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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of
Investigations (Ol), Region Ii (Ril), on December 8, 2010 to determine whether a radiographer
performing contract work for Louisiana Energy Services (LES), Eunice, New Mexico, willfully
provided incomplete and inaccurate information pertaining to radiographic examination reports.

Based on the evidence developed, this investigation did not substantiate the allegation that a
radiographer performing contract work at LES willfully provided incomplete and inaccurate
information pertaining to radiographic examination reports.
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During the course of this investigation, various documents were obtained from witnesses and
the licensee and were used to bring clarity to the allegations that a radlographer willfully
provided incomplete and inaccurate information pertaining to radiographic examination reports.

DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

Condition Report (CR)[®7© [Exnhibit 8)

This report was mmated by/(2X7C) JLES, and
advised that on[(6)(7)(C) |a|®1© lhad determined that 14
radiographic (RT) x-ray films were taken on seven elds from|{(PX7)C)  hnd were
found to be compliant with requirements of American Welding Society (AWS) D1.1.
Subsequently, based on failures of{(b)(7HC)  |in other{(b)(7)(C) |during the October 2011
timeframe, the|(b)(7)(C) _|previousSly Tound ac eptable iq (b)(7)(C) | were reexamined and

determined to be rejectable per AWS D1.1.

URS Washington Division, Engineered Products Division (EPD), Carlsbad, New Mexico
Radiographic Examination Report [(b)(7)(C) [(Exhibit 5)

This document is kn t that was attached to the 14 RT x-ray films
submitted to LES by|(R)(7)(C) Desert Industrial X-Ray, LP. — 7¢

(Desert), Carlsbad, New Mexico. The 14 RT x- rayr!sl)l(gn%mne_ldﬁmg‘zed by a serial number,
view, and marked as acceptable under AWS D1.1 RIS —jwas working as a contractor

to EPD and was listed as the](b)(”(‘?) hnd(l(b)ﬁ)l(/é) ﬂ -

Desent Industrial X-Ray, L.P., Carl New Mexico, Report of N.D.E. inspection of Welds

oo ;Exh:but 6)
I(b:)<7)<0)
This document signed b)} jlisted the weld number, degree angle of x-ray, and _

"~ indicated it was within code for the 14 welds x-r. The document lists(®)(7)(C) j
[ {®Xe) [for Desert, as|] (B)7YC) during the examination

of welds.

, 1b)7)(C)

LES Surveillance Report

(Exhibit 7)

This report was prepared by !I(b)(”(c’ |LES,

and reflects the results of his examaalmu_aﬂ@im’_jdocumentaﬁon (Exhibits 5 and 6)

submitted to LES and used by|®"© lin declaring that the welds were found to be in
%%wmsmmmmﬂ Code Steel, AWS D1.1. The document was signed by

_ During the course of the investigation it was learned that

“the date on

Case No. 2-2011-016 7
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Exhibit 7, [©)X7)XC) 1 was a more accurate
date of the LES Report #[®)X7XC) |

LES Detailed Apparent Cause Evaluation (ACE) of CR| (BY7XC) undated ( Exhibit 11)

The A?ﬁ)_v;a%p_@_oared as a result of CPXC___ Jand concluded that 14 RT x-ray films of

seven|(PX7)(C) lvelds from[(bY7WC) ] were evaluated as satisfactory by a certified welding

inspector| (X7)C) working for EPD. In order to validate the adequacy of the evaluation,

LES contracted(®XC) ]
®X7XC) }o re-evaluate the 14 RT x-ray films, and he concluded that all 7

welds were unsatistactory and rejectable. Due to the differences in conclusions of both
\ (B)(7HC) Jit was unclear whether the welds were acceptable or not. The

ACE concluded thaty  (b)(7)(C)
that the techniques applied by["
D1.1 requirement for acceptab

poplied incorrect judgment in evaluating the radiographs in
) did not comply with EPD procedures or the AWS
aorographs that were being interpreted.

LES Surveillance Report #& : (P)7XC) :
(Exhibit 14) -
This report was signed by[ (BX7XC) pertaining to a total of 7

weld radiographzm_lreviewed the radiographs and performed
evaluations according to AWS D1.1-2000, Clause 6.12.2.1 and Figure 6.4. In summary, the
eport revealed that all seven welds (14 RT films) did not meet acceptable criteria.

The report identified the unacceptable radiographs by identification numbers as follows:

view 0 degrees and view 90 degrees
view 0 degrees and view 90 degrees
view 0 degrees and view 90 degrees

(bY(7)C)  |view O degrees and view 90 degrees

view 0 degrees and view 90 degrees

view 0 degrees and view 90 degrees
view 0 degrees and view 90 degrees
— )

—
This document (Exhibit 14) was prepared by [[(BI7)C) (0)(7)C) subject to
his personal review of the 14 RT x-ray films taken byﬂmwdﬂ‘_

Case No. 2-2011-016 8
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Industrial Testing Laboratory Services Report, October 20, 2010 (Exhibit 1

FB%%)%D_Lhe_djﬂegence of opinions betweenfi(b)m(c’ ] - |

iILES requested independent tests be performed o |
[BX7YC) J1[®)7)C) |
P J@ctgucted their reviews of the

®BYXTIC)

14 RT x-ray films taken by] _|[Pe oncluded that the
indications observed on radiography film for all specimens were internal discontinuities related
to incomplete fusion and /or madef;ummmmm_am_m not meet the requirements of AWS
D1.1. They were rejected by both|> )

Industrial Certifications held by _]Various dates (Exhibit 22)

During his mtervnewl BX7C) provided various certifications that he has obtained as
follows:

(b)(7X(C)

Resume and training certificates held byj‘b’(mc’ | Various dates (Exhibit 23)

. - - eXXHC) . - - . .
During his interview, 1rowded numerous training certificates, visual acuity record
and extensive resume.

