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reported the results to the Commission in a Memorandum on
February 28, 1990.

The Commission believes that it is essential, in order to
maintain accuracy and completeness, that accountability for
drafting Commission documents and making revisions to them be
assigned and maintained. In this particular case, it is
apparent, in retrospect, that the Commission and the NRC staff
did not meet our own standards of accuracy and control. However,
we wish to emphasize that the basic conclusion, namely that there
were no safety related reasons to delay the Commission’s
decision, was a correct one.

Your letter asks two guestions =-- the first one concerned
disciplinary actions taken. The IG report does discuss
individuals and their roule in the Seabrook welds matter. With
respect to the assignment of individual responsibility, the
report describes instances where individual performance led to
problems in the accuracy of correspondence to Congress. However,
the IG report does not identify conduct which was intentionally
deceitful. The IG saw the problem as a failure to follow
established procedures and the report suggested a need for the
NRC to examine these procedures.

With respect to disciplinary actions, the Commission has
considered the information presented by the IG and decided not to
take specific disciplinary action in light of the fact that there
was no evidence found of intentional deceit by the NRC staff.
Nonetheless, the Commission is concerned that all of its senior
management perform in an exemplary manner regarding accuracy,
completeness and timeliness of its correspondence to Congress.
Accordingly, the Commission is instructing its senior management
to take specific steps to improve our agency performance in the
future.

The second guestion concerned lessons learned. The Commission
believes that three lessons should be drawn:

1. The agency’s procedure for reviewing late
allegations is sound, but the review should
be strictly limited to the guestion, "does
the alleged safety concern present new
information which must be addressed before
acting on the licensing decision?" It seenms
clear in retrospect that the staff went
beyond answering the basic guestion and made
additional observations which were not
justifiable on the basis of information
available at the tinme.

2. The agency has procedures for identifying
drafters of documents and for concurrences.
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accuracy in communications to the Congress. We look forwvard to
our appearance before the Subcommittes next week.

Sincer=ly,

f;zga:ff;n

Enclosure:
As stated
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The Honorable John F. Kerry
United States Senate
wWashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Kerry:

I am responding to your letter of Janwary 29, 19%2, in which you
and three other members of the Massachusetts delegation sent the
~Topr 48810Nn several gquestions concerning letters from Senator
Kennedy (February 27, 1990) and Represen.ative Kostmayer (March
7, 18.0), and the answers provided by the Commission on March 15,
1990, You referred to a report by the NRC Inspector General (1G)
(enclosed), and indicated that this topic might arise at the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee’s Subcommittee on
Energy and the Environment hearing on February 19, 199%92.

't the outset the Commission wishes to make clear that it is
crucial to our nuclear regulatory process that the Commission
must e able to rely on the accuracy and completeness of the
information upon which our regulatory decisions are based. We
also share your expectation that any information which is
conveyed to Congress by the NRC will be accurate, complete and
timely. The IG and the Commission have found issues of concern
in the Seabrook case; we feel that the errors found are
correctable as described below. However, no one at NRC has
deliberately misled, nor lied to, the Congress, the Commission or
anyone else in this matter.

Senator Kennedy’s letter raised issues with respect to a
licensing decision which was scheduled to be made two days later,
on March 1, 1990; the letter raised guestions about Seabrook
reaching back to the early 1980’'s timeframe. The Commission has
recognized that safety issues about a facility may arise at any
time, and that the Commission has the responsibility to address
them. Following the Diablo Canyen licensing experience in 1985,
*he Commission established a process to address allegations, like
those forwarded by Senator Kennedy, made after the licensing
record is closed. These procedures, seét forth in NRC Manual
Chapter 0517, "M/ NAGEMENT OF ALLEGATIONS", instruct the staff to
perform an expeditious review of the allegations to determine if
there are any which because of their potential impact on safety,
must be resolved before any licensing action can be taken. The
staff performed this review for the Seabrook welds allegations



-
s |

rane

-

2

and reported the results to the Commission in a Memcrandum on
February 28, 199%0.

The Commission believes that it is essential, in order to
maintain accuracy and completeness, that accountability for
drafting Commission documents and making revisions to them be
assigned and maintained. 1In this particular case, it is
apparent, in retrospect, that the Commission and the NRC staff
did not meet our own standards of accuracy and control. However,
we wish to emphasize that the basic conclusion, namely that there
were no safety related reasons to delay the Commission'’s
decision, was a correct one.

Your letter asks two guestions -- the first one ~oncerned
disciplinary actions taken. The IG report does discuss
individuals and their role in the Seabrook welds matter. With
respect to the assignment of individual responsibility, the
report describes instances where individual performance led to
preblems in the accuracy of correspondence to Conqgress. However,
the IG report does not identify conduct which was intentionally
deceitful. The IG saw the problem as a failure to follow
established procedures and the report suggested a need for the
NRC to examine these procedures,

With respect to disciplinary actions, the Commission has
considerea the information presented by the IG and decided nox to
take specific disciplinary action in light of the fact that there
wag no evidence found of i‘ntentional deceit by the NRC staff.
Nonetheless, the Commission is concerned that all of its senior
management perform in an exemplary manner regarding accuracy,
completeness and timeliness of its correspondence to Congress.
Accordingly, the Commission is instructing its senior management
to take specific steps to impruve our agency performance in the
future,

The second question concerned lessons learned. The Commission
believes that three lessons should be drawn:

1, The agency’s procedure for reviewing late
allegations is sound, but the review should
be strictly limited to the guestion, "does
the alleged safety concern present new
information which must be addressed before
acting on the licensing decision?" It seems
clear in retrospect that the staff went
beyond answering the basic guestion and made
additional observations which were not
justifiable on the basis of information
available at the time.

5 The agency has procedures for identifying
drafters of documents and for concurrences.
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The February 28th memorandum was not prepared
according to the Commission’s own procedures,
as detailed in the IG report. 1In particular,
internal concurrences and reviews were not
sufficiently thorough to identify
inaccuracies and misleading statements. Some
but not all of the problems were corrected in
the answers to Congressional guestions
provided by the Commission on March 15, 1990,
We will examine this issue in the context of
our procedures for addressing late-~filed
allegations and take such steps as necessary
to ensure that the technical basis for our
responses to such allegations is fully
documented in the future.

3. Both the Commission and the NRC staff should
hold to high standards concerning accuracy
and recognition of error in public statements
by the staff or the Commission, even «here no
issue of health or safety is addreszed. 1In
the future, when guestions arise conceining
the agency’s record, the Commission will seek
greater assurance that the record is accurate
and not misleading, and that corrections are
promptly noted.

You may recall that concerns similar to those identified here
arose during the NRC’s review of Pi ,rim offsite emergency
preparednes:. Following the 1G’s findings in that case, the
Commission in a Decembelr 1990 Memorandum to the staff emphasized
the impostance of frank, complete and accurate communications
with the Commission and the necessity to correct any
misinformation or cmissions as promptly as possible.

To reaffiim this direction, this etter, with the IG report, is
being distributed to all the senior and mid-~level managers at the
agency, so that guidance to the staff will be explicit and
unmistakable.

We trust this answers the serious guestions raised in your
letter. Commissioner de Planque was on official travel and did
not participate in the preparation of this response.
Commissioner Remick did not participate in the preparaticn of
this response because, as a condition of his confirmation by the
Senate, he is recused from matters connected with the initial
licensing of the Seabrook facility. However, they both join
their fellow Commissioners in emphasizing the importance of



B

accuracy in communications to the Congress. We look forward to
our appearance before the Subcommittee next week.

Sincerely,
a'M :
Ivan Selin

Enclosure:
As stated
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The Honorable Nicholas Mavroules
United States House of Representatives
wWashington, D.C. 2081§

Dear Congressman Mavroules:

I am responding to your letter of January 29, 1992, in which you
and three other members of the Massachusetts delegation sent the
Commission several guestions concerning letters from Senator
Kennedy (February 27, 199%0) and Representative Kostmayer (March
7, 1990), and the answers provided by the Commission on March 18§,
1990, You referred to a report by the NRC Inspector General (1G)
(enclosed), and indicated that this topic¢ m!ght arise at the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee’s Subcommittee on
Energy and the Environment hearing on February 1%, 1992,

At the outset the Commission wishes to make clear that it is
crucial to our nuclear regulatory process that the Commission
must be able to rely on the accuracy and completeness of the
information upon which our regulatory decisions are based. We
also share ynur expectation that any information which is
conveyed to Congress by the NRC will be accurate, complete and
tinely. The 1GC and the Commission have found issues of concern
n the Seabrook case; we feel that the errors found are
correctable as described below. However, no one at NRC has
deliberately misled, nor lied to, the Congress, the Commission or
anyone else in this matter,

Senator Kennedy’'s letter raised issues with respect to a
licensing decision which was scheduled to be made two days later,
on March 1, 1990; the letter raised guestions about Seabrook
reaching back to the early 1980‘s tineframe. The Commission has
recognized that safety issues about a facility may arise at any
time, and that the Commission has the responsibility to address
them. Following the Diablo Canyon licensing experience in 1985,
the Commission establislied a process to address allegations, like
those forwvarded by Senator Kennedy, made after the licensing
record is cliosed. These procedurss, set forth in NRC Manual
Chapter 0517, "MANAGEMENT OF ALLEGATIONS", instruct the staff to
perform an expeditious review of the allegations to determine if
there are any which because of their potential impact on safety,
must be resclved before any licensing action can be taker The
staff performed this review for the Seabrook welds allegations



and reported the results to the Commission in a Memorandum on
February 28, 19%0,

The Commission believes that it is essential, in order to
maintain ueeurac¥ and completeness, that accountability for
draftirqg Commission documents and making revisions t them be
assigned and maintained. In this particular case, it is
apparent, in retrospect, that the Commission and the NRC staff
did not meet our own standards of accuracy and control. MHowever,
we wish to emphasize that the basic conclusion, namely that there
ware no safety related reasons to delay the Commission’s
decision, was a correct one,

Your letter asks iwo guestions -~ the first one concerned
disciplinary actions taken. The 1G report does discuss
individuals and their role in the Seabrook welds matter. With
respect to the assignment of individual responsibility, the
report describes instances where individual performance led to
problems in the accuracy of correspondence to Congre.s. However,
the 1G report does not identify conduct which was intentionally
deceitful. The 1G saw the problem as a failure to follow
established procedures and the report suggested a need for the
NRC to examine these procedures.

With respect to disciplinary actions, the Commission has
considered the information presented by the IG and decided not to
take specific disciplinary action in light of the fact that there
was no evidence found of intentional deceit by the NRC staff.
Nonetheless, the Commission is concerned that all of its senior
management perform in an exemplary manner regarding accuracy,
completeness and timeliness of its correspondence to Congress.
Accordingly, the Commission is instructing its senior management
to take specific steps to improve our agency performance in the
future.

The second question concerned lessons learned. The Commission
believes that three lessons should be drawn:

1. The agency’s procedure for reviewing late
allegations is sound, but the review should
be strictly limited to the question, “does
the alleged safety concern present new
information which must be addressed before
acting on the licensing decision?" It seems
clear in retrospect that the staff went
beyond answering the basic guestion and made
additional observations which were not
justifiable on the basis of information
available at the time.

e, The agency has procedures for identifying
drafters of documents and for concurrences.
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The February 28th memorandum was not prepared
accordlng to the Commission’s own procedures,
as detailed in the I1G report. In particular,
internal concurrences and reviews were not
sufficiently thorough to identi'y
inaccuracies and misleading statements, Some
but not all of the problems were corrected in
the ansvers to Congressional guestions
provided by the Commission on March 15, 1990,
We will examine this issue in the context of
our procedures for addressing late-~filed
allegations and take such steps as necessary
to ensure that the technical basis for our
responses to such allegations is fully
documented in the future.

3. Both the Commission and the NRC staff should
held to hi?h standards concerning accuracy
and recognition of error in public statements
by the staff or the Commission, even where no
issue of health or safety is addressed, In
the future, when guestions arise concerning
the agency'’s record, the Commission will seek
greater assurance that the record is accurate
and not misleading, and that corrections are
promptly noted.

You may recall that coscerns similar to those identified here
arcse during the NRC's review of Pilgrim offsite emergency
preparedness. Following the IG’'s findings in that case, the
Commission in a December 1990 Memorandum to the staff emphasized
the importance of frank, complete and accurate communications
with the Commission and the necessity to correct any
misinformation or omissions as promptly as possille.

To reaffirm this direction, this letter, with the 1G report, is
being distributed to all the senior and mid~level managers at the
agency, so that guidance to the staff will be explicit and
unmistakable.

We trust this answers the serious guestions raised in ysur
letter. Commissioner de Planque was on official travel and did
not Tlrticiplto in the preparation of this response.
Commissioner Remick did not participate in the preparation of
this response because, as a condition of his confirmatior by the
Senate, he is recused from matters connected with the initial
licensing of the Seabrook facility. However, they both join
their fellow Commissioners in emphasizing the importance of
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accuracy in communjcations to the Congress. We look forward to
our appearance before the Subcommittee next week.

