ENCL' RE 1 CASE Mo, 1-83-006

V\c‘q TR U AT R AT A SRR YRS
q" ' uo""s"' “'u":\a
United States E@é
Nuclear Regulatory Commission N, e

.

- Report of Investigation

Radiation Technology, Incomporated:

Determining the Veracity of Statements Made by
Licensee Management

. Office of Investigations

‘ Reported by Ol Ri

e 5008310056 900720 __,,))mf )/

o1 RS
:'-Q"\‘ 3*?’ *3"02«» -«-»-RNU-—

" o & . ———— T Y u—
B 2 T T
'\.‘&. p— St L Ae) e




B R T Ty o T 3 T (e p—

Tivie: RADIATION TECHNOLOGY,

INCORPORATED:

DETERMINING THE VERACITY OF STATEMENTS MADE BY LICENSECL MANAGEMENT

Licensee:

Pedjation Technology,
108 Lake Denmerk Road
Rockawzy, New Jersey CTE€E

‘ncorporated

bocket No,: 03C-L7Gge

Reporticd by:

/

EFRest 7. Wi Scr, TnveissLeior

(ffice of Imvesticaticrs
Field Cffice, Regror !

farticipating Personnei;
Richare A, Matakss, &r,

Office of lrvestigatices
Fiele Gffice, Fecron |

Investicator

tdward A, Fitagerald, Irvestigator
Office of Investigeticrs
Fielg 0ffice, Recion !

Case No,: 1-B9-006

Report Date: December 21, 1989

Control Qffice: O01:f!

Stetus: CLOSED

Reviewed by:

s v\ W
Chester ¥, White, [Trector
Office of investigations
Field Office, Region !

Approv@d;ty: 7

' /

/’\ ,' /
{;/1,;‘iv/u/ “'/ifgfi2?¢¢%¢’

fern B, Fayes, Uirgctor /
Office ¢f .nvestigat\ont

WARNING

The (%iachec cocurent/rercrt has not been reviewed pursuant to
10 CFR § ¢.760(a) everptions nor has any exerpt materia) been

de'vted, [0 not €S

semirate or dissuss 1%s contents cutsige NPC,

Treat és “LFFICYII”Utf ORLY.™

R T ST S IR TN TR TN W

Copy __ of



PR PRI NSV R NN

i

SYNOPSIS

Based upor ¢ written reauest dated May 2, 1989, from the Regiora)
Administrator, Region 1, the Office of Investigations (01) was requested to
determine: (1) the veracity of statements made by licensee management,
particularly the Radiation Safety Officer (RSO), at an Enforcement Conference
(EC) held on April 26, 1988; (2) if licensee management, including the RSO,
had prior knowledce that the irradiator cell access control device (door lock
mechanism) was not properly functioning before being discovered during @
Yicencee interna) audit on February 13, 1G9, and (3) 1f the {rradiator
opgrators had ever ceined access to the irradiator celi without use of the
required access key and, if so, whether management was aware of such events,

Padiation Technology, !nc. (RT1), Rockaway, New Jersey, which now does
husiness as Process Technology North Jersey, 1s licersed by the Nuclear
Feaulatory Conmission (NRC) to perferta irradiation activities using Cobalt 60
at its facility in Rockaway, New Jersey. The cobalt-60 s stored in the
irradiater pool in the ce') area. The cell area 15 eccessible by only one
rears, throuch the ce'l reze personrel access doory which by requlation, must
te equipped with certain control ard safety devices that create positive
control over each individual entry, Further, license conditions mandate
licernsee respursibility for the actions of its emplcyees; that the Chief
Executive Officer (CEQ)/President run the corporation 1n a safe merner; and
that the FSC ensure full complierce with all elements of the radiation
protection pregram, a portion of which irvolves thre proper furctionine of the
cel)l maze access door.,

L safety irspection coreucted by the NRC on March 21 and 23, 1989, resulted in
the documentation of 10 “spparent violations," 2 of which were pertinent to
this O1 investigation: the failure tg maintain high radiation area entry
control device |perscrne) access door) in accordance with regulatiors; and the
failure of the RSO to perform assigred duties in accordance with license
corditions., As pere of this irspection, C! assistec in the interview of one
irraciater operazor (Operater No, 1) on Aoril 11, 1885, which gleaned
information to the effect that the RSO had been previously informec that the
access docr 10 the cell could te cpened without using the reduirec latch key,
even though it was considerec locked, Operator No, 1 indicated that he told
the RS0 that two other operators (Uperatcrs No, 2 and No, 3) had entered the
door ir this manner, contrary to the design of the access control gevice
syster, Operator No, 1 subsequently admitted that his original information
was, in part, false, in that Operators No. 2 and Mo, 2 actually entered the
cell by climbing through an opening above the access door,

An EC wzs conducted on Apri) 26, 1989, wherein RTI management, in the persons
of the CEOQ/Presicert, two Vice Fresidents, and the RS0, denied or failed to
acknowledge in response to NRC questions, that they pessessed any informaticen
or knowledge that the irradiator cell had been entered by persons without use
of the required key, Also, the RSC fnformed the NPC that an exchange of the
frradiator console and cell start-up key switches never tock place, which was
certrary te vhat had beer reported by Cperator ho. 1.

Testimer el an¢ docurentary evidence acquirec curing this investigétion
determired that Operator No, 1 €ic force the access door open without the use
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of the required key et least once prior to an internal sudit on February 13,
1660, and that Operator No. 1 fnformed the KSO and plant superintendent of the
ircident during the week preceding the audit, The eudit resulted {in the
chutdown of the irradiator by the RSO and the installation of & similar door
knob sssembly, The RSO was further informed by Operator No, 1 before the
audit that the door knob latun assembly was loose, that the {nside door knob
was damaged from apparently being slammed against the maze wall, and that
Cperator No. 1 gained entry by forcing the ?ooseneo knob and pushing open the
door.

The RSO testified that he was told hy Operator No, 1 on at least two occasions
prior to the February 13 audit, that he (Cperator No, 1) had forcec open the
aclese door due to the looseness of the latch assembly, Mowever, on eech of
these two occasions, the RSO testified that he and Operator Ko, 1 tightened
the knob latch assembly, and that they were both satisfied that the door lateh
worked properly and prevented personnel from gaining access to the cell,
Adoitional testinony by Operator No, 1 irdicated that the door knod assembly
continueg to intermittently lcosen appreximately three more times (without
eniry being nuce fnto the cell), and that, these fnstances were e180 reported
ta the P50 before the aydit, The RSO testified that the cperator, on one of
these cccasions, reported the camage to the ingside knob, however, the k$0
admittee that ne dic not, as he should have, inspect the door to witness the
reported da=ace. The kS0 ¢lsc testifiec that he provided “wrong" information
at the £C wher he stated that he was not eware of the damage to the inside
door knod unta) Februery 13th,

Testironial erd documentary evidence ¢athered during this investigation also
disclosec that Operators No, 2 and No, 3 gained access to the irradfator cel)
by climbing cver the locked access dour and aropring down into the cell maze
because they had left the frradiator key inside the cell, The RSO testified
he wis eware of thete evants priyor to the £C and “definitely” discussed the
metter with the Vice fresicent of Operations/Engireering, whe also attended
the EC.

The RSO testifieg that ar MRC question of whether RTI managerent had any
knowlecse or informatior of individuals gaining keyless access to the cell was
ashew ot the £0. The RSC reacily acknow edged that he angwered "No" to that
auestion, even though he had been infcrmed of such entries., However, the RSO
vestified that he assumed the NRC was well awere of Operator No, 1 being able
2o force the door oper prior to the internal audit and his "No" answer was to
keyless entrigs cther thar what the NRC was alrealy éware of., The kSO statec
he did not report Lhe climbing methed of keyless entries, becduse "they never
came to mind," since de considered the focus of the NRC cquestions to be on the
door knob Yatch mechanism and the possibility of forced entries, The RSO said
he did provide inaccurate information ("a wrong answer, 2 ouess") to questions
regaréing the computer printout records of the irradiator, which RT] relied on
at the EC to confirm their claim that they were unaware of forced entries
throuck the cell access door, He subsequently correctec this erronecus
inforration *r 3 letter tc NRC,

The Vice Fresidert ¢f Cuality »ttended the €C and testified during this
investication that he was told by Operatcr Ko, 1, pricr to the February 13
audit. that the eccess door would "probabiy open" 1f forced due to the damage,
The Vice Presicent of Ouality said he ¢id not reveal this at the EC, because



he was net sure f the cperator had actually been able to cpen the door by
usine force, Acoitionally, he stated he was aware of one of the climbing
incicents, dut @id not mention 1t at the EC as @ keyless entry, because the
focus of the £C was on he possible violation of the safety {nterlocks,