URS/EPD Purchase ordeﬂ“’"”“”/} Exhibit 24)

__This document reflects the purchase order agreement between Desert and URS/EPD allowing
Ub’m(c) to perform radiography work on the seven|(b)(7)(C) |velds from LES.
N

Written correspondenc red by ") explaining his rationale on the [(B)7)(C) ]
x-ray interpretations, undated (Exhibit 25)

|(b)(7)(C) |
avowedly claimed that he made a human mistake, as he detected the indications

on the welds, but characterized them as non-relevant.

(Officia se Or{ly/OI\nygsﬂ/:t& )nfor}mt%n

Case No, 2-2011-016
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Letter fromgURENCO/LES showing OI:RIi taking possession of the 14 RT films for investigative
purposes, fated January 20, 2011 (Exhibit 26)

This letter was used by|[®¥"*) | LES, to show the transfer of the

original 14 RT films from LES to OI:RIl for use during the investigation and return of 14 RT
-ray fi o LES. These 14 RT x-ray films were utilized by OI:RIl and were shown to

(OX7)(C) during his interview in order for him to explicate his interpretation of the RT
x-ray film to OL:RIl and|®7X©)

g

determined by OI:RII with the concurrence of} (b /and RIl Staff that they were no
longer needed. However, LES was able to take the 14 radiography x-ray films and produce
a photograph of the welds that was placed on a compact disk (CD). The thirty-three
photographs have been copied and are contained in Exhibit 26. The original CD will be
maintained in the O1:RIl case file for future use as may be deemed appropriate.

AGENTS NOTE: The original 14 radiographﬁuﬂg were returned to LES once it was
)TNC)

Case No. 2-2011-016 10



DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations (2010 Edition)

10 CFR 70.9 (Completeness and Accuracy of information) (2010 edition)
10 CFR 70.10 (Deliberate Misconduct) (2010 edition)

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of

Investigations (Ol), Region H (RIl), on December.08, 2010, to determine whether

(BATHC) [performing contract work for Louisiana Energy
“Services (LES), Eunice, New Mexico, provided incomplete and inaccurate information pertaining

to radiographic examination reports (Exhibit 1).

Background

The NRC:RII Construction Inspection Branch 3 (CIB), reported a concern that the Non
Destructive Examination (NDE) (radiography or RT) of welds associated with the on

the upper steelworks for at Louisiana LES, were reviewed and accepted as meeting
_code requirements (ANSI N690 and AWS D1.1) inappropriately. According to CIB 3 staff, on
[BYTXCY ] these welds were inspected and accepted b@?ﬂf@?
[ﬁm XC) | Desert Industrial X-ray. Inc. (Deserf), Eunice, New
Mexico, working as a contractor to Engineered Projects Division (EPD), who was under contract
' is located in Carlsbad, New Mexico. Subsequently, aj®X71©
[eX7e) | assigned to LES Quality Assurance (QA) performed a surveillance of the NDE
results and concluded the results met code requirements. NRC authorization to commence

operation of [P\ | was partly based on the acceptability of these welds for QL-1
application.

LES identified to the NRC that during a site inspection the week of|(b)(7)(C) | that the
NDE iradioi raphy) of welds associated with the|(b)(7)(C) |installed and being installed on
(bY7XC) did not meet code requirements. Due to a large number of welds being sampled
ailing to meet code requirements, all welds had to be inspected on the applicable

The NRC inspectors asked LES if they planned to re-inspect the welds that were previously

accepted on in light of the recent failures. Initially, the licensee did not commit to
reinspect the previously qualified welds. However, as a follow up, LES did re-evaluate the
radiography film for welds previously accepted.

APNO Jreviewed the
radiography film on|®"*® land cqgcluded that all of the welds were rejectable per
AWS D1.1. Tha®@iC) ——ireviewed the same welds and found them to be

rejectable as well and stated that the defects were readily identifiable.

[y

NOY, FOR PUBLIE DISCLOSUBE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF
IELD OFTE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION I \\
N

' o} {cia Use Only > vestigations Inf rmation \

.
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CIB3 conducted a review of associated documentation including a report provided by an
independent third party lab named|| (b)(7)(C) __JThe following
observations, each of which would be cause for rejection per American Welding-Society (AWS)
D1.1, were noted during the review:

1. 5 of 14 (36 percent) films do not have the wire Image Quality Indicator (IQl) at top center of
weld.

2. 7 of 14 (50 percent) films are of unacceptable density.

3. 12 of 14 (86 percent) films (or 6 of 7 welds) do not have controlled density to obtain 100%
coverage of weld area.

4. 2 of 7 (30 percent welds had rejectable defect(s), and 3 of 4 films for both these welds are of
unacceptable density.

5. 7 of 7 (100 percent) welds with 3/32 inch or greater size discontinuities had closer than
minimum clearance allowance between edges of discontinuities.

The CIB 3 staft concluded that the fact that such a large percentage of the films were either of
inadequate quality or contained unacceptable indications, this strongly suggests the films were
not appropriately inspected, including the possibility that they were not inspected at all, by the

responsible®)7)C) t LES's contractor, Engineered Products Division (EPD).

