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SUMMARY

This investigation was initiated to determine the circumstances surrounding
the alleged improper use of Stone and Webster Engineering Corp. Quality
Control ?0() Inspector Trainees at the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear
Station, currently under censtruction for the Niagara Mohawk Power (orp,
(14zensee) and to further determine the extent of Stone and Webster management
pwareness relating to the allegation, Stone and Webster is under contract to
Nine Mile Point, Unit 2 licensee, Niagera Mohawk Power Corporation.

The standard delineating the qualifications of personnel who perform inspece
tions, examinations, and test1n? pctivities that assure the quality of
components of & nuclear power plant during the construction phase is set forh
in the American National Standard Institute(ANSI) N45.2.6-1973. (The licensee
cormitted to the applicable ANS! standard(s) in its license application). It
states that, "Each person who verifies conformance of work activities to
quality requirements shall be certified by his employer as being qualified to
perform his assigned work, This certification shall be supported by
appropriate measures such as education or training, testing evaluation, and
periodic review to assure the initial and continued proficiency of each
person, The effective period of certification shall be established . . ",
The standard requires that personne! who are assigned the respensibility and
authority to perform project functions shall have, as & minimum, Level |
capebility, This standerd is supplemented by the Stone &nd Webster
Engineering Corporation Quality Assurance (QAD) 2.5, Revision F, which states,
"“Treince Personnel shall work under *re direct supervision of higher leve)
personne) &nd be capable of performing assigned tasks.", OAD-Z.g ellows for
trainees having associate degrees to be certified as Level 1 Inspectors after
8 three-month trainee period.

A1) six of the Stone and Webster Electrical Inspector Trainees who were
certified as Level ] inspectors on or about QOctober 12, 1982, were interviewed
and acknowledge that they had performed selected inspections as trainees
without the direct supervision of certified inspectors. In addition, two of
the six interviewees indicated a lack of training inasmuch as they were not
aware of the fact that they were not supposed to be performing independent
inspections while they were employed in a trainee status, Four of the six
interviewees opined that either the Electrical Quality Control Engineer
Supervisor and/or the Senior Quality Control Engineer were aware that they
(the trainees) were performing independent inspection functions,

A1l four of the current Stone and Webster Leve) Il Electrical Inspectors were
interviewed and acknowledged that the Level 11 inspectors had sent trainees
into the field to perform independent quality control inspections prior to the
trainees Level I certification. They indicated that the trainees were allowed
to perform selective inspections after they (the Level 1ls) were satisfied
that the trainees were qualified (even though they were not certified) to
perform them, The Level Il ingspectors indicated that the trainees were used
to perform independent inspections because of the workload and the lack of
certified inspector manpower. None of the Level Il inspectors stated that
they were directed by management to use the trainees in this manner; however,
they a1l releted circumstances and events indicating that both the Electrical
Quality Control Supervisor and the Senior Quality Control Engineer were aware
of, and allowed, the trafnees to perform independent quality control
inspections.



e e B e A

R R R R RO RO RO, e e — Tl IR TR .

Surmary 2

The Electrical Quality Control Discipline Supervisor was interviewed and
achnowledged that he was aware that the trainees were performing independent
inspections without the direct supervision of certified fnspectors. He further
stated that the Senfor Quality Contro) Engineer (his immediate supervisor) was
3150 &ware that the trainees were being used in this manner,

The Senior Quality Contro) Engineer denfed that he was aware that the trainees
were performing indepencent quality control inspections; however, statements
frem individuals in the QC Electrical Discipline and conflicting statements
mece by the Senfor Quality Control Engineer to the NRC investigators do not
support his contention.

No information was surfaced during this investigation which would indicate
thet efther the licensee or anycne in a Stone and Webster management position
edove thit of the Senior Quality Control Engineer was aware that Stone and
Webster trainees were conducting independent quality control inspections.






Details 2

Purpose of Investigation

The purpose of this investigation was to determine the circumstances surrounds
fng the alleged improper use of Stone and Webster Engineering Corp. Quality
Control Inspector Trainees at the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station, and
to further determine the extent of Stone and wWebster managenent awareness
relating to the allegation.