The Vice Fresicent of Operations/Engineering attended the EC and Inftielly
testified curing this fnvestipation, 85 he had at the EC, that he was not
aware of any keyless forced entries or other keyless enmtry incidents prior to
the EC, However, during @ subsequent O fnterview, he admitted that he had
been to1¢ by Operator Ko. 1, two days before the £C, that Operator No, 1 had
forced open the accese door without using the vey prior to the internal aucit
(February i3th), Additionally, notes in the Vice President's own handwriting
corroborote this fact, The Vice President claimed that he had made an "honest
mistake" snd had forgutten about this fact at the EC and during his tirst Ol
interview, 1t was determined, however, that thigs Vice President was sent @
copy of an interre) memorandum, cated two cays prior to the EC, regarding the
glinting incidents,

the CEC/fresidert wes it attencence at the April 06, 1988, EC and testified
during the irvestigetion that he was not aware cf any veyless entries of the
cel) door until after the EC, He maintained \hat he did not become sware of
kevless entries until May 1989, despite two memoranda, dated April 17 and
April 28, 1685, which were routed to the CEO, depicting cne forced entry and
the climping ircidents respectively, The April 17 rmemorsndum was prepared for
the CEO bv the RSO, at menzgemente direction, which the KSO telieves came from
the Vice Tresident of Cperaticns/Engineering,

The BRSO testified that he provided & "wrong" answer curing the EC to the
auestion ot whether or ret the exchenge of the corsole key switch for the cell
ctartsup owitch ever tock place, ke stated at the EC that the exchange ¢i¢
net occur. Heweoor, the RSO ca1d ne later learned thet it had occyrred and
rememberes that ne Fad known aboyt 1t at the time it took place, The RSC caid
he did not recollect the exchange while at the EC,

Based vpon the teetimonie) end oocumentary evidence acquired curing this
ipvestication, 11 18 corcluded that the licensee, acting with careless
cisregere for reguleticrs, vicieted the requirements of L0 (PR 20,203 by
s)lowine 1t to be possitlie for thnree separate cperators to gain keyless access
te the irradiztor cel) by fereing the "locked" docr cpen and by ciimbing over
the cell door curing the period of September 1988 to February 13, 1989,
Furthermore, it 18 corcluded that the RSO and plant superintendent acted with
careless disregarg for regulations and safety (10 CFR 20,203) by allowing
{rradiation cperations to continye with a less than fully functional door lock
mechanism,

1% §s a1so concluded, based on testimonial and documentary evidence, that the
CE0/Fresident; tre Vice President of Operations/Engineering; the Vice
Presicent of Quality; and the BSO acted with careless disregard and violated
'0 CFR 30.5 when they denfed or failed to acknowledge at the EC that they had
any know'edge or infurmation ccrcernin? keyless entries of the cell door.
Also, tarcentie] tu she specific denfal of the RSO, 4s the RSQ'S agrission
during this irvestigaticn that he provided inaccurate informetion ("2 wrong
staterent, 8 ouees' | at the EC when he told ARC that the computer shows “"all
entries” of the cell door, recardless of whether the source s up {urnshielded)

o
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

furpose of lnvestigation

Based upor & written recuest from Killiam T, RUSSELL, Regional Administrator,
Nuclear Reguiatory Commission (NRC), Re?\on 1, Xing of Prussia, Fennsylvania,
dated May g. 1989, the Office of Investigations (01), was requested to
determine: (1) the veracity of statements nade by licensee management,
particylarly the Radiation Safety Officer (RSO), at an Enforcement Conference
(EC) held on April) 26, 1988; (2) 1f Vicensee management, including the RSO,
hag prior knowiedge that the irradiator cell access control device (door lock
mechanism) was not properly functioning before being discovered during an
internal licersee audit; ana (3) 1f the irradiator cperators had ever gained
access 1o the irracdiator cell without use of the required access Yey and, if
$0, whether management was dware of such events, The request for
investigation is Exhibit 1,

Background

Radiation Technulogy Incorporated (RTI), kockaway, New Jersey, now coing
businese as Process Technology North Jersey, is licensed (Exhibit 2) by the
NRC to perfurm irracdiation activities at the Morth Jersey facility lccated at
108 Lake Denmark koed, Rockaway, New Jersey., License No, ¢9-13613.0?
authorizes RT] to use, receive, acquire, possess, eno transfer various
byproduct materials as Yisted in the )icense, including Cobalt-60, which is
used for service irradiation in the RT] mode! 2101 lrracdiator and stored in
the irrediator cco) in the ce’) area, The cell 1s accessible by only ore
means, through tre cell maze personnel access door (cell door), which is
recuired to be eauipped with various control and safaoty devices in accordance
with Title 10 of the Coce of Federal Regulatiors (CFR), License concitions
also mancate that the licensee be responsible for the conduct of the
irradiater program ard the actions of employees; the Chief Executive Officer
(CEQ), President e resporsible for rurring the corpcration ir 2 safe manner in
full corplience with regulsticons; and the kSO be responsible for ensuring full
compliance with a1l elements of the radiation protection program for the plant
‘Exnibit 3, ar ercerpt ‘rum license Condition 2€, Amendment letter datec
Cecember 12, 1988, part 10,1.),

During an NRC Routine Safety Inspection, conducted on March 21 and 23, 1989
(Exhibit €, inspection Report No, 030-07022/89-001), NPC Inspector Marlene J,
TAYLOR foun¢ 10 apparent viclations, ¢ of which were pertinenrt to this
investigation: the alleged failure to maintain high radiation area entry
control device in accordance with 10 CFR 20,202, and al1eged failure of the
RSO tc perform assigned duties as represented by License Condition 26, supra.

Incluced in the NRC fnspection was an interview with PTl {rradiator operator,
Michee! A, AYRES, conducted by the reporting Investigator and M, TAYLOR on
Apri) 11, 1989 (Exhibit 5). The interview cleaned inforration to the effect
that the RSO of RTI had previously been informed by AYRES that the cell door,
curing 8 specific period of time, though consicered locked, could be opered
without use of the reouired key and, in fact, had been entered in such &
fashicr by irradistor operators,



k notice of the £C, dated Aprid 17, 1588, was sent 10 K11 ang indicated thot
the fatlure of the Yock mechantsm on the cell door would be & topic of
giscussion (Eanidit 6),

At the EC held at MBC, Region 1, on April cb, 1589, RT] menagement wes ssked
cevera) times ¢f they hag ary informatior that {ndicated that the frradfater
cel) hac teen entered by persons without use of the required key, In
response, RT] maragement ceried or failed to acknowiedge that they possessed
any information or knowledce of such an event, B oreport of the €0 was
prepared by M, TAYLOR (Exhibit 7).

vritfa) Irterview of Michael A, AYKES (Operator No, 1)
.

AYRES, Shift Supervisor/Trreciator Cperater. RTI, was interviewed Dy the
r.:‘of‘ﬂn "hy';{ipetof and v. T‘\VLORQ on AP‘-“ 11| ‘9?9. 1" ‘EC‘O\W]. Ne'
Jersey (8xh1b1t 6), AYKES was notified that tae interview would center ¢n NRC
cancerns irvelving the reported relfunctioning door knod ¢n the perscnnel
sccess oour to the trregiator cell, as well eg FT1's procedures to ded) with
cave, AYRES gxpiatned the following thronvlagy «f events regarding the coor
bnob

Me reported thet, in about late January 1588, he feung that the door knob on
the access copr hag becone “@ Yittle loose,” and 11 fgnored, he thought it
night continue to loosern 10 the point ¢f becoming "useless." AYRES reported
that within five mirutes or o, *e personally went to the PSO, John RUSSEN,
sr¢ reported the lcoseness of the doce krob, AYRES atso recalled personslly
pdvisirg the Flant Superirtencent, John SINGLETON, of the prodlem 2t or about
the sime time, AYHIS disclcosed that he ane RUSSEN irmediately went to the
sccess door, shere RUSSEN Lsed 3 screwdriver to tighten the screws in the face
slate which accomplisred the gee) of securing the knod, AYRES indicated that
ehg problen wes solved ane the goor knot functionec properly, The Yoosenin

+f the kmck cccurred acain @ few €eys to 8 weel later on AYRES' shifg, Avn?s
reported that he agatr notifiec SINGLETON in person by ingicating to him that
“ive knoL was Jccse and reccec tightering acain," to which AYRES recalled
SINGLETON reterting, "not agein!’ AYRES tnen notified RUSSEM cirectly ar¢
hev proceeded to tighten the ccor knob, tFis time by secyring the inner
corews of the Yateh mechanism, AYRES, RUSSEN, ang SINGLETUN agreec thal the
Lreb wes once agayn functicra)l and ne further corrective acticn was warranted,
accerding to AYRES,

BYFES recalled trat this Yoosering and tightening scenario occurred one or twe
agoitiona) times (making a tota! of three or four occurrences) between the fth
and 13th of February; he reczlled bein? told to "fix it" or “hendle 1t" by
RUSSEN pfter the first two times. AYRES stressed that if he thought 1t was @
safety concern, which he gid rat, he would have called the KRC, Mowever,
AYPES stated that the interlock system cunsisting of the electronic key Tatch,
the top portion of the access <oor (microsmitch), and the cell key switch were
211 cperating properly anc, as he considered §t, were independent of the door
knob,

8 disc'riee that cduring RT1's drternal aucit of Februery 13, 1688, the
President of Ouelity, Paul SHAPIRC, ir a contrelled test, was able to

cefuily push cpen the sccess cogr without using the irraciator key due to
e looseress of the deor krob latch; however, the backup access contrel
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gystem worked properly and the source immediately dropped into Lhe shielded
position, AYRES erplained that repeatedly tightening the screws in the door
bnob must have resylted {n greater fatigue and loosening of the screws on each
oceasion until the 13th, AYRES noted that when RUSSEN observed this
sccyurrence on the 13th, he (RUSSEN) {mmediately orcered the frrediztor shut
down unti] the door knob was replaced, The frradfator remained shut down for
twec to three hours while the neéw door knob was installed.

