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Allegation 2:

was D oo dec sworn testimony contradictine
previously supplied information regarding certification :es’:mc.-

stzted essentially tha was not provided the answers to the question
originzlly aileged, ra:he.:ersom?';_. copiec the answ
lieu of being provided the aHSwers..a‘«sc stated he "
the fe.ed Certification test approximately one-half hou

original test e-'.rst stated. The-’:f'e;e'. wNo wes 21sc reirnter-
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vieweC, provided contradictory information with previcusly susriiec infor-z-
tion supporting :we-;"eger's contention ‘.’a‘.. prebebiy" €ic rot tare
the seconcd exar one-nalf hour e":e..'?;"&" feiled the firs:s exar
L"e;a:":’ 3:

A thorcuch review of HECo records was conductec nvelving &11 zrezs wheresr
:f-{‘»ege' reportedly worked prior to certi1ficaetior cesec on tne
review of these records and discussion with HECo QC inspectors who workes wi=k
the eileger, end HECO manzgement personnel, no e.izcence coulé be founc te
substartiete the assertion :ta.—,'::,a”_. COnCUCtes Trscectiors, Cr revienes

N R AT R . 4
. CETION n riain

m

interviews of welding QC inspectors and HECo supervisory personn.] fzileg to
substentiate that welds were arbitrarily "acceptec" by HECo maragement per-
sonnel without 1nspection. However, one instance w2s idertified where the (2
merager c¢ic approve a weld on 2 weld traveller cccument 2zer the 0O insoec-
tor rejected the welid. The QA manager, wher irnterviewed was uneble tc recze)
he specific situation. HMowever, because his CC supervisor's name was or the
document as inspecting the weld, the QA manzcer felt the weic had been cor-
pletely inspected by the QC supervisor who in the minager's opinion apperers)
overlooked signing the traveller in the acceptance block The QF menacer
esserted he signec the approval block of the we' s travel'er for this rezenr



The QC supervicor when reinterviewed acknowledged inspecting the weld and he
verified his signature as authentic in the examiner part of the weld traveler
card,

Allegation 5:

Interviews of HECo QA/QC supervisory personnel confirmed that in some in-
stances grammatical or administrative corrections were made to completed and
submitted Discrepancy Reports (DR). However, they indicated the content of
the altered DR was not changed to the extent it would change the meaning of
the original report. A review of numerous DRs failed to identify any where
the content appeared to be altereg. Attempts to further corroborate this

allegation met with negative results.

Allegation 6:

Interviews of HECo management and employees confirmed that HECo office tele

phones were monitored to reduce the number of personal telephone calls that

were being received and initiated oy HECo employees. HECo management denied

he telephones were monitored to prevent contact between the NRC, CECo and

HECo employees and produced a 2" by 3" card containing the telephone number

v

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Senior Resident Inspector and Commonwealt

- vV
Edison Quality Assurance Inspectors which had been provided to each emp)

Interviews of random HECo employees confirmed the presence and i

ce
o »suan

these employees related that to the be

+
. Ui

c
S

by "management" to prevent contact with either

7.

Allegation

when interviewed, the custodian of HECo records and HECo management personnel

asserted that recnrds were periodically purged of unnecessary and extraneous

materials. Those individuals, however, denied removing and/or destroy

required records or preventing the NRC from access to such records.

0 S

to further corroborate this allegatiun met with negative results.
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Interviews of CECo and HECo management pers
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whether or not these allegations could be substantiated. The details of these
alleg:tions and NRC inquiries into them, as well as the NRC findings relating
to these allegations were documented 1n NRC Inspection Reports 50-454/83-21

and 50-455/83-16.

On May 26, 1983, HUGHES was deposed before the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board. Based on additional information elicited from HUGHES during the
deposition and the stipulated testimony of corroboration Dy witnesses 0GSBUR'
and SOUDERS, the Board deemed that further inquiry 1nto the HUGHES an

<
e
certification allegation was warranted. specifically, the training

pec
provid
-
.~

HUGHES and possibly others was questioned based on what appearcd to b€

discrepancy between the dates shown On certain training records and

11

- A
| 1Y,

own assertions as to when he was actually certified. Additiona the
question of whether or not cheating on QC Level 1 Inspec.ur Certification
exams was encouraged by HECo by allowing the inspector ( to

answers to the exams while being examined was raised as a resu

testimony. Ir that testimony, HUGHES stated that the answers were available
to him when he retook the exam. HUGHES also stated, however, that he did not
se the answers even though they were available. These matters were never
raised in the form of allejations

The one question relative

Region 111 office between June d July 1 g3 The results of this
special inspection were documented in | C In ion rt Nos. 50-454 g3-29

and 50-455/83-2¢.

office of Investigations was requested 1O conduct an

.

tigation into In€ remaining eight allegati \€ ] ing" violatic

appeared

A“.P’l"’\()h I:
John HUGHES alleged his Level 1l electrical inspector training was
consisting only ot "reading procedures and being tested,” but recorded

as having Cr\m[ﬂ“?d with all agp]\('at';e regu'lath"‘&.

Allegation 2:
HUGHES was encouraged and permitted tO cheat on writter Level

certification examinations.,




Allegation 3:

HUGHES was permitted

certification
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.
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On November 2, 1983, Scott K. WAGNER wes interviewec at the South Texas
Nuclear Project, Bay City, Texas. WAGNER acknowledgec working for Hatfiels
Electric Company at Byron Station from Jaruary 1982 until May 1983. WAGLI®
related that while he worked at the Eyron Stetion Project he éctuelly wernec
for Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories and that his work locetion was Hetfielc
Electric where he was a Lead Cable Tray and Hanger inspector. WAGNER ste-ec
that HUGHES worked directly for him the ertire time HUGHIS was at Ha'f1e1c
enc WAGNER confirmed that he was HUGHES' imecizte supervisor., LAGKER
thet while HUGHES was at Hatfield, to the bes: of hic Kmovlecge, WUGHIS ¢
undergo a1l of the recuirec training tha: mece HUGHIS eligitle o become :

r . 1 -

a0
m

“©

certifiec Level Il inspector. WAGNER szid thz+ z+ EIOrCL TEte v the eng :of
Cctoder 1282, he submitted & letter 3¢ Jim E.7=i%AN \JA mEgser, stitife Thes
HUGHES met 211 the requirements for cerzificet<cr enC sulsecuentiy &s & resy’t
of his memorandum, HUGHES was certifiec epsrex mzte’ v Kevemder [, 1887, &t &
Level Il inspector. WAGNER emphasizec hat RUG=ES was ros cerzifiec, &s
HUGHES had alleged, during the middle of Ociczer 1982, WAGNI® 2lso stater
that HUGHES never conducted any inspections by Rimself ever 29%er he was
certified, due to the poor quality of MUGHES v.~rk. ::r::r_:r;. Wadhis g2zver

that he woulc send HUGHES out to assist other =21z rews«4:s- .E.8 irgses-
tors with the instruction to HUGHES to cbserve <hem anc the srCre” manner ip
which the inspectors conducted their inspecticrs. ~cwev , &Ctorcing te
WAGNER, HUGHES was unable to pick up MECe's sregram CuTCl7; ercush.,  Subsee

quently, HUGHES, according to WAGNER, cevelcsec & negative attituce %o
entire HECo Quality Assurance program 2s a result of the criticisms that re
wes receiving from both WAGNER and KOCA (Exhibit g).

On July 28, 1983, Mr. James K. BUCHANAN wes interviewec anc he confirmed znat
he wes the HECo QA supervisor durirs the time z&=ioc John *UG=ZS worked ‘¢~
HECo. BUCHMANAN acknowledged that the overai’ =r inirg responsidiiity fsr HElo
rested with him as the QA manager. However BUZSANAN statec he celegetec zme
responsibility to Alan KOCA who workec dire’*ly for nim 2s a2 OC superviscr.
BUCHANAN stated that when HUGHES arrived at HECc. =UGHES beczme &n immec::ize
problem thet began when HECo management perscrrel lezrnec thet KUGHES cic not
meet all of the requirements needed for a Leve' .° inspecter cersificatic-.
This was because MUGHES was lacking a high sz2mz27 giplome 2nc &% the tims. cid
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Allecation 2: HUGHES was encouraged and permitted t

(& ]

cheat on written Leve

1] certificatior examinations.

John HUGHES was interyiewec cr— 1862 ty 0] Investigators James k.

FOSTER and Charles H. WEIL and related thae during about October 1082 he wes

given a multiple choice type test whi Ch he believed wes besed on Procedure g2
"Hanger Installations" (Exhibit 2). HUGHES relaied he teok the

Frovidec the completed test to the QC supervisor, £1)er KOCA.  KOCA scoree enc
evalueted the test anc Ovised HUGHES thzt he hac SCOred & few pointe ess
than the required Passing grade of 70 pein®s (Ex- Dit 16 The test was
reiurnec to HUGHES by KOCA and HUGKIS statec 2=z OCLih he an¢ K022 ¢ sCusseq
~T& Test and the missed questions e&nc thes re /& 3s: wéS sulsecuen=t),
ecvised to study it. HUGHES related that he re Ewec The evelicter tecs
recognized his errors, and retook Né seme exemirzticn aparsy meiely one-ra)¢
Rour later. HUGHES relzted he scorec epproximately SCi on the Secont exzri-
netion (Exhibit 17). HUGHES related tha: ¢+ S LESTINg procedure was a com™en
~rectice at Hatfield wherein each indivicual t=z- failed ¢ test woule then be

¢ test which he failed ¢ his first attems hi

Tirst test was graded b) KOCA and Ramon wes §ives & second tes:, ident ce! to
the first test, which RAMON passed. No additionz] names were provided curing
Nis interview

AULA, who administered al) ertification testine for HECe, statec vhet in the
PEST 11 was his practice tc review test resules wisr ‘NE inspector anc s
CisCuss the correct answer to the missec QUESTIC s a2t that time Exhibis ¢

If the individual who took the test fzilec -he examination, KOCA ¢llowed the
inspector to review the material coverec Cr. the <est &nc would then reaaringse
“er the same test. KOCA 21s0 related that ~ecause he dic not sic- zhe test
FUGHES “ziled, he did not consider it t0 be & veiig tes: anc re sudseguert),

w

Cestroyed it. KOCA said this practice hes ro, Ceer termingted 2rnc e



presently maintains 211 tests. KOCA further relatec that HECo Procecure
No. 17, which was recently revised as a result of a2 discussion with NRL arc-
Commonwealth Edison, regquires that when an individual fails an examirztior re
- -

waits a minimum of 2 days prior to beingc re-tested &nc then would rece ve
different examination.

INVESTIGATOR's NOTE: Neither the NRC Regulations nor ANSI

N&5.2.6 Standards contain detailed recuirements relative ¢

the administration of QC inspector wrizten tests.
In January 1983, NN was interviewed by O] Investigators WEIL &nc FQST:F

SUCHANAN was interviewec and he stated that the 21c orocedure for <he tge- -=-
0T Leve I inspectors by HECo was for the examiree to review & miscer
~ - -~y * P + ~“e ¢ » { & 1ab - ™ o - - -
SUESLIONS Wil I YL Superviso nvem enC et LNE EXST I NHEee whUul€ Ther t¢
| [ & - % e ~ ApA . - — - - .
retested (Exhibit 18 BUCHANAN releted thet ¢~ occesior &rn inc Eugl wialc
be given the same test the same cay However, E.Cr~lAh €14 nct be e tret
- ~ ™ . -k - < - . £ = 4
anyone receijved the same test one-ha hour gfter fe ng the origcinz] tes:
RUCKANAD 1¢ nhaci2ed that roc T € s SEC Spts ¢
BUCHANAN also emphasized that as @ result © guiries int his aliegétior b
g i , A Sadea o 2
the NRC, Procedure 1/, the training procedure for HECo inspectors, hes since
- - 1211% - a £ %A .
been revised and it contains essentigdlly the same information 2s provigec -
A2 :
KOCA with regard to the new procedures for ce~tificatic esting Lk 5
Trace S BlLUCK All'e mrederpcer 3 < ols -:2rzper ¢ ~Ar e ol 1= -
acey Ll , EBULHRANAN prececessor gs REL0 U~ Er.ége €S &€ é gSs enc
e 5 - e
essertially confirmed the seme informetion provicec by KOCA ang EUCHANA
- o Takas s i s PR S oy _ ="
On August 17, 1583 HUGHES was interviewed by 0! Investigator Davic M. GALA
L - . -, , N Sl - .
Charles H. WEIL, and BHUGHES' requested Attorney, Ms. Jene M., WHICHIR, Busires
g ' X & g e o - B P :
and Professional People for the Public interest, &t her office, 10¢ nhore
Nea 111 3 4 n - +p 3 5 T e
Cearborn, Chicago, Il1linois (Exhibit €, Durirg tris interview HUGHES

on



regard to failing the first test, being provided the answers, and then subse-
cuently taking the second test approximately one-half hour after he hac ieéken tre
first test. However, when shown the copy of the first test whith conteines

the date of October 8, 1982, anc a copy of the second test which containec tne
date of October 12, 1982, HUGHES commentec that he probebiy dic not take both

the tests the same day as he originally 2llegec. When questioned further

about the answers that were written on the last sheet of the first test,

“JGHES acknowledged that he wrote those answers cown 2ns thét he wrote ther ,
cown based on discussions he had with KOCZ 2s we'l as his owr personz) rezo’les-
tion. HUGHES stated that KOCA did not give him the answers <C e2ch 0%e ¢ the
cuestions but rather simply reviewed &' 1 missecs cuesticns with Mim &r¢ 22'c

rim t0 restudy the test (Exhibit 6).