The presence of an NRC Inspector [®X7X) ~ |on site in the weeks following

discovery of the flawed |(b)(7)(C) _pdds additional perspective which supports the above
contention. While the inspector has received RT film interpretation training, she is not an
(b)(7)(C) | and she was able to clearly see a number of flaws in the films. Additionally, during
conversations with licensee staff it appeared LES has undocumented concerns with the

adequacy of the RT review at EPD.

On December 7, 2010, an NRC RIl Allegations Review Board (ARB) was convened whereby

the convening members requested the Ol:RIl open an investigation to determine whether
Lprovided incomplete and accurate information pertaining to radiographic

examination reports. Per a draft notice of violation (NOV), the CIB3 staff alleged that EPD

submitted to the licensee inaccurate information associated with NDE results of welds that was

used by the licensee to submit information to the NRC documenting the acceptance of
s a Quality Level 1 (QL-1) system. The information submitted included documentation that

welds associated with the upper steelworks section of were subjected to the required

NDE and verified to meet the applicable code requirements. Re-evaluation of the NDE results
for these welds determined that the welds did not, in fact, meet code requirements. The NRC's

authorization to commence operation of‘(b)”xc) |was partly based on the review and
acceptance of this information (Exhibit 2).

Case No. 2-2011-016 12



Coordination with NRC Staff
. . .. [®X0C) .
During this investigation, Inspector, Branch 3, Division of
Construction Inspection (DCI), Rll, was brieted on the progress of the investigation and provided
technical assistance during various Ol:RIl witness interviews. Subsequently, [B7XC) |
provided a detailed technical summary evaluation of his findings on the[(b)(7)(C) [issue
pertaining to this investigation (Exhibit 3). '

Agent's Analysis

This investigation was initiated to determine whether|[27) |
performing contract work for EPD provided incomplete and inaccurate information pertaining to
radiographic examination reports submitted to LES in violation of completeness and accuracy of
information and deliberate misconduct requirements.

[___,-
During his interview,with OI:RII,/®X7XC) I =
[exrxe) | explained the he was the[®7XC) Ifor
LES on the|®X7)XC)  |project. During the dedication ofl‘b’m‘c’ | engineering concluded
that radiography should be performed on[(Ly7)(CY_Jwel ort

[®7C)  Jadvised that URS/EPD located in Carlsbad, New Mexico, was on the LES
approved suppliers list; therefore, the decision was made to take the welds to EPD in February
2010. EPD then contracted the work t m Onca][eX7IC) ompleted the
radiography on thel(b)(7)(C) _|welds [®X7XC)

[BXTE) Jwas dispatched to travel to EPD and pick up thd(b)7XC) |along with the
URS/EPD reader sheet|®)7)C) and Desert report of NDE

inspection of welds|<b>f7)(°> |i§hibits 5 and 6). ]]PXNC) [ advised that all welds on the
reader sheet and Desert report indicated the welds were all acceptable (Exhibit 4, pp. 5-9).

— = :
According tol° ) ) oncefXXS) Jreturned the welds and documentation to LES,
eX7)(C) seded to prepare an internal LES document known as a surveillance report in

order to get them into document control.system at LES. Accordingly]®X7X(©) jauthored
LES Surveillance Report|[EX0C) iExhibit 7) which concluded that based on his
{®X7)C) eview of the URS/ERD reader shget and Desert report of radiography, all
welds were accéptable per AWS D1.1.[b)X7)(C) advised that he then signed the report and
dated it|(b)}(7)(C) | lee—— 'acknowledged that he had reviewed both the
URS/LES reader sheet and Desert report before signing the surveillance report, but was not
required to review the actual RT x-ray film, because he was not trained or qualified as a[(b)(7)}(C) |
! to interpret radiography.lated that given the fact that {®X7XC) was on the
L (bN7)C)__ . LES supplierslistand-a{-—— | there was no reason to question either,
] integrity or his interpretation of RT x-ray films at that time (Exhibit 4, pp. 9-13).

(X0 Istated that during the|(b)(7)(C)  jtimeframe, there were a number of issues in
[ fand additional radiography was performed. The results of the radiography revealed a

sery high failure rate, a nearly 100 percent failure rate on radiography being performed by
Thereforecalled that he decided to retrieve the

Case No. 2-2011-016
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original =ray films from (OATNC) _ reflecting radiography performed by T
(C) __ land get a second opinion.A_(b)(7)(C)_kontacted[®TC) ]
JGX7XC) | who wds contracted to LES, A®X7C) |

calling it a lack of fusion. On (bW 7Y(C) —
initiating an LES Condition Report-(CR)|®*"©)

(b)(7/)(C) fadyi

evaluation b

of b)m(C)

(b)(7)C) |weélds with -

C)
BY7NCT

dt

Exhibit 8). However,
sed that he did not suspect that any improprieties were committed on the part
or any EPD/LES employees (Exhibit 4, pp.13-21).

recalled reviewing the 14 pieces of RT x-ray films for the seven
{S (b)(7)(C)  lusing a light box, whereby\ (D)(7){ [rejected the mpggfﬁ.@)ﬂim_jp

(B)7NC)

as interviewed by OI:RIl, and confirmed that he picked up the seven

[T

[(b)(7)(C) _Welds from EPD, and reviewed both the EPD reader sheet and Desert report
(Exhibits 5 and 6) from

and subsequently authored the LES Surveillance Report
Exhibif 7), reflecting that the RT x-ray films were acceptable. However,
dvised that he was not pres ?b) td C)' ctual radiography work performed

ither did he witness ‘sjinterpretation of the ilm, nor
qualified to interpret radiography film. Furthery (©)(7)(C)  lrelated

the document he preparéd had the wrong date of [BX77C)

the surveillance

} Additionally, ®XTXC)

report should have been' [B)7XC)

stated that the wording in the surveillance report was not correct as LES did not have a useable
film viewer or light source (Exhibit 9, pp. 10-21).