(Investigator's Note: During an enforcement conference at Region 1 on October
¢Q, 1982, the licensee acknowledged that Stone and Webster had used trainees
to perform inspections and accept work. As a result, a special quality review
group 1s being established to fdentify, review, and correct related problems;
accordingly, 1t will not be the purpose of this fnvestigation to identify
spe§1f1c inspections that were allegedly performed by Stone and Webster traine
ees).
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Details 3

Backgreund 5

On September 17, 1982, Karry B. KISTER, NRC Region I Chief of Reactor Projects,
Section 1C, received a telephone call from an alleger (formerly employed by
Stone and Webster Engineering Corp. at Nine Mile Point, Unit 2) who stated that
the Stone and Webster Electrica) Inspector Trainees were being used to sign off
inspections of electrical rareway installations because Stone and Webster gid
not have enough Level I or Level Il inspectors to do the work. KISTER stated
that he requested the NRC Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Resident Inspector, Robert
SCHULTI, to Took into the allegation to determine its validity,

KISTER acvised tha' pased on a preliminary review of Stone and Webster Electri=
cal Quality Control Inspection Documents and contacts with members of the
Electrical Discipline by SCHULTZ on September 17 and 20, 1982, the allegation
appears to have substance, and he requested Office of Investigation, Region I,
investigative assistance.



Details 4

Contact with the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Resident Inspector

Bob SCHULTZ, Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Resident Inspe.tor, was contacted by
investigators, R, A, MATAKAS and R. K. CHRISTOPHER on Hovember 2, 1982, He
provided the investigators with the identities of those individuals in the
Stone and Webster Electrical Discipline chain of supervision and the identities
of individuals who work in the Electrical Discipline who may have pertinent
information relating to this 1nvesti?at1on. Attachment 1 depicts the Stone and
\iebster Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Quality Control (Electrical) Discipline chain
of supervision flow structure,



Details §

Feview of Appropriate Standards for Reactor Plants and Their Maintenance

The standard delineating the qualifications of personnel who perform inspecs
tions, examinations, and testin? activities that assure the quality of
components of a nuclear power plant during the construction phase is set forth
in the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) N45.2.6-1973 (The Vicensee
cormitted to the applicable ANS! standards(s) in its license application). It
states that, "Each perscn who verifies conformance of work activities to
quality requirements shall be certified by his employer as being qualified to
perform his assigred work, This certification shall be supported by
appropriate measures such as education or training, testing evaluation, and
periodic review to assure the initial and continued proficiency of each

erson, The effective period of certification shall be established ., . .".

he standard requires that perscnnel who are essigned the responsibility and
authority to perform project functions shall have, as a minimum, Level 1]
cepebility, This standard is supplemented by the Stone and Webster
Engineering Corporation Quality Assurance Directive (QAD) 2.8, Revision F,
which states, "Trainee personnel shall work under the direct supervision of
hi?her level personnel and be capadble of performing assigned tasks.", QAD-2.5
allows for trainees having asscciate degrees to be certified as Leve) |
inspectors after a three-month trainee period.
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Detatls 7

Interview with Steven 0. BROWN

Steven D. BAOWN was fnterviewed by investigator R, A, MATAKAS at the Nine Mile
Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 2, 1981, Brown acknowledged that
he had verformed quality contre) inspections at a tratnee without the direct
supervision of & certified fnspector. He 1dentified Level 1l inspectors Kenm
IRWIN ang George GIGON as the individuals who assigned him his independent
inspection assignments., Ke opined that both Dallas LANHAM, Senfor Quality
Control Engineer, and Bod MARDISON, Electrical Discipline §uporv1sor. were
eware of the fact that the trainees were performing independent QC fnspections
without the direct supervision of certified inspectors. BROWN'S sworn state=
ment setting forth acditiona) detatls 1s Attachment (2) to this report.




Details 8

Interview with Danie) F, FOLEY

Dantel F. FOLEY was interviewed by investigator R. A. MATAKAS at the Nine Mile
Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 2, 1982. FOLEY ackrowledged that

he had performed quality contro) fnspections as a trainee without the direct
supervision of a certified inspector. He identified former Level 1! inspector
Pau) WILKE, who left Stone and Webster fn about September 1982, &5 the individ-
val who assigned him his independent inspection assignments. FOLEY saie¢ that
he was not aware of the fact that he was not supposed to perform indepencent QC
inspections as a trafnee until sometime 1n September 1982, when he was informed
guring conversation with some of his contemporaries. He opined that his super-
visor, Bob MARDISON, was aware that the trainees were performing inder ndent QC
inspections without the direct supervision of certified inspectors, FULEY'S
sworn statements setting forth additiona) details fs Attachment (3) to this
report.
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Details ¢

THiarrie

Interview with Kevin P, HERBERT

: - — -

Kevin P. HERBERT was fnterviewed by investigator R. A. MATAKAS st the Nine
Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 2, 1982, HMERBERY achnowledped
that he had performed quality control fnspections as a trafnee without the
direct supervision of a certified inspector. He fcentified Leve)! 11 fnspector
Gary WILKINS as the indivicua) who assigned him his independent QC fnspection
essignments, HERBERT said he was not aware of the fact that he was not suppose
; ed to perform independent QC fnspections as & trafree until sometime in Septem=
: ber 1982 during a conversetion with NRC Restdent Inspector Robert SCRULTZ. He
. opined that both Dallas LANHAM and Bob MARDISON (both Stone and Webster supere
visory personnel) were aware of the fact that the trainees were performing
| independent QC inspections without the direct supervision of certified fnspece
tors. KERBERT'S sworn statement setting forth additiona) details is Attachment
y (4) to this report.
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Details 10