(Paragraphs deleted)
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Allegation 3: HUGHES was permitted to function as a Level ]; Electrica]
Inspector prior to Certification:

A1l cable pan hanger inspection check Tists, For HP-SA-1 were reviewes <oy
the period HUGHES was 8 Level II QC Inspector et Hetfieic. These ‘nspection
reports were reviewed to determine if HUGHES conaucted indepengent inspections
or performed reviews and evaluations of results of 1nspections performec ».
others prior to his certification as 2 Leve] I ‘nspeztor or havemoer 1,
All reviewed reports encompassed the pericc of time mugrES wes empicrec &
Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories ang Wes assignec to the Hetfielc flecs~<¢
Corpeny at Byron Station., Ip &M Cases, RUHES' gicr;

-
-

T

=T

LLTES Or these re:cete
LETE sudsequent to hisg certification cese € & L2ve' ! jpgoe~--. €™ Acve=cgr

1, 1882,

Scott WAGNER confirmed that he wes HUGHZIS' immeciate Superviscr curing the
ent.re time hUGHES was employed by PTL ane essigred 1o work a- Hetfielg.”
WAGNER reportec thet under no circumstances €1C HUGHES ever wery fnce:e-ce':'>
concucting Leve) I] electrical inspections on work Performes oy KECa erzlovees

Cr &ry other employee assigned &t Byror Steticr ‘Eymisqe £.. WA3NER re Elec

HMUGHES' performence 0f work wes of such 2 low stendarz thas: ne felt thes ne
couid not truse HUGHES to work indepencen:‘;. T. KILL Provices & ccov ¢¢ &

w

taterent made Oy WAGNER which was taken by HfZp MENEgErert serscrne’ ¢t the
orset of his investigation (Exhibit 20).

KOCA reported that during HUGHKES' certificetion periog AUGHIS spent the
mejority of his time in the HECo office anc that KOCA was rot dwere of zny
instances where HUGHES was askez to conduct any type of Level !}

inspection prior to certification. KOCA acxnowledges thes “LC=ES' immecizce
Supervisor, Scots WAGNER, was not confident in FuGkES! eRiTity te perfore
cedble pan inspections and thet based on WACLER's remerks, KOCi felt thes
WAGNER would never have permit:ed HUGHES to perform indepencers: Level ;:
electrica)l inspections, BUCKANAN, when interviedsed, reletec shat to
of his knowledge HUGHES never conducted eny Level I: electrice’ insse

prior to certification ang BUCHANAN 21sp ceofirmed that he wEE Cogrizerns ¢¢
WAGNER's lack of confidence in HUGHES' abiiity to operate incesencers), .,

- -

elecsrice)
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Based on the review of all cable pan inspections thet were igentifiec containe

ing HUGHES' signature no evidence could be fourd to substentizte HUG=IS
assertion that he conducted inspections or reviewed and eveluated resulss of
inspections performed by other inspectors prior to "is certification & &
Level Il inspector on November 1, 1982.

Allegation 4: Weid Document Travellers were beirc fillec cut °

welds were beinc accepted by HECo management cers:rrel fraom sresr gecye rio-s

than 2s & result of 2 physical inspection.

"
7/

G . 0 ccerienec o Javliel [ toit By WIl. gng POETET ;.
1¢entified as being the G o o P gl T it T

Leboratories assigned to work et Matfielc Elecsric Comsenv. Ir gsarcximgsely
Octobe~ 1962, QD st:tec he was CONtactec e &vent =0 & orosle- pErsinin
tc welds and crawings, in that they dic not mezcn. QD s-zzec zre: ne r:
the welc roc issue sheets in front of him anc re usec ther <o finc the welcer

“w

Ve

whC was thought tc be involved with the par:iic.li= problem. Sutsecuent)

R o nc that the weld rods of recc=c ric rit alwevs beer jssues te ths
; .
welcer shown on the card. QU state: t-:- »: 2:00 2res infoerzeiar o-

KOCA, Hetfield's QC supervisor, discussed tre =r:n’e~ with Bim, 2nd was tele

Sy KOCA to change the dates of the welc or tne welc irzveller care. GHENEEDD
believed KOCA wanted him to change dates frc= Jctzper i, 1¥c2 t0 Qctoder &,

S ;e KOCA that he would not change &ry cetles anc that if 2ry dates
were changed, he would write up a Discrepancy
date. Later, as he was preparing a Discrepency “epcrs on another rater
@D c:re across the same weld rod iS5ue SrEet which Snowes that the we’
roc had in fact not been issued to the welCer =5 wit “nEiCatec or tre we e
treveller carc dated October 1, 1982 (£xhiv:: 20 . GNP s:otec tre cezes
were never changed ty anyone including KOCE or rimse’# cr thet parsiculer
card. @D w2s reinterviewed on September I, 1583 | ST
R A 1 titeo et o o know’

¢
Hetfield Electric was in compliance with eszz: ishes nror

(&

traveller packagces and he was unable to site &=y spezi<ic ceviaticr “rom Lne
estedliched standard (Exhibit 23). GNP s::::7 ir hi: stazemers ¢

~

"
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after welds had been completed, nor were HECo management officiecls accepting
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ciscrepancy 20rt by 2adcing the word "factory welcs" to the bestom of ¢
Discrepancy write-up area (Exhibit 2¢
KOCA, when interviewed, stated the allegaticn thét he hac either zlterec,
thrown away, destroyed or prevented anyone from submitting [ & Repors
. srn*21] 1Rrarrert AC A - *Rae ? r - - - ne T
wald Totally correcs Ry st cNE&L & onco ence =ec§ enc
‘
hao to be clear, concise statements understandabie t¢ rezcer OCA
reiatecd that his inspectors had ver ttle experience writine up DR ng
i
thét over the cc.-se of his career he hac written up tr . f nt :
gcmitted to cha~ging & word here or there on Drs but in t , Chef
never altered the content of any DR KOCA &¢iso cenied ever des:ir ng & (
nit ¢ by any of the inspector ol - € Of thre . k
honconformance Reports when he founa extra copies in the f ten ¥
continued by stating that sometimes some of the inspecter ; nif
enc tell him that they had & DR to write up anc he T W &
ahead and 60 it and bring it back to me for my review DS ntly,



inspector would write up the DR in an unacceptable way. KOCA t:ztec he ther
would send the inspectors back and have them attempt to rewrite *he DA. Or
several occasions KOCA said he had to tel]l some of the inspectors tc rewrite
the DRs three and four times for the sake of clarificztion and ye: ne stil’
ended up making grammatical corrections. KOCA statec that ever though one ¢f
the requirements for QC inspector certification was to have & high school
ecucation some of the inspectors did not have strong writing abilsty (Exnin:e

-\
/.

BUCHANAR wnen intervieged, confirmed that K(IA probet’y mzde gram-

ccrrections in DRs. However, BUCHANAN statec he haz re.e- v=2.- ¥J2:2 %0

griitrérily aliter the contents of any DR sub=ittec 5, &r “=s;ecscr (Sxrip:s
-\
¢t

QR e interviewed un September 15, ISEZ, statec reftmer BUCHANAL or
KCCA ever altered his inspection procecures which were in 2ccordarce wizr
solicebie guidelines. - initially cernfirmec sres 3
hac deen &iterec. However, upon reevaluzting the zeriicu’er chirge %0 tre o,

QD - c.-ccochat the content of the TF

réther the change was grammatical in nature (Exhibit 23

o
’
1
'

R T

o

(Paragraphs deleted.)



(Sections deleted.)

Allegation 6: HECo office telephones were CEINC MONITO"eC by MIle mirice~e-s
personnel to prevent contact between HEC: emslovees anz the 20 arz/ar & 4o

employee contact with the Nuclear Reguletor:
Edisor.. This allegation was reiterptec in January 16€
Cl Investigators WEIL and FQOSTER.

(Paragraphs deleted.)



Pages 2€, 27, and 28 deleted.




(Sections deleted.)

Aliesation 7: HECe Treining ang Certificatior Aecorcs were Ceinc re=giec o=
0fficiel files bv a WECo OC supervisor preventinc NRC from access to she
material, .

e ——————

On March 10, 1883, William L. FORNEY, Senior Fee:iger- Irsseste~, Evror Ssasicr
viés &t tne Hetfield Electric Company (HECo) Byren site cfficee ¢ar the purpsse
cf reviewing the training qualificatior and cers: icatior recores of Obéii:j
control inspectors. In order to accomplish this task, 7F0=.:- woulc selecs tne
name of the personne) whose records he desirec ‘ror :n emIoyee roster, provie
that name to KOCA, and have KOCA 90 into the QC record vaul: anc retrieve the
requested records. This was the same procedure thet nac deen ytilizec By

FORNEY in the past for other record reviews.

(Sections deleted.)

29



Pages 30 and 31 deleted.
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Allegation 8: Sexuel discrimination was being emploved bv HECo Managemer: By

preventing female emplovees of HECc from becoming Certified Level ] Fiel¢

Inspectors.

R, ¢ ScUssinc the &l lecetion of LI

training and certification records being removed from official filee by KOCA
voluntarily stated that female employees at HECo, in‘::'mcr were being
discriminated against by HECo management which wes prevent rnz tre women frg-
becoming Level I Certified Field Inspectors. GHJE-c ::cc 102 o gl
aﬂ:-were at one time certified Level ! Fielg lnspectare. : = -

female record clerks in Hatfield were beingc processec cr zrairin

’

C B ¢ arc sudse-
PR, »~ 2 ~ 1 s ] - % - o $
cuert certification as Level | electrice) fiele “nscezsore. HO.gver, for se-

recsor oot enc D ccrcificiiions were (oicer by SUCHANAN

SUCHANAN, when queried by QD zbout decerti<ication, stater it yeos
apparertly some type of trade off between Comorwezth Egiscr_anc HECo erc

that he personally was against the decertificeticr of the “emale Level |
$

nspectiors program. BUCHANAN said he received & direztive from Jir EENCIR
(CECo) who cirectec that al) female Level [ emsicvees at netfieic, who were
] P 0 : STLIngS “cr ¢ Leve

either 2 Level I Inspector positior or were be:r
-

2.
e

r pesition were to be down-gradec anc recssicnec be

“n oh
s
o WIIE MLl v

rviewed relevant to this allegation. @B cor<irmec xno.iecse of +re
aencin; implementation of the certification to Leve) positiors ¢f &11 tne

recorcd clerks at Hatfield, but were unable to exslain why the program was
terminated.
KOCA, when interviewed regardi Ng this issue commented that BUCRANAN wes

responsibie for the certification of the ferele clerks &t matfieic. KOC: “¢!
g1l of the femeles were hired as clerks and none of the women ever ¢€i¢ & fie’
inspection, therefore, they should not heve beer clessifiec in=c & Leve’
certification inspector's position in the first nlace. KOCA Stitec he ¢ n
oppose the certification of the female HECo record clerks. He did tell

BUCHANAN that BUCHANAN's interpretation of the £'.S1 Standarcs (which SUCHANA
epperently thought authorized the certificatior) was not the se~e as KQOIA's

Further, KOCA did not think the female record clerks thoulc be certifies



because they were nct doing actual physical field inspections. KOLA $21C the
clerks were insuring the paperwork generated by the field inspectors was ir
fact completec and signed off by the field inspectors. KOCA statec ke was in
the process of certifying the remaining femzles in the Hilo office whner ne wes
told to stop all certification proceedings and to decertify the two recorc
clerks who had been previously certified. KOCA statec he ¢i¢ not know the
background of this decision (Exhibit 8).

IKVESTIGATOR's NOTE: KOCA when originzlly gqueries abaus sr-s
¢llegation reportec that his interpretiticr was oif‘erer: “re-
BUCHANAN's with regarc to the certificeticr ¢f female Leve'
inspectors. KOCA statec that the o0)¢ ANS. Stercars, hef.Z. €
1873 was used in getermining who was € gicle “or cers-dicaeian
end it wes simply 2 matter of interprezetics ¢f vh: snolle o¢
certified. BUCHANAK apparently thought thes beczuse the ¢'a
Stancard said that experience 2s & cocurer: harcler coule oe
one of the criterion used for certificeticr, tret 2w of tre
females, KRITSINGER and JOWNSTON, were eCt.eily certifiec.
However, ANS] Standarc, N45.Z.€ 1878 elirirztes shes croce=ior,
KOCA provided copies of ANS! Standerds, Né5,2.6 1677 ana
1578.33/34.

ECCHANAN stztec that he wes in the process ¢ cevtif im0 2¢ o ‘=1
record clerks 2s either Level | or Leve! [] inspecicrs v er re receivec ¢
¢irective from Jim BENDER, Commonwealth Eciscr, 20 s32: &'1 cers ficasion
programs involving the female record clerks. 3LIMA'ZY st2ted tret tus cf 14
record clerks, JOHNSTON and KRETSINGER were actueliy ce"ti4iec as Leve)
inspectors and one of the females, BAKER, wes certifiec as & .evel ! Imspector
and working on a Level II Inspector certificztion wnen he was orderec ¢
terminate the program. BUCHANAN stated that ncne of the femeles whe were
classified as Level | inspectors actually concuc:ec eny inspections ir the
field. Although they answered cirectly to the 04 meneger, BURALA' s22tec
there was always & question about who they ectutlly workee for decause ¢
their orgarizational relationship with the Fetfielc c“fice MErEger wni worsed
in the production area. BUCKANAN statec that CElo zrparertly felt thas &
the record clerks were hired as clerks and beczuse they were nct coing the
tesks of 2 Level | field inspector they shoulc n:t Se carriec et Leve'
inspectors on HECo records. BUCKANAN st2tec thet he wes coootes 20 the

Vv

"

'
.

elimination of the program, but, after the ciscurscr witr trg retfiele
project manager and Commonwealth Edison, he nhec =0 &'ternztiie .t 10 comply
with the CZlo directive (Exhidit 26).