Ivan Selin

Enclosure:!
As stated
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Soent February 14, 19962
CHAIRMAN

The Honorable Edward J. Markey
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Markey:

1 am responding to your letter of January 29, 1992, in which you
and three other members of the Massachusetts delegation sent the
Commission several guestions concerning letters from Senator
Kennedy (February 27, 1990) and Representative Kostmayer (March
7, 1990), and the answers provided by the Commission on March 15,
1990, You referred to a report by the NRC Inspector General (16G)
(enclosed), and indicated that this topic might arise at the
Houre¢ .nterior and Insular Affairs Committee’s Subcommittee on
Energy and the Environment hearing on February 19, 1992,

At the outset the Commission wishes to make clear that it is
crucial to our nuclear regulatory process that the Commission
must be able to rely on the accuracy and completeness of the
information upon which our regulatory decisions are based. We
also share your expectation that any information which is
conveyed to Congress by the NRC will be accurate, complete and
timely. The 1G and the Commission have found issues of concern
in the Seabrook case; we feel that the errors found are
correctable as described below., However, no one at NRC has
deliberately misled, nor lied to, the Congress, the Commission or
anyone else in this matter.

Senator Kennedy'’'s lettar raised issues with respect to a
licensing decision wrich was scheduled to be made two days later,
on march 1, 1990; *tae letter raised gquestions about Seabrook
reaching back to the early 1980’s timeframe. The Commission has
recognized that safety issues about a facility may arise at any
time, and that the Commission has the responsibility to address
them. Following the Diable Canyon licensing experience in 1985,
the Commissicn established a process to address allegations, like
those forwarded by Senator Kennedy, made after the licensing
record is closed. These procedures, set forth in NRC Manual
Chapter 0517, "MANAGEMENT OF ALLEGATIONS", instruct the staff to
perform an expeditious review of the allegations to determine if
there are any which because of their potential impact on safety,
must be resclved before any licensing action can be taken. The
staff performed this review for the Seabrook welds allegations
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and reported the results to the Commission in a Memorandum on
February 28, 1990,

The Commission believes that it is essential, in order to
maintain accuracy and completeness, that accountability for
dratttng Commission documints and making revisions to them be
assigned and maintained. (i this particular case, it is
apparent, in retrospect, that the Commission and the NRC staff
did not meet our own standards of accuracy and control. However,
we wish to emphasize that the basic conclusion, namely that there
were no safety related reasons to delay the Commission’s
decision, was a correct one.

Your letter asks two guestions ~~ the first one concerned
disciplinary actions taken. The 1G report does discuss
individuals and their role in the Seabrook welds matter. With
respect to the assignment of individual responsibility, the
report describes instances where individual performance led to
problems in the accuracy of correspondence to Congress. However,
the IG report does not identify conduct which was intenticunally
deceitful. The IG saw the problem as a failure to follow
established procedures and the report suggested a need for the
NRC to examine these procedures.

With respect to disciplinary actions, the Commission has
considered the information presented by the 1G and decided not to
take specific disciplinary action in light of the fact that there
was no evidence tound of intentional deceit by the NRC staff.
Nonetheless, the Commission is concerned that all of its senior
management perform i1 an exemplary manner regarding accuracy,
completeness and timeliness of its correspondence to Congress.
Accordingly, the Commission is instructing its senior management
to take specific steps to improve our agency performance in the
future.

The second question concerned lessons learned. The Commission
believes that three lessons should be drawn:

The agency'’s procedure for reviewing late
allegations is sound, but the review should
be strictly limited to the guestion, "does
the alleged safety concern present new
information which must be addressed before
acting on the licensing decision?" It seems
clear in retrospect that the staff went
beyor.c answering the basic gquestion and made
additicnal observations which were not
justifiable on the basis of information
available at the time.

2. The agency has procedures for identifying
drafters of documents and for concurrences.



The February 28th memorandum was not prepared
aecerdtng to the Commission’s own procedures,
as detailed in the 16 report. In particular,
internal zoncurrences and reviews were not
sufficiently thorough to identify
inaccuracies and misleading statements, Some
but not all of the problems were corrected in
the answers to Congressional guestions
provided by the Commission on March 1%, 1990,
We will examine this issue in the context of
our procedures for addressing late~filed
allegations and take such steps as necessary
to ensure that the technical basis for our
responses to such allegations is fully
documented in the future,

3, Both the Commission and the NRC staff should
held to high standarde concerning accuracy
and recognition of error in public statements
by the staff or the Commigssion, even where no
issue of health or safety is addressed. 1In
the future, when questions arise concerning
the agency’s record, the Commission will seek
greater assurance that the record is accurate
and not misleading, and that corrections are
promptly noted.

You may recall that concerns similar to those identified here
arose during the NRC’'s review of Pilgrim ofisite emergency
preparedness. Following the 1G's findings in that case, the
Commission in a December 1990 Memorandum to the staff emphasized
the importance of frank, complete and accurate communications
with the Commission and the necessity to correct any
misintormation or omissions as promptly as possible.

To reaffirm this direction, this letter, with the 1G report, is
being distributed to all the senior and mid-level managers at the
agency, so that guidance to the staff will be explicit and
unmistakable.

We trust this answers the serious questions raised in your
letter. Commiss.oner de Plangue was on official travel and did
not participate in the preparation of this response.
Commissioner Remick did not participate in the preparation of
this response because, as a condition of his confirmation by the
Senate, he is recused from matters connected with the initial
licensing of the Seabrook facility. However, they both join
their to?law Commissioners in emphasizing the importance of
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accuracy in communications to the Congress. We look forward to
our appearance before the Subcommittee next week,

Sincerely,

v
Ivan Selin

Enclosure:
As stated
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LLEGHA-HSE-HY
Executive Summary

The SEABROOK Nuclear gtation wvas constructed under & licenss
obtained frow the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), by the
public Service Company of New Hanpshire (PSNH). The Yankee
Atomic Electric Company (YAEC) wvas charged with establishing and
inplementing & qQuality assurance prograns for that construction,
the Pullman-Kiggins Conpany was contracted in part to fabricate
safety-related pipe velding at SEABROOK., This firm vas alse -
responsible for conducting required inspections of those velds,

padiography was & nondestructive examination (NDE) method used to
inspect the welds. Radiographs are pictures produced on &
sensitive filr or plate by a fors of radiation. They are similar
to x-ray {ilms and portray irages of the welds and the defects
they may contain. The radiographs were revieved initially for
quality assessment in accordance with applicable codes, by NDE
Level 11 examiners erployed by pullpan-Higgins. Radiographs
which were revieved and accepted by pullman~Higgins vere
forvarded to YAEC for acceptance and final storage,

gtarting in apprexirately July 1982 in respense to a deficiency
report by YAEC, puliran-Higgins required an NDE level 111 to
reviev all safety~related weld radiographs befoure submittance to
YALC., YAEC raintained that they rev eved all radiographs sent to
trer by Pullrman-Higgins from the beginning of construction., YAEC
bad & written procedure during the latter part of construction
which reguired a YAEC reviev of all safety-related weld

radicgraphs.

Sere safety-related velds were fabricated cff-site (shop welds)
en corponents which were jater irstalled at SEABROCK. The
radicqgraphns cof these welds were referred to as vendor radiograghs
and were 8180 submitted to YAEC for acceptance and storage.

In April 1990 U.S Congressmen Morris UDALL, Peter KOSTMAYER,
Fdward KENNEDY, Edward MARKEY, Nicholas MAVROULES and John KERRY
vraised concerns to the office of the Inspector General (01G).
Trese concerns involved the NRC oversight of the quality
assurance progran for safety-related velds at SEABROOK and
representations made by the NRC in the fellowing ducuwents,

1., The memoranc m from william RUSSELL, Regyicenal Mdminiztrater,
Region I to .r. Thomas MURLEY, Office cof Nuclear Reactor
gkegulation (T'RR) dated February 28, 1990 (RUSSELL
pencrandum)

2. The letters from chairman ¥enneth CARR to Senator Edward
KENNEDY and Congressman FPeter KOSTMAYER dated March 15, 1680

These NRC documents were written in response to questions raised

by Senator KENNEDY and Congressman KOSTMAYER about the velding
progran at SEABROOK and the concarns of Joseph WAMPLER. WAMPLER

DOt
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L This investigation developed ne information to indicate that
the Region I assessnent was an sttempt to mislead the
Cengress by providing false or inaccurate information,

11, The Jeseph WAMPLER Settlenent ASresnent

The NRC represented to Congress that the settlienent
agreerent betwveen the Pullman-Higgins Company and Joseph
WAMPLER did not discourage WAMP from dtoczooxng safety
concerns to the NRC,

Investigative Issues

Did the NRC have a sufficient basis for the statezent that the
settiement agreerent did not inhibit or diucourogo Joseph WAMPLER
from inferming the NRC about his safety concerns

Findings

1. The primary basis for the NRC conclusion Eoncerning the
restrictiveness of the sett.erent agreenment vas from
inforpation supplied &) SRS the attorney for
Pullran-ui?qinl in the WAMPLER ratter. Region 1 did not
ebtain an independent analysis from thelir own NRC legal

counsel.

i The review of the NREC response to Serator KENNEDY by the
Cffice of the General Counsel a8t NRC Headgquarters did not
include consideration of basic docunents needed for & legal

reviev,

3. The represertations in the NRC letter to Joseph WAMPLER on
March 14, 1990, were inconsistent with the statements in the
NRC response to Senator KENNEDY on March 15, 1990. The "
letter to WAMPLER stated that the NRC believed the language
in his settlement agreenent could be interpreted to restrict
his ability to freely communicate with the NRC. The letter
to Senator KENNEDY stated that the agreement did "not
prontoit the piaintiff from reporting wi discussing Fis
findings reygarding radiographic records...."

111 A, 300% Reviev Of weld Radiographs = RUSSELL Mimorandua

The NRC represented to Congress that after WAMPLER's
termination from the Pullman-Higgins Company, the licensee
perforred a 1008 reviev of all s.fety-related radiographs.
The NRC cited Inspection Report $0-80 as its source of
information for this claim,

3

T TTUTRL UoL L



SFHA-Hot-bile

investigative lasaed

pid the NRC staft provide {ncorrect information in the RUSSELL
percrandus regarding the 1000 reviev of radiographs folloving
WAMPLER's terminatien from the pullsan-Higgins Company?

pid NRC tnspection Report 0«80 contain incorrect infermation
vith respect to {ts characterization of information in inspection
Reports g«31 and #4-077

findings -

1. YARC did not begin the 1008 reviev of rodioitcpho after
WAMPLER'S termination from the Pullman-Higgins Conpany.
This reviev of puliman-Higgins radiographs vas slready

ongoing at the time of WAMPLER'S termination,

2. The process for the reviev and concurrence of the RUSSELL
penorandun was flaved. The inaccuracy regarding the reviev
peing conducted after WAMPLER'S departure occurred when the

author's draft vas aitered without his knoviedge., The
investigation was unable to'dotorttno vho sade that change.

I irspection Report $0-80 pischaracterized statenents in
irspection peports 85-21 and B4=07, Contrary to
representations in Inspection Report 90-80, these inspection

reports do not substantiate that & 1008 reviev of
radiographs vas conducted by YAEC,

111 B xs11_11x111_21_!1lﬂ_nnﬂxznxnzln_:_Sansxn:nnsn_nalxnaxxs

After revieving the RUSSELL penorandun, Congressnan .
KCSTMAYER queried the NRC, as to what statenments in
Irspection Report 84-07 supported the claip that YAEC
conducted & 100V reviev of all safety-related radiographs.
Tre NRC cited staterments in Inspection Report-€4-07 that
supported their earlier 100V reviev claim.

Lnunmml—lum

Did the NRC response te Cangressman KOSTMAYER justify how
Inspection Report p4-07 supported the RUSSELL pencrandun's ALEL
of & 10UN peviev ry YARC?

findings
3 The CI1C {nvestigation determined that Inspection Report 84~

07 did not s oport the NRC's roprosontotian to Congressran
KOSTMAYER abuout che 1008 reviev of »ll safety-related veld

yadiographs.
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i. Contrary to the NRC's response to Congresssan KOSTMAYER,
the ©IG investigation found that during NRC Inspectioen
84+07, YAEC did not have & written procedure that required
the reviev of al) safety-related vendor and site generated
rediographs.

IV, Je8eRh WAMPLER'S 16 Nencenformance Reporia

The NRC handling of WAMPLER's concern that 16 potential
nonconfornance reports (NCRs) that he wvas preparing at the tize
of his ternination were properly processed by the liman-Higgins
Company. -

investigative lssues

Did the NRC take appropriste action to assure that the Pullman~
Higgin's Conpany progorly dispositioned 16 potential non-
conforrance reports being prepared by Joseph WAMPLER at the time
of his ternmination?

Findings .