AYRES opined that ransgement ¢id not willfully permit cperation of the
irradiator while knowing that the door krob latch was inopersble, AYRES
grated that, at the very worst, the door still functioned at least
internittentiy, AYRES dic not velieve KUSSEN was awere of the door failing to
securely latch on pccasion Jrtil the 13t of February, AYRES stated that he
41d not erticulate to RUSSEN or SINGLETON the extent of the problem or the
petentia) seriousness of the door kned malfunction, AYRES admitted it was his
(AYRES') responsibiiity 0 handle the problem and document the facts, AYRES
also admitied that he ferled to document the incidents., AYRES precominstely
bYimed the incident on riscommunications between himself, SINGLETON, and
BUSSEN, AYFES stated thet, 1O his krewledge, none of the other shify
CRePalOrs porrted out the ceteriorating door knck latch to RUSSEN or other RT!
officiels,

LYRES reperted thet, efter the brob was repleced, PUSSEN instructed him tO
rabe any future protlers krown imnediately and to indicate Just how sericus
thev could be, AYKES noted. however, that contrary to RUSSEN's desire for
incredses comrunicaticrs, CINGLETCN hag tol¢ him in the past rever te
volunteer informatior to the NPC. AVKES explaired thet this comment was made
to him "3 while back" recarding inspections of PT! in general and was not made
vr any forme' renner oF 1 referense t¢ any specific incioent; he ¢could not be
more detailed &5 to when this sccurred., AYRES continuec that SINGLETON said
thet "the inspecior would fing things irn the Yogs ar wdy anc there was no need
1o volyrteer information,”

LvPES cisclosed trat after the ARC irspection he heard from ynreca)led sources
at K71, that while the dcor &ncd rectenism was intermttently malfunctioning,
two onerators dctually Teft their reter and irradiator key in the cell maze on
conarate octasions, RYRES seligves the two cperators were Cave SHITH and
Robery REIM, AYFES heard tFrey these individuals were adble to re-enter the
Yocked access door by forcing the locsened knob in order to retrieve the
irradiator key/meter, AYRES statec that, even theugh it was after the fact,
ne irreciately repcrted these cccurrences to RUSSEN, but he was not privy to
what, 1f any, action was taler, AYRES never confronted SMITH or KEIM with
this infurmation,

Finally, AYRES discicsed that he was called at home cn April 11, 1889, as the
result of & malfunction of the cell irradiator key switch, AYRES explained
that the irrediator had been shut dewn because portions of the cell key switch
mechanise had apparently been destroyed by radiation and the switch rendered
useless, A spare cell hey switch mechanism ha¢ to be installed prior to
resterting irraciation processing, AYRES also reported that later the same
¢ay he attended 3 reeting thet lested ] 1/2 heurs wherein routine shutdown
procedures were discussec, AYRES roted that the meeiing was set up as part of
an NRT requirement to held periodic meetings, Fast RTI protlems and the
recyltert attorney's fees exrenced were mentioned hy RUSSEN, AYRES reported

u
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that the kSO implored the persornel at the meeting to remain {n compliance
with the NRC, acdiro that "if KT1 got a mejor fine, 1t would wipe us out."

Acouisition of BT] Internal Audit Document

M, TAYLOR provided the reporting lnvestigator with & copy of the resylts of
the RT] tnterza) aucit, dated February 14, 1589, signed by SKAPIRC, Vice
President. The sudit states, "The cell door was able to be opened without the
key, thus regating the safety intertock® “Exhibit 8).

Interview with N&C Officiels

M* TAYLOR was finterviewed on May 1%, 1989 (Exhibit 8), The interview was
congucted in order to obtain factual insight to the exchange of information
that tock place at the R1I EC,

b, TAYLOR acknowledged that she conducted the inspection of Ril that resulted
in the £C. M, TAYLCR opined thet RT] maragerent, particularly the RSO,
§USSEN, a3 well s tre vice Presicent of Operations/Engineering,

Cneutase ATAKLIS, rece at lesast two false crel siatemerts ot thy £C,

M. TAYLOR ewpleined that the two apparent false statements stem trom the
comparison of informaticn from the £C to that provided by one of the four RT!
irracdiztur operascre (AYRES) during and after the NRC inspection of

Varch 21 ang 23, 1989, ¥, TAYLOR reported trat at the EC RUSSEN ac/ised ir
e hgtance tlat he (RUSSEN) was not eware of any fré¢ividuals entering the cel
pece without using the irracdiator key curing the pericd of tre malfunctioning
door knot ‘etch mecharism (approximately February 5 = 13, 1989) . M, TAYLOR
furtner recelled trat VARAKLIS advised at the EC that RT] computer records
from Cecerner &, 986, forvwerd showed ne 1041CaLICRS that any person gainec
access to the cell marc without uvsing the apprepriate key, ther RT]
riragement personnel at tre EC, name'y cohn SCahesL 108, Presicent/CEC ane
ewg0]pC, Vice Presicent of Cuality offerec ‘ittle or ne response relative to
the computer records,

M. TAYLOR roted that NPC's Malcolm ANAFF, [irector cf the Divisicn of
Fadiatior Sefesty anrg Se‘ecuards (DPSS), Regior ', asked fer confirmation, at
Yeast twice ¢! the EC, tret the Computer recorcs weuld in fast show all
entries inte the cell maze; BUSSEN and VARAKLIS respcrced in the affirmative.

INVESTIGATOR'S NCTE: AYRES, on April 11, 1586, advisec that RUSSEN was
cerbe)ly rade aware of two keyless entries of the cell maze tefore
April 11 (Exhibit §),

M. OTAYLOR disclosed that the cther apparent false statement at the £C was made
by RUSSEN in response to her inquiry regarding the cell key switch and an
additiora) prodblems associated therewith, W, TAYLOR reported that she asked
RUSSEN directly if there were “any more problems® with the key switch ("more"
reaning sdditional to that found in the March 21 and 23 inspection),

M. TAYLOP stated that RUSSEN arswered, "no," thet there were no more problems,
M. TAYLOR said she ¢id not pursue the matter, M. TAYLOR noted that RUSSEN'S
regasive resporse 15 1n direct cenflict vith information provided by AYRES,
Which was witnessed by the reporting Investigator, Also, this key switch
grotier énd the fact that RUSSER was notified is docurented in the KTl
operator's loe fer
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April 11, 1885, which was copied at RT| by M, TAYLOR en May &, 1989, ind
provided to 01 (Exhibit 10),

Aégitionally, M. TAYLOP reported that at the €C RUSSEN said an exchange of the
irraciator cell key switch with the console key switch rever took place, She
added that this 1s also contrary to what AYRES reported to her during the
March Tnspection (Exhibit 4),

M, TAYLOR explairec that 1f threse statemerts were in fact false, at the very
least, the NRC would no longer have cunfidence in the RSO, M, TAYLOR advised
vhat 1f RT] meragement knew of entries into the cell maze while the door knod
Tatch was malfunctioning and cortinued frradiation operations nonetheless,
they would heve been in direct, willful violation of NRC regulations and
subject to severe enforcement penalties,

M. TAYLOR reported that RT] menagement wes instructed by NRC officials at the
£C of the purpose of the ccnference anc that attention to devei) and full
complience was expected of them, M, TAYLOR opined that RT] was on clear
retice that MEC would e relying on statements mece at the EC,

WNAPP was interviewec at NRC, Regiom | on May 15, 1969 (Exhitit 11), FNAFP
«a$ questioned regarcing the EC with RT1 and acknowledgec his participation,

INAPP repsrtec that at the EC RT! officrals, particularly tte kSO, claimed
they vere not knov'edceable of any perscnnel gatning heyless access to the
irracrator cell meze, They a'st claimed thet they "knew" thet no person had
entered the cel! by forcing the door without using the key because YARAKLIS
ane RUSSEN persond))y reviewed records, inclucing computer printovt records of
cel) entries, which gave ro indiceticn of forcible entry, KAAPF said he
pursued the metter of the computer records with PUSSEN and VARAKLIS at the EC
since, if whet they stated wes accurate anc true, the computer recorus would
be & screntific way to prove or ¢ispreve whether the cell ma2e hao teen
forcidbly entered. haciticnally, RT1's contention that “no one was sble to
erier the cel) ceor witheut using ihe bev until February 13, (069" (the de)
the door knob mechanisy malfunctioned and pervitted access durine a controllec
test conduttcs curng the P11 audit}, cuyld also be verified, FKNAPP statec
trat he twice asked for corfirmatior ot the EC thet the corpuier recorct
showed 31! entries ¢f the cel) reze goor anc KNAPP noted trat both RUSSEN and
VARAKLIT Trally contirmed that the “computer will record ary entry, ét any
time, d3y or night,”

KNAPP reported, however, that on May 8, 1589, he received a letter

(Exhibit 15) from the RSO which indicated that the computer did not, as
previously stated, printout ce)) maze docr entries while the source was in the
shielded ?down) position, KNAPP caid the letter went on to indicate that
RT1's response to questions at the EC relative to the computer printout data
were not valid,