James BENDER, Commonwealth Edison Lead Electrice) Engineer/Supervisor, was
interviewed on October 13, 1983 and he confirmed that he directed BUCHANAN o
down-grade the two HECo female Leve! I inspectors to their origina) 0f reczors
clerk position and to terminate the program of certification of recore clers
into Level | inspectors. BENDER said Commonweaz):h Ecison first became cognie
zant of the HECo program during an INPQ inspection when it was discovered tnat
Hatfield wes carrying several of the record clerks in Leve) ] positions or
their organizational chart. Discuss.ons with Hetfield and Cormonwezltr fc<son
resulted in the decision that all Matfield record clerks were hire: for 2
record clerk position. Since they never @ic acsue) Leve! ] “iele irspestiar
ce~tifications. HMECO's classification of Leve' . inspectors “cr srhese
incivicuals wes misleacding,

Richare TUETKER, Commonwealth Edisen, Assistars Superintengert, Preiect
Construction Department, was contacted regarding to this rmatter anz coré:rmgr
essentially the same information provided by BENLER. TUETKEM statec, althougn
Hetfiela was carrying two certified Leve) | fe~i'e inmspectors, the, we"e

simply date takers versus true fielc inspeciors. TUETHEL reletec tres e1tnougn
the wcmen met the educational requiremerts enc ;robedly met tre cersi:cassise
treining requirements they had never rezlly conducted actud) crsite Leve |
field inspections,
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ATTACHMENT 1
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329

CONFIDENTIALITY! AGREEMENT

vplicate original)

(originel to source of information, NRC to retain copy or

I have Information that I wish to provide in cenfidence to
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1 request an ex
confidentfality as a condition of providing this informati
I will not provige this information voluntarily to the NRC

confidentiality being extended to me. :

jations, the
¢ following

It 1s my understanding that, consistent with 4ts Tegal ob!
NRC, by agreeing to this confidentfality, will adhere to t
conditions:

(1) The NRC will not fdentify me by name or perscnal
any document, conversation, or other comruniczatio
public. I understand the term "public release” t
distribution outside of the NRC with the exceptic
agencies which may require this {nformation in fu
responsibilities under law.

(2) The NRC will disclose my fdentity within the NRC
required for the conduct of NRC activities.

(3) The NRC will avoid taking actions that could be
to ailow my identity to be deduced Dy persons con
or by including the information that ! provide in
conversation, or other communication in such a mar
fdentity to be deduced,

entifier In
re'eased to the
encompass an{
of other public
herance of their

ly to the extent

sonably expected
cted by the NRC

ny public document,
er as to allow my

I understand that even though the NRC will make every reas .cblc effort to
protect my identity, my fdentification could be compelled orders or
subpoenas issued by courts of law, hearing boards, of simiSar Tegal entities.

The NRC will attempt to inform me of #ny such actions befory disclosing my
identity. 1

I alyounderstand that the NRC will consider me to have wafved my right to
confidentiality if | take any actions that may be recasonab®y expected to
disclose my fdentity. 1 further understand that the NRC will consider me to
have waived my right to confidentfality {f I provide (or heye previously
provided) information to any party that contradicts the infprmation that

I provide to the NAC. 1

Other conditions: (It any) Lo

I have read and understand the foregoin with 1ts provisions,

‘gnature of source o
- Printed Name end Addre :

ZEAV

Signature and TTtTe ' = -
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Se s s wmip 9 '
Forz KF-176
; : Revieion ¢5
. ) Dzte 7-5-62
\ > . -
3% HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY :o.:,‘,,:,‘;..
ERECUTIVE OFFICES  © 8478 WINY MORTN AvVENUE o LEWICAND. NLINSIS OBIS = ANEA BN . Phpmt eus. b

CERTIFICATE OF QUALIFICATION

Euployee Name: J. Hughes
Date of Employment: 10-4-82 Job Title: level II Q2 Inspector

ACTIVITIES QUALIFIED TO FZRFORM

Procedure #9A
(Cless 1 Ceble Pan Hanger Instellztion)

CERTIFICATION BASED OR

Education: High School Education (G.E.D.)
Training: Memorandum ¢343.

Experience: Over one YE&2T experience working es e Level 11
to programmatic Quality Control Inspections-

Examinations: On file : "

Visuel Examination Date: 90-14-82

Comments:

I hereby certify that the ebove employee meets the requirements of
Procedure #17 and ANSI N45.2.6-1978. " The capabilities of the explovee
have been determined by evaluation and are ecceptable. The document-

&€tion of the evaluation will ound in ttzpar”onnel file.
\
Expiration: 11-1-83 Kc:i;—ﬂjllh~—~——

- /QC NManager Dzte \\ |\
atfield Electric Company
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HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
QA/QC Memorandur #44B

T0: File 3.01, John Bughes
FROM: Scott Wagner, Lead Inspector
DATE: 10-28-82

SUBJECT: Training Summary

John Hughes has completed and exceeded the minimur re-
guirements established in QA/QC Memorandum #343, dated October
€, 1982. His training began October 5, 1982 end was completed
October 29, 1582. The training followed the ettached detailed
training outline for Procedures #9A, #9B and #9E. He was given
& minimur of eight (8) hours of classroom training and 64 hours
of on the jod traininy in Procedure #9A. :

The trazining has been documented with the following objective
evidence:

approved detailed training outline (procedures SA, 9B and SE)
records of on the job training
- classroom attendence records
- QA program examination - BS¥
general Level 11 Inspectors test - 90%

- Cable Pan and Hanger Inspectors Examination - 85 1/4 %

- (Procedures #9A4, #9B and #9E)

Mr. Hughes has demonstrated that he has the capabilities to
report inspection results, evaluate the validity and acceptability
of the results. He is cepable of planning and preparing for inspect

He has shown the ebility to supervise and maintein surveillance over
Level 1 inspectors and their ectivities. He is capesble of reinspect:

qQuestionzble data.
C ot

Scoft Wagner
Level 11 Inspector

NOTE: Certification in procedures #S2 and #9E may come later when
on the job training is completed.

The above inforgation and tests were reviewed with the inspector
iowediately following each test or sctivity in order to clarify

apy qQuestions.
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,ﬂ-<&n£eenei on the job training culminating in formal written examinaticns *o ensure

|
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PLACE: BY*0Onh =T
20 October, 1982

& Y

ﬁvﬂl «n
I, Adan W. KOCA, do herty make the following voluntary statement to M:

e

David M. GALANTI, who has identified himself to me as an Investigator wis:
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissior. I make this statemen: freel. wi::
no threats or promises of reward having been made to me by Mr. GALANTI.

I am presently emcloyed as a quality assurance supervisor for Hatfiel
Company and work at the Byron Nuclear Generating Station, Byron, Il1. I
in my present position since November 1982, and prior to this I was Hat?®
Company Quality Comtrol Juperviscr. Before I came to Hatfield I workez
Baldwin Associates at the C1£$39n &%EE@EE.EE?" Station as a guality con
engineer for aprroximately fows vears. My present responsibilitc
supervision the Hatfield Electric audit and surveillance activis
©f all guality assurance procedures; training anc certificas
all personnel and evaluation of Hatfield personnel for the
gqualification. As the czu iity contrel supervisor I was re
activities including traininc and certification of inspect

Plartyrse
_.e— - -

o

have been
e.d Electric

)M »

m )

O
1
LS LI ¢ TR SR T

M oin oo

O 'ty pae

bem
.

1

This statement contains my explanation on allegations initiates by Mr.
UGHES surrounding the Hatfield Electric quality control prograrm and the
certificaticn program. HUGHES worked for Hatfield fro aprroxirately four =

beginning in Oct 1982 until he was released back to Fittsbur:s Testing Latorator

Cy
(8]
e :1
¥ 5

- -

on Jan 7 1983. while he worked at Hatfield I supervised HUGHES in my car
as quality control supervisor, when HUGHES firss reported to Hatfield -
was 1n a training status and I had direct supervison over hi~ while he was
mode; however once he became certified on 1 November 1982 his immediate s
was Mr. Scott WAGNER, and I was his second lirne superviscr. At the tirme =

underwent the training program, Hatfield's Program was reguirec to mee: th

nda
established by Commonwealth Edison Company which were based cor 10 CFp 50, rrendix
E, section 2, and ANSI standard N45.2.6 - 1978. Using these as a gquide on the job
training, minimum education and experience levels were established, Generally at
Hatfield, each inspector was reguired to possess a certain amount of education
{high School) anéd pertinent work experience depending on the nature of work tha:t he

performed at Hatfield. 1In addition each individual received classroom training and
they were gualified to perform the tasks they were hired tc do. When HUGHES
arrived at the Hatfield Company I was required to insure that he haé the correce
educational and work experience to become a level II inspector. HUGHES was to be
trained as a cable pan and cable Pan hanger inspector. Based on HUGHES work ans
eiducation we developed a training program for him. To the bes: of my reccllescst
HUGHES received all the training that was reguirecd in crder for hirm to bezome cert-

., .2fied as a Level II inspector. HUGHES was also administerei six written examinations
Fs - 2 - o - s 4
éfmiQE-99'G99$—50¥Q*—+J—dncfecto:&‘—tesﬁv—.—Gexaos—o;_;thG_&eGt»eﬂ-ﬂcaaeue-QSE?ee’c

1 "2 - 2 al-tﬂﬁ‘%lmﬂme?!“’~~
snknown—tcfme‘Ut‘tﬁzs-eeve:'_ghgm aware that HUGHES said that he took ¥NMN¥Y.‘cne

ol

o
of the tests, failed the test théen was given the answers to the test, and a se

retest within 4 hour. I can only say that I think this highly unlikly It wae 3
standard rractice for me o review all missed questions on anv test witnh an _ndivisoa

who failed a test, but he was never given the answers to anv s.
anycrne eise I°r that matster. It is also possible that he mizr=
test the same day: however, it certainly was not within the =zi:
As I stated esriier the testinc program has chances a great 3eszl w
vear. We now cive different tests and alwavs after a two da. wait

B

Ot state ex2rtly what the situation was with HUSEES hue

Q- -
- -

-
-

was glven the answers to tne test.
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STATEMENT OF AlA W. KOCA, TAKEN ON @20 Oct 1983, pasze 2

-

T am also familiar with the allegation that HUGHES was conductipg insrectiors
Prior tc actually becoming certified. To the best of my knowledge he never
conductesd any insrections by himsel:i, and signed off of any travellers aperova
the inspecticns rrior to his certificatior date of 1 Nov 1982. I think that
HUGHES mizht have thought that by passing the general level II test that o i
would automatically make him certified; however, if that is the case ther he -
was wrong. He never received anything stating that he was certified until 1

Nov, and then it was only because him immediate supervisor, Scott WAGNER advises

me that he was ready to become certified and that all training, and educaticnal
requirements had been satisified.

I would alsc like to comment about the additional allegations that heve surface:
since the oricinal allegations were presented by HUGHES. With recar: tc =he
telephcnes beins monitored by Hatfield Electric Manacement perscnnel to prevens
Hatfield emricrees from contacting the NRC or Commenwealth Edison I can say tha:

1f it was done it was done without my knowledce. I know that Hatfield was cor-er-ei
with personal telephone calls coming into the office and emrloyees makinc persoral
telechone calls on work time, but we were never advisec not to contact the NEC or

Edison. As a matter of fact we told all of our people that if they had a probler
for them to gc throug the chain of command first, and if they felt uncomfor=sb)

- -

with that then they could go right to the NRC or Edison. Jim BUCHANAN held a meetir-s
around the end of Ncvember 1382, and at that time he passed out cards tc everycre
stating that the point of contacts for both the NRC and Commonwealth EZison were

sc and so, and alsc gave their telephone numbers.

so© éid not tell the inspectcrs to carry a pocket kniff around with ther to uce

hey come acrcss a weld that contains too much slag. What I told them was " I?

I was a QC inspector and doing my job, and I saw a pin head piece of slac on a we.:3
I would try to get it off with my fingernail or pocketknife to see if i+ was a2idire
zome defect. I did not give orders to anyone tc carry a pocket knife.

1
as
-
-

“

As far as the allegation that I have altered, thrown away, destroyg;Jpr preventes
anyone from submitting Discrepancie _Reports it is totally maxxaxy¥”incorrecs. Al
noncomformance reports and DR's had to be clear, and when I say that I mean that

a person uxxxxxréhould be able to understand what they are reading. ™My peorle
have had little experience at writing up DR's and I have written up thousands.