{(bX7XC)

During the interview of|(0)(7)(C)

|

the testimony o

Ere o

[ by OL:RII and[(P)(7)XC)  |he confirmed the process as provided durin
Ia g
bY(7MC pertaining to RT of the|(b)(7)(C) |for
(®)7TNC) dvised that the origin of the began

in question. [®7XC) related that NRC

in Birmingham, England, with a company named Form Fabricators, whom were responsible for

the original fabrication of the]®X"XC)
inspectors found some discrepancies among |(

b)7XC)

and after the Condition Report

(CR)|(b){7)C) (Exhibit 8) was written, LES decided to conduct detailed Apparent Cause
Evaluation (ACE). The ACE was conducted in order to determine why the RT x-ray films taken

in

and

E‘wa S ms depicted welds not in compliance with AWS D1.1 (Exhibit 11), Accordin? to

|the ACE conciuded that due to the differences in conclusions of both V<b> 7(C)

depicted welds in compliance with AWS D1.1; however, in[(b)(7)(C) ___ | the

—
p—

(37T

LES, it was unclear whether the welds were acceptable

or not. The ACE concluded thatf®"X©
radiographs in that the techniques appli |
requirements for acceptability of the radiographs that were

28).

'](b' Y7NC) '
| _jrelat
-4

applied incorrect judgment in evaiuating the
(BITC) —~ ~_Jdid not comply with AWS D1.1
being interpreted (Exhibit 10, pp. 8-

ey

lly, he traveled to.‘with(b)m(c) and reviewed the RT

ad that initia

?—ray films from

determination was made |[PX7XC)

{bX7XC)

and they were found to be rejectable under AWS D1.1. Once this
advised that he had [P re-examine the RT x-ray

films from |<b)(7>(c) | [passed b

Case No. 2-201
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OY7HC) |

(b)7)C) _. .

ﬂ(wxc) |V_V%§_DEM§ANEQJJJ_OI:RII and(®"© 1 and confirmed that he was af®7©
__employed by[-- ] [®X7XC) was tasked to review the san -ray films from the
e |(b>(7)(C) I med by [P0 NG

(b)7XNC)_
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that these 14 pieces of

BNC)
film f:&mii.bej(b)(mc) |were all rejectable :
recalled that he then called inf>"(© twho examined the RT x-ray films And iie came to

the same rejectable

nclusion as|>" nd/[®ITXC) Jhen traveled

back to the/ URS/EPDsite mg‘arlsﬁad, New Mexico] and met with{®") Jto discuss the
difference in opinions of the RT x-ray films. |®X7XC)  |dvised that both@M© ___ Jand

[®emie) ai

ntained their differen.Qe_QLQanlQns]in their personal in ions. .
owever [OXNC) related that to his{®*7"©) benefit, it was[®X7C) who had

rejected the RT x-ray fi
(Exhibit 10, pp. 29-41).

claimed
—and\ (b)7 it

Ims from|®X7(C) and brought it to the attenfion o and LES

that in order to settle the difference of opinions betweerﬂ(bm(c)

was decided to acquire an independent third party opinion from a[(b)(7)(C) |

and that was how|

(BYTXC) |Pittsburg, Pennsylvania, ]

was selected allowing)

(b)(7)(C)

ang

(O)(7)(C) both employees of[®X™ o provide their professional opinions.
Accordml bY(7)( related he carri samples fro otheNFl] as well as
HU(C) the1 [ ﬁ -
x-

O

x-ray films in question to} (b)(7)(C)ifor his review and testing of the 14
ray films.} (b)(7)(C) ladvised thaconcluded that the defects were clearly visible

stated that LES made a decision to pull and replace all

and clearly rejectable. KTb)(7)(C) _ c

or and it was decided to go with a different type off(0)(7)(C) | one
Tout the Welas in iddle (Exhibit 10, pp. 42-58).

g m— Y -

radlograph work

via a light source in

& presence of ORIl and[?X™© | [Ermer—_Jonce again concluded that the flaws on
_the radiographs were fusion type elongated discontinuities and were rejected by him
(b)(7)(C) ~KExhibit 12, pp. 7-13).[BXTEC ecalled that during a similar review in

he presence ¢ _f XC)

land [®XN©) t the)EPD Joffice, there existed a distinct

difference of opinion on the call made on the 14 RT x-ray films, with[7) Jdefending
his interpretation as acceptable (Exhibit 12, pp. 20-26). [®)7)C dvised he was
Jruwmm'al—n TONS v

surprised that so many

welds with obyious flaw disco vere deemed

acceptable byl(®7)XC)

review of the weéld toe.

had rejected during the

|
land h%.then began to explain his technical _
7)) confirmed that the RT x-ray films tha%{

BXTIC) [timeframe, when compared to The 14 RT x-ray

films in |®X7XC) }Nere prefty much the same issues with lack of fusion and elongated
discontinuities (ExXRDIT 12, pp. 31-34).