The 016 investigation determined that the NRC did not identify 14
of the 1€ potential NCRs rentioned by WAMPLER. NRC personnel
rade the decision to focus instead on the records turnover
process folloving WAMPLER's termination vhich should have
included NCRs being processed. Senior Construction Resident
Irspector (SCRI) box;himd that his reason for this
de-ision was the existence of an NRC policy not to disclose an
alleger's identity. The information concerning the 16 NCRs was
of & singular nature «nd would have identified WAMPLER, During
this ;orm:‘ had been told by WAMPLER not to Inform Pullmans
Higgins of his contact with the NRC., GEBNEES efforts duging
Inspection 83-27 and 8)-1%5 to reviev the records turnover process
were in respense to concerns raised by WAMPLER about the 16 NCRs,

V. The Informal Return of Radicographs

Joseph WAMPLER alleged that YAEC returned deficient
radiograph packages to Pullman-Hiqgins without documenting
those deficiencies.

Troestigative Jssues

Would an infermal system of returns constitute a viclation of 10
CFR %0, Appendix B? Did YAEC informally return radiographs to
Puliman-Higgins for corrective action? Was the NRC avare of
YAEC's informal return of rejected weld radiographs to the
Pullran-Higgins Company?

bbb
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rindings

1. The investigation determined that in various vays, YAEC was
informally returning radiograph packages to Pullnan=Higgins,

The practice of inforeally returnirg readiographs without
docusentation is & vielation of 10 CFR 80, Appendix B.

). The investigetion did not develop any evidence to indicate
the NRC was avare of this practice during the pericd of

- eonstruction,

vi. u.mnuuemmxumwmmnn!m

WAMPLER alleged thet YAEC intended to issue a 10 CFR
£0.55(e) notification concerning the high reject rate of

veld radiographs and then failed to do so.

1rvestigative 1s8suel

wWas Joseph WAVPLER'S allegation cor..<t that YAEC decided to
issue & 10 CFR 850.8%5(e) report regarding high radiograph reject

rates and then failed to do so?
indings

The CI1G investigatieon found ne
a.legatien.

evidence to substantiate WAMPLER'S

-
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on February 27, 1990, Senator Edvard M. KENNEDY forvarded a
jetter (Exhibit 1) to Kenneth M, CARR, Chairman, V.5, Nuclear
Iogulutorz Commission (NRC). regarding the disposition of
certain allegations concotnihg defects in radiographs of safety-
related velds at SEABROCK Nuciear station, Joseph D, WAMPLER, a
Nondestructive Examination (NDE) site level 111 rodtograph
technician, had been erployed by the Pullman-Higgins Company st
SEABROOK Nuclear Statien du:ﬂn? the Jate sumser and fall of 1983,
KAMPLER was fired from his pos tion in January 1984, and he filed
s complaint with the U.§. Department of labor (DOL). 1In March
1984, during his DOL hearing, WAMPLEIR claimed that in the course
of his reviev of ogproxxmatcxy 800 = 900 radiographs of safety-
related velds, he had rejected a proximatel :30. either because
the radiograph was ir roperly taken and cou 4 not be read, or
because 8 ptoporlz taken radiograph had shown a veld that did not
reet the applicable standards,

Attached to Senator KENNEDY's letter vas & series of 1% gquestions
concerning WAMPLER and his enploynent with the Pullzan-Hiygins
Cempany. Senater KENNEDY reguested that the guestions be
rescived before the Commission pade its docto?gn regarding the
suthorization of & full-power license for SEABROOK Nuclear

Station.

ir & peporandun dated February 28, 1950, (Exhibit 2), from
william T. RUSSELL, Regicnal Administrater, Region 1 to Dr.
reras L. MURLEY, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) ,

R SSELL indicated that FRegien ! had completed an expedited reviev
cf the concerns of Jeseph WAMPLER and concluded that no cordition
raterial to full-pover licersing was involved, This remorandunm
Lert On te state that Region 1 had revieved Senator KENNEDY's
jetter to Chairman CARR and _

Although we have not had time to develop detailed

. answers Yo the contained 1% gquestions and currently
lack corplete knowiedge of ansvers to who knew what
«hen, wa are confident, based on our extensive
inspections and analysis, that Senater KENNEDY ™ has
raised no nev safet {ssue that has not been
pruviouol{ revieved and resclved, or that is raterial
to the full-pover licensing of SLABROCQK,

¢s Mareh 1, 1990, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission issued
decision CLI-90-03, which allowed the Atomic Safety and Licensing
poard's authorization in Noverber 1969 of a full-power license
for SEABROOK to become effective.

In 8 letter dated March 7, 1990, (Exhibit 3) from Peter
KOSTMAYER, Chairman, gubcomnittee on General Oversight and
investigations, U.§. House of Representatives to Chairman CARR,

7
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KOSTMAYER raised a nusber of additional guestions concerning
defects in the radiographs of welds at SEABROOR Nuclear statien,

on March 18, 1990, chairman CARR responded to senator KENNEDY
(Exhibit 4) and Congressnan KOSTMAYER (Exhibit §) ansvering the
questions raised by Senator KENNEDY in his letter dated Tebruary
27, 1990, and the questions raised by Congresssan FOSTMAYER in
his correspendence dated March 7, 1950,

By letter dated April 6, 1990, (Exhibit 6) V.8, Congressnen
Morris UDALL, Peter KOSTMAYER, Edward KENNEDY, pdvard MARXEY,
Nicholas MAVROULES and John KIRRY requested an investigation be
conducted by the NRC office of the Inspector General (01G). The
investigation concerned the verscity and conpleteness of NRC
resporses to inquiries from the Congress regarding the veld
exarmination Kfogttl at SEABROOK, The concerns specifically
fecused on the February 28, 1990, memorandus fros William RUSSELL
te Dr. Thomass MURLEY and the correspondence from cChairman CARK to
gerator KENNEDY and Congressman KOSTMAYER dated March 18, 1990,

In April 19950 the 016 initiated an investigation into the WAMPLER
patter focusing on the follovwing issues:

1. The 20V Reject Rate Of Weld Radiographs

The NRC represented to the Congress in the RUSSELL
perorandun that a 200 reject rate for veld rediographs
wvag not urusual. The BUSSELL memorandum was written in
resporse te Congressional concerns.

11. The Jeseph WAMPLER Settlenment Agreement

The NRC represented to Congress that the settliement
agreerent betveen the Pullpan~Higgins Company and Joseph
WAMPLE® did not discourage WAMFLER from disclosing safety
cencerns to the NRC,

111 A, 100% Review of weld Radiographs = RUSSELL Menmorandum

NRC represented to Congress that aYter WAMPLER'S
termination from the puliman-Higgins Company, the
Licensce performed & 1008 review of all safety-related
radicgraphs. The NRC cited Inspection Report $0-80 as
{1tz sooree of Ant rpation for this claile.

B, 1004 Review of veld Redicgraphs = Congrescman KOSTMAYER
After rcvlovtn? the RUSSELL semorandum, Congressman
¥OSTMAYER queried the NRC, as to what statements in
inspection Report 84-07 supported the claim that YAEC
conducted a 100V veviev of all safety-related

radiographs. The NRC cited statements in Inspection
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Report 84-07 that supported their earlier 100V reviev
claim,

Joseph WAMPLER's 16 Nonconformance Reports

The NRC handling of WAMPLER's concern about whether 16
potential nonconfornance reports he vas preparing at the
tire of his termination vere properly processed by the
Pullman-Higgins Company.

The Infermal Return of Radiographs

Joseph WAMPLER alleged thatl YAEC returned deficient
radiograph packages to Pullman-Higgins wvithout
documenting these deficiencies.

Construction Deficiency Reporting Requirenments
WAMPLER alleged that YAEC intended to issue & 10 CFR

£0.55(e) notification concerning the high reject rate of
weld radiographs and then failed to do so.
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1. Bashground = The 20% Redfect Rate of Weld Radieqgraphe.

The meporandun from RUSSELL to MURLEY dated Febriary 28, 1990,
(Exhibit 2, page 3) states, “"Our assessment is that & 200 reject
rate of radiographs during the first reviev by & Lavel 111
exaniner is not unusual.*

puring the DOL hearing on March 20, 1984, (Exhibit 7) WAMPLER
indicated that he had been given approximately 970 packages of
packiogged radiographs to reviev in early Novesber 198), and vas
to have then done within 22 or 23 days. WAMPLER's attorney
stated that these radiographs had been taken by a techniclian in
1981, put avay and never read by a Site Level III readiographer,
WAMPLER sd ised that when he began revieving the filr he started
rojocttnY radiographs at & rate vhich he considered e.cessive.
He described anything over 5% as an excessive reject rate,
WAMPLER said that he vas rejecting radiographs at the ra*e of 19

to 208,

WAMPLER testified that he was finding numerous papervork errors,
some radiographs that shoved a lack of veld fusion, some veld
porosities and some "brown® (discolored) film which vas
uracceptable for code compliance, WAMPLER explained that a lack
of fusion was & rejectable condition because the veld vould have
to be repaired. He also explained that porosity in itself vas an
scceptable condition provided it fell vithin the code .
reguirenents. WAMPLER indicated that if the poresities had a
direct line which was construed to be & crack, the condition vas
rejectable. HKe indicated that certain film vould be rejected
pecause the filnm was brown and he could not resd the veld or
there vers views of the veld that he coull not read, -

In response to guoottonl during the DOL hearing, WAMPLER
indicated that four or five months prier to his esploywent vith
Pulisan<Higgins there had been no site lLevel 111 radiographer for
interpretive reviev. WANMPLER also related he vas not gaking any
allegations regarding any viclation of procedures in regard to
radiographic film, and he vas not avare of |n¥ violations in
reviewing the film that occurred at Pullman-Higgins or any other

Jevel on site.

Invessigative lssues

Wes the statement in the RUSSELL mesorandus that the NiC did not

corsider & 20t vald radiograph reject rate to be unusual
suppertad in fact? Did the NRC attenmpt to deliberately nislead

the Congress by the statenent?

Retalls
The officisl record copy of the RUSSELL menmorandus indicates the
folleving concurrences' for Gum—y oo S
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e Muulf,*. then Deputy
Regional Adninistrator, for hinself and William RUSSELL.

016 intervieved Ao Resident Inspector (RI)
at SEABROOK (Exhibit ’). was questioned concerning
vhat caused the RUSSELL memcrandum to be prepared,
recallied that on February 27, 1990, he vas assigned to SEABROOK
yhen he received & telephone call from sconecne he believed to be
{n the NRC Office of Congressional Affairs. The caller indicated
trhere was & letter peing forvarded from Senator KENNEDY with @
series of questions atout 8 former Bullman-Higgins radiographer
by the name of Josepn WAMPLER., He recalled that the individual
read twelve (12) specific gquestions to him concerning WAMPLER.

vas told trat the letter was being handled as @ iate
filed allegation, and the Region 1 staff needed to deternine if
trere was any nev information that vas significant to the
licensing decision QD oV ided b copy of his notes
taken during that call and the subseguent conference call that
cceurred on February 28, 19%0 (Exhibit ).

added trhat at this tine he was the onl
the HEC'S SEABRROOK of
construction Resident inspector (SCR1), and
genior Resident Inspector (§R1), were both on leave.

person in
the Senior
' the

recalled that the gquestions vere provided to New
Harpshire Yankee (NKY), & division of PENH. He advised that NHY
irtended to start developing sone of the arsvers which vould be
digcussed during the corference call he vas to arrange with the
NEC on February 28, 1950, He indicated that, to his knowledge,
the FUSSELL memorandus was pased primarily vpon fnformation that
oas cttained during this conference call, He advised that the
cernference call invelved NRC Headguarters personnel and Region 1
perscnnel incivding : , and
buring the cali GRS .0t NHY Chairman @

office, along with KK} perscnnel

and <he
attorney who represented puliran-Higgins in the WAMPLER DOL
rearing. He 8.80 recalled that from Region 1
happened to be visiting the SEABROOK site that day and vas alsc
present in QUM office during the call.

-

MK T pdvised that after the confererce call, he was TAsned
evi.e .nepection reports, the WAMPLER allegation file and
r files located at SEABROOK, MHe advised Liat hé previded
csrpation from these files t¢ his peint of contact
region I. He opined that he vould have had conversations wit!h
sthers at the Region to (rclude dEDER O o (0 he TRy
nave written a draft of some of the sections in the RUSSELL
serorandun wvhich he then nad faxed to the Region.

11
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On August 1, 1981, OIG reintervieved omuENRENEEN (£ ibit 10),
He vas questioned regairding the statesent, *Our assessment s
that & 200 reject rate of radiographs during the first reviev by
s Level 111 exapiner is not unusuasl.* #nnod that
his best recollection was that this vas assessment of what
the NRC had found at other facilities.

016 intervieved *, Deputy Director, Division of
peactor Projects, Region 1 (Exhibit 11). dindscntod he
sav the RUSSELL mencrandus in the concurrence chain as he vas
acting for Division Duoctor* and he also concurred
for who wvas not available. He could not recall having any
discussions regarding the substance of the document and indicated
he nade no changes to the mencrandus when he sav it for

concurrence. He did not kn © prepared the document, but
indicated it came out of Frojects Branch 3 in the

pivision of Reactor Projects. said that many of the
issues raised regarding velding would have been *oncorn in
his pesition in the Division of Reactor Safety in Region 1.