I have changed a2 word here or a word there on DR's before, but they never chanzes
the content of the DR. I have never destroyed any DR initiated by any of Yy
inspectors, and the only time that I have ever thrown any DR's or nonconformance

reports aways isthat when I was going throuch te files and I found another c
of one besides the original. Sometimes some of the inspectors would tel. -~e
they have a DR to write up and I tolé them fine, godo it. Well, they wou.:

one up that was totally unacceptable and I would tell them to gc back

(8]
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again. On several occasions they would have to be told to go back and rewr:ite zhs
DR three and four times, and I would still have to make a word change here or =rere
Even thouch one cf the reguirements for certification is to have a high szhool

ezucation, scme of the inspectors sust do not have that strong of a writir= abil:=:

WCL.l llHe T0 Say Leat-G—iraue B = e e T U r e,
Nowewer T “ave never done it withoutr first rhysically coing out and ir
the weld first. To the best of my knowledge no Hatf::ld supervisor h : :
that. )

with rezar:i to sicning 0ff of welds witliout first inspecting the weld =20+ L1+ :

.
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Part of my job was to insure that all records are maintained in the establisghesd
Hatfleld procedure; therefore, I would sometime go into the vault corntairir-
certification re.. “ds, employee records and inspection records, and if I harcen
to come across a duplicate copy of a record, or in my opinion, that parer

was not reguired to be in the files in the first place I would remove it. I
would always be sure that there was the original there first or that the paper
actually needed to be in the files first be/fg;p }_,_;Sugg'ed anything. 1In March,

-amde 15 I found somthing that should nct be there I removed it, but it was

{ when Mr. FORNEY was inspecting our records, |
o0

v s

o

Y

N

thing that was needed or required by Mr. FORNEY at the time he reguested the
records. I once found a Boy Scouts of America certificate in one of the files
and I removed it because it had no bearinc on the files being maintained. That
was one of the things I meant when I said "if it had no need to be in the files
I removed it". I have alsc thrown away NCR'S and DR'S in this fashior however

-

only did MXXX this when there was a duplicate copy.

The last area that I guess I need to talk about is the certification’/decersificaticr

of all female Level I inspectors. From the onset Jim BUCHANAN was res;cns;:;e_/_-,(
for the certification of the female clerks in the Hatfield office. T T ANEE A~~~
STET0A Fl o S S o S USRI - SO e e AL RGawhs WaAS O WAS ROT €lirgiblefor—ceresiga—~
~ELgRANaN thtmoht-shat becausa_the SIomdar IRl TNt Ao ument-—handlers Oewl d—me

-wf—&mmm%xww Hetody were &
Weuzily TeTTTi e berause—they were—the oINSt ONEE N “thTmifice ab=the—Lime. Poe g

All of the females were hired as clerks, and none of the Jirls ever did a field
inspection. I did not oprcse the certification of the girls however, I

BUCHANAN that his interpertation of the ANSI standard was XXXX not the same as
mine and that I did not think the girls should be certified because they were no:

s
Ca8 Te.d

oo

deing actual physical field inspection, they yere simply insyring thar the paper Lo
= g 3 3 i P (] AT T 5. é § ? ek
work ge..erated by the field inspectors was ‘i fa + SERELST In any event ,~%5= Dicfar
certified two of the girls mentioned above, and we were in the process of certifinc
several other girls in the office when I was told to stop all certification
proceedings on the girls and to decertify the two that had been previously certi?-
ied. I do not know the backgrournd on this decision, I just did what I was tol3.

I have read the foregouing statement consisting of three typewrittern paces. I
have made any necessary corrections and have initialed them. I have signed my
name on the margin of each page. This statement is the truth to the best of mv

knowledge and belief. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoins is
" -

_$rue and correct. Executed on wad ST s ax /015 C 20, i
e - - A Y & = A ,
2 S ¥ % SO 5 Lep NC =oin foy "y <c M e~ T Orine feo o
ks ! - a

- : : - [ % /
STALE T, AT o Fal e BT L pave Fo 1ae NRC AUt A
gAag IS maT 2.4 iy e —p 2 pt= ; o

/ T W ‘fr‘_, Jre .l/_, ,f,: " » d : ,‘/‘ -"?:_1

. — 3 . om .-
sworn to befcre me, the undersigned, this2lo day of Octcker 1233:

Region III, NRC






RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH SCOTT K. WAGNER AS RECORDED BY INVESTIGATOR
DAVID M. GALANTI ON 2 NOVEMBER 1983 AT SOUTH TEXAS NUCLEAR PROJECT.

-

Scott K. WAGNER was interviewed by Investigator David M. GALANTI on 2 November
1982, at the South Texas Nuclear Project, relevant to his knowlecge of question=
able certification procedures while he wnrked for Hatfield Electric Company,
Byron Station, Byron Il. WAGNER proviced biographical information stating he

has worked within the Nuclear Industry since September 1987. WAGNER stated that
he is presentiy the Senior Raceway Inspector for Ebasco Services Inc., anc has
occupied that position since leaving Byron Station in May 1983. WAGNER worked
for Hatfield Electric from January 1982 until May 1983. WAGNER acknowledued he
was familiar with the ongoing investigation at Byron Station, and the allegations
initiated by John HUGHES, Irv SOUDERS and June OGSBURY.

WAGNER stated that while he was at the Byron Station project he actually worked

for Pittsburg Testing Laboratories (PTL), and his work location was Hatfield Electri
where he was the lead cable tray and hanger inspector. WAGNER statecd that HUGHES
worked directly for him the entire time that he (HUGHES) was at Hatfiels and he

was HUGHES immediate supervisor. WAGNER stated that HUGHES work was below averace
with regard to his inspection technigue's and knowledge,. anc stated that HUGHES ¢id
not pick up on the Hatfield program very well. WAGNER stated that when he first met
HUGHES on & October 1982 he had a terrible attitude and immediately began to tell
everyone, and anyone who would Llisten, how he was soley responsible for the inves=-
tigation at the Zimmer Nuclear Plant, and that he would do the same think at BYRON,
it "things" did not work out for him there. WAGNER said that it was amazing to him
that a total new guy would immediately begin to downgrade HATFIELD, without fully
understand their program and what was expected of him. WAGNER said that throughout
the entire time that HUGHES worked for Hatfield he continually critizec Hatfield

on their program. HUGHES work performance was of such a poor guality that WAGNER
said he never let HUGHES work alone, because he did not have the expertiese that

was necessary tc be an independent worker. WAGNER said that to the best of his
knowledge HUGHES never signed off on any documentation by himself which included

the time after he became fully certified as a Level II inspector.

WAGNER said that HUGHES did undergo all of the required training that made him
eligible to become a certified Level II inspector; however he recommendes against
his becomming certified to Al KOCA, but was over=-ruled. WAGNER said that around the
end of October 1982 he submitted a letter to Jim BUCHANAN stating that HUGHES met
all of the requirements for certfiication and HUGHES was certified aroung 1 Novemter
as a Level II inspector. WAGNER emphasized that HUGHES was not certified, as he
alledged, during the middle of Octcber 1982, and never workec by himsel?.

WAGNER stated that he did not have any direct informaticr with regarg tc HUGHES
cheating on the Level II certification test; however, he did state tha- it was a
common practice to review all missed questions with the individual immeciately
following the failing of an examination, and then, depending on the time remainin:
in the day either take the same test over that day, or whenever he could get aroun:z
to it. WAGNER said that he was unable to recall if HUGHES took the sezons test

the same day that he failed the first test. WAGNER saic he dic not have any knowled
about any guestions and answers being written down on the back of HUGHES tes:. OQre
area that WAGNER cig disagree with in regard to the testinc was pertaining to keezin
the failed tests. WAGMER said that KOCA always threw away failed tesss ar= never
put them in the files where they belonged; however, CECD convinced Hatéisld to keen
all test and their policy was changed shortly to his leaving Hatfield in May 1983,
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WAGNER confirmed that he discussed certification practices with Marvin TALLENT

PTL supervisor, but denied ever stating that HUGHES cheated on the examination.
WAGNER said the conversation surrounded examinees being given the same tes: on

the same day, not outward cheating on the part of HUGHES or anyone else.

WAGNER said that if an inspector was physically working inside the Matfielg cffice,
and he failed one of the certfiication tests, that person would generally ge:
re-test the same day; however, if the individual that took the test was ‘n the
field and he failed the test, then it was a hit or miss type of situation, and that
individual might wait as long as two weeks before being re-tested, although at the
time, the individual would always get the same test that he failed.

WAGHER confirmed that telephones were being monitored by Hatfield management
personnel; however, he stated the telephones were being monitored for the res:trictic
of personal telephone calls rather than prevention of Hatfield employee's from
contacting the NRC or Commonwealth Edison. WAGNER also confirmed he was contacted
by Irv SOUDERS shortly after he was laid off at Hatfield and SOUDERS reauestec a
procedural guide that he wanted to take with him. Continuing, WAGNER saic as soon
as he hung up the telephone, BUCHANAN called him into the office, and was aware of
his conversation with SOUDERS. WAGNEP said BUCHANAN told him they were trying to
restrict the personal telephone calls coming into and going out of the Hatfield
office and he did not think the telephone call from SOUDERS was appropriate.

WAGNER said that in November 1982, BUCHANAH held an office meeting that was attendes
by everyone, and he passed out a card containing the telephone numbers of both the
NRC and Commenwealth Edison in the event anyone wanted to contact them. WAGNER

said that he was never told that he could not contact either of the agencies if he
so cesired. To the best of his knowledge HUGHES was never told that he coulz not
contact either the NRC or Commenwealth Edison either, and he did not .ave any additi
nal restrictions placed on him by management personnel that the rest of the employee
at Hatfield did not also have placed on them. HUGHES said that the problem «as
simply one of wasting Company time and identified HUGHES, SOUDERS and 0GSBURY as
three of the most frequent abusers of the telephore at Hatfield.

In December 1982, WAGNER said that he participated in a meeting in which HUGHES
and SOUDERS were given their final warning about causing a disturbance in the office
WAGNER said that HUGHES had been talked to several times before about his "bull
sessions” however, disregarded previous warnings. WAGNER said he knew that HUGHES
was being considered expendiable by Hatfield management, and several discussions
concerning his possible lay-off were held. HUGHES had told him in the past i€ an
cocportunity ever came up in which he could be lLayed off to go ahead and lay him off
because HUGHES told WAGNER that he would rather be layed off than work for Has4ield.
WAGNER said that when HUGHES was finally layed off in January 1983 he was extren: Ly
happy with the fact that he was being layed off. WAGNER did not know why bu: for
some reason both he (HUGHES) and SOUDERS had it in for Hatfield and were trv-nz 1o
"take them down''. WAGNER felt that low pay by Hatfield, loss of per diem o~ 1 Dec-
ember 1982, and some of the personal policies such as the telephone restric-ion
were the main reasons HUGHES felt, and acted the way he did. WAGNER also recalled
that at the time HUGHES was layed off by Hatfield that PTL was not hiring ary
inspectors and therefore, TALLENT dic not have a iob far either MUGHES or 3SQUDERS.
WAGNER said that he was not sorry to see HUGHES leave; however, he consideres
SOUDERS to be a good solid inspector and he hated to see SOUDERS leave. e ‘elt tha
SOUDERS was used by HUGHES and indluenced his behavior.
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WAGNER felt that Hatfield Electric QA/GC program was a good program that got

better the longer he was there and cited an example of when he arrived they,
meaning Hatfield GC inspectors, were only inspecting 10X of all hangers in the
various locations where they were working, and by the time he got thoroughlv
indoctranated into the Hatfield system they were doing 100% of all inspecticrs

of hangers. WAGNER said that the QA/QC program worked independently of production
and there was no outward signs of production directing QA/GC. WAGNER said there
was no interference on the part of production and he was never directed to sign
anything that he did not perscnally inspect. WAGNER felt that it was a gooc syster
because he worked for PTL, as did many of the inspectors, and therefore, Hatfield
did not control the quality of their work. WAGNER said that he could always express
his opinion, and althougch there were arguments with production personnel, BUCHANAN
always appeared to have the final word on how a particular procedure or problem
would be resolved. WAGNER said that he was alsc never prohibited from writing up
Discrenancy repor@R'S) or NCR'S although normally if the problem was somthirg that
could be done by Hatfield , management would encourage the inspector tc write a3 OF
vice a NCR. HATFIELD apparently desired to use NCR'S sparenly and only write up
NCR'S when they were unable to fix or repair a particular problem.

WAGNER said he has now worked at three different Nuclear Plants and has hac the
opportunity to observe various programs, and he still feels that Hatfielcd 3id rave

a gocd program, with Little interference from management. WAGNER felt the main
problem with Hatfield was a lack of caring about their people and low pay, and was
unable to cite any direct disregard toward compliance of requirements and directives
established by Commenwealth Edison. WAGNER felt that if procedures were violatec,
it was a misinterpation of established guidelines.

WAGNER was unable to provide any additional pertinent information and the interview

was terminated at 1005.

RECORDED BY: DAVID M, GALANTI
Investigator
NRC
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Procedure 17
Revision 10
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Hatfield Electric Company
Units 1 & 2

Training and Qualification of Inspection and Audit Personnel

PURPOSE

1.1 The purpose of this procedure is to provide methods and guidelines for

the training and certification of Quality Control and Quality Assurance
personnel.

SCOPE

2.1 This procedure applies to personnel who perform inspections,

examinations, surveillances, and audits of safety related itezxs or
activities.