ANAPP stated thet PT1 had relied heavily upon the computer records at the EC
a¢ proof positive that no individua) had aained access to the cell by forcing
\he door open witheut using the kev and un RUSSEN's claim ¢f being unaware of
any inforration invelving entry of the maze ir this manner, KNAPP expressed
cercern about ihe compesency and integrity of the PSO, especially in light of
one operator's claim that the RSO was notified, albeit after the fect and

>
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subtequert ¢ the door knod replacement, that two persons had gained access to
the cell by forcing the door upen, KNAPP said that regardless of how hig
avestiens sere interpreted by RUSSEN at the €C, 1f, fn fact, two forced or
ctherwise inappropriate ertries were reported to RUSSEN, RUSTEN ¢hould have
mentioned that at the EC,

KHAPP advised that if it i3 cetermined that KTl management, especislly RUSSEN,
wa$ 2ware that entries into the cell by forcing the door had occurred during
the perivé of the intermittertly maifunctioning door knob latch and permitted
operaticns 1o cortinue, then KNAPP would move to revcke or at least suspend
the icense of RTI. KNAPP opined that {f RUSSEN was aware of the two entries,
s alleged, but didn't fing out about them until after the fact, 1.e., after
the door had been repadred on February 13, 1989, or even after the NRC
ingpection, RUSSEN sti)) should have mentioned this at the €C in response to
suesticns posed by KNAPP, KNAPP explained that RUSSEN aot providing that
{nformation at the €C creates serious doubis about his creaibility s RSO,
ENAPP stated Lhet RT] maregement should not be withholding information and
should not be making staterents of any kind, orsl or written, that they are
nsure ¢f when thev riie them (&.6.. the computer recorcs statement, supra).

PNEPP relateo thet at the teginning of the €C RT! managerent was clearly
instructed by him as te the importance of the £C and how seriously the NPC
vabcs these con‘erences, TLAFF opine¢ that the RT! EC attencees were on
natice that NRC would te relving on statemerts made at the EC,

NAPE resteted that Pis main cencern was the resolution of the cell raze door
preblem and tre conflicting informaticn gathered to date,

sanigl . MOLGDY, Enforcerent Officer, "RC, Fegion 1, was irterviewed on
vay 18, 1588 (Exhibit 11, HOLOCY we¢ cuestionec regardine s recollection
of staterents mace by PT! manacerent officials during the tC,

WOLODY recallec trat cne purpose of the €C was to discuss the irradiator cell
d00r Arcs mecharssr wrach, curirs ar RTI internal aucit, melfyncticned and
perrittes the ¢oor 1o be forcec cpen without use of the resuired key, ks
<OLODY recelled, RTI c“ficials were asked atout their ircwledge of the door
Lnob peing @ rretler prior to the internal auait and whether any 1ndividual
was able to gair eccess t¢ tre cell male "without using the required key,"
HOLODY advised that PT1 managerent, fncluding RUSSEN, “latly denied having any
knewledae of the maifunctioning door knobelatch being & problem untyl
February 13, 1989, anc specifically denied having knowledce of persorrel
entries 10 the cell maze without use of the key., HOLUDY reported that RT1
ranagerent, particularly RUSSEN, advised that three (3) sets of records for
the rericd, December £, 1388, to March 1988, were reviewed and did not
inccate that anyone had gained access to the cell meze without using the
irrediator key,

ROLODY stated that f 3¢ is estab)ished that answers proviced at the EC by the
2SO and other RTI officiels were less than truthful, ang cetermined that the
statement’s) are materis) to issues that arose as @ result of the NRC
irspectivr, then, at & minimur, sigirficant enforcement éciion agairel K11
and/or the PSO would be censicderec,
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Examination of RT] Operations Reccrds on May €, 1569

‘he reporting Inves\rsa!or and ¥, TAYLOR reviewed pertinent records of k1]
(Eahidit 13) in an effory to substantiate or refute certain representations
nace by R11 offfcials at the £C, Some of the representations rade ot the EC
related to the computer that moenftors the operation of the frradiator,
ingluging the cpening of the cell maze door, RTI officigels, partécularly
RUSSEN, stated in two separate fnstances at the EC that the computer logs all
gntries into the cell maze regarcless of whether the facility was operating;
ang YARAKLIS advised trat he ruled out any personnel gairning sccess to the
cell maze by {iggling the door, after he reviewed the computer records
(Eanibits &, 11, and 12),

fecords exemined on May &, 1989, revealed & notation made in the cperator's
Tog book that stated substantially that a test of the cell door was corducted
by RUSSEN the day following the EC to check 1f the computer would register 8
“aylt ano print out (log) this entry of the cell maze door with the source
cewh, The motation continyed that the computer #id not register the faylt and
408 rot Eriny Oyt dny informaticr ang “the test €1d not work," A copy of this
crerator log beok entry ¢ dppended to (Dakibit 13),

INVESTICATOR'S NOTE: This test was condycted after the €C, which raises
cuestions ¢ tc the veragity of RUSSEN's statemerits during the EC

recarding the cerputer prirtout and to the accuracy of VatKL1S' account
of his review of the records ruling out perscrre) ga «* & “ccess ¢ the
cel) maje,

Crrtact vith John O, SINGLETOR

CINBLETON, Plant Superintendent, RT!, was perscrally contactied by the
reporiing irvestigater ana M, TAYLCF, on May &, [1S89, at RUI (Lapibit 1&7,
fontact wis accomplisted in order tu review records regargirg frragiation
cperations, SINGLETON proviced the recuested records, to inciude the computer

seinteLtt of dfreadister peraticrs,

SINGLETON stated that 8 Yot of snformatior ts containgd ¢n the compuler
srintout such a8 tire the sourcCe GORS Up, the time 1t cores Jown, when the
goor 1% cpened, ete., but he ecoed that "there 1§ date trat we would like
srinted out but unfortynrate’y it's not programmed into the computer.”
SINGLETON provided an example of such information, stating that RT] would like
Lhe cormputer prirtout to show when the microswitcr 18 triggered by the door
being opened with the scurce dewn (shielded position), but he advised the
computer doesn't print this information,

VESTIGATOR'S NOTE:  This contradicts what was statecd by RUSSEN at the
EC (Exhibits 9, 11, 12, &nc 34),

sceipt of RT1 Correspordence

On May 8, 1989, Johe P, WHITE, Chief, Nuclear Materials Sefety Section C,
DRSS, LPC, provided tre two page etter (refcrensed by KhAPP), dated both
May &. 1989 (frunt page), anc May 2, 1989 (back page;, from RUSEEN, The
Tetter vés stamped ot NRC ofi hurnciy, May 8, 1966, at 4:42 p.m, The ervelope
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wds postrarked May 4, 1988, The letter documents RTI1's response to the
question asked of them at the EC regarding the computer printouts of cell door
entries and KT1's efforts to validate their response af.er the fact, The
Yetter nctes that RT1 was unable to valtdate their EC response, A copy of the
mailing is Exmibit 18,

Interview of Margaret Jean KOLAKOWSK]

KOLAKOWEK], Executive Secretary, RT1, wes intervieved at RTI on July 7, 188%
(Exhibit 16), The purpose of the interview was to ascertain the authenticity
of the letter dated May 4, 1988 (Exhibft 15), which was typed by KOLAYOWSK]
fer FUSSE& anc sent to the NKC via U,S, mails,

KOLAKORSK] acvised that her employment at RT] primarily consists of typing
letters, memoranda, and answering the telephone, FOLAKOWSK] stated tgat she
recalled typing the letter and pofnted out that her initials of "Jk" appeares
on the secord page. ROLAXKOWSK] was ashed why the front page contafned the
cate of May &, 1985, the second page May ¢, 1985, and why the envelope was
sastraried May &, 1688, KOLAKCHSK] explafrec that she probably made @
tvpeoraphical error when typing Mav 2 or the second rage, KOLAYOWSK] checked
her word processer end stated thet the letter in question was typed on May ¢,
1989, even though the directory from the ¢isk shows May 6, 1988 (a copy of “e
sirectory fs Canibit i7,. KOLAXOWSK] explainec that the ¢lock in the word
grocessor ‘s wrong and continucusly shows one year behind and one day in
sévance of thp actual cate of typirg., As to che 1988 postmark cate on the
ervelope |vice 1989), KCLAKOWSK] ha¢ ro explanation other than that the meter
was probet)ly never advanced to reflect 1586 after 1388 ended,

FOLAL.aSK] Cetig¢ ecer bacicating ary cocyments trat were to be forwarded to
the °C and, furttermore, cenied ever being askec 1o do SO by any person at
RT1.

‘hterview of U.S, Fostal Clerk

Brag “AYLCR, Postal Clerk, U,S., Pest Office, Fockaway, New Jersey, vas
cortacted on Jure o, 1589 (Earibit 18), ir en effory to escertain the cate
whiich #7! placed iryo the U.S, meils the letier typed By YOLAKOWSK! .

