stating, "No, ent on to state that during a review of CR No( it
appeared tha I tmeone els Ie Ihad allowed for the contamination-o.:0ccur and- it:., .,. . . .Was notdrce b• ''''
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Technical Specification Section 5.0 Administrative Controls, 5.4 Procedures, undated (Exhibit 5)

5.4.1 Written procedures shall be established, implemented, and maintained covering the
following activities: Regulatory Guide 1 .33, Revision 2, Appendix A, February 1978;
NUREG-0737, Supplemental 1; and radiological environmental monitoring.

Energy Northwest, Columbia Plant Procedures Manual, GEN-RPP-04, Entry Into, Conduct In, and
Exit From Radio logically Controlled Areas, dated September 28, 2007 (Exhibit 6)

Section 4.2.6 (e), page 16 of 27. Do not reach over, or cross Contaminated Area (CA)
boundaries without Radiation Protection (RP) approval except to enter and exit the area or to
remove personnel dosimetry, hard hat, hand tools, or M&TE from the area as described in
Section 4.2.7.

Letter of Resiqnation from (b)d7)(C) a dated (b)(7)(C) :Exhibit 7

(b(7 _C ,resigned his position as (b)(7)(C) at Columbia.
• -t O[.b(7(c dated (b()C Exhibit 8)

Letter froml lacceptin resignation ofdadb))Eit
bb()()(b)(7)(c),1iliuo dicag an reetd

()letter of resignation was accepted b in lieu of discharge and reflected
that his employment records would be marked as ineligible for rehire.

Performance Plan for (b)(7)(C) dated July 1,2006, to June 30, 2007 (Exhibit 9)

The performance plan for ]b)(7)(c) _,reflected that he met his FY07 Goals and Focus Areas
and was cited for additional achievements regarding the HPCS-P-1 replacement project.

Energy Northwest General Employee Training Manual, dated July 1, 2006 (Exhibit 10)

This manual provided detaile'd instruction and guidance f rP1 pfActess Training (PAT) and
Radiation Worker Training (RWT) to new employees, andt .b.(.(cwould have received a
copy. Applicable cites as follows after page 101:

- B. Procedure Compliance, page 7, indicates that "if the job you are performing requires a
procedure, COMPLIANCE WITH THE PROCEDURE IS MANDATORY; you must follow
the procedure exactly as it is written or get it changed."
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. INITPIfE- MEMORANDUM from _Ib 7)(7)(C) t _[(b)(7( Jdated November 28, 2006, and detailed information on "... GEN-RPP-

04, 'Entry Into, Conduct In, and Exit From Radiologically Controlled Areas,' " dated
September 28, 2007. Also, "if the work scope of a job in a Radiologically Controlled Area
changes, then Radiation Protection must be notified prior to proceeding."

- RWP PRECAUTIONS and USE, A. Precautions, page 40, "If it becomes necessary to
exceed the scope of the RWP to perform work, or if work conditions deviate from those
described on the RWP, STOP WORK AND CONTACT HP," page 41, "All work within an
RCA MUST BE authorized by the radiation work permit."

- RWP COMPLIANCE, page 42, "Not complying with the requirements ... could result in
the plant being fined, or other regulatory action, as well as possible disciplinary action."

AGENT'S NOTE: Because of the volume of this exhibit, it will not be included. This

exhibit will be maintained in the OL:RIV office and made available if requested.

-• Energy Northwest Training Attendance Record for : (b(7C
(Exhibits 11 )

(b)(7)(C) Ireceived training from COLUMBIA or[b_7_C__ passing Fitness for
Duty/Behavior Observation, RAD Worker Training, and Protected Area Access Training.

Testimony

Interview ofF(b)(7)(c) (Exhibit 2)

On November 14, 2007, (b)(7)(C) was interviewed at Columbia by O!:RIV and related the
following information in substance.

[(b)(7)(C) JColumbia, (b)(7)(C) re arding the

HPCS incident that occurred during Refuel Outage 18 (R-18 outage).-_-.. -- lacknowledged
receipt of an allegation from an individual who was dissatisfied with the resolution of
CR No. (b)(7)(C) reflecting that)( 7)(C) -directed emplove -•,•_q tSo violate ain• th - - -- b)(7)c inerie e

r-nntnminatior undarvthe HPCS-F during a flange repair.(b) )( - interviewed
(b)(7)(C) (b)(7)(c) both of WPS, and who related they were present when
(b)(7)(C) directed them to violate a contamination boundary in order toMm•omlt et rk on the