016 irtervieved William RUSSELL, former Regional Administrator of
Region I (Exhibit 12)., TRUSSELL advised that the mesorandus dated
February 2B, 1950, to MURLEY was sigred by oHNmmsmmmy ooty
Regicnal Administ . 'SSELL stated he was on annual leave at
his res.dence in beginning February 26, and he did
not return to the region until March &, 1990. RUSSELL advised
that he did not see the memorandun before it was signed, He alsc
did not recall any telephone discussions regarding the memcrandur
during the pericd he vas on leave.

PUSSELL was guestioned abcocut Region 1's need to respond quickly
on February 28, 1990, to the concerns raised by Senator KENNEDY
in his letter dated February 27, 1990, RUSSELL indicated he d,3
not telieve the mencrandus was unusual. He said there was 2
process in the case of late filed or last minute allegations to
rake a judgement as to whether there s something that would be a
bar to licensing and to document the basis for that conclusion.

With respect to inaccuracies in the memorandum, RUSSELL

stated that when something is done in a hurry, there vas always a
potential for inaccuracies. He indicated that the fundanental
purpese of the memorandun vas to address vhether there was an
fecus that would bar proceeding with a licensing decision., He
advised that Region I was confortable based ¢n all the
{rerections that had been conducted during the period of

r
corstruction to determine that these issues vere not relevant toe

a full-power license.

On Yay 13, 1891, OIG interviewed <IN, Branch Chief,
Division of Reactor Safety, NRC Region I (Exhibit 13)., e
advised that the Division of Reactor Projects in Region 1

12
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{nitiated the RUSSELL vemorandus., VENERcculd not recall whe
directed the document to e written, but recalled it came through
big office for concurrence and that SNNNNER & section chief in
the Division of Reactor Projects, asked him to reviev i\,

S recalled that he drafted parts of the docusent and was
{rveived in reviewing the section having to do with the "Alleged
pigh-rate of rejection rates for radiographs.* He advised that
e bad an pd hoe meeting An the hallvay vit: U

whe were non-destructive exasination (NDE) level 111
technicaans assigned to his staff, @D recalled asking, "Does o
200 veld refect rate sound like & big nuaber to you?" He
indicated the resporse was no, it's high, but it's not unusual.
IR reiated that he could not recall 1f SRS, .o slsc
had radiographic technical experience, vas & party to that
conversation, but that after the meeting he asked certain staff
perbers if that percentage vas unusually high., @D adviscd
that, to the test of his knoviedge, no one had 8 dissenting
cpinion, WP #lso indicated that the statement regarding the
200 reject rate as not being unusual vas alreauy in the RUSSELL
rencrandun at the tize he revieved it, WD stated he just
varted to confirm that the staterment wvas not "out in left fleld
ard that vas what prorpted the hallvay meeting. HEEER further
advised he did not write the section, but he did edit it,
repcrted that GEEEP ray have written this section of the RUSSELL
gepcrandum, but he did not know that for a fact.

ouml irficates at the tire the RUSSELL memoranduz vas being
prepared, he did not knew that WAMPLER had been revieving
rad.ographs which had been previously revieved by a level 111
D stated that it would definitely be unusual for & lLevel 11
to be reviewing film previously revieved by ancther lLevel 111
finding & 208 reject rate.

Wit* respect to pressure from NRC Meadguarters, W thought
there was 8 perceived need to get the job done to peet the
licersing schedule of the Comrission, and he felt pressure to a
certain extent as did other staff pexters. FRegarding what could
rave been done differently, WD stated:

In 20720 hindsight §f we knev that everybody vas going
to g0 over each word of this document with a
gagnify.ng glass, in vretrospect, wve vould have
pirobably spent & whole lot sure Liae putiing t
together, but that's n-t the vein it vas generated {r,
It was from a reascnable assurance, do we feel there
is scrething substantial here that's going to drive
us to go out and do new inspections after ve've spent
theusands and thousands of hours up there, and do we
feel confortable with what's there today, based on the
record? The ansver was, yes, ve feel comfortable,
based on the record.

1
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on August 1, 1991 016 reintervieved e AL Region 1
(Exhibit 14). vas guestioned regarding his role in
preparing of revieving the RUSSELL peporandus, WD indicated it
vas "pretty wsuch put together® vhen he Sav it for concurrence.

vaguely renenbered & conference call regarding Senator
KEINNEDY's questions, put indicated he had been involved in
pultiple SEABROOK conference calls and vafter avhile this kind of
all runs together.® #couid not recall the specific details
that led to the initiation of the RUSSELL memorandum, but
explained that very rarely had he seen anything ge out of the
offize (Region 1) at that level in one day.

With respect to the 200 reject rate, again recounted
speaking with e ) and in the hallwvay and
asking the guestion, “Wils & 208 reject rate on radiography, is
that unusually high', and the response was 1{t's not unusual,
ve've seen it pefore.'" O stated he could not remember if
Cr @R read the draft of the RUSSELL penoranduns at the
tire he asked the guestion. oD recalled that his viev of the
208 reject rate vas that it included not just weld defects, but

also film qQuality guestions that did not necessarily reflect veld
defects.

SR stated that his view of the 20% reject rate waso pased on his
and his staff's inspection experience and the Jarge amount of
radiographic fils they had revieved at SEABROOK . NS {ndicated
trat it was his pelief that if 208 of the rad ographs vere being
rejected on the first reviev, the problens were being jdentified
for correction and the systen vas vorking.

on May 14, 1981, ©I0 (ptervieved WENNNNR o NRC Region I
(Exhibit 18). With respect to this issue, R cecalled
sitting down with EER «Oumy »- ¢ W .o was An ChATSe of the
Region 1 Mobile Nondestructive Exspination (NDE) Laboratory.
an NDE level 111 used the mobile laboratory to perforn

pondestructive examinations at SEARROOK, | (N recalled that

, who was the ex ert, indicated that @ iot reject rate was
not high in his | ) estimation. advised that he
viewed the 208 reject rate as a rejection for any reason -
including filp.and adninistrative pr plens, He indicated the
initial assesspent was Lased on& experience ard T
saying that @ IOi iojoct rate was not unusual. AR (0 icated
LAt S e probably put together -he {nitial draft of
tre RUSSELL memorandum, but that it was @ collaborative effort
and that he vas certainly involved in the eviev of the docunent.

on May 14, 1991, OIG intervieved RSy Region 1

(Exhibit 16). advised he once vorked from 1970 to 1686 as
a ranager of paterials ergineering within a qualit assurance
qroup for the prime contractor at SEABROOK, stated he was

now & reactor engineer and was familiar with radiographs, but he

i
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vas not & certified radiographer. A v as provided s copy of
the RUSSELL meporandum and he indicated that he wvas asked sone
questicns by about the rejection rate, but he novw
could not recall the percentage figure. He indicated that
asked him what he would expect vas & typical rejection rate,

stated that his expertise with respect to reject rates was
ssed on his exployment at the Bettis Pover laboratory and vith
the Navy Nuclear Program. He indicated that he told @R trat
shipyard velding ug‘oct rates of 10 to 0V on & firet reviev
vould not be unusual, He s.ated that his response o o s
Just an opinion based on experience, but he did no independent
resesrch to substantiate his response, B (ndicated that It
the rejectitbn rate vas 208 on radiographs previously revieved by
s Level 111, that would be unusual. With respect te the
statenent in the RUSSELL pemorandus, W concluded that the
reject rate was based on veld defects and did not include
adninistrative or "papervork® problems. e My ised that he
was speaxing based on his experience of what he had seen in the
past and not as an expert in radiography. S ey lalned that
since his erpioyrent with the NRC, he had not been involived in
any inspections at SEABROOK.

On May 14=1%, 1991, G s ntervieved at NRC,
Fegion 1 (Exhibit 17). @ sdvised he had conversations with
@GP rejarding the reject rate for radiographs with respect to
the RUSSILL sercrandun and had scne input regarding that issue,
WA sai¢ that he did not recall having & conversation with
about the 20V reject rate although he discussed the issue
vt JED in scne detall. P stated he had scme historical
pateris) with respect to velding reject rates. He provided a
1ist of veld reject rates rased on radiography at four plants in
Fegion 1 (Exhibit 18). The reject rate for SEABROCK was listed
as 324 = J0\ for Septenber 1982 LIMERICK had a 7 = S\ rate for
recerter 1982: HOPE CREEK listed a 46.671 rate for August 1983
ard SUSOUENANNA listed rates fluctuating betveen 17 = 52%., The
ristorical raterial did not indicate at wvhat level the weld

‘deferts were found,

{ndicated he vas not sure what WAMPLER'S 208 reject rate
ceant because it included rejects for both veld and film quality
defects. WD advised that the 24 = 30 V reject rate ior
SEABKOUK in September 1982 was for velding dcfects only.

on May 15, iwvi, OIG contin. ¢4 the interview nf M e
tre 200 redect rate. WD ;:ovided an escerpt from & response te
a geparate XKENNEDY letter & %ted March 12, 19%0 (Exhibit 19).
‘ {ndicated his handwritten comments on page 2 of Exhibit 1%
reflect that he did not know what that 208 veld reject meant and
that in order to understand wvhat it represented, it would be
recessary to find out hovw many reports were the result of veld
gquality and how many were due to poor radiography technigque.

LW ctated:
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Nov you picture hypothetically 1,000 packages of film
that have been revieved by only one person, & Level
11 and perhaps & Level II fsn't a spectacular film
resder and nov the Level 111 {s going through that
stack and he's looking at all these fils and he
rejects 208 of it, Some of those rejects once again
are going to be because there's veld defects that the
level 11 did not see and there's going to be & lot of
rejects probably of film that doesn't meet code., And
then sonebody asks us, in my case, me, is that really
unusual. In that kind of situation I say that's
probably not unusual., I mean you brought this level
111 in to be very particular and Jlook at every
possible detail and four out of the five film are
acceptable and one out of five is tossed out, {s that
urusual, I don't think so. So I would stay by that
statement today.

|
|

Cr August 29, 1951, MEJpeEER vas interviewed at his residence
3r.-h.~ (Exhibit 20)., «qued (s & retired NEC

NOE Level 111 who was assigned to Region 1 at the time of his
retirement as Project Manager for NDE for the five NRC Regions.

AR cecalled thnr asked for his opinion of a 20%
wveld reject rate. advised that he had inspected wvelding
progrags in over $5 nuclear plants and wvould be one of the most
krowledgeakle people in the country to give an assessnent of a
velding progran. @EEE stated that he advise: G L)t
WAMFLER'S 200 reject rate of radiographs vas not unusual. He
rased his assessment on what the reject rate had been in the past
at SEABROCK, the turnover of lLevel 111 radiographers at SEABROCK,
that the 20V re ect rate wvas not just for veld problems but
included file quality preoblenms, and because it vas the first
reviey by a level 111, <N indicated that he knav WAMPLIR was
revieving radiographs that wvere backlogged, but it was his
understanding that this was the first reviev by & Level I111.

In April 1990 Joseph WAMPLER was interviewed by the NRC staff.
During that interviev he stated that some of the backlogged
radiographs that he revieved vere previously revieved by a
pullean-Higgins NDE level 111,

016 reviewed t 1@ NRC Indcpendent Review Team (IKT) Report
E;Kli:l!i:A_!slixnsulnﬁ-v:zﬁ:xlruc&ixcmxxon}ﬂasion Issues al
Seatroek Nuesleoar Statign, dated July 28, 1990, The IRT
deterpined that sone of the back.ogged weld packages that WAMPLER
revieved had previcusly been examined by & Pullman-Higgins NDE

Level 111,

puring the course of the interviews regarding who wvas involved in
the preparation of the RUSSELL memorandum, it should be noted
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that & nusber of individuals (reludirg <IN, currently the
Regional Administratoer, Fegion 1, and WEmems W Section Chiet,
pivision of Reactor projects, Region I, believed that '
the Senior Construction Resident Inspector at SEABROOK during
construction, participated {n the preparation of the RUSSELL
genorandus., The 016 investigation determined GRS, vas not
inveived in the docunent preparation as he was on annual leave.
1t should alsc be noted that regarding the question of what
caused Region 1 to ¢© duct an expedited reviev of the concerns of
Joseph WAMPLER, enly former Resident Inspector
at SEABROOK, recalled the details leading up teo the preparation
of the RUSSELL peporandun,

Findings

The 016 investigation was unable to deternine vho wrote the
statenent, "Our assessment is that a 200 reject rate of

radiographs during the first reviev by 8 Level 111 exaniner
{s not urusual.®* The 1ack of knowledge within Region 1
concerning who wrote the statement is indicative of &
vulrerability in the review and concurrence process for the
FUSSELL memorandum. )

2. The NRC officials wvho revieved this statement provided the
016 with little factual support for their cencurrence.

The assurption made by Fegion 1 that WAMPLER's reviev was
the first NDE lLevel 111 review of the packlogged radiographs
proeved incorrect. Scone of the rad.ographs vere previously
exarined by a level 111.