2.2 This procedure does not cover the qualifications or capabilities of

testing personnel since electrical testing is not performed by Hatfield
Electric Company

DEFINITIONS

3.0.1 Examination - an element of inspection consisting of investigation of

material, components, supplies or services to determine conformance to
those specified requirements which can be determined by such inves-

tigation. Examination is usually nondestructive and includes sizple
pnysical manipulation, gauging and measurement (ANSI N45.2.10).

3.0.2 Inspection - a phase of quality control which by means of examination,
observation or measurement determines the conformance of materials,

supplies, components, parts, dppurtenances, systems, processes, or
structures to predetermined quality requirements (ANSI N&45.2.10).

3.1 REFERENCES
3.1.1 Hatfield Electric Company Quality Assurance Manual Section ;o >
3.1.2  ANSI N45.2.6-1978
3.1.3  ANSI N45.2.23-1978

RESPONSIBILITIES

4.1 The QA/QC Manager is responsible for implementing this procedure.



4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

The President of the company or the QA/QC
to the various inspection or audit levels.
to the specific areas listed below, or to
necessary to meet the inspection demands o

1) Cable Pan and Hanger Inspector

2) Conduit and Hanger Inspector

3) Visual Weld Inspector

4) Field and Engineering Design Chargz-
5) Equipment Turnover, Cable Instaila

6) Equipment Receiving Inspector

7) Auditor

4.2.1 The President of the company shal’

predetermined testing program for

certified by the Hatfield Electr:ic
written concurrance to all the Cw—
certification of Level III Inspec:.

The QA/QC Manager shall anticipate the per
necessary by the project schedule and sha.
meet these requirements. The QA/QC stai:
organizational chart which identifies are:
Section 1I).

4.3.1 If the QA/QC Manager, during an e.-
determines that an individual's ¢.
to be in accordarce with this pro>
be invalidated. That individual .
a4ccordance with this procedure.

It is the responsibilicy of the QA/QC per
audits, surveillances, inspections and ex.
certified.

The QA/QC personnel shall be physically -
duties. Their vision shall not interfar-
specific inspections. Eye examinations :

4.5.1 QA/Qc personnel shall pass the -
(or equivalent). Those persornne
shall be limited to inspections .
perception.

4.5.2 QA/QC personnel shall pass the J-

for visual acuity. Corrective le

5.0 METHODS

5.1

The QA/QC Manager shall develop an evaly:-
training program which will ensure that ». -
requirements of this procedure,

lcvi;io;. iC
Date 6-2-83

‘ger shall certify personnel
“e certification's shall be
:ndividual procedure if

e project,

1spector
» and Terminations Inspector

~inister and evaluate a
Level III Inspectors

"2any. He sghall provide

s Trequirements regarding the

el requirements as deemed
"svide sufficient staff to
.. be depicted on an

: responsibility (QA Manua!l,

.tion, or at any other time,
trated capabilities are ne:
‘2, his certification will

>e required to recertify i=

:l to perform on.y those
tions for which they are

2 of performing their
their ability to perform
2e given annually.

1 test for color blindnees
degrees of color blindness
0 not require color

2ger test (or equivalent)
Zay be used.

indoctrination and
el will meet the
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An evaluation will be performed prior to employment and will be
documented on Form HP-171. The evaluator shall verify via letter or
telephone any prior employment certifications, education and prior
experience. He shall also indicate the basis for any exceptions to
recommended practices and shall obtain CECO Project Construction
Department concurrance prior to certification of the individual.

5.2.1 Related inspector experience may include time spent as a
craftsman installing similar material or equipment which was
subj2ct to programmatic quality control inspections which is
counted toward the experience requirement for certification.

5.2.2 Non-electrical experience which is not directly related to an
area of certification will require additional OJT beyond that
stated in Appendixes B and C. (ie past welding experience may be
applied only to certification in the area of welding and is not
applicable towards other areas).

5.2.3  Related inspection experience may also include time spent as an
inspector using sufficiently detailed inspection criteria in the
area of certification.

5.2.4 Related experience used to meet the requirements for

certification requires an account describiag previous jobs and
the amount of time allotted to each.

The indoctrination will be performed in accordance with QA/QC Personnel
Indoctrination Checklist, Form HP~172. This form shall be used to
document the dates various items are completed by reading or
familiarization. A Level II or higher inspector shall verify the
completion of items by signing in the space provided on the forr. The
trainee will initial all dates of completion.

Training shall be provided for each QA/QC employee entering the Hatfielé

QA/QC Program. Training outlines for certification of personnel shall be
approved by a Level! III Inspector.

5.4.1 CGeneral training shall be documented for inspectors or auditors
on the following training checklists:

= Form HP-173, Inspection Training Checklist
= Form HP-174, Audit Training Checklist
= Form HP-175, Lead Auditor Training Checklist

5.4.2  Specific training for inspectors, auditors and lead auditors will
be established by a training outline which describes the minimue
requirements for certification. Completion of the training
outline will be documented and included with the certification
which is kept in the individuals personnel file. The training

outlines for Quality Control and Quality Assurance personnel
shall consist of the following:
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5.4.2.3

5.4.2.4
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ALITY CONTROL

The training outline will state the minimum required
hours of classroonm training, on-the=-job training and the
testing necessary to meet the requirements of Appendixes
B and C. The outline will be approved by a Level I11I.

The classroom training shall be a combination of formal
lectures, classroom/field instructions and
demonstrations following detailed training outlines or
lesson plans. These training outlines or lesson plans
shall be detailed enough that they can be used by anvone
vith the basic knowledge of the area being taught. A
procedure may be used if it is written in a logical
format that lends itself to the training. All the
detailed training outlines or lesson plans will be
aproved by a Level III. Video tapes may be used, but
wust include the above requirements. At least one hour
of formal lecture shall be designed to give the trainee
the knowledge required to pass tne general tests and to
prepare him for the additional classroom and field
demonstrations. These demonstractions will show the ‘
trainee how to perform the inspections and what material

is required to ‘repare him for his on-the=-job training
and practical tests.

The on-the-job training will be a minimum of 40 hours
and will continue until the trainee achieves 100%
proficiency in accordance with Appendixes B and C. A
handwritten Level II Inspector's Summary of Training

will be included along with the documented inspections
performed and hours.

5.4.2.3.1 Those inspectors lacking the required
experience or crossing over to unrelated areas
such as visual weld inspection will require
additional hours of on-the-job training.

The testing will be divided into closed brnok and
practical tests with a minimum of 802 accuracy to

demonstrate the specific and Practical knowledge of the
inspection activity,

5.4,2.4.1 The specific test(s) for the procedure or area
of certification shall be a minimum of 40
questions and answers approved by the Level
III. The incorrect answers will be discussed
vith the trainee. All failed tests will be
retained for reference only and will be
included with the certification package.
Additional closed book tests will be given
covering the QA program and wil!l contain !0 or

more questions relating to the Hatfield QA/QC
program.

o
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5.4.2.4.2 The practical tests vill be designed to test
the trainees ability in using the current
checklists and inspection tools. The
practical tests will cover ‘all major types of
inspections to be performed by the individual
after certification. The tests will be given
after completion of the OJT and will not be
included in the OJT.

5.4.2.4.3 Trainees who fail to pass a test will be
required to take a different make-up test.
The trainee will not take the make-up test

uotil & minimum of two days has elapsed and
additional reading or review has been
performed.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

5.4.2.5 General training including Form HP-174 to develop the
fundamentals, objectives, characteristics, organization,
performance and results of quality auditing with a
minioum participation in two formal audits.

5.4.2.6 Specialized training in the form of reading or lecture

to develop competence in performing required audits.
The competence level of an auditor may be developed by
documenting one of the following methods:

a. Orientation to provide a working knowledge and under-
standing of ANSI N45.2, ANSI N45.2.23 and the
Hatfield QA Program and Procedures

b. Specific reading and lecture to be given bv a Lead
Auditor.

€. On the job training, guidance and counseling under
the direction of a Lead Auditor beyond the minimum
two required audits. A handwritten Lead Auditor's
Summary of Training is also required.

5.4.2.7 An examination wvith a minimum acceptable performance
level of 801. The test may be oral, a written closed
book test, practical or any combination of the three

types to evaluate the ability of the auditor or lead
auditor.

5.4.2.8 Trainees who fail to pass a test will be required to
take a different make-up test. The trainee will not
take the make-up test until a minimum of two days has

elapsed and additional reading or review has been
performed.

5.5 Personnel qualifications and capabilities
' 5
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INSPECTORS

5.5.1 level I Inspector Education and Experience Requirements

5.5.1.1 Two years of related experience in equivalent inspection
activities, or;

5.5.1.2 High school graduation and six months of experience in
equivalent inspection activities, or;

5.5.1.3 Completion of college level work leading to an
Associates degree in a related discipline, plus three

months of related experience in equivalent inspection
activities.. . ey i

5.5.2 Level I Inspector Capabilities

5.5.2.1 The inspector shall be capable of recording inmspection
datea and performing routine inspections in accordance

with documented procedures and/or common industry
practices.

5.5.2.2 The inspector shall be familiar with and proficient in
the use of the tools and equipment used in the
inspection .

5.5.2.3 The inspector shall be capable of determining that the
condition and calibration status of his tools are
acceptable and current.

5.5.2.4 The inspector shall be capable of determining that

procedures applicable to his work are current and
approved.

5.5.3 Level II Inspector Education and Experience Reguirements

5.5.3.1 One year of satisfactory performance as a Level I

inspector in the corresponding inspection category or
class, or;

5.5.3.2 High school graduation plus three years of relar:d
experience in equivalent inspection activities, or;

5.5.3.3 Completion of college level work leading to ar

Associates degree in a related discipline plus one year

related experience in equivalent inspection activities,
or;

5.5.3.4 College graduation plus six months of related experience
in equivalent inspection activities.

5.5.4 Level 1I Inspector Capabilities

5.5.4.1 The inspector shall have the capabilities of & Level 1
' inspector for the areas of inspection.
6
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The inspector shail have demonstrated capabilities in
planning inspections.

The inspector shall have demonstrated capabilities in

supervising or maintaining surveillances over inspection
activities, Level I inspectors, data takers, and
inspectors-in-training.

The inspector shall have demonstrated capabilities in

reinspection results and in evaluating the validity and
acceptability of inspection results.

Level III Inspector Education and Experience Requirements

5'5.5.1

S.S.S.z

5.5.5.3

5.5.5.4

Six years of satisfactory performance as a Level 17

inspector in the corresponding inspection category or
class, or;

High school graduation plus 10 years of related
experience in equivalent inspection activities; or high
school graduation plus 8 years experience in equivalent
inspection activities, with at least 2 years of this
experience associated with nuclear facilities and at
least 2 years as a Level II or, if not, at least
sufficient training to be acquainted with the releven:

-

quality assurance aspects of a nuclear facility, or;

Completion of college level work leading to an
Associates degree plus seven years of related experience
in equivalent inspection activities, with at least two
years of this experience associated with nuclear
facilities or, if not, at least sufficient training to
be acquainted with the relevant quality assurance
aspects of a nuclear facility, or;

College graduation plus five years of related experience
in equivalent inspection activities with at least two
years of this experience associated with nuclear
facilities, or, if not, at least sufficient training to
be acquainted with the relevant quality assurance
aspects of a nuclear faciiicy.

LEVEL III Inspector Capabilities

5‘5'6.1

5.5.6.2

5.5.6.3

The inspector will have all the capabilities of a Leve!
II Inspector.

The inspector will be capable of evaluating the adequazv

of programs used to train and test the inspection
personnel.

The inspector will be capable of evaluating the

qualification of both lower level and the same level
inspector. -

7
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Auditors

5.5.7.1

5.5.7.2
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The inspector will be capable of reviewing procedures

and evaluating the adequacy to accomplish the
inspection, examination, and test objectives.

AUDITORS AND LEAD AUDITORS

An auditor may be any individual who performs any

portion of an audit, including Lead Auditor, and others
such as management representatives who may be required
to assist in an audit.

An Auditor shall complete the appropriate training prior
2o performing audits and surveillances in order to
develop competence in those activities.

Lead Audxtors

5‘5.801

5.5.8.2

5.5.8.3

5.5.8.4

A Lead Auditor will be an individual who is capable of
organizing and directing an audit, reporting audit
findings, and evaluating corrective actions. He shall

have the capability to communicate effectively, both
uritten and orally.

Unless certified as a Lead Auditor prior to exployment,
the Lead Auditor shall complete the appropriate training
prior to functxonxng as a Lead Auditor in order to
attain competence in auditing skills.

A Lead Auditor must participate in a minimum of five (5)
quality assurance audits within a period of time not to
exceed three (3) years, prior to qualification, with one

(1) nuclear audit within ome (1) year prior to
qualification.

In order to qualify and be certifiad as a Lead Auditor,
in addition to the above, the inaividual shall have
verifiable evidence that a minimum of ten (10) credits
under the following scoring system have been accumulated.

a. Education (4 points maximum) An Associates degree
from an accredited institution score one (1) credit
or if the degree is in engineering, physical
sciences, mathematics, or quality assurance, score
two (2) credits, or;

A Bachelors degree from an accredited institution
score two (2) credits or if the degree is in
engineering, physical sciences, mathematics, or
quality assurance, score three (3) credits; in
addxtxon, score one (1) creait for a Masters degree
in engineering, physical sciences, business

management or quality assurance from an accredited
institution.
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b. Experience (9 points maximum) Technical experience
in engineering, manufacturing, construction,
operation or maintenance, score one (1) credit for
each full year with a maximum of -five (5) for this
&spect of experience.