HPCS. (b)(7)(C) learned fro c that he intervene eand'raseedi (b)(7 )(C) to allow_ b)(7)( , -I,
HP to review and aPorove-the work, but was directed byL -z7)c) ;Jwho stated, "No, do it
now."' +. A whfich kim (b 7.)(C) informed his general pipe fitter foremanl(b)(7)(c) to complete the
workr(b)(7)(C) -1related that the incident happened during the R-1 8 outage in t4e May to June
2007 time frame (Exhibit 2).
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According t o) uring the intervieL_ F advised that a few days prior to the
HPCS repai (b)(7)(c) had approached him and asked that two of S Iaborer/sJNEIbe_
remove ricrnnm rnfh te jobs. Due to tis previous action on the part of (b)(7)(C)

inform ed(b)( 7)(C) that he (e 7 )(C) flt threatened and feared for his job ddot comply
with7 )(c I •irected request to repair the HPCS flan e. Later, when 7()c) reviewed
the CR, he felt like it had been incorr and reflected tht the night shift

field individual [who would have beer(b)(7 )(c) "inappropriately allowed" the touch "reach-
across" into a contaminated boundary without permission from the HP organization, when it
should have reflected "directed" the touch "reach-across" a contaminated area (Exhibit 2).

(b)(7)(C) 'advised hat he interviewed Ib(b)(7)(C) Columbia,
(b)(7)(C) Cý =7(C 1J,•• ....- -

(an • •.(_hjand summarized thepi inrviewsntonhi.sfinaL-rmn)rj-withrmLwritin•r ,

s(ej(arate project (Exhibit 2).erb) 7)() ECP intake formns or each individuallýb)(7)(c)

Interview of (b)(7)(c) (Exhibit 12)

On November 14, 2007 was interviewed at Columbia by Ol:RIV and related the
following information in substance.

b7 advised he had no first-hand knowledge of the actual incident and first learned of the
incident involving the HPCS pump located in the 422 reactor building b (b)(7)(c) •on August 10,
2f)(f ,,2unh thp actual incident happened a roximately Jule 2_QO27 According to(b)(7)( S . • (1•)7)(C) l(b)(7)(C)

j~b)(7)(C) j |related that two pipefitters (b)7)(C) and(Cboth from
WPS, were upset about the way CR No !for y Northwest (Exhibit 3) had been
written byb7)(c) Irelated tha had been assigne.dassthel_
management oversight for that project during the night shift of the fuel outage. (b)(7)(C)

revi P^IAth,---CP-nd determined that it was written as if a field engineer had directed the action,(b)(7)(C

and[(b _did not address the fact that he was the one who directed the WPS pipefitters
[NFI], giving them directions which resulted in the violations (Exhibit 12, pp. 7-9).

. • [(b)(7)(C)7

(b)(7)(C) } .. .. ,F(b)(7)(C) ,/ )(')(.)
Frecalled tha = !,was upset tha_ ]had "dire.cte f7c, and

had written a CR describing the action by the night shift engineer, wh0was.. .. J as
"inappropriately allo ,_., airRahpcross" a contaminated boundary( ..... advised this
action on the part oft.b)(7)(C iwas a violation, and ye )(7)(c)still directedl(b)(7)(c) to
proce wih the_ task to reach ontaminated bo.undar~v__knoDing it was a violation of an( ,cb)( )C (b)(7)(C) (b)7)(C)RWP. (•)R'i nd7ca Ihad reminde•t Ithat this action would result

on, yet h (b)(7)(C) b hp had no choice but to proceed with the activity.
) related that according [ ( b f7)(C) like [his job] was being threatened, since aF ... (b)(7)(C)

direct order had been given to him b 7(Exhibit 12, pp. 10-11).
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" b)(7)(C) -I, , (b)(7)(C) , , .i(b)(7)(C)]

w.ý %Las_auestioned as to whyt j when being directed by would have
(b)(7)(C) |an (b)(7)(c) [t rrmn_ e work violati _n_w_itho-ut-an-v-intervention.
_b)(7)(C) recalled that according •c (b)(7) he tried to get'(b)(7)(c) 'to allow an HP o

review the request before performing the task. F wevrthis_was_d.n ied bv (7C
(b_((c) _•advised he did not know which worker (b)(7)(7) or (b)(7)(C) had

actually performed the task (Exhibit 12, p. 12).

(Fb)_(7)(C)ý (b)(7)(C)
L .....) confirmed that the contamination occurred, and7 ýdirected the task in direct

violation of Technical Specification Section 5, 5.4.1 and Energy Northwest Plant Procedures
Manual, GEN RTP-04, 4.2.6, Section EiExhJiits 5ad 6). [i(7)(_c) advised the procedures
were common in the industry, and withl(b)(7)(C) Jbeing ai(b)(7)(C) = he would
have been expected to know the procedures (Exhibit 12, pp. 15-17).