‘. Tre staterent was alse unclear about vhether the assessrent
of the re ect rate vas pased on industry vide statistical
data or related to past inspection experience at SEAEBROCK
Nuclear Statien. It was also unclear vhether the reject
rate assesspent was pased strictly on weld defects oOr
included file quality and administrative errcrs.

$. This investigation developed no {nformation to indicate that
the Region 1 assessment was an attempt to mislead the
congress by providing false or inaccurate {nformation.

17
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11. paghground =« The Joseph WANPLER Eettlement Agresment

On January 3, 1984, Joseph WAMPLER, a radiographic technician for
tne Pullman-Higgins Company at SEABROOK Station, was fired. He
vas allegedly disnissed for improper conduct and causing
dissension betwveen managezent and technicians. WAMPLER filed a
conplaint with the U.S. Department of lLabor (DOL) on January §,
1984, (Exhibit 21) claining he wvas fired for bringing a safety
violation te the attention of management. In & latter to
WAMPLER, the DOL indicated their investigation did nct verify
that discrimination vas a factor and concluded that WAMFLER's
allegations were unprovable and "this !nvestigation disclcsed
that discharge was due to your inability to maintain a
satiefactory working relationship vith other management
erp ) oyees” (Exhibit 22). WAMFLER asppealed the finding of the DOL
invest.gation.

This appeal resulted in a DOL hearing on March 19, 1984 (Exhibit
7). ©On March 20, 1584, WAMPLER and representatives of the
Pullran-Higsins Corpany entered into a settlcment agreenment
(Exhibit 23). A prevision of that agreezent states, "Neither
party will discuss or disclose the facts of this case except if
crdered to do s¢ by court, tribunal or agency of competent
jurisdiction.”®

In his February 27, 19%0, letter to Chairman CARR, Senator
KENNEDY guesticned whether any settlement agreenent between
WAMPLER and Pullrman-Higgins inhibited or discouraged WAMPLER fronm
informing the NRC of his concerns about weld radiography.

The rerorandum from wWilliam RUSSELL to Dr. MURLEY dated February
28, 1930, (Exhibit 2) states, "The settlezent agreement did not
deny NRC infeormation on the exaniner's concerns, since as stated
in the DOL transcript, he had already reported those concerns."

In a March 18, 1790, response to KENNEDY, the NRC stated:

A copy of the settlerment agreezent ated March 20,
1984, signed by Mr " i ;:.tﬁ:d, his counsel:
R T 17 .~Higgins; and , the
counsel ior Pu.:*: .-Hijgins {s enclosed. The
agreement provides thal the parties will not discuss
the facts of this case unless ordered to do so by a
court, tribtunal or agency of conmpetent jurisdiction,
1t dces not prohibit the plaintiff from reporting or
discussing his findings regarding radiographic records
since these findings were not the facts of the case
in guestion.

Relevart to this issue is a letter dated March 14, 1950, (Exhibit
24) fron CEEERENSRCEINRY Froject Director, Office of Nuclear
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Reactir Regulation (NkR), NRC, to Jeseph WAMPLER. 1In this
letter, the NRC advised WAMPLER:

The Nuclear Regulatory Comnission (NRC) has recently
becone avare of a settlezent agreement between you and
Puliman-Higgins., This settlement agreement contains
language which can be interpreted to restrict your
ability to freely comwunicate with the NRC. Please
be avare that on April 27, 1985, the NRC sent letters
to all utilities, major architect-engineers, nuclear
stean supply svstem vendors, fuel cycle facilities,
aru major materials licensees concerning provisions
in settlement agreepmerts which would be interpreted
to restrict the settling party or parties from
comnnunicating safety concerns to the NRC., The April
27, 19689, letter is enclosed for your information.

Our Regional Office in Xing of Prussia, PA, has
contacted you to determine wvhether you have
information concerning potential safety issues vhich
have not been previously provided to the NRC, As
stated in the enclosure to this letter the terms of
your settlesent agreezent can not restrict your
cornunications with NRC.

Jruestigative ISSuES

e NRC have a sufficient basis for the statexzent that the
~ent agreement did not inhibit or discourage Joseph WAMPLIR
nforming the NRC about his safety concerns?

‘.\—ﬁ

Oi. sntervieves @MEER.who advised he had no involvement in _
preparing the statement that appeared in the RUSSELL pemcrandum
regarding the settlement agreement and believed that the

staterent was prepared by scmeone in the Bivision of Reactor

Projects.

With respect to the response to KENNEDY, WA indicated he ray
have had scme input. & recalled that during an inspection of
SFASROOK in March 1950, of NHY gave him a copy of
the scttlerent agreement. @A advised that he vas not a lawyer,
put when he read the settlement agreepent he did not find
anything that explicitly precluded WAMFLER from reporting
irforration to the NRC., @B vas not sure if he drafted or just
reviewed the response *o KENNEDY and ht did not know if the
response had been reviewed by the Region I Regional Counsel.
& recalled that at that time no one in the region construed
the agreement as prohibiting WAMPLER from coping to the NRC with
safety concerns. CBER indicated it was not until the issue was
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forvarded to NRC Hesdguarters that 0GC became involved and
determined that the language could be considered restrictive.

, Senjor Resident inspector for construction (Exhibit
25) stated that he revieved the response to Senator KENNEDY that
was written by @ and did not disagree with it. He indicated
that &s & layman and not & lawyer, he believed the settlenment
agreexent related to the specific issues in contenticn which vere
the whistleblover copplaints. He advised that the issue of the
DOL hearing was about the unauthorized crossing of radiation
parriers and-not about the review of radiographs. il stated
however, if an NRC lawyer had told him the settlement agreenent
wvas restrictive, he vould have accepted that “position.

Regional Counsel for Region 1 (Exhibit 26) advised
that she assuned her duties on a full tize basis in January 1§50
she indicated that she was not invelved in the preparation of the
RUSSELL pemorandum oOr chairman CARR's response to Senater
KENNEDY, dated March 15, 19950, SN could not recall anyone
reguesting her advice regarding the response to questions about
the settlenent agreezent.

advised that to the best of his knowledge, the
statement in the RUSSELL memorandum regarding the settlienent
agreezent vas prepared by Region 1 pased on the results of the
previousl described February-28, 1990, conference call.
said that he pelieved the RUSSELL gemporandun reflects
the legal opinion of AU e .2 the attorney who
represented pullrman-Higgains during WAMPLER's DOL hearing.

With respect to Senator KENNEDY'S question, SN o
trat he corpiled the inferration for that response although he
could not specifically recall drafting it. He tated that
although he was not an attorney, he (d did_not believe
WAMPLER was restricted as the case in guestion involved radiaticn
safety viclations.

advised that he had agreed with the statement in the
RUSSELL memorandum regarding the WAMPLER settlement agreement.
He was not sure how puch of that section he had drafted. To his
xnowledge, the response had not been reviewed by an attorney in
Regicn I, but it may have been reviewed by an attorney at NRC
headguarters. thought it was extremely difficult for
srvere who did not have a lav background to tell what was co\ -red
by the settlenent agreenent. He also advised that at the tirs
the RUSSELL remorandun was written, Region 1 relieved that tr:y
knew w1l of WAMPLER'S concerns.

016 inter\'ieued~, pivision of Reactor Projects,
NRR, regarding the letter which was sent to WAMPLER on March 14,

1990. advised he was aware of the letter, but he was on
leave At the time and not invelved in its preparation. He
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sdvised that the letter vas signed for hin b vho was
acting for him and that GEERERTEEN o Ay have

information concerning the letter (Exhibit 27).

SRR, Division of Reactor Projects, NRR, was intervieved
regarding the letter sent to WAMPLER (Exhibit 28). As
background, WHIR recalled that on April 27, 198%, the NRC sent
letters to all NRC licensees asking thenm to reviev their
settlenent agreenments to ensure they did not contain restrictive
language., He advised that in response to this letter, NN,

- *& currently NHY President, advised the NRC that
WAMPLER's settienent agreement did not contain restrictive
language. WM advised that the NRC Office of Investigations
(01) conducted an investigation invelving SR resporse.
QUAY indiceted that Ol's investigation did not conclude that

had knowingly misled the NRC because it appeared that
he accepted the cpinion of GENNNENEEE the attorney vho

represented Pullran-Higgins during WAMPLER's DOL hearing.
d concluded that the nendisclosure clause

Accerding to?
did not restrict WAMPLER from talking about safety issues with
the NRC.

@R cpired that the settlerent agreement could be construed to
be restrictive, but it vas more on the "benign" end of the scale
as corpared to restrictive language he had seen in other
settlenent agreerents. ol could not recall if he provided 0GC
with a copy ©f the WAMPLER settlenent agreement, but he indicated

that in other cases settlement agreenents would be revieved by
“Gr d 0GC. el sdvised he was not

invelved in the preparation of the RUSSELL mpexcrandum or the
letter from Chairman CARR to Senator KENNEDY.

ol 0GC, vas interviewved about the March 18, 19%0,
letter from Chairman CARR to Senator KENNEDY (Exhibit 29).

apumEmiEem stated that he consulted witr ENEEERmmm——_ - - o
OGC attorneys, and all wvere very confident

they had not previously reviewved this document.

016 contacted JUNNNERN in the Office of the Secretary of the
Cormission and regquested copies of the voting sheets regarding -

the correspondence forwvarded to KENNEDY and KOSTMAYER. A review
of the voting sheets indicated ihat the KENNEDY correspondernce
had been revieved by , 0GC.

(Exhibit 30) advised he did not have a transcript of
WAMPLER'S DOL hcaring at the time he revieved this response. He
indicated that his reviev of the guestion was a short order
assignment and that he looked at it basically to see if anything

would "jump out™ as being anmiss. SN further advised that had
he krnown about the NRC letter sent to WAMPLER on March 14, 1990,
he would have looked more cl o sely at the answver to KENNEDY's

guestion,
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016 intervieved NI, NRC Deputy General Counsel,
regarding his reviev of the March 15, 1950, letters to KENNEDY
and KOSTMAYER (Exhibit 31). The OIC had obtained routing slips
(NRC Ferm 434) (Exhibit 32) which indicated that the tvo
dccuments were given to QNN {or reviev on March 12, 19%0.

sdvised that he would have reviewved the responses for the
staff only to see if there vas anything that he thought vas wrong
and also did it contain legal conclusions.

GNEERA 5314 that he had not seen & transcript of the WAMPLER DOL
rearing and that he had not focused on the issue of whether the
WAMPLER settlenxent agreement was restrictive., When he reviewved
the letters to KENNEDY and KOSTMAYER, WHNNEED seid he had not
carefully read the WAMPLER set:lement agreement. S
that if he had done sc, he would have asked {f the agreement had
been reviewved by the Region 1 Regional Counsel or other 0GC
attorneys. @GS said he had no recollection of having done so.

Eindings

1. The primary basis for the NRC conclusion concerning the
restrictiveness of the settlenment agreenent was from
Lrformation supplied by SESERSENES, the attorney for
pPullman-Higgins in the WAMPLER matter. Region 1 did not
obtain an independent analysis from their own NRC legal
counsel.

2. The review of the NRC response to Senator KENNEDY by the
office of the General Counsel at NRC Headgquarters did not
include consideration of basic docupents reeded for a legal
reviewv.

b I The representations_in the NRC letter to Joseph WAMPLER on
March 14, 1990, were inconsistent with the statements in the
NRC response to Senator KENNEDY on March 15, 1950. The

-letter to WAMPLER stated that the NRC believed the language
in his settlement agreement could be interpreted to restrict
his ability to freely communicate with the NRC. The letter
te Senator KENNEDY stated that the agreement did "not
prehibit the plaintiff from reporting or discussing his
findirgs regarding radicgraphic records...."
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iup states, "Further, sfter the allegy
he licensee performed a 1008 check ¢
closure 8, pages 91 and 92)...."

er
¢

¢ Inspection Report (IR) $0-443/90~8(
pages 51 and 92 (Exhibit 33). The

in part, "Also as docusented in CAT IR
P 85~31; the licansee cond.cted an
review of all RT film stored onsite,
dors or shot by site contractors.®
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Page A) of IR 84~07 (Exhibit 35), states, in part:

In the area of nondestructive examination, the NRC
CAT inspectors revieved sanples of radiographic tilm
in final storage in the vault. As the applicant's
progras does not provide for a reviev of radiographs
by the applicant's NDE erganization prier to their
storsge in the vault, sarnples of filn were selected
that had beén revieved by the applicant's organization
as well 88 film that had not been revieved prior te
vault storage., No deficiencies vere identified with -
the radiographs that had received the applicant's
revievw; however, deficiencies vere fdentified by the
NRC CAT inspectors with the radiographs which had not
been reviewed by the applicant.

page V-1 of IR §4-07 states,

During the inspection of NDE activities, the NRC
construction Appraisal Team (CAT) Inspectors rev.eved
sarples of radiographic filrm in final storage in the
vault. The NRC CAT inspectors reviewved a sanple of
film which was reviewed by the applicant's NDE
crganization as well as film which had not been
reviewved prior to vault storage. No significant
preblems were jdentified invelving fils that was
reviewed by the applicant's NDE organization.
However, several irregularities wvere jdentified
involving film that had not been revieved by the

applicant.

c1n irteryiese: AEPeeeRNEEEN concerning the statenent in the
RUSSELL memorandun regarding the 100% review of radiographs. He
stated that he originated the response. He indicated he did not
intend for that statement toO be interpreted to mean that the
licersee began the 100% review after WAMPLER left the site.
advised that WAMPLER was still reviewing backlogged
film at the time he was fired. The 1008 check of radiographs was
in progress at the tipe, but not completed until after WAMPLER
left. eHMNNENNER stated he originally had written that the
review was completed after WAMPLER left, but it was actually in
progress at the time. He indicated that someone must have felt
that his original description was too confusing and shortened the
stat. sent. He stated that whan a docunent is run through a
conc.rrence chain, charges are made and "things get blurred."
acknowledged that he could understand how the
staterent could be interpreted to mean that the 100% review began
after WAMPLER departed the site. However he advised that Yankee
Atomic Electric Corpany (YAEC) was performing a 100% review even
before WAMPLER was hired. He stated that he obtained that
information from an allegation file at the office of the SRI.
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016 intervieved NN v o advised that he vas on annual
leave from February 26 through March 2, 1950, and vas not
involved in the preparation of the RUSSELL mesorandum. With
respect to the 1008 YAEC reviev, 4P acknowledged that he knew
the statezent in the RUSSELL mencorandun was not correct. He
stated that his interpretation of the mexorandus vas that the

1008 review did not start until WAMPLER departed the site. PO

stated this was clearly a misstatement because he knev it had
cccurred earlier. He copined that this misstatezent vas due to
his atsence during the preparation of the mencrandunm and because
the individuals who prepared it did not have all the facts.