= If two {2) or more years of this experierce have
been in the nuclear field, score one (1) additiona:
credit, or,

- = if two (2) or more years of this ex, erience have
been in quality assurance, score two (2) additional
credits, or,

= if tvo (2) or more years of this experience have

been in auditing, score three (3) additional
credits, or,

“ = if two or more years of this experience have beer
in nuclear quality assurance, score three (3)
additional credits, or,

= if two (2) or more years of this experience have
been in nuclear quality assurance auditing, score
four (4) additional credits.

€. Other Credentials of Professional Competence (2
points maximum) Certification of competency in
engineering, science or quality assurance
specialties issued and approved by a State Agency or

National Professional or Technical Society, score
twe (2) credits.

d. Rights of Management (2 points maximum) The company
President or his designee, or the QA Manager, may
grant up to two (2) credits for other performance
factors applicable to auditing which may not be
explicitly spelled out in this procedure. These
factors may be such items as leadership, sound
judgement, maturity, analytical ability, tenacity,
past performance, and QA training.

5.5.8.5 Qualification of Lead Auditors for certification shall
' be documented on Form HP=-177, Evaluation for Lead

Auditor Certification.
5.6 Certification

5.6.1 Quality Control and Quality Assurance personnel shall be

certified in accordance with ANSI N45.2.6 and N45.2.23. These
certifications shall be as {ollows:
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5.6.4

5.6.5

5.6.6
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5.6.1.1 Quality Control (ANSI N&45.2.6-1978)
4. Level I Inspector
b. Level II Inspector
c¢. Level III Inspector
5.6.1.2 Quality Assurance (ANSI N&45.2.23-1978)
a. Auditor
b. Lead Auditor

Certifications shall not be made until the minimum requirements
established in this procedure have been met for education,
experience, training, and testing per the requirements of
Appendixes B & C.

5.6.2.1 Personnel who fail to meet the minimum experience
requirements shall be assigned additional on-the-job
training by the QA/QC Manager or a Level III Inspector
which shall also be approved by the owner. This applies
to original and expansion (crossover) certifications.

Certifications will be invalidated for inspectors who have not
performed inspections in an area of certification for one year;
for auditors who have not participated in an audit for one year;
and for lead auditors who fail to maintain their proficiency for
& period of two years. These individuals shall be required to
re-certify in accordance with this procedure.

DELETED

The Level III candidate shall meet or exceed Education and

experience requirements and shall demonstrate Level II capability
in each area of certification by:

a. having administered or taken the practical examination
for each area of certification.

b. sucessfully having passed the Level II tests in each
area of certification or a CECO prepared and
administered test for each area of certification.

A Level III candidate who cannot meet the Level II capability
requirements of paragraph 5.6.5 for an area of certification will
be required to complete the following for that area of
certification:

& perform the read/study

b. receive instruction through formal lecture
10
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¢, sucessfully complete the practical examination
d. complete the OJT training requirements
e. complete re-examination per paragraph 5.6.5

Level II tests written or approved by the Level III :andidate are
not acceptable for satisfying the requirements of paragraph 5.6.5
and the candidate may elect one of the following options to meet

the requirements.

a. sucessfully take the CECO test previously mentioned

b. request that the organization's upper management

prepare, administer, and grade tests for each area of
certification

c. sucessfully take a test for each area of certification

vhich an iadependent agency develops, administers, and
grades.

Auditors and Inspectors will be re-evaluated each year after
certification to assure satisfactory performance or
redetermination of capability befcre re-certification -a'
place. Lead Auditors will be re-evaluated every two ye or
prior to the date of expiration.

Re~Certification

5.7.1

5.7.2

The QA/QC Manager shall re-certify personnel each year at any
tize, but not to exceed the expiration date if the individual is
to keep working in the area of certification. He may choose to
allow a certification to expire if the individual is no lenger
required in that area of certification. Inspections,
examinations, surveillances, and audits may not continue if the
certfication in an area has expired.

Prior to re-certification, the re-evaluation shall document
either the continued satisfactory performance in the area or
procedure or a redetermination of capability by testing. The test

shall be either a practical or specific examination with a
passing score of B80%.

5.7.2.1 Auditors shall maintain their proficiency bv

participating in one formal audit prior to the
expiration date of their certification.

5.7.2.2 Lead Auditors shall maintain their proficiency prior to

the expiration date of their certification by one of the
following:

11
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4. participation in one forwal audit;

b. & review and study of predetermined subject matter
such as codes, standards, instructions and other
documents related to the quality assurance prograz;

¢. participation in or training auditors to
predetermined training ,rograms.

5.7.2.3 Inspectors shall maintain their proficiency prior to the
expiration date of their certification by completing at
least one inspection in each of the procedures which
make up the area of certification. If a procedure does
not require an inspection, a surveillance, audit, or
documented procedural activity shall be sufficient.

Supervisory personnel for the individual inspection or audit
activities shall be responsible fo. assuring that personnel

saintain their proficiency in the areas or procedures they are
certified in.

Previously certified Hatfield Level I and Il ANSI inspectors must
complete all requirements as stated in Appendices B or C, The 40
hours of OJT may be excluded if the inspector has been working as
& certified inspector in that area and this wvork can be
documented.

Requalification for Certification

5.8.1

5.8.2

Inspectors and auditors who fail to maintain their proficiency or
are re-hired after termination shall be re~evaluated,

re-indoctrinated, and retrained per a training outline approved
by the QA/QC Manager.

Lead Auditors who fail to maintain their proficiency for a period
of two years or more shall requalify for certification by
documenting the completion of all of the following:

8. retraining per Paragraph 5.4.2.5

b. re-examination per Paragraph 5.4.2.6

€. participation as an Auditor in a least one nuclear quality
assurance audit,

12
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6.0 DOCUMENTATION

6.1
6.2

6.3
6.4

6.6
6.7
6.8
6.9
6.10
6.11

Form

Form

Form

Form

Form

Form

Form

Form

HP-171, Personnel Evaluation

HP=172, Personnel Indoctrination Checklist
HP-173, QC Inspector ITraining Checklist

HP-174, Auditor Training Checklist

HP-175, Lead Auditor Training Checklist

HP-176, Certificate of Qualfication

HP-177, Evaluation for Lead Auditor Certification

HP-178, Summary. of Inspection Level Capabilities

Appendix A, Deleted

Appendix B, Minimum Requirement of Level I Inspector

Appendix C, Minimum Requirement of Level II Inspector

13
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File 3.01 Form HP-172

HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
Byron Units 1 & 2
QA/QC Personnel Indoctrination Checklist
EMPLOYEE:
PERFORMANCE

ITEMS DATE/INITIAL
1. Organization Responsibilities, &

Authorities; Technical Objectives

VERIFIED BY

2. Specification Contract F=-2790 Div.II

3. Safety Practices:
a. Alarm Signals

b. Emergency Phone location and procedure

4. Familiarization
a. Building Nomenclature and location

b. Electrical EQ Nomenclature and location

5. Tool & Instrument Familiarization
2. Torque Wrenches

b. Compression Tools

¢. Gauge Blocks

d. Dynamometers

e. Welding Machine Tester

f. Film Gauge

6. Hatfield Electric Q.A. Manual (18 Sects.)

7. NRC-10CFR50-Appendix B

8. ANSI N45.2, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.6,
2.9, 2.10, 2.11, 2.13

9. Hatfield Procedures Manual

10. § & L Drawings

11. § § L Standards

This employee has read or received instruction to achieve a general familiarizatior

with those items listed above.

Verified by:

Date:

——
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Form HP-173

General Training Checklist for Quality Control Inspectors

Trainee

Date Started

ITEMS

A. Reading and General Knowledge
l. Procedures 1, 4, 7 and 29
2. Procedures 5, 6, 14 and 30
3. Procedures 17, 22 and 24
4.

B. General Examination Scores
l. Procedures 1, 4, 7 and 29 ( 2)
2. Procedures 5, 6, 14 and 30 ( 2)
3. Procedures 17, 22 and 24 ( 2)
4.

COMMENTS:

Trainee
Date/Initial

Performance
Verified by

Ceneral Training complete and acceptable by:

Date:
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BATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

Auditor Training Checklist

Trainee Date started

Trainee
Initial/Date PERFORMANCE VERIFIED BY

A. FORMAL

1. HECO QA Manual

2. Project Procedures

. 10CFR50, Appendix B

: 4. ANSI N&5,2.12

5. ANSI N45.2.23

6. ANSI N45S,2

7. ANSI N&5.2.9

B. ON THE JoB TRAINING

l. Audit Participation
(; (min. of 2 required)
Audit ¢

Audit ¢

Audit ¢

C. EXAMINATION

Score

COMMENTS ;

Auditor Training Complete and acceptable by:

Date:
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i Form HP-176
HATFIELD c.ccrric courany et
(

IXECUTIVE OFFICES . S4T78 WEST NOATH AVENUE . CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 8083S - AREA 312 . PHONE 622 T000

CERTIFICATE OF QUALIFICATION

Employee Name:
Date of Employment: Job Title:

Activities Qualified to Perform

Certification Based On

Education:

Training:

Experience:

Examinations:

Visual Examination'date:

Comments:

I hereby certify that the above employee meets the requirements of Procedure#:’
and ANSI N&5.2.6-1978. The capabilities of the emplovee have been determined

i

by evaluation and are acceptable. The documentation of the evaluation will be

found in the personnel file. .

Expiration:

Date

QA/QC Manager
Batfield Elecr-ic Company

MEMBER OF ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS ASS'N OF CHICAGD . NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS ASS'N « BUILDING CONSTRUCTION EMPLOYER'S asS
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HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
PERSONNEL EVALUATION
Employees Name Date of Evaluation
Position or title
Qualification Criteria I II 11T

ANST N&45.2.6-1978

1.0 | Education

1.1 | High scheool grad

1.2 | Associates Degree

1‘3 BoSn ksree

2.0 |Related Experience

2.1 |3 months

O
@

2.2 | 6 months

2.3 | one year [ Level I t::peu:::c_e
Related Experience

2.4 | 2 years

2.5 | 3 years

2.6 | 5 years (2 years nuclear)

2.7 | 6 years (as Level II)

2.8 | 7 years (2 years nuclear)

2.9 | 8 years (2 years Level 1)

2.10 | 10 years

(O

3.0 | specific training nuclear

Evaluation By:

Date

Indicates Minirum Recommended by ANSI N45.2.6-1978

Baiis for Evaluation:
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Form #HP-175%

HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

LEAD AUDITOR TRAINING CHECKLIST

Trainee

Date starced

A. FORMAL

1. 10CFR50, Appendix

ANSI N&5.2

ANST N45.2.2

ANST %45,2.3

ANST N45.2.4

ANSI N&45.2.6

ANSI N45.2.9

ANSI N45.2.10

ANSI N45,2.11

ANST N45.2.12

ANSI N45.2.13

ANSI N45.2.15

ANSI N45,.2.23

AWS D1.1-75

Audit plan, Report
Follow-up, Close-o
and Log

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

ON THE JOB TRAINING
Audit Participation
(Min. of 5 audits)
Audic ¢

Audit ¢

Trainee
Initial/Date

PERFORMANCE VERIFIED BY

B

’
ut

Audit ¢

Audit ¢

Auditc ¢

EXAMINATION

Score

Training complete and acce

ptable by Date
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Form HP-177
HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

[Evaluation For Lead Name Date

Auditor Certification

(ANSI N&45.2.23)

2.3.1 QUALIFICATION POINT REQUIREMENTS | CREDIT

2.3.1.1 EDUCATION (University/Degree/Date)

4 Credits Max.

Graduate Level

Undergraduate Level

2.3.1.2 EXPERIENCE (Companv/Dates)

o

Credits Max.

Technical (0-5 pts.) and ¢
Nuclear Industry (0-1 pts.), or (
Quality Assurance (0-2 pts.), or (
Auditing (0-1 pts.), or (

2s3+1.3

)
)
)
)
/

PROFESSIONAL ACCOMPLISHMENT (Certificate/Datz)

r

Credits Max.

P.E.
Society

2.3.1.4

MANAGEMENT

L]

Credits Max.

Explain:

Total Credits
(10 required)

2.3.2

AUDIT COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Explain:

2.3'3

AUDIT TRAINING

SUBJECT
1.
2.
3.

Date

2‘3.4

AUDIT PARTICIPATION

(Audits)
1
2.
3o
L.
5‘

(Subject)

(Date)

W W)
o |
o

EXAMINATION and SCORE

Date:

EVALUATED and CEPTIFIED BY:

QA/QC Manager

Date:

3.2

QA/QC MANAGER

ANNUAL EVALUATION
DATES
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File 3.01 Form HP-178
HATFIEL" ELECTRIC COMPANY
BYRON UNITS 1 & 2

SUMMARY OF INSPECTION LEVEL CAPABILITIES

INSPECTION LEVEL LEVEL

ACTIVITY I |11 |I1I . . CAPABILITIIES I {11 111

Proc. 1 Recording Inspection Data
Proc. 2

Proc. & Procedures

— — — - - - e - —

Eroc. 3 Implementing Inspection

ToC. 3

roc. /

|
Egoc. . [ Planning Inspections
|
|
1

[Proc. & Evaluating the Valid
[Proc. 9A Acceptability. of Inspection
[Proc. 9B Results

Proc. 9C |

Ec. 9E
roc. 10

Reporting Inspection Results

Proc. 11
Proc. 12
Proc. 12A

Supervising Equivalent or
Lower Level Personnel

Proc. 128 Qualifying Lower Level
Eroc. 13AA Personnel
roc. 13AB

e g " [ NN N N W

Eroc. 13AC Evaluating the Adequacy of
roc. 13AD | Specific Programs Used to

Proc. 13AE Train and Test Inspection
roc. 13C

-

+—4—$—A
b —

Personnel
roc. l&

Proc. 15 i Qualifying Same Level
Proc. 16 Personnel

IProc. 17 Areas of Certification
Egoc. 18
roc. 19
[Proc. 19A
[Proc. 20 !