(b7)(•a)ist (7)(c) aoffered his resignation on Sept e 7. 2007, and the

resignation was accepted in lieu of termination (Exhibits 7 and 8) b )()n September 10,
2007 (Exhibit 12, p. 18).

(b)(7)(C)wa7 ~Interview or()7)(C) Ehibit 13

On November 14, 2007L was interviewed at Columbia by Ol:RIV and related the
following information in substance.

(b)(7)(C) Irecalled the incident regarding the HPCS flange repair durinq the R-1 8 refliplinnI _ .~)( J ý()_m•-)-C - - (lb)(7)(C)

outage, appro vlea-av.June 2007 time frame, in Io.lwn-himse• ....... ] a 11 ... ....)

as he told it tol (b)(7)(C) ECP ated )(c) (Exhbit 4).
contended the pro em wa (b)(7)(c) who was put in charge to help finish this job.
Prior to the HPCS incident, began giving unsafe work Practice directions to
his (WPS craftsman involving the use of improper tools.L -- ]related there had
been a It c nof ain± during the outage. (b)(7)(c) recalle at11ea-v-be.fo' ore HtbcPQS&_. • (b)(7)(C) r• n ( )(7)c ý(b)(7)(C)

incident, had requested that .-rmnve ----c Ian____
WPS employees, from the job because helbc _ was unhappy with their pe)rm-n-ce

and with how they were taking direction from him (Exhibit 13, pp. 5-10).
(b)(7)(C)

b C i-= that during the HPCS incident, he and ()7)() were-called to the pump room
b (b)(7)(C Iand immediatelyF(b)(7)(c) started directing (b)(7)(c) ' Ito grab a sling from
outside the contaminated zone, reach inside the contaminated zone, wrap the sling around the
spring can on the bottom of the pipe, bring it back out of the zone and hook it up to a chain fall,
all ofwhich required an RVWPhbefoer work could be performed. (b)(7)(C) lindicated he challenged

(b)(7)() • and told hir(b)(7)(c could not perform the work without an HP's presence.
(b)(7)(c) explained the HP would oversee the work to keep the workers safe from the

contamination, but it would have caused a delay of approximately 1 to 1 1/2 hours to have the HP
arrive and evaluate the request (Exhibit 13, pp. 11-13).
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(b)(7)(C) advised tha (b)(7)(C) stated in a very authoritative manner, "No. You'll do it now.

And I'll take full responsibility," while pointin his finqer at(b)(7)(C) and-bhe.nty the work that
nee( '0 hperf ýed•_ibththgec_ . c nterpreted (b)(7)(C) Oirection as
WP w(b)(7)C qand (b)(7)(° had our marching orders, were expected to follow them, and

l(b)(7)(C) would take care of any fallout that came from the task being performed incorrectly.
;(b :]advised his perce tipon was tha if they did not follow the order, (b)(7)(C)

probably going to go to his b)( )((c) management and try and relieve him (b)(7)(c) }from
his job (Exhibit 13, pp. 4-15). - -

(b)(7)(C) . . . (b)(7)(C)

Iindicated7 Idid not have on any protective clothing, only his work-aloves..
rgnualdr! treet clothes, anddosim etry when he performed the task as directed by (b)(7)(C) I

S related tha ~j()c) 'would have received low contamination with the completion of the

task (Exhibit 13, pp. 16-17).

1(b)(7)(C) lopined (b)(7)(c) was fully aware that violating the contamination zone was a
problem, and even after being challenged to have the HP evaluate the request,(b)(7)(c)
br)(7 it crear that every time he talked to us he was here to get this Job done, and get it done fast.

(b(7)(C)~ advised there was a problem with time constrans and (b()()as not going to
delay the outage, which would delay bonuses. The workers had been told many times that if this
job did not get done in time, bonuses were on the line (Exhibit 13, pp. 8-19).

According t4(b)(7)(C) ]reached through and brought the sling out of the contamination
zone, hooked it up to a chain f ~althatwasx14t of the contaminated zone, and put tension on it.
The ipe would not move, and ......... Ithen stopped the job.l(b)(7)(C) -recalled that he and

1(b)(7)(C) ]left the area and walked through the IPM8, which performed a full body frisk, and no
contamination was noted (Exhibit 13, pp. 21-23).