B. TAYLCP was showr the mailirg ervelope,

INVESTIGATOR'S HOTE: The cate the letter was sstualiy typed and
cubmittee to NPC was ourttiones due to differirg cates aopearing on the
Yetter, a5 vell as the postmark on tie envelope which indicates May 4,
B8 [vice 1889), Additionally, the letter was recefve: at NRC,

kegioh 1, on the Monday (May 8, 1369) followirg 01's first visit to RTI
on Friday, May 8, 1909, to begin on inquiry specifically regardin? the
alleged discrepant statements macde ty RT] managenent at the EC relative
to the maze dJdoor computer entries,

£ TAYLOR steted that the postmark or the envelope was made by a posta?e meter

meintainec et PTL but that there w~as no way te track through the posta
cervice the ectua) date the letter ot into the mafl syster.

fase ho. 1-cb-00€ C



P»

>

¥




!
Lnlr‘rll—lﬁiln—l‘- S ot iy D 2l 1B

U T T T T S ——

pecple were clinbing over (he door. AYRES said that, on hig own accord, he
decided not to revesl this information during his Aprt) 1), 1589, interview,
Additiorally, AYRES stated that he wanted 10 allow maragement the opportunity
to take action ty informing the NRC themsedves, AYRES fngisted that his
present corments about "s1ipping” on Apral 11, were only made from hi*
stancpoint, "oh my own," and not because he had discussions with RUSSEN or
sther K11 menagement officials as tc ~hat to disclose to the MRC, AYRES
achnowledged that he proviced an inaccurate account of the events to the NRC
on Aprl 31, 1989, especially regerding the method by whicn ihe cell maze door
was breached,

Wigh respact to the fssue of the exchange of the cell key swatch with the
corsole tey switch, ATRES recalled that this occurred fn lete February or
garly March 1989, before the temporary start up toogle switch was instalied in
the cel) aroynd ¥arch Gth, AYRES could not recall how he knew this had
sccurred byt thougkt that SINGLETON may have completed this exchange, AYRES
exrlained that the cell key switch 1$ ¢ recurring problem due to the apparent
¢image 16 the plastic rart of the switch, caused by radfation, This darage
recents reeyite 1r rew cell switches being jretalled ¢rce every orne to two
months.  fae specific incigent AYRES recalled was the Apral 11, 1389,
situaticn wien he was called at home anc hag to go 10 R11 to help rescolve the
pretlem (reported in his kpril 11th interview, Exhibit §). AYRES repeated
that tre #50 was ccfinitely swere of that cccurrence, cince ke hanced RUSSEL
the garaced plasiic pertion ¢f the switch, which was in pieces, on the morning
tf ﬁ;r\1°111h. this 1s alse documented ir the rerater's log (Lakibit 10),

Intervien ¢ Bobert & YEIM (Operater No, &

KEIV, Trreciator Cperater/Supervisor, KT, wes interviewed on wune 1, 1389
(Eonibit 110, FEIM grated thet he has teer employved 8t KT1 sirce May 1588 ond
nas teer ef uperater superyviecr since Noverter 1588,

VI ceried that he ever ncticed any logseness in the coor knud ascenbly eand
gpecifically ceriet ever PEVRG able to force the perscrnel alcess door open
in order t¢ gain ertry to the celi. KEIM denved oing throvgh tLhe ce)) maze
iaer witheLt using 1ne rrradiator tey, Noweser, YilM admitted that he rad, on
Sre LCasICr, cainec alcess to Lhe cell to retrigve the ragiation meter, with
key attsched, by ¢iirbing cver the locke¢ personnel access door, LEIM
iraicated thet this occurreu 1n either January or Februdry of 1489, before the
interra) RT1 suait of February 13th, kE1M claimed he ¢id not repurt this
occurrence in the orerater's Tog took, beciuse he knew 1t was wrone ard @
stuprd tiing to é¢." Ke disclosec that about cne week later RVTTLN dsked him
if he rad entered the cell meie without using the key and KEIM tof .am that
he hag., FKEIM said he also tole RUSSEN that he actudlly cbserved another
operator, SHITH, climb cver the dogr in appruximately August 1988, and had
heard a unconfirmed rumor that SMITH had done the same thing on at least one
other occasion, KEIM told RUSSEN these were the enly keyless entries he was
aware of. FYEIM statec that he was told by RUSSEN never to regeat the climbing
rethee of entrirce again, YEIM believes that RUSSEN also gave similar
{nstructicns 1o 811 the cperatare at a meeting about week or two after the
incicent,  To the best ¢f LEIN's recullection, the upen ared ttove the dogr
was ¢ eead off with plywood to prevent further breaches of the docr shortly
after tre neeting, e said, however, in the irierim, irradiation processing
cerntinues uninterrypled,
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REIM repertes that he wis wirking the sadnight shitt on Aprad 51, (B9, when
e could not achieve starteup of the irragiater due 10 0 ralifynction of the
ce)! hey twiieh mecharosm, KLY aovise that e telephoned RUSSER ¢ notr!
bonoof the prottem, KEIM steted that AYRES was #Ys0 called ang arrived ot {11
2t abeut 600 g, 4no 1y was resolved that the cel) ey switch had to be
replaced on the next shift tecause of the apparent radiation damage to the
plestic com fn the twiteh, FEIM notec that the K5O was showh the camaged
gxiteh ypon My arrival ot K11 on Ahe poening of be 1ith,

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE. According to M, TAYLOR, at the EC RUSSEN denten
having ery addititra) problem with the cel) key switch since the March
1688 NEC Lnspeciion (Earibag §).

.
.

Kith "“,'c‘ 1o the Guestion 0' whegther or not the CO'%O‘O ‘\.’ Switeh Pad ever
beeh erchanced with the cel) hey [start-up) switch, VEIM acvised that he d¢
ceca)) hearing from cperator AYEES that this hey switch exchange did, fn fact,
sceul, MM veguely recalles beirg told this occurres 1R about Januery of
Febryary 1DBE, ¢ng he tngtcated that the console was eventuslly eaufpped with
¢ tew A€y ARITER Bt E0F rul recali dhe exact date of instdiiation,

PRVESTIGATOR S NOTL:  Again, according to M. TAYLOR, steterents mode ot
the £C by RUSSEN ingiceted that an exchange of switches mever took place
(Eahibit %, .

Treprvipw pf Pacrap! [ SO0

B0Sh, lrractater Cperater Supervisor, R, wes anterviewad on Jure 1, 1989
Cabapiy 20Y. BOSE statew that he has bEen A cheratur/suberviscr o K11 sance
Ueteber 16B8 with ar Lokrall KTD gervice date Y July 1988,

BECE pfvised tret to wat tole after the fect ty another cierator, protably
SVPEE  (hpt pperator $MITh bpg climbes Lver the Yocked call maze deer in order
6 ercer the cell meie to felrieve the Fafiation meter/cel) key e (SMITH) nod
beft iegtde the c'l. RUSA Lheght the SMUTH dncident celireed sorelime
vetwesn Fehrvary JQ, (REE, anc Are tife of the LEC inspecticn in March 1986,
FPEA thoveht thet SMITE persong)ly nedified RUSSEN ang SINGLLTUN short') after
vrp ingrderty, ROSA stated that bott PLOSEN etc CINALETON Pac puintes vt €t 8
cupervisor's meeting trat climbing the door tc gain cell access was
cepnibitey, ROSA saic that the supervisor's reeting wag held 3 week or two
after the tncident, ROSE ¢ig not be''eve on§ additiona) corrective action was
taher ortil mid to Yate Moy (BT, when the K1) mayntgrance departirent,
apparently ot the girection ¢f the RS0, used 5lywood 1o close off the space
sbove the door, ROSA €310 that during this time operations contirued
Jninterrupted, ROSA ¢1d not reca)) seeing anything in writing ot K11 ebout
the SMITK ingident ¢r ¢limbing over the door in general, HUSE stated he wes
net dware of eny agaitiore! ingiderts wherein the cdoor was treached in this or
2 simtlar ranner and knew of £ Jerscn being able to force the cell access
door opeh because of & ralfunc.-uning lock,

208k geniee Faving afy ¢ifficylty with the decr knod assertly that he
cetesorisey ¢5 @ probier .  FOSA acirywiedgec thet the dos* hac & ‘Yittle play
i 14" (it cave ¢ 1itt)e shile latehes/Yockec ), however, to his tn;a?cdgo. it
never perittes ¢ forcec entry, ROSE cleimed he found out secore hang fron
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Tcrl on t?o vell ang the inside door knod was "crushed-in and bent a Yittle,"
pp. 913

SHAPIRO admitted that on February 13, 1589, during the conduct of his interna)
audit, he nformeg AYRES that he was ?osnx to attempt to open the cell door
without using the key, SHAPIRO recalled AYRES responding in effect that, "You
probedly can open it . . . Beciuse somebody had damaged the door by slamming
1t against the wall,' CKAPIRO denfed any knowledge of AYRES actually being
able to force open the coor without using the key, and he denied knowing the
identity of whe caused the damage te the ooor knob, (pp. 14<16)

SHAPIRO stated that he atterded & meetling of kpril 25, 1989, with K7}
menagement (those who atterced the €C) and RT1 corporate attorneys in
preparatior fur the EC on the fo\10u$n? ody., OSHAPIRC advised that ciscussion
et the meeting concerned "the approach” RT1 would take with the NRC. He
indicated that & decision was made to ", . . explain to the NEC that the
initial prodlem [with the cell door Yock? wag with the face plate, the
decorative plate on the door, and that at no time was the safety interlock
compromisec.’ SHAPIRC 2critteg, however, that the coar '9 the cell 14 ¢
phytical barricr, & part of the system that triggers the nteriock
(micreswiteh), MHowever, he opined, safety vas not compromised because the
interlcek (microswiten) worked, (pp, 1€-20)