[(b)(?)(C) |~as interviewed by Ol:

. employed byl hind tasked by X7
that he reviewed 14 RT x-ray films in
inion of the 14 RT x-ray films. {&)X7(C)

and read them into the record confirming that this was th  looked at in
(b)(7)(C) that had previously been declared as acceptable by]®X"*!

and related that he was a{®EX7(C)_ |
to review radiography film.[BMOCT ]| dvised

Jwas provided with the 14 RT x-ray films by

L| Q) ,_“ advised the RT x-ray films were rejectable due to the dark linear indications, and

Case No. 2-2011-016
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there was no need to measure as the indications were almost full length. (bX7)C) tated

that he reviewed the 14 RT x-ray films for film type defects and scratches, and it appeared that

there were no problems associated with the actual film (Exhibit 13, pp. 7-13)

Aforementioned in their testimony, both{®X(C) _hnd e _Ireviewed LES
Surveillance Report|®)17)(C) __|(Exhibit 14) pertaining to the seven welds and actually

reviewed the 14 AT xiLay_f_'Ll.ms_Mln_a_ﬁonclusion that all seven welds did not meet acceptable
criteria of AWS D1.1, [®X7XC) advised that he was the [(b)(7)(C) |the

document (Exhibit 14) LES Surveillance report [®)(7)C) (Exhibit 12, p. 23). A review of
(jm)(g%{)éu)_j_d. by OI:RIl reflects thaq (b)(7)C) his name to the document as the|(b)(7)

(bX7XC)

estimony provided to Ol:RIl and revealed he was first contacted by
oy7yc) PO fand asked-would be willing to bottiTeteree various radiological examinations
) of welds, as well as perform metallurgical evaluations of sample welds. [(b)(7)(C) [advised that

i : )

he was asked to render his professional opinion on the welds without kngwledge of wh
going on pertaining to the di?ﬂ.eme_nf opinion [betweerd(b_)(ﬂ@_—glandﬁ(b)_wj‘tﬂa‘ﬁjaxq
QU

advised that once|” " rendered his opinion and report on the RT x-ray films; he
learned that two((b)(7)(C) |were having difference of opinion with one arguing that
discontinuities with the RTx-ray films were rejectable and the other one arguing the RT x-ray
films were not rejectable. dvised thathe was nota[ - -]-and nottrained in RT (b)(7)(C)
film interpretation; however advised that in refarence to thef®X7x©) |

(bX7XC) (Exhibit 17), internal discontinuities

are.present and real.\ (b)(7)(C) jopined that individuals can argue over how the RT film was
interpreted, but once the welds were dissected and examined, the discontinuities were notably
present (Exhibit 15, p. 7, p. 21 and p. 24). ’

[P etated during his interview with OLRIl an that he was an |(°X7)(C)

and went on to explain the levels of competencies of a Level |, Level Il and Level || as follows:
Level 1 is a beginner, Level il a journeyman and Level Il an individual who has to meet certain
prerequisites of education, training, and experience and board certified by the American Society
of Non-Destructive testing J[E0©)  |advised that the radi graphy [of the welds_jn question]
(b)7)Q). . .. was performed.in thef___Jiaboratory by apf®r |- - with hfSUﬂZ@Wefsight and
the actual report was written by nn s, echnical input (Exhibit 16, pp. 6-
12). _

|‘b“7)(°) Sadvised that he performed the raj@%n the|(b)(7)(C) _ jand examined the RT x-

ray films that were addressed in Exhibit 17. indicated that during his examination of

the [P used an x-ray machine and the supplier [Desert] used a radioisotope
[Iridium 1 o explained how different film latitude occurs between those two type
sources. ent on to explain the detailed process and the technical differences

reference to rounded indications or elongated indications. advised that the elongated

indications tha ahse ed in the 14 RT x-ray films were indicative of lack of penetration and
tack of fusion. [**™©  |was shown the/Desertjreport of NDE inspection of welds

ISCLOSURE
FJELD OFRICE DIRECTOR, OFFICE

between the two sources.|(b)(7)(C) |stated that the accepii nce criti ria in AWS D1.1, makes
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(Exhibit 6) reflecting radiography work performed and paperwork submitted by [>*!
andBX7C__Jiconfirmed, based on his examination, that there should have been welds i
identified as rejectable and he disagreed with [G)7)(C) repont (Exhibit 16, pp. 13- 20,
pp. 28-48, and pp. 50-51). o

(XNC) | EPD, was interviewed
y Ol:RII and[PXNC)and advising that EPD recejved a contract by LES to perform
inspections on seven[(b)(7)(C) |in[®X7C) (bX7)C) recalled they were given the
option to perform either ulirasonic testing or radiography testing, and EPD chase to conduct
radiography based on the configuration of the welds. According tg|(b)(7)(C) the EPD shop

traveler of work instructions indicated the use of radiography on th y EPD has
radiographic isotope they contracted the work out to Desert and ™"

Radiographer{(b)(7)(Cland his] B)(7)(C) Desert.

b)(7)}(C | explained that the seven|(b)(7)(C) |were brought to the EPD worksite in

Carlsbad, New Mexico, ang (B)T)C) performed the radiography on the welds.

b)(7)(CY advised tha performed the RT film interpretation and turned 14 RT
x-ray filmg.in with the data package (Exhibits 5 and 6) after declaring the welds acceptable;
however,indicated that the film contained a slight shadow ang called it a
radiographjc shadow, but the RT x-ray films were still accepted./[P)X7XC) _ |advised that

[BXTC _ Jlooked at the RT film, but did not provide any interpretive calls (Exhibit 18, pp. 13-
2).