())C related he was later visited byl i
i w (b)(7)(C)I(b)(7)(C) [advising that (b)(7)(c) - had not been pleased wit _____(b()C aLtw-hi-cL ime

ained to (b.(..C :thee wh JeescJriAcc-ording to _____C___confronted
(b)(7)(C) regarding the incideftIai __..did not deny his involvement.

as instructed b (b)(7)(C) o write a CR (Exhibit 13, pp. 24-25).

(b)(7)(C) ()(7)(C)b)(7)l____ indicated he was later approached bh (b)(C) 'ý_wh ad obtained a copy of CR (C)(b)(7)(C) (b)(7)(C) _)
(7 (Exhibit 3) and provided it to him for review. rote, "While providing.

oversight on the HPCS pump 1 flange repair, the night shift field engineer providing oversight for
the HPCS flange repair inappropriately allowed a reach across a contamin "ti*'b•Indary without
permission from HP organizatjon.,This is a violation of RWP for this task."I(b)(7)(c) indicated
the CR was not correct in thatZ(7cL Jwas not a field engineer and hpdid not'allow a
reach across," he directed the reach across." o(b)(7)() directed.$i__(,.7 ) .c , 1er being
challenged b (b) ý to reach across the contaminated area. Further (b)(7)() nade
the CR sound like someone else [field engineer] was oresent.wh.e it wa who was
present and directed the task, an4() -Jfelt as i (b)(7Xc as trying to cover it up
(Exhibit 13, pp. 26-29).
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Interview of Exhibit 14)

On November 14, 2 0 0 7 , (b)(7)(C) ]was interviewed at Columbia by Ol:RIV and related the
following information in substance.

(b)(7)(C) recalled the incident with the HPCS that happened during the R-18 refueling outage in

approximately the May or June 2007 time frame. [(b)(7)ýC)J explained the night shift pipefitters
had been given the task of trying to get a spacer plate put into the face of the pump because they
had made a cut to replace t e niumn-ad it was too short. They were trying to make a spacer
plate to put it back together. (b)(7)(C) te th n t sna er plate in, they were
going to have to pry a pipe line apart. According to Iwanted them to run
a choker around a piece of pipe that was located in a radiation contamination zone and then
come back and tie onto a hanger to apply pressure to pull the line apart (Exhibit 14', pp. 5-7).

r77 ecalled the crew of pipefitters were comprised o __ and one other
person [NFI] (b)(7)(c) Irelated tha (b)(7)(C) ,Alir pd herto put the choker through, hook
it around, an 57ifng -itback out.L)(•7)( c I was informed that HP needed to
come down and evaluate hisar--cu an(b)(7)(c) advised he did not want to take the time
to involve HP. According td(b)(7)(c) --stated, "I will take full responsibility for it.

7 C, Just do it now" (Exhibit 14, pp. 7-9).
(b)(7)(C) (b)(7)(C) (b)(7)(C)

was informed that during the interview witn I eJclaimed thatdividual rformed the work. (claimed he had not performed

the work. (b)(7)(c) advise4) 7)(C) landl(b)(7)(C) were the workersw~hocrQssed nto the•wr th wokts_~h~r~~~ into the

contaminated area and actually performed the work as directed b•(b)( 7)(, )

(b)(7)(C) (b()()(b) (7)(C)I) recalled was in the contaminated zone and as on the outside of the
contamination zone, and they were both wearing protective clothing (Exhibit 14, pp. 10-13),

(b)(7)(C) Stated that in hindsight had they not accepted (b)(7)(c) direct order, they [he and
should have stopped and called the HP, and ,HP d ave observed and okayed the

task at hand, with a delay of approximately 10 minutes. (b)(7)(C) insisted that normally the
worker dkLnnver _ross into a contamination zone, but the per. tian-was the job was a high

p b)(7)(C) wanted it done and he wanted it done now ( advised that he felt

threatened [for his job], and the perceived threat weighed in making e ecision to cross into the
contaminated zone (b)(7)(C) related that had HP been present, it would have been under their
direction to cross from a clean to contaminated zone (Exhibit 14, pp. 15-18).