Intervies with Steven D. WEST

Steven D. WEST was interviewed by investigator R. K. CHRISTOPHER at the Nine
Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 2, 1982. WEST acknowledged
that he had performed quality contro)l inspections as a trafnee without the
direct supervision of a certified inspector. He identified Leve! 11 fnspector
Gary WILKINS as the individual who assigned him his independent QC inspection
assignments, WEST said he was accompanied by Level I inspector Jeff BEACH
during "99.5%" of his assignments that were given to him by WILKINS. WEST
cispleyed & lack of knowledge regarding the QC pregram by stating that he was
"ewere that &s a trafnee he was not permitted to perform fnspections without a
Level 11 present" (the QC program allows trainees to be accompanied by efther

8 Level 1, I1, or 111 inspector)., WEST opined that his supervisor, Bob HARDI-
SON, was aware that trainees were performing independent QC inspections without
the direct supervision of certified fnspectors. WEST'S sworn statement setting
forth acditional details is Attachment (5) to this report.
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Details 11

Interview with Michae! E. LAPOINT

Michael E. LAPOINT was fnterviewed by investigator R. K. CHRISTOPHER at the
Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 2, 1982. LAPOINT acknowe
ledged that he had performed quality contro) inspections as a trainee without
the cdirect supervision of a certified inspector. He identified Leve) I
inspector Ken IRWIN and former Leve) 1! inspector Pau) WILDE as the individuals
who assigned him his indepencent QC inspection assignments. He said that his
supervisor, Bob HARDISON, was aware of the fact that the trainees were performe
fng independent QC inspections without the direct supervision of certified
inspectors. He said that scmetime near the beginning of his employment (June
1, 1982) he attended an electrical discipline group meeting wherein Ed MAGILLY,
the Assistant Superintendent of Field Quality Control, stated that the trafnees
were not permitted to perform welding fnspections without supervisfon. LA-
POINT'S sworn statement setting forth additiona) details is Attachment (6) to
this report,



Details 12

Interview with Peter TOWLE

Peter TOWLE was interviewed by fnvestigator R. K. CHRISTOPHER at the Nine Mile
Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Power Station on November 2, 1982. TOWLE acknowledged
that he had performed quality control inspections as a trainee without the
direct supervision of a certified inspector, He identified Level Il inspector
Sary WILKINS as the individual who assigned him his independent QC inspection
assignment. He stated that he assumed that his supervisor, Bob HARDISON, was
generally aware that the trainees were performing independent QC inspections
based on the small sfze of the electrical QC discipline. TOWLE'S sworn state-
ment setting forth additiona) details 1s {is Attachment (7) to this report.



Details 13

Interviews With Stone and Webster Engineering Corp. Leve) 11 Electrical Inspece
tors

On November 3, 1982, four Stone and Webster quality control electrical fnspec~
tors (Level 1) were interviewed separately by NRC investigztors R. A, MATAKAS
or R. K. CHRISTOPHER., Substantive information provided by these individuals is
contained in their sworn statements, Attahments (8) through (11) and summarized
in the following four paragraphs.



Details 14

Interview with Georgce M. SMITH

George M. SMITH, Level Il inspector, was interviewed by investigator R, A,
MATAKAS &t Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 3, 1082,

SMITH acknowledged that because of the Electrical Discipline's workload, Leve)
I1 {aspectors permitted trainees to perform QC inspections without certified
inspector supervision., He further related circumstances and events indicating
that both Bob HARDISON and Dallas LANHAM permitted the use of trainees to
perform independent quality control fnspections. SMITH'S sworm statement
setting forth additional details {s Attachment (8) to this report.



Details 15

Interview with Gary C. WILKINS

Gary C. WILKINS, Level Il inspector, was interviewed by investigator R, A,
MATAKAS st the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 3, 1982.
WILKINS acknowledged that Level Il inspectors permitted trainees to perform QC
inspections without certified inspector supervision. He further related
circumstances and events indicating that both Bob HARDISON and Dallas LANHAM per-
mitted the use of trainees to perform independent quality control inspections.
His sworn statement setting forth additional details 1s Attachment (8) to this
report.



Detatls 16

Interview with Kenneth F. 1RW!]

P

Kenneth F, IRWIN, Level Il inspector, was interviewed by investigator R. K,

CHRISTOPHER at the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 3, 1982.