During the 016 intervievs of iGN »r: oflbe, they vere

asked about the third party reviev of randonly selected wvelds
gentioned in IR 85-31. They both advised that it referred to a
contractor that YAEC hired to repeat sanples of nondestructive
exapiratiors. G o GOEEANNEEED »dvised that this progran
wvas separate from the YAEC radiograph revievw function, &
provided a copy of a YAEC memorandum dated March 2, 1984,
(Exhibit 36) which indicates the NDE wvas perforzed by Magnaflux
Quality Services. This third party reverification vas in keeping
with YAEC Field Quality Assurance Manual (FQAM) Frocedure No. 5,
Fev. 1 Section 5 (Exhibit 37) and YAEC Specificétion Number NDE
1, (Exhibit 2J8).

016 intervieve! GUNINEREEERD rcarding this issue. NSNS
irdicated he did not believe he was involved in vriting the
staterent and thought that it was probably cozpiled by WD or
@B b2sed on inspecticrs at SEAEROOK., He indicated that it
certainly gave the impression that the licensee began the 100%
review after WAMPLER departed the site. -

C15 intervieve! NS rcj2rding the statement in the
RUSSELL mescrandum and he indicated he did not think he was
involved because his knovledge of the 100% reviev was minimal.
WP 2.so advised that he had not written the statement referred
to in IR $0-80 concerning the independent third party review
(page 92). W signed this inspection report, but did not know
specifically who wrote that particular section. R advised
trat APV v 2s the person most knowledgeable regarding the
100% review program.

The OIC reviewed the statexent in NRC IR 50-80, “Alsoc as
docunented in CAT IR 84-07 and discussed in IR 83-31; Llhe
licensee conducted an independent third party review of all RT
film stored on site, whether provided by vendors or shot by site
contractors.”

01GC reviewed IR 85-31 and determined that it mentions a third
party review invelving a random selection of welds, but it did
not indicate all welds were given a third party review. IR BS-
31 also mentions that the licensee performed an overview of
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virtuslly all vendor radiographs, but d4id not mention on site
fabricators. The OIG reviev of IR 85-31 did not substantiate &
1008 review of all safety-related veld radiographs.

The 016 revieved IR 84-07 and determined that it referred to
radiographs in final storage in the vault that had not been
reviewed by YAEC. However it did not provide supporting evidence
to indicate all film stored on site would be revieved,

Findings
1. YAEC did not begin the 100% reviev of radso?ruphs after
WAMPLER'S termination from the Pullman-Higgins Company.

This reviev of Pullman~Higgins radiographs vas already
engoing at the time of WAMPLER'S termination.

2. The report's reviev and concurrence process for the RUSSELL
penorandus was flawed, The inaccuracy regarding the review
being conducted after WAMPLER'S departure occurred when the
author's draft was altered without his knowledge. The
investigation was unable to deternmine who made that change.

. Inspection Report 90-80 mischaracterized statements in
Inspection Reports 85-31 and 84-07, Contrary te
representations in Inspection Report $0-80, these inspection
reports do not substantiate that a 1008 review of
radiographs was conducted by YAEC.

111 B. z.esmmm_:_mcs,muuwussnnhwmmuu
!qsvﬁax:a -

The RUSSELL merorandum stated that after the alleger departed the -
site the licensee performed a 100% check of the radiographs. The
RUSSELL memorandun based this representation in part on
Inspection Report 84-07.

-

On March 7, 1%%0, Congressman KOSTHMAYER wrote a letter to
Chairman CARR (Exhibit 3). He asked the NRC to explain what
portion of IR 84-07 supported the 100% radiograph review claired
in the RUSSELL memorandum.

In a March 15, 1950 letter (Exhibit $) to Congressman KOSTMAYER,
t1.2 NRC responded to the guestion involving IR 84-07 by stating
the following:

The program and procedures [100% revievw) described in
the answer... were in place and in use at the time of

construction Appraisal Tean (CAT) Ainspection....
cection V of that report is rquoted below:
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‘puring the inspection of NDE activities, the NRC CAT
{nspectors revieved samples of radiographic film in
tina) storage in the vault, The NRC CAT inspectors
revieved & sample of film which vas revieved by the
applicant's NDE organization as vell as film which had
not been revieved prier to wvault storage. No
significant problems vere {der ied involving film
that was revieved by the applicant's NDE organization.
However, several irregularities were identified
involving filp that had not been revieved by the
applicant.' -

1f the film in which the (irregularities were
jdentified by the CAT (inspectors had been final
accepted radiographs, enforcement actions would have
teen pursued., Instead, the CAT inspectors recognized
that the licensee's progranm required the noted YAEC
review of all safety-related vendor and site generated
radiographs. In docurmenting the difference between
the radiographic film which had been revieved by the
applicant and that which had not, the CAT inspectors
specifically _highlighted the fact that the
radiographic reviev process would have represented a
regulatory concern had it not been for the applicant's
review process., Fence, this area of inspection wvas
rot listed as one vhere either potential enforcement
actions or significant weaknesses were identified.

w { . Y 1
investigative JSSuUCH

Did the NRC response to-Congressman KOSTMAYER justify how
Inspection Report 84-07 supported the RUSSELL peporandun's clain
of a 100% review by YAEC? &

Petails

-

, a self erployed NDE"Level 1I1 examiner who was
a contract member of the NRC CAT Inspection Team during IR 84-07
(Exhibit 40), advised that the teanm leader for this inspection
v 2 s CERGEIEERINED. SN, nd(cated that he reviewed
radiographic film packages during the inspection and documented
nis review in a draft report for the team leader.

In a subseguent telephonic interview, RN ¢l ated Lhal he
rad located a copy of his rough draft dated May 31, 1984,

regarding IR 84~07 (Exhibit 41). W reca)led that with

respect to Pullman-Higgins radiographs, problems were discovered
The conclusion

in only those radiographs not reviewed by YAEC.

of bdutt report states, "The CAT inspector feels
that, due to the numerous findings on radiographs that have not
received YAEC review, there is a need to continue a 1008 overview
prograr. on contractor and vendor film." With respect to YAEC
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procedures, RN finding vas, "The procedures do not
specify the amount of time the 1008 contractor revievw will

continue or any intent to perform a vendor reviev.*

former Tean Leader for NDE during Inspection B4~
07, was interviewed by the OIG (Exhibit 42). e »ivised
that he was not contacted by the NRC staff in response to the
KOSTMAYER questions regarding IR 84-07, He indicated that at the
time of the inspection, he believed tr@ t YAEC vas revieving only
108 of the final radiographs of vendors and site contractors,
inciuding Pullzan-Higgins. According to W, YAEC vas not
doing a 1008 reviev of the wveld radiographs that had been
reviewed and approved by Pullman-Higgins, NN advised that
the licersee vas told during the inspection that because of the
nunber of deficiencies found by the NRC inspectors, the licensee
wvould have to review all file., <ENENIEP said the licensee
comrmitted to do & 1008 review of all radiographs and this vas the
reason for not taking enforcement action as a result of IR 84-
07. He also advised that after this inspection, YAEC came out
with a formal procedure to reviev all safety-related veld

radicgraphs.

016 intervieve: oS »:C Region I, who was a menrer of the
CAT inspection tear that conducted IR 84-07. WD advised that
he was nat involved in the preparation of the response to
Congressman KCSTMAYER's guestion. @D said that at the tire of
CAT Inspection B4-07, he wvas not pade aware of the 100% review by
YAEC. Ke did not learn about the 100V reviev until

8 YAEC NDE level II informed him one to three years after
IR B4-07 was conpleted.

SR .:c irtervie.ed and stated that he was familiar with
the language contained in IR 84-07 because he used it in
respsnding to the guestions from KENNEDY and KOSTMAYER. KW
advised that it was his understanding that the vendor file which
came in with welded compcnents had not been reviewed by YAEC
during the time frame of inspection B4-07, but was stored in the

vault.

W :ckrovledged that he did not become aware of the YAEC 100%
review of Pullrman-Higgins radiographs until sometime in 1983
after tre "D ircident” (referring to the Pullran-Higgins
NDE technician convicted of falsifying records). He indicated it
vas at this time that scmeone probably told him the licensee was
reviewing all the contractor radiographs. In resporse Lo the
guestion of why the 1008 review was not clearly sta* 2d in an NRC
inspection report, @esa2id that inspection reports normally
highlight problens and it was not necessary to docurent this
review in an inspection report.

tervie.ed oRINEINRENNRET )rC Quality Assurance Engineer,

CIC 1in
NDE Level II (Exhibit 45). He advi.. . that he wvas employed by
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YAEC since March 1980 and had been {nvolved in the reviev of weld
radiographs. orAsPEtE. - asked to explain the YAEC procedure used
from 1980 through 1984 at SEABROOK. < 5 >t e he was told to
reviev all radiographs of safety-related velds. He indicated at
that time there was no formal YAEC procedure vhich required a
1008 review, but {t was done as part of the surveillance program.
ecalled that when on site wveldinrg conpenced, YAEC locked
at all rzdiographs in an effort to gain confidence in the
pullman-Higgins progran 8o that they could reviev at a lover
percentage. He indicated that this confidence level vas never
achieved which required continuing the reviev at the 100% level.

pdvised that vendor supplied film was stored in the vault.
He indicated when they accepted this film it had not as yet been
revieved by YAEC. He recalled that from 1983 through 1985 that
filp was pulled out of the vault, and a reviev done on all the
safoty-rclatod radiographs in the system. He indicated that he
was not sure if anyone at YAEC had told the NRC inspectors about
the 100% reviev during the course of IR 84-07.

016 interviewed e Lead Quality Assurance
Engineer responsible for Quality Assurance and Quality Control at
SEABROCK from 1981 through 1987 (Exhibit 47). explained
that from 1980 through 1983, the YAEC 100t reviev was conducted
under & gurveillance progran. He indicated that YAEC never got
into a sampling gode because the results of the review required
ther to continue at 100%. With respect to wh YAEC formalized
their procedure of the 100% reviev in 1984, acknowledged
that it was his decision to forpzalize the procedure. ke

3

ind.cated that he did not know what precipxtatcd this decisien.

The NRC response 0O Congressman KOSTMAYER stated that YAEC had a
formal procedure in place to conduct a 100% review of all safety-
related veld radiographs at the tipe of Inspection g84-07. The
respeonse jdentified the YAEC formal procedure as peing Quality
Engineering croup (QEG) NDE Review Group Procedure #5 - Rev. 0.

dated May 14, 1984 (Procedure 5).

The 0IC examined IR 84-07 and determined that the inspection was
conducted between April 23 through May 4, 1984, and May 14
through May 25, 1984. The 0IG revieved Procedure 5 and
determined that it did not specify & reviev of all safety~-related
veld radiographs. on July 5, 1984, this procedure was revised
(Exhibit 37). The revision called fo: a review of all safety~

related weld radiographs.

016 interviewed “. pirector of Quality Programs, New
Hampshire yankee (NHY) on September 26, 1991 (Exhibit 52).

indicated that YAEC did not have a vritten procedure to
review all safety-related radiographs until the July 5, 1984,
procedure S revision. This revision occurred after the

completion of Inspection 84-07.
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Findinga

1. The 01G investigation determined that Insnection Report 84~
07 did not support the NRC's representatiun to Congressman
KOSTMAYER about the 100% review of all safety-related wveld
readiographs.