(b)(7)(C) recalled that once (b)(7)(C) an (b)(7)(c) ooked up the rigging, they made the attempt

nt (nrb)(q)ng - nd it did not give. Encineerin came down to reas Ahaia-Ck, and
(/)(7))C) ( an b)(7)(c) - wen" il (b)(7)(C) reported the incident. (b)(7)(c) _advised

that he, (b)(7)(C) an P),( ýexited via the IPM8, and no contamination was noted
on any part of their persons (Exhibit 14, pp. 19-21).
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Re-interview o(b)(7)(c) Exhibit 15)

On December 17, 2007 (b)(7)(c) was telephonically re-interviewed by Ol:RIV regarding his
testimony provided to Ol:RIV on November 14, 2007.

rDdn•aheinterview on November 14, 200 (reported he was present when
[(b(7)C) directed a-violationofa-con amination boundary in-nrriPr-_(n)cnmrrlete work on the

HPCS. According t pri and askedl7 Ito allow the HP to
nnrmvpte work, but was directed by ed, "No, do it now," at which timeW ins(r!7(C iS , ew o lete te 7)()(C) advised that the actual work was

nn (7,'C) b (z an and he ' provided supervision over the work.()as that according tol(b)(7)( he(b)(7)(c) ompleted the repair, and both
[(DAAU) an{} enied any direct involvement in the repair (Exhibit 15).

dvised that to the best of his recollection, he did not conduct the HPCS repair and
wanted to stand on his previous testimony provided to Ol:RIV on November 14, 2007 (Exhibit 15).

Interview of (b)(7)(C) -Exhibit 16)

On November 15, 2007 (b)(7)(c) •as interviewed at Green Bay, Wisconsin, by Ol:RIV and
related the following information in substance.

!(b)(7)(C)
(b)(7)(C) related that on approximately June-15, 2007, he was asked by th ' - ' c)

]and his supervisor ( W....c-to

provide some assistance, oversighft, and support for the ongoing repairs to the HPCS pump
discharoe flange piping project to ensure the project was completed in a timely manner.

(b)(7)(C) recalled he had come to work the morning of June 15, 2007, at approximately
5:30 a m., and was asked if he could work the night shift from approximately 6 p.m. to 6 a.m., the
same day, June 15, 2007 (Exhibit 16, pp. 9-12).

(b)(7)(c) related that at approximately 7 p.m. on June 15, 2007, it H7ctarmi d the plan

that was in place to correct the problem with the HPCS would not work.V(b)(7)(C) stated the
HPCS pump was located within a radiation contaminated area, and as this was his first day on
the assignment, he beli areaas too congested to be able to effectively perform
maintenanceactivitie Ilpi thnt nn thi- , nr i .usignment, he was actingb)) land the actual JColumbia. According to

(bkUA1A1) -e decided to have HP send a technician to clean up the area around the HPCS
where the WPS workers had made a mess (Exhibit 16, pp. 14-18).

(b)(7)(C) tadvised that virtually everything the HP frisked from the HPCS area was clean of

radiation contamination, and the items removed from the radiation contaminated area had no
need for decontamination and could be used again for work if needed. (b)(7)(c) elated the
cleanup took place just r-irtA hpt incident in question, but he considered it to be part of
the same flow of events. (b)(7)(c) elated that one of the items removed during the cleaning
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Qof the contaminated area by the HP technician was a non-contaminated 3-ton nylon sling, which
(b)(7)(C) ad setaside with the thought that it might be needed later to try and spread the

flang[e. ent on to describe the steps in determining how he planned to move the
flange, and recalled enginee rternian-_cme and authorized the use of approximately
3 tons of force on the flange.(b)( 7)(c) |advised he had a come-along rated for 3 tons, a
nylon sling rated for 3 tons, and an additional nylon sling that had not been in the contaminated
area (Exhibit 16, pp. 9-22).

E(b)(7)(C) indicated ihat he looked over the survey map before going into the HPCS area, and

was signed in on a general RWP, not the specific RWP_. to his reco lection, because his intent
had been to never cross into the contaminated area. (b)(7)(c) lwas going to be in the vicinity,
and the general RWP had all of tbx annrnnriant et points for providing coverage, and he had
validated the set points with HPs.L(b)(7(c 'stated that when it actually came time to pull on
the pump, a nylon sling that was needed to attach to the pipe was not ayailahi1 (b-(7-(c)- ___

advised that from a leadership standpoint, WPS employee supervisorý (b)(7)(c)lad!'XI
were standing in the area with him, and there were two or three millwrights [NFI] standing in the
radiation contaminated area, and one or two support people [NFI] outside the contaminated area,
all from WPS (Exhibit 16, pp. 23-24).