IRWIN acknowledged that because of the Elecirical Discipline's workload, Leve)
1] inspectors permitted trainees to perform QC inspections without certified
inspector supervision, He further related circumstances and events indicating
that both Bob MARDISON and Dallas LANHAM permitted the use of trainees to
perform independent quality control inspections. His sworn statement setting
forth additional details is Attachment (10) to this report,



Deteails 17

Interview with George F. GIGON

George F. GIGON, Level Il Inspector, was interviewed by fnvestigator R. K,
CHRISTOPHER at Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on November 3, 1982.
GIGON acknowledged that Leve! 11 inspectors permitted trainees to perform QC
inspections without certified inspector supervision, He further related
circumstances and events indicating that both Bob HARDISON and Dallas LANHAM
permitted the use of trainees to perform independent quality control inspece
tions., His sworn statement setting forth additional details is Attachment (11)
to this report.
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Interview with the Quality Control Electrical Engineer Discipline Supervisor

Robert M. HARDISON, Electrical Engineer Discipline Supervisor, was interviewed
by fnvestigator R, A. MATAKAS at the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on
November 3, 1582. HARDISON «cknowledged that he was aware that the Leve) Il
inspectors were using trainees to perform independent quality control inspec~
tions without the direct supervision of certified inspectors. He indicated
that the reason that this practice was permitted was because of the lack of
certified inspector manpower. HKe emphasized that even though the trainees were
not certified; he felt that the Level I] inspectors were not using the trainees
until they (the Level Il inspectors) felt the trainees were qualified to
perform the inspections, He further stated that his supervisor, Dallas LANHAM,
was aware of the practice and had never directed him (HARDISON) to stop it.
KARDISON'S sworn statement setting forth additiona) cdetails is Attachment (12)
to this report,



betails 19

Interview with the Senfor Quality Control Engineer

Dallas W. LANHAM, Senior Quality Control Engineer, was interviewed by investi=
gator R. K. CHRISTOPHER at the Nine Mile Point, Unit 2, Nuclear Station on
November 3, 1982. Investigator R. A. MATAKAS was also present during a portion
of the interview. LANHAM denied being aware that the trainees were performing
irdependent quality control inspections without certified fnspector super=
vision; however, statements from individuals in the electrical inspection
discipline do not suppoit his contention (see paragraph 5 of Attachment 8;
paragraph 5 of Attachment 9; paragraph 5 of Attachmen: 10; paragrapr 7 of
Attachment 11, and paragraph 4 of Attachment 12). In addition, LANHAM stated in
his sworn statement that a tra‘nee could go out alone and perform an inspection
as long as a Level Il inspector followed up behind the trainee to refnspect

the area. Regarding this statement, the investigators reminded LANHAM that
Level 11 inspector WILKINS had three trainees and one Leve) I inspector to
supervise, and it was hard to believe that he could be expected to perform his
own assigned work énd refnspect all those ftems inspected by his assigned
trainees. LAN=AM acknowledged that he knew it would be "impossible" for
WILKINS to do - "100%" follow=up on each trainee inspection item (referring to
WILKINS), add. g that 1t was sti11 the Level Il's responsibility to do & 100%
follow-up of trainee inspection items. LANHAM'S sworn statement secting forth
additiona] details is Attachment (13) to this report.
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"Detpils 22

Interview with the Superintendent of Field Quality Control

James C. THOMPSON, Superintendent of Quality Control, was interviewed by
investigator R, K. CHRISTUPHER on November 4, 1982, at the Nine Mile Point,
Unit 2, Nuclear Station. THOMPSON denied any knowledge of the fact that the
electrical trainees were performing independent quality control inspections
without appropriate supervision., He said the allegation was first brought
to his attention in September 1982 by the NRC Nine Mile Point, Unit By
Resident Inspector. He concluded by stating that 1f he would have been

aware that such & practice was going on prior to September 1982, he would
have put a stop to 1t .
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IV, ATTACHMEN(S

(1) Stone and Webster QC Electrical Discipline Lhain of Command Flow
Structure/Undated

(2) Sworn Statement (BROWN)/11-2-82
(3) Sworn Statement (FO'EV)/11-2-82
(4) Sworn Statement (HERBERT)/11-2-82
(5) Sworn Statement (WEsT)/11-2-82
(6) Sworn Statement (LAPOINT)/11-2-82
(7) Sworn Statement (TOWLE)/11-2-82
(8) Sworn Statement (SMITH)/11-3-82
(9) Sworn Statement (WILKINS)/11-3-82
(10) Sworn Statement (IRWIN)/11-3-82
(11) Sworn Statement (GIGON)/11-3-82
(12) Sworn Statement (HARDISON)/11-3-82

(13) Sworn Statement (LANHAM)11-3-82