2. Contrary to the NRC's response to Congresssan KOSTMAYER,
the 0OIG investigation found that during NRC Inspection
84-07, YAEC did not have & written procedure that required
the review of all safety-related vendor and site generated
radiographs.
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IV, Basgkground = Joseph WAMPLER'S 16 Nonconformance Reports

On January 3, 1984, Joseph WAMPLER, an NDE level III for the
Pullpan-Higgins Conpany at SEABROOK, was fired allegedly for
isproper conduct and causing dissension between management and

technicians.

On January 6, 1984, WAMPLER telephoned <iinaiggy
prepared a summary (Exhibit 52) of the conversation which

categorized WAMPLER's allegations as:

3. He feels he wvas terninated from his position by
Pullpan-Higgins (P~H) msanagement on 1/3/8¢4 for
officially raising radiation safety concerns,
verbally and in writing, t¢c P-H pmanagerment
personnel on 12/28/8)3. He feels it was his
responsibility as the Radistion Safety Officer
to raise these concerns.

2. The specific concerns that Mr., Wampler raised
invnlved alleged viclations of NRC, State & site
rules (eg: 10 CFR, Part J4) regarding access to
radiographic areas. He stated he had documented
evidence of unautheorized entry into a radiation
area with the radiography source exposed and
without the radiographer~in-charge's pernission.
This alleged entry was pade by & @uBREN.

, the P-H third shift NDE rvisor. Mr.
warpler alsc alleges that , & QC
Supervisor, alsc has verbally adnitted to
cressing radiation Dboundaries without the
radiographer~in=-charges's permission. Mr.
warpler also indicates he has in his pcssession
a letter, addressed tc the NRC and signed by 8
NDE technicians, complaining of the alleged
viclations of radiation boundaries b
when asked, Mr. wWampler indicated that he did
not know ©of any overexposures as a result of
these alleged viclations.

's docunantation of that January 6, 1984, telephone call
also lists under additiconal concerns and statements made by
WAMPLER the following: "At the tine of termination Mr. Warmpler
had apprc inately 16 nonconfoinance reports to write, He doesn't
know how these would now be handlea.*®

In a January 10, 1984, memorandus, w. Region 1
Acting Office Allegation Coordinator, (Exhibit 54) indicated that
the alleger (WAMPLER) should be informed by letter that his
concerns about the unwritten nonconformance reports would be
reviewed during the next routine inspection at SEABROOK.

il
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on April 24, 1990, WAMPLER was intervieved by the NRC staff
(Exhibit 56). He was questioned about the 16 matters he
identified as potential NCRs and stated,

Two ©f them were done. The rest of them vere in a
cubbyhole for reviev to be written. They had all tre
papervork I mean, there vere notes on thes that said,
‘This one we need an NCR for this, this and this.'
1 don't know what happened. I never logged thes in,
and I probably should have. I didn't knov I vas going
to be leaving.

WAMFLER indicated that one of the NCRs he vrote concerned a
velding issue invelving an eight inch lack of fusion vhich the
NRC staff was awvare of and the second concerned the rejection of
previcusly acceptable film. WAMPLER indicated he intended to
write NCRs on the others rather than repair orders because,
“There was something about these, you know, either misalignment,
or excessive lack of fusion, ... I don't resember all the
criteria that they set up that required you te vrite the NCR."
He indicated at the timwe of the interviev he could no longer
identify what welds required an NCR because he never logged then
in. With respect to the turnover of this information he recalled
the information was sitting in an office "pigeon hole:*

On September 10, 1990, OIC intervieved Joseph WAMPLER (Exhibit
£€7). During this jnterview, WAMPLER recalled that the day he was
fired re went to 's office and left a note indicating he had
problems, but he did not describe them in the note. He further
ipdicated that after he was fired, he called @D but wvas unable
te reach hir and left messages on his ) answvering
rachine, WAMPLER indicated that when finally contacted
him, he had already retained an attorney who told him not to talk
with the NRC. WAMPLER related that he could not recall having a
conversation with GHENER recarding the 16 NCRs. - -

whe 0IG intervieved euilP regarding this issue. He indicated
that when he wrote the report of his telephone conversation with
WAMPLER it was clear to him that there were tvo allegations. He
recalled that one allsgation concerned crossing radiation safety
toundaries and the other was 2 whistleblower complaint about
WAMFLIR being fired for raising those safety concerns.

sdviced that WAMPIFR's statement about the 16 NCRs was not an
allegation. He explained that an allegation is a statenent of
wvrongdoing and WAMPLER never expressed wvrongdoing concerns with
regard to the 16 NCRs., WM advised it would not have been
unusual for WAMPLER to be writing NCRs and that he never
perceived this concern as a mistrust of Pullpan-Higgins

ranagement or ihat they planned to "sweep an NCR concern under
the rug." indicated he was told by Region I management to

33

Ayt




e

*figure out vhat heppened to these 16 NCRs." G indicated his
focus vas not on the quality aspects of the NCRs but on WAMPLER's
concern that the NCRs had been properly handled,

P referred to Conbined Inspecticn Reports 83-22 and 6315,
dated February 17, 1984 (Exhibit 58). He advised that when he
exarired the records at Pullman-Higgins, he found two NCRs that
WAMPLER had wvritten. He recalled conversations vith i
G, the Pullman-Higgins Field Quality Assurance Manager and
SEmeOEEES, the First Shift NDE Supervisor. h recalled
spending & fev hours at Pullman-Higgins and being satisfied that
the transfer of functions would be properly handled and "When the
newv level 1II1 came in, he would handle everything that hadn't
been signed off by the cold Level III.*

On July 23, 1851, the OIC intervieved WNNEMSIENER, Chiof
COperator Licensing Branch, NRR, regarding his letter to WAMPLER
dated January 12, 1584, and the NRC handling of the 16 NCRs
(Exnibit ¢9). @D stated that it wvas his ippression that the
16 NCRs were renticned mcore as an afterthought and that the
allegations made by WAMPLER concerned safety violations related
to overexposure of radjation. He indicated that WAMPLER
penticred no safety concerns regarding velding. <P adnitted
the NRC did not specifically identify the 16 NCRs that WAMPLER
said needed to be written but did determine a system of records
turnover was in place at Puliman-Higgins., He continued that he
vas satisfied with the vay this wvas handled because it was nct an
allegation cr a safety concern.

CIC revieved Cormdined Inspecticon Reports 83-22 and 83-15 pages
four and five, dated February 17, 1984, which stated:

The inspector exarined the coordination being effected
to transfer functions, reccrds, and any existing open
jtexs which need to be tracked. He intervieved the
F-H Field QA Marager and the new 1st Shift NDE
Supervisor and spot-checked the in-process records of
the departing NDE Level 111 technician. The nev Level
111 repcrted to the site on January 20, 1584. The
inspector also revieved the P-H nonconformance report
log and determined that the last two NCRs (5689 &
€773) initiated by the departed Level III had been
properly tracked and were already dispositioned.

Findings

The 01G investigation determined that the NRC did not identify 14
of the 16 potential NCRs mentioned by WAMPLER. NRC personnel
rade the decision to focus instead on the records turnover
process following WAMPLER's termination which should have
included NCRs being processed. SCRI QP explained that his
reason for this decision was the existence of an NRC policy not
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to disclose an alleger's {dentity. The information concerning
the 16 NCRs vas of a gingular nature and vould have identified
WAMPLER, During this period "EENEN had been told by WAMPLER not
to infors puliman-Higgins of his contact with the NRC,

efforts during Inspections 82-22 and 83-1% to reviev the records
turnover process wvere in response to concerns raised by WAMPLER
about the 16 NCRs.
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v. Bachground = The Informel Return of Radicographe.

During the 0IG interviev of Joseph WANPLER on September 10, 19§90,
he alleged there vere informal returns of radiograph packages
from YAEC to Pullman=Higgins. By this WAMPLER meant that YAEC
vas returning radiograph packages to Pullpan-Kiggins without
appropriate documentation. WAMPLER indicated that in Noventer
1683, he was rejecting 208 of Pullman-Higgins radiographic
packages and that at YAEC was rejecting 19% to 20V
of the radiographs that had been sent to him by Pullman-Higgins.
WAMPLER advised tha: QRN vould return these packages to him
vithout documenting the fact that YAEC had rejected them,

WAMPLER stated, "Then eventually it went to just a little menmo
that says what numbers he was kringing back and that's the last I
saw." WAMPLER indicated that B’ll rejecting the
radiographs for a pyriad of problenmy including film, papervcork
and weld repairs. WAMPLER advised that the film that wvas being
returned was film that had been approved by Pullman-Hi ins
perscrnnel and sent to YAEC, WAMPLER stated tmt* of
YAEC was awvare of the informal returns as were Pullman-Higgins
soperyosors G - -

Investigative Issues

Would an informal system of returns constitute a violation ef 10

- a -

CFR 50, Appendix B? Did YAEC informally return radiographs to
pullran-Higgins for corrective action? Was the NRC avare of
YAEC's inforral return of rejected weld radiographs to the

Pulliman-Kiggins Company?

Betalls

intervieved Deputy Executive Director for
lear Reactor Regulaticn, Regiona] Cperations and Research
hibit 62). *sas gquesticned regarding the process of
crral returns of weld radiograph packages. WS indicated
+ informal tndocurmented returns of radiograph packages would
stitute a viclation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3.

QD iiscussed the safety significance of informal returns.
He indicated that if a licensee did not have other gethods to
identify deficiencies, the practice of informally returning
radiographs could result in a safety problen,

S en discussed the work o e 1990 NRU Independent
Review Team (IRT) at SEABROCK. sa.d the IRT did uncovar
10 CFR 50, Apperdix B viclations, bu heir primary task was tc

assure weld safety at SEABROOK. As a result they did not list
the violations of Appendix B in the IRT report NUREG~1425.

-\.as q\.‘estﬂor»ed concerning why inspecticons at SEABROCK 1in
the 15808 did rot identify rmore of the problems. He indicated
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that NRC inspections did {dentify some Appendix B problenms and
Notices of Vicolation were {ssuved. provided a perspective
regarding the NRC inspection program. He stated that in 1974 for
plants under construction the NRC had less than one person per
year assigned and budgeted, He recalled that by 1984 they
probably had one resident inspector budgeted,

*. YAEC Quality Assurance Engineer, vas intervieved
and advised he could not recall an informal return of
radiographic film Letveen YAEC and Pullman-Higgirs, He indicated
there were times vhen he or menbers of his staff vere in the
Pullpan~Higgins viewing area and wvould be requested to look at
film which hdd not been officially subnitted to YAEC for reviewv.
He advised they would give an interpretation, but he clained the
intent of the progran was that the film vould be sent to YAEC in
& formal manner for reviev and acceptance. @RI also
scknewledged that sometimes after he revieved one or two wveld
packages he would identify routine Pullman-Higgins paperwork
problens. He stated that in this exanple he may return the
entire batch cf radiographs without identifying specific problens
on & DR for each of the submitted packages. Clll‘ibindicatcd he
did not consider these actions as constituting an (nformal return
of radiographs. G sta2ted that when his review identified
deficiencies the radiographs would be sen* back to Pullmane
Higgins and documented in a Deficiency Report (DR).

AR .:s questicrned about a statement in NRC NUREG-142%5, page
2=2, that states, "from the start of the piping fabrication and
NDE processes to about mid-1582, Pullpan-Higgins pipe veld filnm
packages found unacceptable during YAEC reviev of file for
acceptance wvere inforwally returned to Pullman~Higgins fer
correction.” GNP indicated he could not recall talking with
the NRC Indeperdent Reviev Teanr (IRT) that prepared NUREG~142%
about informally returning radiographs to Puilman-Higgins other
than the pethod he previcusly discussed.

o156 intervieved ANEINNNENOINP, ,rC Selor Quality Assurance
Engineer, NDE Level 11l (Exhibit 46)., He advised that he wvas
invelved in the YAEC Headgquarters audit program and only becare
invelved in reviewing radiographs when he vas required to make a
determination as to whether a questionable radiograph was
acceptable., He indicated he was not sure how YAEC returned
deficiencies to Pullman-Kiggins., “WHD stated that he could not
recail any type of informal .eturn of radicgraphs to Pullman-
Higgins by YAEC.

YAEC Quality Assurance Manager, was interviewed
and indicated there was an inforwal return of radiographs. He
advised that the Pullman-Higgins radiographic viewing station was
initially located a nurber of blocks from YAEC's location. In
order to expedite the process of film review, correction and
vault storage, the YAEC and Pullman-Higgins revievers vere
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subseguently co~located. TGS expleined that sonetines &
ginor probles vas {dentified in the papervork and it wvould be
returned informally. S »)so recalled that vhen YAEC was
deing its surveillance, YAEC revievers would go into the pullman-
Higgins vieving roon and when minor problens surfaced, the
radiographs would be informally returned to Pullman-Higgins.
adzitted that in each of these circumstances, the
radiographs say have already been approved by pullman-Higgins.

advised that he was confident that all serious problens
vith radiographic film were documented.