CHAP RO stated, that based vpoun RUSSEN's review of computer printout records,
K11 fnciceted to NRC ¢t the EC that the computer records showed no unexplained
grtries of the cel) before February 13, 1589, SHAPIRO advisec that 1t was his
ynderstanding, ". . . that 1€ that door hec teen cpenea without the rey, that
1t would have been documented on the computer printouts , . " SHAPIRO
acvisee that, 8 it turrec cut, 1% wes not documerted on the corputer
printouts. (pp. <0220

CMADIRO gtetec that v cr ehoyt February 198% he ‘earned from AYKES that
sperator SHITH had ¢)irbed cver the locked cell access dour in crder 19
retrigve Py reter and hev, dut SHAPIRC oid not hnow when the actual climting
took place. SWAPIRC steted that Pe rotifiee RUSSEN and RUSEEN reprincnded the
coerator ane tag the spece sbove the deor sealed ¢ff with plywcod n
spproxinetely late february 158F, CMAPIRU said the SMITH incideny wes the
only incigent that he was rrowleageat’le ¢f regarcing ¢limbirg cver the cell
door. (pp. (328,

Concerning the €0, SHAPIFD stated that the only Guestions he remembered
regerding keyless entries vere directed specificilly to the lock on the door
and the coor handle itself, SHAPIRD contends that the c\imb1n8 of the door is
"o, . 8 completely different situation, , " than what the NR(C was asking
relative t5 the coor lock/hardle because ", . . they were talking about the
vivlation of the cafety interlock," (pp, 28+31)

Interviey cf Anastase b, VARAKL IS

VARAKL IS, Vice President of Operations/Engineering, P11, was interviewed on
June Y ‘fahabit 300, VARAKLIS teyg he has been employec et RTI since

March 1987, (p. 7)
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goor” by him (RUSSEN), RUSSLA vecuo1{ recalles yet snother incident during
this time whea AYRES notifice him of Yooseness which reauired firming up the
face pletes without & screwcriver, RUSTEN satd, however, the coor could not
be openee inadvertentivy *. sete "You could not Just walk up and turn the door
knob ane g0 through 11" RUSSEN explafnes that the methed by which the ¢el)
¢oor was opened durin? that time, o8 well as presently, 8 to simply push on
the Coor without turning the door knob, after unlocking the docr with the
requires ey, [pp, 1i+ib)

RUSSEN believed that there was one other verbal report from AYRCS regerding
the coor, which he responced to by telling AYRES to fix it, FUSSEN satd he
sseumed the problem was ‘ired, RUSSEN cisclosed thet on one cccasion during
that time, AYRES came to him and fnformed him that the door was “damaged" but
RUSSEN failed to go ‘cot et the coor himself, KUSSEN sat@ mYRES dic not
indicate the door was malfunctioning at the time he reporiad the damage,
BUSSEN reported that these events culminated fn SHAPIRO's avdit on the 13th of
February when the coor was Yurced open, RUSSEN satu 11 was ot this point when
he actudlly first sow the damage [to the insice knod), FUSSEN stated that the
dvor knob ves replacec ot that tane, AUSSEN ‘nsisteo that, "! wes alweys
cotisfied thet inagvertert access could not take plece.™ (pp. 18+19)

FUSSEN {rdfcatec that ", . . esch time . , " AYRES came to him about the
goor, hefure SHAPTRC's pucit, AYRES satd he 010 force cpen the door (without
the key), KUSSEN sat¢ he thought that on one occasfon when AVRES reportedly
cpehed the coor, the tcurce was n the up [unshielded) posivion, however,
PUSSEN be)ieves the scvrce would heve dropped irmediately before the door wis
actudlly cpered due to the sensitivity of the microswiteh or the top portion
of the deor, RUSSEN cuntends the ricroswiteh prevents iradvertent entry s
the regulation requires. PUSSEN edvisec of at eest two ingtarces that AYRES
told Mim he forcec cpen the doer before the SHAPIRD audit, BUSSEN satd that,
(o hig bnowleuge, the Yrraciitor was never run with an irgperable ceor knod,

TR
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BUSSEN advitec that he prerered a merc, cated April 17, 1986, to SCANDALICS
(fxhipdy 28), expleining ang documenting the events frvolving the cell door
bnub (the meme ‘ngicates cre cperstor cpened the door with the scurce up).
QUSSEN 24U he prepered the menc because he wes esked by SCANLALICS or
VARAKLIS to write down tho events that cccurred so that SCANDALICS could "gain
knowlecge of whet took place,” FKUSSEN saifc te also prepered & correction to
the Aprtl 37, J9E6, memd with respect %0 & portion of the events invelving the
goor kned screws thet were tightened (Exhibit %), The correction memo states
that the screws surrounding the slice plete near the bolt at the end of the
door were tightened to secure the latch and not the screws that hold the knob
to the coor ¢ was previvusly reported, (pp, 24-30)

PUSSEN indicated that the cvestions posed by NRC officiale at the EC

v, seemed to be, . " focused on inaovertent sccess (1.e, "could you Just
walk in there, could you just welk through the door"), KUSSEN admitted that
there vere also gcrera) questions about ary keyless ertries by indiviouals,
hewever, he ¢laime all the cuestipns centered around the deor knob 1ssue,
BUSSE! seic that et the £C, he responoed 'ho' te NRC questicry fnvolving
knowledoe of keyless entries, beceuse he ¢ic not believe inadvertenrt access
hoe of tould have taken place, RUSSEN ther stated thet he wanted te

", ., clarify thet | never denied, . " thet AYRES couldn't gain eccess and
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ang the reporting in\estizutor were at RT] that day. RUSSEN further
pcknowledged that at the £C KTl relied on these same computer loos to verify
hig claim of having no knowledge of anybody improperly entering the cell door.
gusstu 6:33:6 backgating this or any other cocuments/letters to the NRC,

\ppo s"v

RUSSEN reported that he arswered "No" ot the EC to a question concerning
whether the console bey switch had ever been exchanged with the cell key
cwitch, Ke advised at the time of the £C Fe believed that to be the correct
answer, RUSSEN satd, Powever, that he ogain relied on his memory and the logs
re reviewed 1n preparstion for the EC, RUSSEN said he now knows that his “No"
apswer was wrong and that an excharge dfd take place., RUSSEN advised thet he
Yearned this occurred when discussing the matter with AYRES ana SINGLETON,
after AYRES was imerviewed by O] (June 15€9), RUSSEN said the exchange took
place 1 the weeks prioe to March §, 1989, and resulted in the temporary
instellation of ¢ teggle switch in place of the cell start up key switch,
PUSSEN said the exchange may heve been discussed with ham by SINGLETON before
v occurred, but RUSSEN did not remerbcr 1t at the EC and the logs contained
+, mentior of 1t, EBUSSEN said he sert & letter (June ISEY) tc NRC indicetring
tva grchance di¢ occur, correcting this natter (Exhabit 38, the letter),

o, E0463)

RUSSEN stated Lrat the eschange of switcres and the frstallaticn ¢f a toggle
switeh were efforts to resulve the recurring problem of radiation breaking
gawn the plastic corperent irside the cam ¢t the switch, RUSSEN reported that
this was disciised at the EC and he "thought | made 1t clear thut there was @
recurring problem, (pp., 66+68)

TVELF . stated that he takes cirectior “rom YARAKLIS and SCANCALIOS, and that
re has had professiore) crfferences of opinicn eng disazrcerents with them,
but rever any involving racfation sefety, EUSSEN advised he has cone things
at the directict ¢f his super<urs that he cidn't completely agree with byt
nothing that has compromised safety. (pp, 71473)

icein referercing the cuur knod protlerm, RUSSEN volunteered that he, in fact,
210 provide another ', , , wrong st2tement , . ." &t the EC in response %0 ¢
cirect cuesticn from an ARC officia) regarcing at what point he (RUSSEN,
vecame avare of the cimage to the ccor knob, RUSSEN explained that he
recalled the cuestion being, “could there have been previous cama?e to the
goor," and he answered, "no." RUSSEN safd he krew at that point in time that
ne should have answerec “"yes' btecause he wes told of damage by AYRES prior to
the internal aucit, RUSSEN regortea he told NRC “no" because he c¢ion't want
10 admit ", . . in front of all those people, ., .“ at the EC that he was
"imperfect," RUSSEN aomitted that he should have gone to the access coor and
shservec for himself the damage that AYRES told him about., RUSSEN said,
however, that AYKES did not communicate to him the extent of the camage and he
'AYRES) ", . . didn't make it an urgent matter, . " RUSSEN advised that,
aft.r the fact, he ¢idn't think the Cama?e was such that the ceoor could be
spered (without the Fey), but he (RUSSEN) said he should have at least
ohserved the cenage for himself to rmeke that determination. (pp. 79-81)