(BYTXC) related that i

performed ifferent

, LES contacted EPD for similar type radiography to be_
. gTds from a number of [NFI]. Again,|(b)(7)(C)
contracted/Desert and to perform the radiography work on approximately [®)7XC)

eld parts._SubseauentTo the completion of the radiography work > ® ___Jandas he
(B)7XC) and|(®)}(7XC) began looking at the RT x-ray films [(b)(7)(C) _ Jrecalled that in
(b)(7XC) nterpretation of the RT x-ray films he viewed discortinuities in the welds and

e welds were rejected byj|(b)(7)(C) stated that EPD was potified and
ICXNC"Jcame to EPD jobsite with other mdividu F1) and confirmed{(b)}(7)(C)

|
findings.[(®XC)____Jindicated that{fEX<1 — began to question the [(B3(71(C)___Jradiography
process and the earlier process, and that is when EPD pulled the[(b)(7)(C) |

L e R A S I LTI IR T B T R S AT e R T T T R T T U ST R I S T S L R TSI LT D i s BT I8 BT T T

)7 114 RT x-ray films.[(b)(7)(C) _ Jadvised that both {EX7XCy Tlater
refurned to EPD to question[®7ICT______llon his acceptance criteria Tor the(b)(7)(C)
radioaraphy work (Exhibits 5 and 6). @E’J—C_iﬁrecaned that the two[(RDUC) ]
(b)7)(C) iscussed their interpretafions of the 14 RT x-ray films at length before
concluding that they were both right and offered different opinions. {(b)(7)(C) bdvised that as
a result of their difference of opinions, both EPD and }(b)(7)(C) were remaved from the LES

approved suppliers list. Wadvised that after this action by LES, that is when
hanged is opinion and admitted he could have made a human error in his

interpretations of the[PXC)_|RT x-ray films. |[(b)(7)(C) _]was confident that
(S did not intentionally make a bad interpretation, and there was no pressure

applied tol(b)(7)(C) joy EPD to make a erroneous call on the RT x-ray films (Exhibit 18,
pp. 23-29, pp. 34-45).
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R JEPD, was intery Al ang T Jang
S : - o [PXTIC) S
advised that he was not involved in the issue; however, he

recalled that|(b)(7)(C) Fame fo EPD in (b)(?)-a( 00 a Satyrday
morning to look at[(b)(7)(C) |RT films recently taken b recalled

they [[BX7(C) ere exclaiming Row all the welds were bad due to lack
of fusion and they were agreeing with[|EI7)(C) interpretation rejecting the welds

(Exhibit 19, pp. 9-20). ~

was nterviewed by Ol:Rll and{(?)(7)XC) Jand related he was employed by Desert at

the time He,and [BXNC) Jf conducted radiography on the [(b)(7)(C) | welds.
(®TXC) — Jexplained the setup and radiography process advising that he performed all the
radiography work on the welds. elated that he examined the x-ray film for defects
prior to conducting radiography, and.afterwards he performed the development and processing
of the 14 RT x-ray films. tated he examined the RT x-ray films to make sure quality
was acceptable, location markers were in place, density was fine, and pentrometer was properly
located. However,[(b)(7)(C) |advised he would not have performed any interpretation of the 14

RT x-ray films, g@s he was no lified as a[(b)(7)(C]and that task would have been the
responsibility OM ' ﬁ‘b’”’(c’ articulated that he placed the RT x-ray films on the
film reader in the mpbile darkroom for!(b)(7)(C) ﬁo criould not recall
what{EXe did with the 14 RT x-ray films once he [2X7C)___Jieft the darkroom and
did not know if [BX7C) __  hctually completed his interpretation of the14 RT x-ray films.
(b)(7)(C) __|related that he has worked with[®XDTC) —lfortwo years, and considered him to
be a highly intelligent, honest and loyal individual. BX7)___pined that][?X)©) ust

made an honest mistake [in interpreting the RT x-ray films as acceptable] (Exhibit 20, pp.9-16,
pp. 31-42, and p. 55).

‘ timany off 7O ‘l to QLRI and@m‘c’ he advised that h ~

o) _ Desert and aj®XIo) ith over (b)(7)(C)
1 [&0© | advised fhat hie hotds an|
BYTIC)

Additionally fexney
rovided an extensive resume and related he was highly trained and holds certifications from

(BYTHC)
(Exhibits 22 and 23)ENC) Felated he holds their|()X7)(C) |

l(bw;(C; Jin the“area ofj(ex7(C) Exhibit 21,
pp. 7-13).

!l(b)m(c) 'lrecalled that in["" __|EPD recgijved a request from LES to provide NTD
services on some type welds. advised that as an_employee of Desert,
he was under a blanket pyrchase order to provided services as a[®X7C) [EPD, as they -..

_requested. [(BX7)C) related that request came in the form of URS/EPD|®)7XC)

! (b)(7XC) (Exhibit 24).[PX71C) |claimed that there were only four
parts, but they contaimed seven welds. DuringJ®X"©) | evaluation whether the weld

parts could be inspected via AWS D1.1, he reviewed the two methods proposed as ultrasonic or
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radiography. After observing the weld parts

threaded portion to an un-threaded portion. |

degrees, shot a test shot to determine image of acceptability_in the area of interest, 2

— _Jejected ultrasonic testing stating
the surfaces were not flat weld surfaces, there were contact issues, and the welds joined a
then explained the process for AWS
D1.1 wherein he chose radiography over ultrasonic, chose two views at 0 degrees and 90

nd

established required penetramete sensitivity. &0

verbal instructions on how to proceed with radiography. According t

C

conducted the radiography of the welds and processed the films. [2X7XC) related that he
interpreted the 14 RT x-ray films and read the film to qualify it for code and then completed the
Desert reports (Exhibits 5 and 6), before passing everything off to EPD. [[7)© advised
that_leeved and marked the14 RT x-ray films and|®X7(C) Jtook the RT films

to EPD's film interpretation area where he read and interpreted the RT film. Subsequent to this
action, [[®7XC) Foncluded that there were no relevant rejectable indications.

o) [irelated that he has been interpreting film[BXMC)__]and has reviewed

thousands of pieces of film and felt competent to make this call (Exhibit 21, pp. 13- 31).