(b)(7)(C)
recalled that when he tasked the WPS millwrights to spread the flange, they turned

and advise s hee nws no- 7 ling in the radiation contaminated b1--n-
(b)(tn turned t()C and stated they needed to get an HP.

recalled statinq, "Yes, we need an HP, go ahead and pass it on in. I'll authorize that and I'll take
responsibility." 'J()()() -advised it was okay to pass the nylon sling that had been set aside
earlier in [to the radiation contaminated zone] because the sling was going from a clean to a
contaminated area, but in order to attach the chain fall, a portion of that sling looked like it was
going to have to come out [of the radia ntami ated zone and into the non-contaminated
area], a potential violation of the RWP1 b)/7)(C) remembers thinking it was okay, the sling
was clean, and there is a possibility they won't have to do anvthina othe an pass it in, slide the
hook over it, and complete the task. However, according td j7)() _once he stated, ". . . I'll
authorize that and I'll take responsibility,' (b)(7)(C) urned to his WPS workers both inside and

.otsih diation contaminated area ana toia nem to go ahead and complete the task.
(bj)(7)(C)j reflected that in performing the task, the WPS workers were a little more

aggressive than he badoexcatd_and their hands came across the boundary [into the radiation
contaminated zone] .)( 7 ).(c) advised he said nothing at the time and did not try and stop
them (Exhibit 16, pp. 26-27).

Ibwas asked to explain his statement"... I'll authorize that and I'll accept
responsibility." l(b)(7)(C) ýexplained that virtually every RWP has a stipulation that any kind of
reach-across be covered or be provided oversight and/or assistance via an HP technician. He
did not want to wait for the HP technician to come in and provide the coverage needed because
sometimes they came quickly and sometimes not so quickly. (b)(7)(C) related that his vision
of risk on this particular job [with HPCS] would be for someone not to become contaminated, and
he thought that based on the clean nylon sling, the possibility of contamination would not happen.
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(b)(7)(C) he was aware that violation of the RWP was also a procedural violation

because it was standard procedure within the nuclear industry (Exhibit 16, pp. 26-30).

(b)(7)(C) advised he knew that not having the job completed by the time day shift showed up

was no a smart thing to have happen because they had too many bad experiences with this
ý articular mp. Furthermore, the job had been going on 10 days longer than needed.

7(c) advised the pump repair was approaching what was called critical path or very

close to critical path on the outage schedule (Exhibit 16, p. 31).

badvised he realized that if somebody became contaminated, he would have to
answer why he had authorized the violation, and that was his mind set, right, wrong, or indifferent.

•(b)(7)(C) ]recalled that the fact he was violating a TechnmicaL"nenifiiation and he was a
I(b)(7)(C) Inever came into his mind. Additionallyl J ndicated he felt there
was an extremely low risk of any personal contamination based on the fact that the HP had
earlier been in the HPCS area and cleaned it. (b)(7)(C) Irecalled the WPS individuals outside

the contamination zone were the ones that did n-t haeth-e-protective clothing. They wore no
I ' gloves only street clothes, sthpuirk was• to the individuals outside the area, not to the

individuals inside the area" )j7)(C) 1could not recall the names of the WPS employees
handling the nylon sling, but was sure it was nol (b)(7)(C) Exhibit 16, pp. 32-36).

1(b)(7)(C)(b()cadvised he did not convey through verbal tone or body language that the jobs of

(7)(c) o(b)(7 ht be on the line had they not obeyed his directions to complete the
tas evr(b)(7 )(c) ndicated he had dealt with WPS before, was dissatisfied with the
service, and di not e li e they [Columbia] were getting their dollar value (Exhibit 16, pp. 41-
43).

(b(7)(C) who ha(b)(7)(c) experience Pquf.ionnd whether or not he was

familiar with Technical peciication Section 5, 5.4.1 . (b)(7)(C) reviewed the specification
(Exhibit 5) and Energy Northwest Columbia Plant Procedures Manual, GEN-RPP-04 dated
9/28/07 (Exhibit 6), particular the paragraph that states, "Do not reach over or cross contaminated
area boundaries without radiation protection approval, except to enter and exit the areas or to
remove personal dosimetry, hard. hat, hand tools, or.measuring and te-Lanu enmrLfrom the area
as described in Step 4.2.7, which is the subsequent step to 4.2.6." an(b.(7)b - agreed that
he did not comply and violated both the procedure and the Technical Specification (Exhibit 16,
p. 51).

(b)(7)(C) advised that at the time of the incident, and probably not until the night that he

wrote the CR (Exhibit 3) associated with this particular event, did he begin thinking and realized
severityt th or t igveri( o r C thnenure of his decision-making related to the incident.

(b)(7)(c) 1confirmed that i of experience in the nuclear industry, and positions as

)(7C) ýe knew what the procedures were and he was in violation of these two

( i 16, p. 52).
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I b)()(C) was questioned regarding the general training that he had with Energy Northwest
as a new employee and shown documents called Path to Plant Access Training and the RWT,
dated July 1, 2006 (Exhibit 10).[Lb 7)(C) Jadvised he did not read the book because he had
a o tanding of the material and acknowledged that he passed the training examination.