PUCSEN advisec thet it s the responsibility of each operator to check the

cel) pccess coor be‘ore initieting startup te make certuin the door 1 latched
ind Yocked., Me continuec trat it ¢ 2'so the operetor's responsibility to
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SCANDALIOS ecvised thet he knew nothing about & problem with the cell access
doer untd) RT] received NEC notice of the EC, SCANDALIOS stated that what he
nas tearned since thet time 18 strictly based on hearsay. SCANDALICS reportes
thet his understanding of the problem wes that the door lock 10 the cell wes
found to be broker and {n nee of repair durﬂng the fnterral avait,

SCANDAL [0S cenied that he was aware of anyore being able to force the cell
door open without using the hey before the EC. (pp, 7+9)

SCANDALIOS cented heving any knowledge before the £C of persons climbing over
the cell door, Me noted that “in May sometime,” he was copied on & memo from
FUSSEN which described an incident wherein an operator ¢limbed through the
cpaning between the cell door anc the cefifng, It was pointed out to
SCANDAL10S by the reportire Investigator that a memo from RUSSEN "2"“‘"9 the
¢limbing incident was datea April 24, 1989, two days prior to the EC,

However, SCANDALIOS continued tu maintatn that the memo "got" to his desk in
May and he read 1t in Moy, after the EC, (pp, 10412)

pdcitiona) Contact with PLSSEN

While reviewing records at RT! on July 7, 1965, RUSSEN approsched the
reporting Investigeior end reovested & privelc meeting (Exhibit 68), RUSSEN
volurtarily provided the fcllowing:

PUSSEN oiscloseo thet he was resigring from KT] etfective the ¢8th of

July 6L, PRUSSEN atsurec thay he was resigr\n¥ of his owr volitior ang
stated that he "warted t¢ rebe 1t clear” that RT] merscement was rot forcing
nim out in anyway.

RUSSEN satd that he wanted to spclogize 1o the reporting Investigetor for the
previous 0] court reported irterview becsuse he wanted tc answer guestions {n
grester cetdil but felt “urcunfortable" about doing 50 with the corporate
atiorney present, The repurting Imvestigater told RUSSEN thet, as he wes
instructed during they previvus interview, Fe could have recuested a reeting
with the NRC ir the ebsence ¢f the corpurate attorrey. RUSSEN responded, "you
have 10 uncerstang, ! work for high.r n,anagtmeﬁ‘.“ Howe ver, RUSSEN satd he
“absolutely" provicec herest and tryuthful arsvers to the cuestions posed by
the repuriing IMHU;NC' euring the prev‘ou; interviey ., RUSSEN counfirmed
hi¢ satisfacticn with his previous contentions thet the cperetors (SMITH and
YEIM) hec ¢ imbed gver the cel) meze access door as oppcted to having gone
through the door, vecause of the acor knob latch prodlen, He added, "that is
whet ? was told by AYRES, thet they had climbed cver the door."

fFol'owup Telephonic Contect with RUSSEN

RUSSEN telephonice!ly conferred with the reporting Investigater on August 3
are 9, 1989 (Exhibit 46). The contact wes to verify the date of the operators
neeting that RUSSEN held at RTI, wherefn the climbing of the cell maze coor
was ciscussed and vhich resulted in his writing of the Apri) 24, 1962, memo
(Exhibit 37), FUSSEN statec that after reviewing time cards to determine when
the operators of the off shifts were pai¢ cvertime, erd after talbing with
operators and SINGLETON, he determined that the meeting was most 1ikely held
on the murning of April 11, 190%, RUSSEN ecced that this was the best
pstirate he coyld meke, since he could not find anythirg in writing relative
to the meeting itself,
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1989 (Exhabtt 16), #1) fndtcate that RUSSEN'S statement ot the E£C,
relotive to the computer records shoutrg 811 entries of the cell
ragze S0P, was errorvous eng dnvalid,  RUSSIN acnitted "guessing” at
the £C with respect 10 thase computer recorcs, even &hauYh K11 was
relying hesvily on these vcr{ records to confirm that RTI,
particutarly RUSSEN, nad no knowledoe at the EC that anyone wis able
to force the door open without using the key during the time in
question, FUSSEN, however, denfed purposely trying to
ceceive/ritlead the NRC in this regard (Exhibit 34, pp, 51+89),

RUSSEN sgnitted that he dnowingly provided & “wrong answer” in
response 1o et ARG EC question regarcing when he bnew of the camage
10 the {rside door bnodb and {1 on{ uperstors had reported this
damege, This acerece led to knob looseness and in turn, at least in
part, to the possibility of the door being forced open (Exhibit 44,
. &), RUSSEN edmitted that he told NRC officials at the EC he di¢
not bhew of the cemage to the fnside knot unti) February 13, 1589,
shen in truth ang fect, he was informed of the darmage by AYRES
during the week preceed ing ’Pbruir;f "3th,  Mowever, RUSSEN gaid that
he ¢10 ot ohserve the denage in perton until the 13th, RUSSEN
schnontedges thet as RSO he should have ot least witressed the
camage for himself vien 1t was reported to him (Exhibit 34,
pp 79-81).

b memarardum of the L0 preparcd by BT corperate counse!

(Exhibit 44, gp, 4 &n0 ©) and reviewed for accuracy by RT]
meragement, a8 well as cortemporaneous notes mede ty JOYNER
(Eabibit €3, ¢, 2 fndicete respectivey that; RUSS{N told the NRC
that the camsges ccer wnod apperently lovsened Lhe entire unit &nd,
therefere, 01‘0htc the door t0 be cpened; and that none of the
operetors reperted any darsge before LEAPIRO fdertified the problem
of teirs 2ble t¢ cpen the door on February 121N,

A ore wrangur octed Aort) LT, (685, from PUSSEN to SCANLALIOS,
SUBJECT: [ramimaticn ang docunentation of the events irvolving the
cel) deer kroh ‘Orrabit 38), clear)y stetes that AYFES notifiec
BUSSEM n garly fetrudry that he was hnv\n; problems with the docr
knot rendle 1o the cel) ang thay he (AYRES® rad “pushed on the door
ehd {1 opened vith the source up." The memo indicates that AYRES
and RUSSIN repafred the coor knob on this occesion, since the
prodblen turned out t¢ be that tle screws thet secured the knob to
the coor had loosered and the latch was rot making gocd contact with
the sirike.

A memor¢ndum dated May 1, 1888, (Exmbit 2€) from RUSSEN to
SCANDALIOS, SUBJECT: Corrections to the April 17, 1988, memo,
sypra, fngicates thet the Aprid 17, 1889, rmemo was mislescing in
thLt Lhe screws that reeced tightenirg were those that secured the
s1ide plate that surrounds the bciy on the end cf the docr &nd not
the ones that secured the door ¥rob to the door, The correction
mery els0 indicates that FUSSEN, via & records review, was unable to
valicdate AYRES' claim that he opened the cell docr with Lhe source
Ul
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V) SHAPIRD admitted that AYRES told him on February 13, 1989 (Just
vefore SHAPIRD was to attempt to open the cell maze door without

' using the required key), thet the door would probably cpen becsuse

of the darage caused by slamming {t agatnst the wall, SKAFIRO

sdvised thret ot the EC he wesn't sure that AYRES had actually forced

the door cpen (Exhibit 32, pp. 14-16 and £9)

) VARAKLLS reported that had he known of any forced entries of the
cel) maze ¢oor, he would have resporced at the EC in the
affirmative, based on the ABC guestions and, furthermore, he would
have provided the detatls of any such events, VYARAKLIS denied any

', incr ledge ot tre £C of forced entries (Exnibit 33, pp. 14 ang 15 and
Exhibit 20),

VARAKLIS admitted tnat he was, in fact, told by AYRES two days

before the EC, that he (AYRES) twisted the door Ynob on the cell

docr and forcec 1t open before SHAPIRU'S internal sueit, Alse, @

copy of VARAELIS' harcwritten rotes (Exhibit 40, p, 1), that he made

while spesking with ATKES ¢n that cccesron, clearly fndicate that

| AYRES ¢ie in fact snfourr VARRKL]S btefore the EC that AYRES forces
open the access coor. VARANLIS claimed he "forgot" about AYRES'
disclosure while attending the £C end during his first Ol interview,
VPRAKL]S meintatnec that inagvertent entry could not have ¢ccurred,
ARAKLIS alee cletmeo that he did not intentionelly mislead or
cecetve the NRC at the EC by omittire AYRES' discloture
‘Cahibit 28%,

VARRKL]S ¢'etmed SHAP!IKC had to use "trute force, excessive force"
to open tre cell door on February i3, VARAKLIS t21d he reac thig
terninglogy rimself in the operator's log (Exhibit 33, pp. 10-16),
CRFANLYS agritted 1n & sutseauent interview thet e made a "honest
nistebe” guring Pis first Ol interview and they the terminology,
“brute force, ercessive force," d10 nout exist 1n the cperator's log
or other 1ogs et $T1.  Me admittec that the loe (Exhibit (&)
sctue!ly incrcated that the dour “openec cue t0 & crushed knob"
(Eemibat 38).

| b)) SINGLETON ecritted that AYRES came to ham in or about Janvary 1969
and reportec that the face plate aroung the cour knob had become
locse; he could not recall 1f AYRES told him that the coo” was
forcee oper, SINGLETCON advisec that 1t 15 each operator's
resporsibility to check the door before start-up to make sure 1t 4%
latcheo and Yocked (Exhibit 29, pp. 11-28),