— — -
EYeaTo Irelated that{®X7)) | who was a quality assurance representative with

LES, was also present at the EPD site due to it being the first time inspection of the
welds. [DNC) showed[®X7X) the setup, how they were going to shoot

~.

i —

radiography and the caiculations of coverage. Further
| QI keviewed the 14 RT x-ray films using a light box at EPD and agreed with his

acceptable conclusion on the welds (Exhibit 21, p. 32).

dvised that he has performed numerous radiography jobs for EPD at the LEg
CTy OF

8MS both fabricated at i 'fite, and that he has rejected n

of hardware for not being to code.|(P)(7)(C)

went on to state that with almos

umerous pieces

BT |of

radiography experience, he could assure OI:Rli that his ethics were not for sale (Exhibit 2T,

p. 35).

JBY7TIC)

dvised in the second get of radiography conducted by EPD in[(p)7)(C)

irelated that he looked at their

®)THC) —Desert, and his assistant (NFI) perfor
radiography of the[PXIC) " Jwelds in question.

and assistants] first shot to determine that they were using the same technique and

everything was still the same as the [P0 fradiography. Oncel[®"©) ]Jcompleted the

radiography job {2X7X<) indicated the RT x-ray films were brought to him for
interpretation and he rejected The welds after his review of the RT x-rays, due to cbvious and

distinct indications of fack of fusion]®X7)C)

dvised that the lack of fusion was pervasive

throughout the parts and severe in his opinion. {®)7
previously with thel(b)(7)(C)

welds had been rejected. Once LES received that pape

(C)

completed similar paperwork as

_|, but this paperwork reflected the [(0Y7Y(C) |
rwork [{bY7)(C] _—ladded tha
®BX7)(C)

lto

TEXICT____Falled and requested that h&|(b)(7)(C) eet with him and
discuss the findings. [®X7)(C) [related it was during that meeting that the [(h\(7\(C) ]
interpretation (Exhibits 5 and 6) had been called into question.[(®)7)C) and
1 ooked at the RT x-ray films side by side [*"° compared to
gg))m RT films] with{{o)(7)(C) claiming the (b)(7X(C) iim showed flaws and
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(O)7TNC)__ . -

(B)7UC)

©TXC) ____Hisputing his claim and stating that he believed there were not Haws in the welds.
However,|(b)(7)(C) related that he began to speculate that maybe he had made a wrong
interpretation and he began to feel open to the possibility that he made the wrong call; but he
still did not believe that he had made a wrong call and those 14 RT x-ray films {®X7©) |

were a lds. Nevertheless,[EX7C) ladvised that he held fo his position
that th;“”m(c’ iwelds were good welds, and the [PX71C) welds that he had rejected
were bad as a result of the degradation of the welding process; therefore,[RX7IC) _lheld to
his position and viewed that j©)X7XC) Lhad also arrived at a reasonable conclusion, but

it was just different from his (Exhibit 21, pp. 36-40, and pp. 40-42).

—

o— -
(0)(7)C) Explained he was told by hat due to the difference of opinions
between him and[(b)(?)(C) LES would be requesting the welds be sectioned to
determine the quality and strength of the welds. However.ﬂ as not aware that
LES had gone-to_"Jfor that examination and he was of the opinion that any weld flaws__
identified during the sectioning process would be a surprise to himﬁ__vl
proclaimed that any possibility that he made:the wrong call on the|(b)(7)(C) welds would
be due in part because all ot the[®X7IC) RT x-ray films were t&jécted by im, and not due
to his re-examination of the|®(7(C) T x-ray films and him changing his interpretation of
the RT x-ray films. Once[/(b)(7)(C) learned that LES had removed EPD and him from the
approved suppliers list he was asked by|®)X7)C) |EPD,
to prepare some type of rational for his decisions. [®)7)(C) [acknowledged that he
prepared that document titled Rationale for RT of |®X7XC) that was unsigned and

undated (Exhibit 25) without any pressure from®*"™ ___br any other individual from EPD.
In his summary of the document,|(bX7)(C) larticulated that he made a human error, at least

the evidence| - |examination] seemed to dictate that fact, but he continued to assert that he
did not observe anything in the|(b}(7)(C) RT x-ray films that he would characterize as a
lack of fusion. {(b)(7)(C) was adamant that he did not miss the indications and they were
detected, but he chose to characterize them as non-relevant due to part geometry and not
relevant indications from a weld flaw (Exhibit 21, pp. 43-53).

{(b}(7)C) proclaimed that he had previously in his career been proven wrong when he was
00 conservative and had rejected welds that after much interpretation had been proven to he a
good weld, but this was the first time he had proven to miss valid weld flaws.]*"(© [
related that he had no reason to question his earlier interpretation of the[®X7X¢) welds
after he rejected the [®)I7XC) welds, because he had no reason to believe that he had not
performed a competent, professional and complete examination of the first 14 RT x-ray films.
When questioned by OL:RIl if he had intentionally tried to deceive or mislead LES or the NRC,
and whether he had committed any wrongdoing on his part [(®X7(C) esponded with a
resounding, “Absolutely not, sir” (Exhibit 21, p. 96). {{®X7XC) admitted that he made a
mistake and that his previous position had been proven erroneous by non-destructive testing,
but his mistake was not negligent (Exhibit 21, pp. 82-98).