With respect to the statement in NUREG=142%5, page 2-2, regarding
the inforsal return of ndioqnpht.— advised that the NRC
1RT was referring to the early YAEC surveillance process
conducted in the pullman-Higgins viewing facility. eunma_.
advised, however, that he was not awere of & situation vhere
approved pullpan-Higgins film vas sent toO YAEC for review and it
was returned informally without wvriting up @8 deficiency report.

former Quality Assurance Manager
for pullpan-Higgins at BROOK from June 1978 until Felruary
1986 (Exhibit 60). stated that he could not recall a
conversation with WAMPLER concerning the informal return of
radiographs to puliman-Higgins by YAEC. He indicated that he
could not recall any particular instance of {informal returns, but
pased on his experience, vould not be surprised if it occurred.
said that he could not recall WAMPLER ever complaining

about inforzal returns.

016 intervieszd

016 interviewed , former Assistant Quality
Assurance Manager with Pullzman-Higgins at SEABROOK from January
1980 to June 1586 (Exhibit €1). -statod that he could not
recall WAMFLER ever expressing & concern regarding YAEC
informally returning radicgraphs to him (WAMPLER) . e
advised that if 2 weld had been rejected for a quality problen,
then that veld wvould probably have peen documented by YAEC., He
stated that the progranm re ired that if YAEC found something
wrong with @ veld and sent it back to pullman-Higgins, that veld
wvould reguire & nonconformance report (NCR) in order to go
through a repair cycle and be corrected.

0iG intervieved US| » former NDE Lovel 11 examiner
erployed by pullman-Higgins at SEABROOK during WAMPLER'e period
of empleoyzent Syhibit 50). NS advised that vhen YAEC had a
preblen vith ar. approved pullman-Higgins radiograph packaae, they
would either c:11 him over to YAEC or bring the package back to
discuss it. He indicated that if YAEC did not agree with his
{nterpretation and the weld had to pe revadiographed, YAEC would
leave the package with him. He disclosed that pullman-Higgins
nad a document transmittal system and that YAEC had pasically the
same system. W rccalled that if YAEC identified pinor
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papervork errors, he wvould go over to YAEC and correct the
problem and it wvould not be documented as & deficiency.

016G intervieved ohNEENENENND, the former NDI Level III
radiographic interpreter exployed by Pulirun-ﬂiqqlnl following
WAMPLER's termination (Exhibit 48), related that vhen
found problems with approved Pullman-Higgins film, there
vas & forzalized transmittal returning the packages to Pullman-
Higgins including documentation wiich indicated the reasons for
not accepting the packages. WD recalled at leasl one occasion
vhen he and bhud an argument over film density and what vas
considered acceptable. @D related that in this case they
transpitted the packages back informally so that it did not
reflect that Pullman-Riggins was trying to submit ., or film,
W s2id that in his opinion this file had already wet the code.

G .25 intervieved regarding his knovliedge of informal returns
as described by WAMPLER. explained at the time when it
vould have cccurred, he was not avare of it. With respect to
WAMPLER's assertion that film was returned without documentation,
Qe stated, "I knovw Joe wWampler said that. I know

said it didn't happen. I have no knovledge one vay or other.

I couldn't corroborate either story."

Findi

The investigation determined that in various ways, YAEC was
informally returning radiograph packages to Pullman-Higgins.

2. The practice of informally returning radiographs without
documentation is a violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. -

The investigation did not develop any evidence to indicate

the NRC was aware of this practice during the period of
construction.
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vi. Background - Construction Peficiency Reporting Regquirements

subpart 10 CFR 50.55(e) imposes a reporting requirenment on
construction permit (CP) holders. They are to report each
deficiency found in design and construction; vhich {f it vere to
have resained uncorrected could have adversely affected the
safety of operations of the nuclear facility at any time
throughout the expected lifetime of the plant.

On April 24, 1990, Joseph WAMPLER was intervieved by the NRC
Independent Reviev Team. He related that on November 22, 1983,
he attended 2 meeting with YAEC employees and
(*(Ixhibit 63) concerning YAEC's reject rate of
spproxizately 19%. According to WAMPLER's account, #and
G (ndicated that YAEC was going to issue a 50.55(e) report

be~ause of concerns about the high weld reject rate and
unrevieved radiographs being stored in final vault storage.

WAMPLER alsc advised that film quality was a big concern of YAEC
and that they issued several deficiency reports (DRs) addressing
the lack of film guality. Specifically DR 527 was issued by YAEC
on Dece-ber 7, 1983, after a reviev of 184 Pullman-Higgins
radiography packages that found numerous deficiencies. VYAEC
indicated that these film packages were completed in late 1582
and 1983 and signed off by numerous Pullman-Higgins Level 111s
yet the deficiencies were not identified or corrected. In-
response to DR 527, Pullman-Higgins vas requested to provide
corrective action and to determine what measures needed to be
irplerented to prevent a recurrence. On Decenber 7, 1983, DR 527
wvas initially identified as a condition which required reporting
te the NRC in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). -~

wvestigative Issues

was Joseph WAMPLER'S allegation correct that YAEC decided to
jgsue & 10 CFR 50.55(e) report regarding high radiograph reject
rates and then failed to do so? . -

Petails

Durine WAMPLER's interview with the 0IG he was guestioned about
his November 22, 1983, conversation with NS - M e
stated that MMM told him YAEC was rejecting 151 of Pullman-
HiJgins radiogrephs. WAMPLER indicated that bstated that he
vanted to write a 50.%5(e) report. He further recalled that

after his meeting with (SN and WEP he had nc further
conversations with them regarding the issuance of a 50.55(e)

report.

016 interviewed GEMD vho advised he could not recall a specific
meeting with WAMPLER and D on November 22, 1983. *
recalled conversations with WAMPLER regarding reject rates, but
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{ndicatud he could not remember 8 conversation of potential
reportability in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) becsuse he would
nave expected WAMPLER to take up that issue vith Pullpan-Higgins

panagenent.

vas questioned concerning conditions that require 10 CFR
60,55 (e) reporting, specifically with respect to DR 527 as it had
peen parked for reportability. He stated that if & condition had
an effect on safety and is significantly re etitive, then it
should be initially jdentified as potentially reportable. At
that point there vould be an engineering avaluation, and higher
panagenent would pake a final determination regarding
reportability. He advised that he was never in a position %o
pake the final determination on what wvas required by 10 CFR
£0.55(e). He vould identify the deficiencies on a DR and it
would be sent to 2 supervisor for a final decision. He opined
that DR 527 should not have been identified as & potential
60.55(e) condition, He believed this wvas & pistake made by an
individual substituting for quality assurance engineer

016 interviewed o o advised that he had very little
interaction with WAMPLER and that he could not nov recall the
content of those peetings. ooy could not recall any discussion
vith WAMPLER on the need to file a 10 CFR $0.%5(e) report. de
also could not recall WAMPLER talking about the pullman-Higgins
packlog or his reject rate or any complaints about the welding

process.
016 interviewed SRR, o (o e YAEC field construction
guality assurance engineer (Exhibat 65) . - acknowledged that
he was the individual that revieved DR 527 while substituting for
He indicated that initially he did not feel it was 2
potential condition requiring a £0.55(e) notification and parked
the DR indicating that reporting was not reguired. He advised
that he then had conversations with other YAEC employees and felt
less sure of his original decision. amm could mot recall the
jdentities of these individuals. llllb advised that his expertise
wvas in the area of electrical instrumentation and control and
that he was not certified by the Anerican Society for
Nondestructive Testing (ASNT). He related that because he was
ursure of how DR 527 should be handled, he decided to take the
conservative approach and changed his original decision and
rarked the CR as @8 potential 50.55(e) condition. o oo ived
that ne knew his dezision would be revieved by YAEC Headguarters
and a final decision made at that level of management. He
recalled that YAEC Headguarters did not consider DR 527 tc ke
reportable under £0.55 (). NP stated, "] feel that I jumped

the gun and took too conservative a position.®

The 01G interviewed AR R, former Pullman-Higgins
Assistant Quality Assurance Manager at SEABROOK from 1981 to 1985
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(Exhibit €4). “SUNMENENR 2dvised that he could not recall WAMPLER
advising him of ¢ weeting with @D »n¢ GRS sbout YAEC's
{gsuance of & 50.55(e) notification., With respect to the type of
rejects that vere occurring during WAMPLER's period of
exploynent, CENEEMP indicated it vas & combination of film
quality and clerical errors with a very small percentage of
velding problens,

016 1ntor‘vhv0d?. former Pullman-Miggins Quality
Assurance Manager. did not recall being told of s meeting
betwveen WAMPLEFR, iy »nc concerning a 50.55(e)
notification. He advised that wvith respect to Pullman~Higging he
could not recall a veld radiography or veid reject condition that

would have varranted issuing a 50.55(e) report.

016 intervieved NN, fcrzer Pullman-Higgins Assistant
Quality Assurance Manager. He disclosed that he could not recall

WAMPLER ever advising him that YAEC was rejecting radiographs at
a8 15% rate. N could not imagine that vas rejecting
at that rate unless it was papervork problems as opposed to veld
problens. AP could not recall any conversations with
VAMPLER, GENPER o corcerning issuing 8 50.55(e)
notification. '

016 intervieve! CEERINEEN—— )y C Qunlxt‘ Assurance Engineer,

with respect to DR 527 (Exhibit 43). revieved DR 527
and indicated that he could not recall any potential 50.55(e)

conditions at SEABROOK,

016 intervieve: UNINENERENIPNNF AEC Quality Assurance Manager
with respect to DR 527. He indicated that DRs which would be
rarked as reportable under $0.55(e) would be forwarded to him for
determination. YN ©.id not recall reviewing DR 527 in 1583,
He advised that he did not consider the deficiencies in DR 527 to
be reportable pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

He stated that one of his functions was to make a decision
vhether the DR met the standard of reportability from a quality
assurance standpoint and that the safety significance wvould be
determined by the YAEC engineering organization.

SERNN i ised that he was not avare of a uotini in Nevember

19Bs invelving WAMFLER, NN o SEm— stated that
he was familiar with a 20% reject rate of radiography packages by
YAES that wers returred to Pullman-Higgins for further
evoluation, but he was not sure of the exact tipe frame of tha<
reject rate. He recalled that the reject rate vas discovered
because YAEC was conducting their review function and identify.ng
problens. 4GEMENNNEER »cvised that GIEHEENS 202 G never came to
him in November 1983, to tell him that a 50.55(e) notification
was reguired because of YAEC's reject rate. He also stated that
to his knowledge, the NRC resident inspector was not made aware
of YAEC's reject rate, "We were following the provisions of our
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program and assuring that ve had good radiographic film and
quality records to suppert the installution that wvas being done.”

016 intervieved MMM regsrding this fssve. @EMmetated
that he was never told by WAMPLER, or WIS that

$0.55(e) notification needed to be made because of the high
reject rate of radiographs by "AEC.
Eindings

_The ¢ i investigation found no evidence to substantiate WAMPLER'S
allegation,

-
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Congress of the Tniied States

Douse of Representatives
Washington, DE 20515

January 29, 1992

Mr. Ivan Selin

Chairman

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C., 20555

Dear Chajirman Selin:

We are writing to express our serious concerns regarding the
conduct of the NRC staff in its handling of Congressional
inguiries into the welding program at Seabrook.

As you know, the actions of the staff in this matter are the
subject of a report referred to you recently (Case No. 90~31H) by
the Office of the Inspector General. It is our understanding
that you have referred the report to the staff with instructions
to report back to the Commission.

We consider the Inspector General's findings shocking and deeply
troubling. The IG's report describes numerous instances in which
the NRC staff provided information to Congress that was both
misleading and inaccurate. 1In at least one case, when the staff
wags called upon to assure Congrees of the safety of the welds at
Seabrook prior to plant licensing, the provision of inaccurate
information suggests the intention to ram through the license
without regard to legitimate safety concerns raised by Members of
Congress.

As Commissioners, you must know that providing accurate, complete
and timely answers to Congressional inguiries is among the most
important of your duties. The failure to do so destroys the
foundation of trust between the Commission and Congress and calls
into guestion the NRC's ability and willingness to carry out its
fundamental mission to protect the public health and safety.

In light of the Inspector General's report, we would like to know
1) what specific action the Commission has taken or plans to take
to discipline those individuals who misled Congress, and 2) what
generic action you are taking to make all employees aware of the
need for total candor and cooperation with Congressional
oversight committees.

We regquest that you respond to these concerns by the close of

business on Tuesday, February 18th, so that the matter may be
discussed at the House Interior Committee's Subcommittee on



Chairman Ivan Eelin
January 29, 1992
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Energy and Environment hearing on February 19th.

If you have any

guestions regarding this request, please contact Kristan Van Hook

at 225-2836. Thank you for your cooperation.

Edward J. M&rkey
Member of Cohgre

Nicholas Mavroules
Member of Congress

ccs Kenneth C. Rogers
James R. Curtiss
Forrest J. Remick
E. Gail de Plangue

Sincerely,

U 747

John F. Ferry é
Member of res

Edward M. Kennedy
Member of Congress