(b)(7)(C) was shown documents dealing with the Protected Area Access-trainina-dated
(b)(7)(C) Fitness For Dut Blehavior hbs_ervati n training dated (b)(7)(c)

)n-d-Rdi•ti-n-Wo k•r Training, dated (b)(7)(c) (Exhibits 11), anda-cknowle-dged
passing all three examinations (Exhibit 16, pp. 53-54).

[( ) w sso n 7)__OfC(C)!b()C)JFxihL ul _

wrong. ~D_____.. (b)(7)(C) "Wh ile providing o core spray pump

flange repair, the night shift field engineer [that was me __ providing oversight
for the high-pressure core spray flange repair inapprop , trlnyllow-ed-Teac across a
contaminated boundary without permission from the health physics organization. This is a
violation of the RWP for the task. The immediate actions taken were that the individual
discussed this issue with supervision. Further actions to be taken as necessary" (Exhibit 16,
pp. 60-61).

(() advised that the word "directed" may have been a better word to have used and
explained that any time a member of management observes anything inappropriate, whether by

_drtionorbv allowance, they are authorizing the performance of that particular activity.(b)(7)(C)

i(b)(7 )(c) indicated he gave auth-oizatJn._•hjather it be tacit approval through not stopping
-th-eactivity or by directing. Howeve b(did not recall making the statement, "No, do it
now," and certainly did not recall being firm or intimidating in his use of the words, if they were
used (Exhibit 16, p. 62).

I(b)(7)(C)]aspo ie
as provided with a copy of his resiqnation dated (b)(7)(c) (Exhibit 7),

and contirme he authored the resignation.(b)(7)(c) as a so provided with a performance
evaluation while at Energy Northwest from "7/1/06 to 6/30/07" (Exhibit 9), and confirmed his work
with HPCS pump was recognized under his 'additional achievements" (Exhibit 16, pp. 69-70).

(b)(7)(C) admitted that time pressure played a role during the HPCS incident, and he did not

want to get stuck being used as an example of ineffectively executing a project for a work plan at
one of their meetings either while personally present or in his absence (Exhibit 16, pp. 76-77).

Results of Screening Interviews (Exhibit 17)

OnNovember-1-4--a--n-d December 31. 2007. tele-phonic screening interviews with
b)(7)(c) and_ ere conducted by Ol:RIV in an attempt to

determine the formervVPS employee resnonsibIe for the actual rb) e HPCS pump flange
as directed b (y(7.)(c) and l1 denied participation
in performing the task as directed b(b)(7)(c) :and could provi e no additional information as
to the individual who performed the repair on the HPCS pipe flange (Exhibit 17).
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Agent's Analysis

(b)(7)(C) lb()C((]was theLb)(7)(c) _ Jduring the R-18 outage at Columbia, and he personally

directed WPS em lo ees t • f -rlepair work on the HPCS pipe flange project. The direction
given to both (b)()(C)• n(7)(c) supervisors WPS, to use a nylon sling tool from a non-
contaminatedarea and cross a boundary by passing into a radiation contaminated area was in
violation of Technical Specification 5, 5.4.1. and Columbia Procedures Manual, GEN-RPP-04,
which clearly directs, "Do not reach over or cross a contaminated area boundaries without
radiation protection approval ... tF)7)(c) ýadmitted to having knowledge and
understanding of both the specification and procedure, anr tn stating, "Tll authorize that and I'll

•nt ,nt fbell r=gponsibil.ty-".Fvpnqftpr bing informed b! )17)(C) that it was a violation,
[(b)7(denied jic)__ LreCquest to have an HP at the site to review the request and
observe the procedure. Further, (b)(7)(C) admitted to not requesting an HP because it
would further delay the repair)ana7newasz redy facing time pressure and was close to critical
path on the outage schedule (b)(7)(c) Jadmitted that he did not want to be used as a
personal example of ineffectively executing a project for a work plan at meetings.

l(b)(7)(C) attempted to mitigate his action by claiming that just prior to the incident, he had HP

perform cleanup in the HPCS area and the nylon sling that was used by WPS employees to cross
'7 into a radiation contaminated area had previously been frisked and was determined to be clean.