On [(BY7YC) H[®X7)C) _] URENCO/LES, Eunice, New
Mexico, sent the original 14 RT x-ray films via courier,[®X7XC) JURENCO/LES, to Dallas
Fort Worth (DFW) airport, Dallas, Texas, to meet with OL:RII and hand deliver the RT x-ray films
NOT\OR PUB
FIELD OF |

)
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. (b)7)C)

for use in the ongoing investigation. The same original RT films were returned to on
|‘b"7’(c’ who picked them up from OL:RIV office in Arlington, Texas. Subsequently,
ad the orgina

Il 14 RT x-ray films photocopied (Exhibit 26) and placed on a disk.

In summary, film interpretation of RT x-ray film is subjective in nature and is based on ones

technical experience, training and education in this area. As applied toa highly

trained and experienced |(b)<7)<°) he evaluated the subject RT x-ray film in concurrence with

AWS D1.1 procedures, a fll characterized one examination of welds as acceptable and
yet six months later characterized a separate but similar examination of welds as rejectable.
However, to his credit[(0)(7)(C) original acceptable interpretation of the 14 RT x-ray films
for the|®©) [welds in[®)7X<) was only called into dispute when he
rejected simila bX7HC) jelds in |<b><7)(0) LES conducted private testing and definitively
concluded that[(b)(7)(C) . |interpretation of the[®7)(C) welds was flawed subsequent

sectioning of those welds. The LES process of having their in_house
e _evaluate the|(b)(7)(C) | welds against the |(P)(7)(C) welds proved
strumental in bringing the [°X weld issue to a head and forcing the independent

evaluation by[D o7 Jacknowledged that he had seen the indications during his
interpretation of the HT x-ray films but characterized them as non-relevant, while reluctantly

* admitting that he made a human judgment error. Since the[PXC) | welds had been
manufactured by Form Fabricators, Birmingham, England, and not by LES, and even had the
welds been manufactured by LES, investigative efforts identified no motivation for
[BXTCI_—Tto elect to intentionally and erroneously accept the bad welds

when he would later reject the[[)7)(C) _ |welds. Although the testimony of{®X7C)
and®X"Xc) reflected different accounts reTardin%(bx?)(C) being present at

the LES site_durin (bY7)(C radiography in [)("(©) there was no evidence to
support tha " : fomn i improprieties or received any gains by incorrectly
interpreting the RT films in

Conclusion

_Based on the evidence developed, this investigation did not substantiate the allegation that

[(b)(7)(C) Desert Industrial x-ray
‘L. P. (Desert) radiographer performing contract work for LES willfully provided incomplete and
inaccurate information pertaining to radiographic examination reports,
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Description

Investigation Status Record, Ol Case 2-2011-016, dated December 8,
2010 (2 pp).

ARB Briefing Sheet and Allegation Report, dated December 7, 2010,
(3 pp)-

Results of Interview wit I dated February 16, 2011 (4 pp).
Transcript of Interview witlﬂ(b)m(c) dated March 24, 2011 (24 pp).
URS Washington Division, Enqi P ts Divisi D

Carlsbad, New Mexico; [V
o T

Desert Industrial X-Ray, L.P., Carisbad, New Mexicof_l(bm(c) |
[BXTXC) 1 p).
— -

LES Surveillance Report|(P)(7)(C) from {(PX7)(C) , datedJ
ENNC) [2 pp).

LES Condition Report (CR)/|*""*© - \
(16 pp). -7

I )
Transcript of Interview witrzl(b)ﬂxc) __Jldated March 24, 2011
(30 pp). '
. . .. [EIC)

Transcript of Interview with. dated January 12, 2011 (68 pp).
LES Detailed Apparent Cause Evaluation (ACE) ofgl(b)('/)(c) Z
undated (58 pp).

Transcript of Interview wnth BITIC) dated January 25, 2011
(24 pp). -

Transcript of Interview wndated January 12, 2011

(17 pp).

LES Surveillance,Report #(by(7) fromZ( X7)C) dated
i<bx7 ©) (2 pp).
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15 Transcript of Interview with dated January 11, 2011 (26 pp).
16 Transcript of Interview with| " |dated January 11, 2011 (66 pp).

BYTHC) '
17 October 29, 2010 (59 pp).
18 Transcript of Interview with dated January 27, 2011 (48 pp).
19 Transcript of Interview with L‘b’”’(c) dated January 27, 2011

(23 pp). -

, _ . [®X™©) /

20 Transcript of Interview with dated January 27, 2011 (56 pp).
21 Transcript of Interview with d(b)m(c’ dated January 27, 2011

(104 pp).

: P, ‘<b)(7)'<——|0) -

22 Industrial Certifications held by .various dates (1 pp).
23 Resume and training certificates held by J®X7)(C) various dates

(25 pp). B

“{[BYTNC) ‘
24 URS/EPD Purchase order: (15 pp).
{B)7HC) ]

25 Written correspondence prepared by :’explaining his

rational on the [®X(7)C) x-ray interpretations, ufdated (2 pp).

BI7)C)

26 Letter from LES showing OIl:RIl taking posséession of the 14

RT films for invesligative purposes, dated January 20, 2011 (35 pp).
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