SINCLETON authored three instructional notes, dated on April
£ end 9, 1689, (Exhibit 20) which fn substarnce direct the operators
10 check the me2e, door knob, and latch curing start-up and if the
door opened without using the key, to cell RUSSEN, SINGLETON
adnittee that he wrote these notes at the direction of RUSSEN

| becsuse of 3 “continuatior of the door knob thing" and &lso to

| prevert the opercicrs from processing "if the docr did rot latch®

| (Exhibit 28, pp, 26+34),
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; includg the portion regarding “dismissel” (Eahibit 24, pp, 34, 4§
end 46),

9} VARAKL 1S cloimed he hud ro knowledge of the C\1r®1h9 fncidents unti)
after the £C, ang that he d1d not ciscuss the contents of the

| Apra) £4, 198, remo with RUSSEN, YARAKL IS stated that, hed he

- ingwn of the ¢limbing incicents at the £C, he woule have to1d ARC of

| them in response %0 the ARG questions, HMe stated that the space

| tbove the coor was closec off with piywocd 1n or sbout Yate May 1989

| (Exhibit 33, pp. 10.28),

|  B)  SCANDALIOS acknowledged that RUSSEN'S memo (Eahibit 37) was written
| before the EC, dut clatmed 1t dic not get to his desk unti) sometime
| ih May when he Tinglly read ft,  SCANDALJOS safd he was not aware ot
| the EC of the ¢limbing dncicents (Exhibit 41, pp, 10:12),

Other Statenents/Omissions of Licensee at €€

BT! ranagercit, tn the persun of the RS0, cenied thet an exchange of the
console key switch wtth the cel) bey startsup twitch Rag cccurred; sne thot
there were no dogit era) provlers with the cell key switch since the March
166% NKC Inspection (Exhibit §),

o)  AYRES, KEIM, POSA, ang SINGLETON, 811 either reported that the exchange
of the switeh toch place or that they heare oF 1% tibing place,
SINGLETON be'deves he discussed the c:chlﬂfe with KUSSEN et the time of
the exchange, aroure warly Fedbruary 1889 (Lanibits 20, €1, 22 ane (6,
ap, &6.47, respectiiely’

b)  SUSSEN adritted thit the eachange did {n fact take place, end that he
told the NBC ot the L0 that 1% never ocsurrec. Mowever, FUSSIN save he
whd relying on his remory ang cperatur's logs ot the £0, ke sa1d ot the
EC he Yorgot about thre exchange erd stated 1t was not lcgped fn any
recerd 4t RTI,  PUSSEN sarc he corrected Fis wrong drtwer 10 the NEC by
sending the NEC a letter, doted Jure 19, 5BF (Eahibit 38, FUSSEN
cenied effores te ris'eid the NRE ot the €€ 4n this regors ang primarily
blames this error or tis Yack of recollection (Exhibit 3¢, pp, 6063},

¢)  An entry in the cperator's log for Apei) 11, 19B% (Lahibit 10), indicates
that the cel) bey switch was Ynopereble ang thet RUSSEN was so notified,

¢) AYRES ang FEIM reporteq that RUSSEN was definitely made aware of the cell
key switeh protlem on Apri) 11, 1989, which resulted from radiation
camage to the rlastic cam (Exhibits &, 20 ane 21)

e)  RUSSEN acnitted that the cell key twitch hag been a recurring problem
before and after & toggle switch was installed in March [SEF. Mowever,
RUSSEN cenies thei he resporced in the negetive o the ARC gquestion
regarcing the cell iey switch at the EC, RUSSEN adamartiy maintained
| thet the ractction prodlem vith the cell bey switeh wes discussed by him
| ot the EC (Exvibit S8, pp. 66465,
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Based vponh the evicence gathered curin? this frvestigation, 1t 45 concluded
that: Idcenser mandgement, particulariy hUSSEN and ¥ARAKLiS. scting with
mintmum of careless cisregard, ¢4 not provice complete and sccurate
informetion to the NRC at the [C; that SCANDALIOS ane SHAPIRD knew or should
have known before the £ of at Yeast one of the reported heyless entries of
the cel) raze door 1.e., the coor being forced cpen by an operator; and that
RUSSEN hnowingly provided false {nformation at the €0 relative to the point 4n
timg «hen ne gacnhn aware of the damage to the cell door knob,

Bages upon the eviderce gathered during this investigation, 1t i3 also
coneluded that RUSSEN anc SINGLETON acted with careless disrecard for
reguletions and setety it a1 lewing frraciation operationt to continve with @
Yess than fully functione) door Yueh mechenism,

Based upon the eviderce gathered during this frvestigation, it has bes
setemrites thet operators AYRES, WEIM, and SMITH gained sccess to ¢t

frrpetator coll, witheut vtilizing the required key, of 1 least th

sepamate oceagions, It i also cencludeg that FUSSIN erg SINGLETD! 5 |
ef tr Teast one ¢f these teyless entries (the forced entry) during t.« 24
of the intermittently maifuncticning door lock mechanism, Mowever, it 18 a1 )
corelvded thety dicensee ranagement, perticylarly RUSSEN ero VARAKL IS, were
aware ¢f ¢1) heyless entries prior 1o the £C and chose not to inforn the N°°
Further, VAREVLYS dented ery bnowledge of the clirbing entriet Curing tw>
seperate 0 trierviews, even though the tvioence suggests ctherwise,

Finally, based on the e cence and surported by oi¢ egmission, AYRES,
it 1y, knewingly provicec ‘alse infermation to MRC relative 0 (P~ manner
ih which the cel' ceor had beer treached by KEIM ang SVITH,

Statue of leiesgigetion

*hig irvestigetion 1% sutritted as Clcsed.
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LIST OF EXKIBITS

escription
Request for Investigation, deted May 2, 1589, with Attachments.
NRC Materiols License No, (§-12613.02,

Amenoment Letter, lecember 17, 19B8, License Conditien 26,
Excerpt Pary 10,1,

NRC Inspection Report No, 030-07022/89-001,

lemorandur of Tntervies with AYRES, dated Apri) 1), 1689,

NRC Notiee of RTD Erfercement Conference, deved Apri) 17, 1989,
NRC Entyorcement Conference Feport No, CJ0-C7020-89-002,

KT1 Interna) Padiation SeVety Audit, cated February 14, 1989,

Fepourt of Interview with M, TAYLOR, deted May 15, 1989, with
Aetachrert,

RTI Qperator's Log Entry for Aprid 11, 198§,

Peport ot interview with XNAPP, cated May 1%, 1688, with
Attachmert,

Repest of Interview with HOLOLY, cated Moy 1B, 168§,
Examirgtser of RTI recores on May €, 1989, with Attachment,
Repors of Contact wit) SINGLETON, cated May &, 10BY.

BT] correspondernce te NRC, dates Mey &, 1G0T, stamped 3t NRC
Fegion | on May &, 1989,

Report of Interview with KOLAYOWSK], dated July 7, 15E8,

FOLAKOWSK] 's word Processor Disk Directory, obtained by NRC on
July 7, 1888,

Repert of Interview with 6, TAYLOR, dated June 1, 19€6,
U.S, Fosta) Service "Feturn keceipt Carg” from RYI,

Repert of Irterview with AYRES, date¢ June B, 1880, with
rttached Svern Statenernt,

Repors of Interview vith KEIM, ceted June 1, 156%, with
Ettsched Sworr Staterent,

Case No. 1-ty-006 a7
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escription

Report of lrterview with ROSA, datec vune 1, 1569, with
Attached Sworn Statenent,

heport of Jrterview with SMITH, datec June 8, 1585, with
Attached Sworn Staterent,

RT1 Operator's Log Entry for Febryary 13, 1969,

Report of Interview with GIANCOLA, dated June 1, 1988,
Report of Irterview with §TOUT, cated June §, 1969,
Repcrt of Interview with GIACUINTO, cated June 21, 198BS,

Pepert of Investipative (bservatiors, onh June 22, 1569, with
ritachment,

Transcrited Interview of SINGLETON, datec June 21, %0,

K11 Plant Superintercent's (SINGLETONY Instruction {riries for
bprd) 6 ang €. 1569,

Memo from SiINGLETON t¢ RUSSEN, detec June 12, 1585,
Tranterites Intertew of SHKAPIRD, dated June 71, leee,
Yranscribed Interviey of VARANLIS, dated lJume 21, 198%.
Tratscriles (nteritew of RUSSEN, catey Jure 12, 198§,

Meny from RUSSEY 1o SCANLALICS, datee Apri) 17, 15(E,
Correction Mery from BUSEEN to SCANTALIOS, dovec Mey 1, 19E%,
vemo fror PUSSEN tr @) coeretors, cated Bpri) T4, (BEE,

RT] Corresporcence to MPC, dated Jure 19, 1989,

Peport of Interview with VARAKLYS, cated July 7, 1989, with
Attachmerts,

Handwritten notes of VARAKLIS, oceted Apri) 24, 1PE§,
Transcritec interview of SCANDALICS, dated June 22, 1989,
Report ot Contact with RUSSEN, catec July 7, 188§,

Kangwritier notes of Cnforcement Conference by WkC's JOYNER,
doted Apriy 06, 1989,
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