Proc. 21 |
Proc., 22

Proc. 23

Pro. 24
Proc. 25

Proc. 16 |
Proc. 27 —{
Proc. 28
roc. 29

Proc. 30

QA/QC Start Date: Comments:




RTIFICATION ACTIVITY

APPENDIX R

TABLE 1

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT OF LEVEL I INSPECTORS *

DURATION

REQUIRFMENTS

REVIZION 10

DATE 6-2+83

DOCUMENTAT ION

a) Read/Study

b) Formal Lecture

c¢) Lecture Demon-
stration and
Question/Answer

Inspector 0JT and
Demonstrated
Capability

Testing-Ceneral
(closed book)

Specific using
checklist and
inspection tools

* See Paragraphs 5.4.2.2-5.4.2.4

\—

Variable; cover all
procedures

Min. 1 hr. & per
outline

Min. 8 hr. & per
outline

40 hrs, of mock
inspections using
current checklist

40 Question

All major types
of different items
to be inspected

Appropriate Contractor
procedures must be
done

Outline Approved by
L III

Outline approved by
L III

Trainee to achieve
100% Proper data
taking skills -
fmmediate corrections
tc be made by

Level II. Level I1
to evaluate capa~
bilicy

80%Z and discuss {in-
correct answer with
Level II

80% of proper data
taken and discussion
of incorrect

results

Signature of completion
Trainee & Level II

Signature of completion
Trainee & Level II

Signature of completion
Trainee & level 11

Trainee to complete
and retain inspection
checklist used.

Level II to evaluate
in writing Trainee
capability

Written exam as
approved by Level III

Written Inspection/
or specific test
approved by Level 111



CERTIFICATION ACTIVITY

APPENDIX C }
TABLE 11

i
MINIMUM REQUIREMENT OF LEVEL Il

DURATION

. "
5
\.
ECTORS *

nr.qu'jg %mzﬁrrs

REVISION® v
DATE 6-2-83

DOCUMENTATTON

I. a) Read/Study

b) Foru&l Lecture

¢) Lecture Demon=-
stration and
Question/Answer

[. Inspector OJT and
Demonstrated
Capabilicy

[. Testing-Ceneral
(closed book)

Specific using check-

list and inspection
tools

Variable; cover all
procedures

Min. 1 hr, & per
outline

Min., 8 hr & per
outline

40 hrs. of mock
inspections using
current checklist

40 Question

All ma}or types
of different items
to be inspected

. Ses ,.t..t'h. 5.‘.2.2-,.6.2.’0

Appropriate Contractor
procedures must /be
done .

Outline apéroved by

L III I

Outline approved by
L III .

Trainee to achieve

100% proper acceptance/
reject bkills -
Immediate corrections
to be made by Level II.
Level II to evaluate
capability

80% & discuss incor-
rect answer with
Level 1I

80% of proper ac-
ceptance/reject and
discussion of in-
correct resylts

Signature of Complet
Trainee & Level 11

Signature of Complet
Trainee & Level II

Signature of Complet
Tralnee & Level 1I

Trainee to complete
and retain inspectio
checklist used.

Level II to evaluate
in writing Trainee
Capability

Written exam as ap~-
proved by Level III

Written Inspecticn/
cr specific test
approved by Level III
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BYRON STATION

11 October, 1983
Pz

At this time I, Marvin R. TALLENT, Jr., do herby make the following voluntary
statement to Mr. David M. GALANTI, who has identified himself to me as a

Investigator with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I make this state-
ment freely, and without any threats beinc made toward me or promises cffered

me. This statement concerns my knowledge of the circumstances surrounding John
HUGHES, and his employment/termination with Hatfield Elecsric Company .

I am presently the site manager for Pittsburg Testing Laboratories (PTL) and have
been so employed since June 1982. Prior to this assignment 1 was working at the
Savanna River Project, Agusta, GA, “rom June 1981 until June 1982. I have been
with PTL since September 1973 in a continious position, and worked two adéitional
years with PTL prior to the start of my continious employment with that companvy.
Part of PTL's responsibility at Byron Station is to preovice a work force to
vVarious contractors who are unable to find qualified workers. UGHES employment
with PTL was in that area. Although HUGHES was hired by PTL he was assizned to
work at Hatfield Electric Company under the direct work supervision cof Hatfield
management personnel. PTL maintained administrative responsiblity over these
workers such as HUGHES; however, the company the individuals were assigned tc
could release them back to PTL when it was appropriate to do so.

HUGHES first started his employment with PTL on the 4th of October 1982. I had
known HUGHES previcusly when I was at Surry Virginia, ané he contacted me for

a job around the middle of April 1982. In any event HUGHES was hired by PTL

and assigned to the Quality Control Section of Hatfield Electric. When WUGHES
reported orboard I noticed that he did not have a High School diploma or a GED
equivilancy and therefore I made arrangments for him tc obtain a GED certificate
while he was undercoing his ‘raining at Hatfield. HUGHES tcok several of the test
and around the end of October we received confirmation from the State of Illinocis
that HUGHES had successfully passed all of the areas he needed and that a GED
certificate would be issued. Once I received a copy of the GED certificate I

made a entry in HUGHE'S file and notified Hatfield Electric. 1I believe that it
was a short time later that I had heard that HUGHES had become certified as a
Level 1I inspector. 1 did not have a great deal to do with HUGHES from that point
forward because things appeared to be running smocthly. However around the middle
of November 1982 I begand to hear complaints that HUGHES was involved in too many
"bull sessions" and that it was hurting the work production. I talked with

HUGHES and he made the general comment to me that he "did not like the Hatfield
program”, but he never really elabcrated on any specifics. I do recall that on
one occasion myself, HUGHES, ancther PTL employee named Irv SOUDERS and Jim
BUCHANAN, the Hatfield Electric QA manager got together in BUCHANAN®e office

and he told them both that they had better knock off the "bull sessian’'s"” or else
they would be sent back to PTL. I had talked to BUCHANAN previously about HUGHES
and he told me that the work was not the problerm with HUGHES: however, he wculd
talk constantly with SOUDERS and cause a disruption in the workinc area. Aprarentl
in early January HUGHES and SOUDERS continued to Create a problem by talkinz angd

I received a3 letter from Hatfield stating that the services of HUGHES and SOUDERS
were no longer re~uired by IEEAX Hatfilelc [lectric so they both were layes off
of work on 7 Jaruary 1983% I would have offered a job to HUGHES at that time
however, 1 did not have o to offer. HUGHES was a good worker, and very knowledza
in his job, however, he talk andbecome a irritant very easily. T do nc¥ know
anything about telephones ing monitored by Hatfield Electric to prevent their
employees from contacting the NRC or CECO. ! had heard from HUGHES immediate
supervisor that on one of the tests HUGHES need-d to pass for his certification

as a level II .nspector that HUGHES failed one ¢ the test, was civen the answers -«

F T
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to the test, and then was given the same test a short time later., GSc-o-+ WAG
HUSHES immediate supervisor told me about that matter and I am not sure 17 he
meant HUGHES was actually given every answer to the test then retook the tect, or
the test was reviewed with him then he retook the test. This is the only
instance of cheating on certification tests that I have heard abous, - = 5ot
have any additional information that would be of value.

I have read this two page statement that was typed by Mr. GALANTI after we
discussed its contents. I have had the opportunity to make any changes to this
statement that I desired. This statement is true and correct to the best cf my
knowledge and :ecollection.‘h‘z_

P R SO/ /0:c3 Am

MARVIN R. TALLENT 'Qﬁl/?]

Subscribed ané sworn to beforeme, the undersigned, this 12th day of Octcrer, 1983

At Byron Station, IL. p
&Z:Z&a4/7?%1%4£J/(

DAVID M. GALANTI
Investizator, NRC

AUTH: Sec. 16lc AE2 19%4 as amended
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PITTESWIISH TECTING LABORATORY
4 INTER-OFICE CORKESPOMNDENCE

a ORDLR No
M IECT PTL Safety Program Revicw
- . ' PROSPECT No.
* ' orFicc FrROM D.A, Dunn OFTICE DATE

ATTENTION OF

This document acknowledges that the undersigned has completed a
review of the PTL Safety Program, and understands the significance of this
Program's implementaticn and the conscpuences which may result from
violations of the various rules contained therein.

W

Employee
:~ Manager or Safety Coordinator
P& -£2,
Date
2L e
Date .
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bete: Muy 18, 82 Name . . .

Score
Date
HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY % A X T A
EXAMINATION /- /9. 53 7

Procedures #1, #4, #7, and #29

CLOSED K
Procedure #1, Method of Preparing Procedures

1.

-
Acceptance criteria for inspection and surveillance checklist N S}

/ items will be referenced and will be found in either the stan-\ *f

2.
/

-

3.,

A

L,
v

5.

6.
/

7.

dards; approved project specifications; thel. .., .. # .

and the installation drawings.

b C
N
Forms that are part of and separately attached to the pro- ANS
cedure will be listed under the y

section of the procedure. (a) reference ﬁfss‘docuncntation : 3
The Project Manager will check the applicable Specifications, F\) '2
Standards, and drawings to determine the 1nstal}ation and \4‘\ .
Quality Assur.nce requirement of the procedure,T br F \(:y\ vy
‘. ”, " will be responsible for developing the R:.L §
site procedures and for submitting them to the Owner for t§w~ L
approval. t;‘“ ‘
Procedures which have been conditionally approved by the Owner <

progress have the comments with the procedure when issued,
TorF

Who will maintain the master set of HECO Procedures:
@. Hatfield Electric Company Engineering

b. Commonwealth Edison QA Department

€. Hatfield Electric Company Project Manger

d. Hatfield Electric Company QA Department

The effective date of implementation shall be

a. one month

b. stamped in red on cover sheet of each procedure
€. one day

d. each Mondav

\
(with comments) and which must be implemented for work in E

bt wwrere

{




c"

- .-

+ The purpose of this Procedure #1 is to establish the guide-
lines and provide the authority for developing, obtaining
,» @approval of and distributing the Project site procedures

» required fcr the implementation of Hatfield Electric Con-

pany's Quality Assurance Program. T or'F
+ The QA Manager will distribute copies of pProcedures to any

~” field personnel whose activities necessitate having a copy

,"\
in their possession. T orkF

10. A surveillance checklist will be used On a quarterly basis

to verify the proper d;pttibutiop of Procedure #1. ~'I"‘:or F

Procedure #4, Drawing Control

’:e, All superseded office and field drawings and standards will

be either marked Léélf; in red through the title block
or destroyed.

Upon delievery of installation drawings, standards and
specifications to the field office, and Prior to issuance to

/x,the field personnel, a drawing clerk will:

2. Tor F Review them to check if design is correct

-

X3, TorF Date Stamp the transmittals only for standards

5.

5

6.

and specifications
“ 4. T or F Date stamp the transmittal and all copies of
the installation drawings
Drawings that are for electrical installation and that are
recieved {roz CECO suppliers will be handled in the saxe
fashion as S & L drawings and standards. T or F
The drawing clerk will not maintain a record that will indi-

,x’ cate which drawing revision have been issued to the field.

7.

v,

Tor F

The drawing clerk will issue the changes (FCR';, ECN's) via
Form HP-48., The field personnel will then either attach the
change document to the @pplicable drawing, standard, or

specification or wi}l reference it on the drawing, standard,
or specification., T or}FQ:f

/&



4
' 8. Hatfield QC will perform surveillance of
Document Control:
a. daily
/ b. weekly
€. monthly

~ d. none of the above

5% HECO Engineering will maintain @ log of each approved change
notice (ECN's , FCR's) received. (TerF

10. Who will maintain a record of drawings(s) received, indicating
for each revision the date received?
a. QC Inspector
b. Lead Auditor

/ & @/QC Clerks
(4. drawing clerk
€. none of the above

Procedure #7, Electrical Desigg Change

1. The purpose of the procedure jis to ensure that during the con-
’/)X( structisn phase of the project approved design changes are in-
Corporated into work activities, as they progress. T or F
2. This Procedure applies to electrical installaion activities
/" performed by HECO prior to final turnover of equipment to the

>+ Special methods for handling design changes detailed on wiring
E diagrams are in the appendix of this procedure. T or F

/ changes Specified as revision to the electrical installation
drawing. T of (F
. L 7 oy A2 is responsible for Providing
assurance, through the inspection program, that th> methods
of this procedure are followed, )
€. The — 15 responsible for the imple-
| mentation of this Procedure,
a. Inspector
b. Project Manager

(;} QA Manager

Wi s v dame




v

7. NCR's mainly apply to Procedures7, T or F

8. When a change to an existing installation is necessiatéd by

/A< 8 drawing revision and rework is required, the Owner's approval
will be obtained Prior to commencint the rework. T or F

9. QC Personnel will, when Perforaing inspections of installatlo::.
Vv inspect the areas to the applicable drawing revision(s) in

force. ‘T or F s

10.  What does ECN stang or? s.0y shovii LT
v

Procedure #29, Field Initiated Reguests for Desigg Changes

1. This Procedure has been

have an approved copy of the FCR. T or F
5. FCR's which have been rejected via being Superseded shal)
/ have to have the FCR reference removed from the drawing and
the superseding FCR reference added to the drawing, T or §
WVhen an FCR is initiated and Part A completed, it will be
submitted to ~. & o for approval.
7. Hatfield Qa Departaent will verify that the inspection gade
for the related equipment was Perforued in accordance with
the FCR and verify that the drawings were revised as shown on

“On

X/ the FCR. :
7~ The above statement is .
a. True ‘
& False
€. Partly true
8. FCR's can be « (best answer)
7 a. Major d. all of the above
b. Minor €. none of the above

€. Superseded



9.
10.