Further, once Columbia management learned of the incidentb7)(c) was directed to
prepare a CR. (b)(7)(c) uthored the CR to reflect that the field engineer "inappropriately
allowed" a reach-ariss a-cont ated-hIundary without the permission from HP. During the
_te-s.timo.nrv..o.f-botl(b)(7)(c) n (b)(7)(C) athey recalled that they were "directed" by

(b)(7)(C) o "Do it now" [referrin t h task] a d f lI-t ir jobs would be in jeopardy(bnin6)(7)( C)' (b()C • - -

had they not comnliyr.xAcith th (b)(7)(c -- rder. I() denied the use of language., , •~(b)(7)(C)i [ (b)(7)(C) P- •

that would lead land to believe their jobs were being threatened, but
conceded that the CR could have be en ritfin betterLand-th-ew-orddLdirecte.d" ould have more
accurately reflected his instructions t(b)(7)(c) and(b)(7)(c) Zconfirmed that with

30 years of experience in the nuclear industry and positions held as a he knew
the procedures and admitted to committing the violations.

Witness intews were inconsistent a s invo vo -'inhe i Ji4&n claiming
thatj performed the task, anb(7)(c) jamina(b)(7)( as the two WPS
employees who completed the task. Testimnnrv- 4(b)(7) n (b)(7)(C) reflected~th•_xL not

(b)(7)(C(b)(7)(C)()(7)Cm-the task. While testimony from (-Creflected that it was neither (b)(7)(c)Fb h could not identify the WPS employees who actually performed the taskJ
(b)(7)(C) testified they were present during the violation regarding the pump. Both heard

(b)(7)(C) direct the crb ,,c) procedure and that he would "accept full
' responsibility."' In the end __ with (b)(7)(C) experience, testified he
understood the requirement and violated them anyway in an e ort to save time.
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Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during this investigation, the allegation that a (b)(7)(C)

from Columbia deliberately directed WPS employees to violate requiredprocedures was
substantiated.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

iOn January 31, 2008, Barbara CORPREW, Associate Deputy Chief, Fraud Section, Criminal
.!Division, U.S. Department of Justice, was apprised of the results of the investigation.
Ms. CORPREW advised that, in her view, the case did not warrant prosecution and rendered an

,oral declination.
O (b)(7)(C) /

OnNoemer15, 2007, during the interview oý :]by OI:RIV, it was revealed that
I~b(7)c) was presently employed as alýlýlll

'•( (b)(7)(C) Mklt]'' f advised that his sup rv sor, (b)(7)(C) ý had been

made aware of the NRC investigation. (b)(7)(c) dvised that to the best of his knowledge he
had not falsified any documentation in order to gain employment wit (b)(7)(c) (Exhibit 16,
pp. 81-86).

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-2007-003 21
OFFICIAL USE ONLY - 01 INVESTIGATION INFORMATION



_OFFICI SE ON - VESTIG TION INIF MAT ON

THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE UT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFIC INVE GATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-2007-003 22
• OFFICIAL-E ONLY -01 INVESTIGATIO INFORMATION



OFFICIA V -01 NES TIO IN FOR TIO

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description

1 Investigation Status Record, dated October 15, 2007 (1 page).

2 Results of Interview wit6(b)(7)(C) dated November 14, 2007 (27 pages).

3 Energy Northwest CR No (b)(7)(C) (3 pages).

4 ECP Intake Form fo 7 dated (

5 Technical Specification Section 5.0 Administrative Controls, 5.4 Procedures, undated
(1 page).

6 Energy Northwest, Columbia Plant Procedures Manual, dated September 28, 2007
(27 pages).

(b)(7)(C)
7 Letter of resignation from dated September 7, 2007 (1 page).

Letter fro (b)(7)(C) resigb)n7aci dated September 10,- 8 acceptingrL -resig nationo

2007 (1 page

9 Performance Plan fo(b)(7)(c) Jdated July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007 (14 pages).

10 Energy Northwest General Employee Training Manual, dated July 1, 2006
(154 pages). (Because of the volume of this exhibit, it will not be included. This
exhibit will be maintained in the Ol:RIV office and made available if requested.)

il . [(b)(7)(C) a e

11 Energy Northwest Training Attendance Record foda
(b)(7)(C) 

(3 pages).

(b)(7)(C)
12 I nterview of ý dated November 14, 2007 (20 pages).
13 Interview of(b)(.7)(c) dated November 14, 2007 (26 pages).

14 lntervieb)I dated November 14, 2007 (26 pages).

15 Re-Intervie ()7C) dated December 17, 2007 (1 page).

16 Interview o (b)(7)(C) dated November 15, 2007 (94 pages).

+L

17 Results Screening Interviews, dated December 31, 2007 (1 page).
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