Nonconforming conditions are corrected with ln‘

Who approves and FCR?

a.
b'
C.

—_—

d.

Project Manger at HECO
QA Manger at HECO
a&bd

None of the above
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HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

Byron Units 1 & 2

GENERAL EXAMINATION

Procedures 1, 4, 7, and 29

These exari.ation questions are designed to
test the basic knowledge of procedure which

Are common to most all QA/QC activities.
(Ref: Form MP-17)3)

CLOSED BOCK

Minimum Score EO%

i

Score

Adrinistered and evaluated byt

8 K, Buchanan
QC Manager




A :'Date: May 18, ' .Nmuo//u Ll fr e

\ Scere QO‘Z /wl/ e

Dateﬁ : ,Q '8 o
HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY ‘
EXAMINATION
Procedures #1, #4, #7, and #29
CLOSED BOOK

Procedure #1, Method of Prevaring Procedures

1. Acceptance criteria for inspection and surveillance checklist
/ itexs will be referenced and will be found in either the stan-

dards; approved pProject Specifications; t.he/ﬁ-, el e
and the installation drawings.

2. Forms that are part of and separately attached to the pro-
/ cedure will be listed under the

section of the procedure. (a) reference @docmentat;on
?/. The Project Manager will check the applicable Specificatiornc,

Btandards, and drawings to determine the installaﬁfz, a.;.:.‘.”‘,-z
Quality Assurance requirement of the procedure 2 or 3 ’

4, v e will be responsidle for developing the

7 site procedures and for submitting thex to the Owner for
approval.

5. Procedures which have been conditionally approved by the Cwner
/ (with comments) and which must be implemented for work in
Progress have the comments with the procedure when issuez.
C@or F
€. Who will maintain the master set of HECO Procedures:
4 @. Hatfield Electric Company Engineering
b. Commonwealih Edison QA Departmert
€. Hatfield Electric Company Project Manger
@ Hatfield Electric Company QA Department

7. The effective date of implementation shall be
v“ a. one month

a2 stacped in red on cover sheet of each procedure
€. one day

d. each Mong=---



)

- 10.

-2-

The purposeQ this procedure #1 is to,.cablish the guide-
lines and provide the authority for developing, obtaining
approval of and distributing the project site procedures
required for the implementation of Hatfield Electric Com-
pany's Quality Assurance Program.'<:>or F

The QA Manager will distridbute copies of procedures tc any
field personnel whose activities necessitate having a copy
in their possession. @ or F

A surveillance checklist will be used on a quarterly basis
to verify the proper distribution of Procedure #1. T or®

. ——

Procedure #&,'Drawine Control

/

All superseded cffice and field drawings and standards will

be either marked / /., ./ in red through the title block
or destroyed.

Upcn delievery of installation drawings, standards and

specifications to the field office, and prior to issuance to

the field personnel, a drewing clerk will:

2. T or@? Review them to check if design is correct

3 CI)or F Date stazp the transmittals cnly for standards
and specifications

4, &or F Date stamp the transmittal and all ccpies of
the installation drawings

Drawings that are for electrical installation and that are

recieved froz CECC suppliers will be handled in the same

fashion as S & L drawings and standards. Q@‘or F

- The drawing clerk will not maintain a record that will indi-

cate which drawing revision have been issued to the field.
or(E ;

The drawing clerk will issue the changes (FCR's, ECN's) via
Form HP-48. The field personnel will then either attach the
change document to the applicabdle drahing, standard, or
specification or will reference it on the drawing, stand
or specification. (E)or F

~
arc

= ’
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- 10.

4
.

® il ¥
Hatfield QC will perform surveillance of
Document Control:
a. daily
b. weekly
€Y montnly
d. none of the above
HECO Engineering will maintain a log of each approved chenge
notice (ECN's , FCR's) received. @or F
Who will maintain a record of drawings(s) received, indicating
for each revision the date received?
a. QC Inspector
b. Lead Auditer
QA/QC Clerks
drawing clerk
e. none of the above

Procedure #7, Electrical Design Change

' The purpose of the procedure is to ensure that during the ccn-

struction phase of the project approved design _hanges are in-
corporated into work activities, as they progress. (i or
This procedure applies to electrical installation activities
performed by HECO prior to final turnover of equipment to the
Owner. (? or F

Special methods for handling design changes detailed on wiring
diagrans are in the appendix of this procedure. éb or F

This procedure applies to non-approved, safety related desigm
changes specified as revisicn to the electrical installation
drawing. Cf)of F .

00  prosrele is responsidble for providing
assurance, tﬁ?ough the inspection program, that the methods

of this procedure are followed. 1

The is responsible for the imple-
mentation of this procedure.
a. Inspector

@ Project Manager

€. QA Manager

-t

d. Superintendent



i

¢

.—7.
- 8.

/
- }

- 10,
/

& o
NCR's mainly apply to Procedureﬁ.(;or F
When a2 change to an existing installation is necessiated by
& drawing revision and rework is required, the Owner's aprroval
will be odbtained prior to commencint the rework. @or
QC personnel will, when performing inspections of installations,

inspect the areas to the epplicable drawing revision(s) in
force. @ or F

What does ECN stand for? f,quu..} ,'[..‘7_‘_ wratcy

Procedure #29, Field Initiated Recuests for Desiem Chances

- .3,
et
kM

- B,

This procedure has been established to ensure that deviaticns
from the design drawings or standards are properly docuzented,
approved and implemented. (T)or F

What is an Field Change Request (rex )?

A forz which is used for 7, *’{LMW i e T

nzienin? o TS

Who initiates an FCR? I T S e e

Production shall not proceéé with PCR related work un+:l they
have an approved copy of the FCR. (Tor F

FCR's which have been rejected via being superseded shall
have to have the FCR reference removed from the drawing and
the superseding FCR reference added to the drawing.(g er F
When an FCR is initiated and Part A completed, it will be
subzitted to 22 )p7: po for approval,

Hatfield QA Department will verifv that the inspection mace
for the related equipment was Performed in accordance wit}
the FCR and verifv that the drawings were revised as shown orn

The above statement is s
a. True
@ False

€. Partly true
FCR's can be . (best answer)

~ a. Major (@) all of the above

b. Minor €. none of the above



B sy

Nonconforming conditions are ccrrected with an /4/2: L
Who approves and FCR?

Project Manger at HECO
QA Manger at HECO
a&bd

None of the above

/z; /Pﬂ/rwbey ﬁ.c‘_E_i_,

[71/&'@/ $-1e 1D
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN AS RECORDED BY INVESTIGATOR
DAVID M. GALANTI AT THE BYRON NUCLEAR GEMERATING PLANT, BYRON IL.

On 27 July 1983, Mr. James K. BUCHANAN, Hatfield Electric Company, was interyieyed
by Investigators David M. GALANTI, Office of Investigation, RIII, Nuclear Rezulatary
Commission and Robert SEGAL, Office of Investigation, Headauarters Investigative
Staff, Nuclear Regulatory Commission relevant to the relationship of Pittsburg
Testing Laboratory (PTL); QA/QC certification testing and training program anc

John HUGHES, a former employee of Hatfield Electric Company. BUCHAMNAN providesd
biographical data stating he was employed by Hatfield Electric Company on 5 Nov-
ember 1979 as a Quality Assurance (QA) Engineer and remainec in that position

until his promotion to GA Manager on 20 April 1981. BUCHANAN stated he was Hatfield
Electric Company's GA Marager until &4 April 1983 and a question of his previous

work experience Led to a determination that he was not qualifiec as a Level III,

anc therefore, was forced to relinquish the position of GA Manager acainst his
personal desires. BUCHANAN said he is presently working in the Hatfield Enzineering
Department of Hatfield Electric. BUCHANAN stated prior to enterinz the Nuclear
industry in 1981 he had over twenty two years in various construction pesitions,
with various construction companies.

BUCHANAN explained that whenever Hatfield had a requirement for & specific

manpower type of individual such ac a electrical inspectoer or weld inspector

that Hatfield would initiate paperwork and submit their request throuch Common=-
wealth Edison (CECO), who in turn would transmit the request to PTL who would
attempt to finc a body to fill their manpower needs. BUCHANAN said once 3
individual was identified, he would be hired by PTL and processed by PTL althougn
his final work lozation and supervisory responsibility woulc be at Hatfiels.
BUCHANAN saig Hatfield did not become involved in either the selection process

or the initial processing process of the individual and had no direct contact

with the individual until he was totally processed by Hatfield. Once the ingdivicual
was on site at the Hatfield he then became the responsibility of Hatfield as far

a8s his work was concerned however, agministrative respensibility remained with PTL.
BUCHANAN statec approximately fifteen individuals, John HUGHES and Irv SOUDERS
among them, were working for Matfield under this arrangement. PTL would also
identify, through the individuals personnel records, what he was lacking in order
to become certified as 3 Level I or level II inspector., Based on their advisemer:
Hatfielo would then establish a training program that wou'd fulfill all of the
requirements of ANSI N&45.2.6, 1978, thus enabling them to certify the individual
for the specific job with which he was hired to do.

BUCHANAN said that the overall training responsibility rested with him as the Q2
manacer; however, he delegated that responsibility to Al KOCA whe worked for him

as a QA supervisor. BUCHANAN stated that the Hatfield Training regulation had
recently been revised with regard to certification testing of personnel that care
about as a result of allegations initiated by HUGHES claiming that the Hatfield
certification testing program was being improperly managed by allowing the individual
who fai. one of the test be given a retest the same day, and that the QA superviscr
gave tram the answerc to the test. BUCHANAN said that in the past it was the oolicy
of Hat*ield to review all of the missed questions of a particular test with that
indivicual and then give him a make up test as soon as possible following the
review. BUCHANAN saic that some individuals has Seen given the same test in the
Same <3y that they hac originally taken the first test, ang stated the new traininz
policy eliminates that practice. BUCHANAN saic that he heard nothing about any
cheati~z on the examination however said that it was possible. Ancther problem wish



RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN. page 2

the testing program during that time frame was that non» of the examimation

that were being failed were being mainitained by KOCA. Now, the policy is

to keep all of the examinations , regardless of pass or fail, in the incividual
certification records. BUCHANAN said the policy is now to kkep all of the

test plus if anyone fails one of the tests, he would continue to receive train-

ing on the questions that he missed, then wait a minimum of two days anc te retessed
utilizing a different test altogether.

BUCHANAN acknowledged that HUGHES and SOUDERS were problems for Hatfielo while

they worked there; however, emphasized they were given the total benefit of doubt
and warned numerous times about their "bull sessionrs'. BUCHAMAN said that SOUDERS
was at first no problem at all and contributed his downfall to HUGHES whom BUCHANAN
identified as a mouthly individual. SUCHANAN said that HUGHES was an immediate
problem that began when it was learned that he did not meet all of the reguiremer<s
needed for a Level Il inspector because he was lacking a high schocl dipiloma arg

at the time did not have a GED equivilent. BUCHANAN said that HUGHES sutbseguently
obtained his GED from the state of Illinois, and after meeting all of the reguire~en
was subsequently certified as a Level II inspector on 1 November 1982. BUCKANAN
said that Scott WAGNER was HUGHES immediate superviosr during the time that he
worked at Hatfield. BUCHANAN said that HUGHES main problem was that he was a
constant talker and lack of productivity coupled with a total disruption of the
entire office by his and SOUDERS talking a joking around. BUCHANAN said tha: he
told HUGHES and SOUDERS on several occasions that his talking was causing a problem
and that he needed to do less talking and more work if he wanted to continue his
emdloyment with Hatfield. In December 1982, HUGHES and SOUDERS were giver their
final warning and in January 1983, as a result of their lack of productivity,

they both were released back to PTL.

BUCHANAN said if an inspector had a problem with a particular inspection they would
generally go to one of the GA/QC supervisors for rescluation, and after a formal
visit to the location where the problem exists, would make the determination as

to acceptance or rejection and then sign off on the appropriate documentation.
BUCHANAN said that prior to all approvals by QC personnel a physical inspsction

must be conducted and he could not recall any instance where any inspection criteria
could bte approved without physical inspection.

BUCHAMAN did not have any additional relevant information and the interview was
terminated by the undersigned.

D)) 8

RECORDED BY: DAVID M. GALANTI
Investigator
NRC
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] nave infcrmation that ] wish to provice ir confidence to the U. S. Nucle
Reculatory Commission (NRC). | recuest an express pledoe of confidertia
a concition of providing this infcrmation to the NRC. | will not-provic
information voluntarily to the NRC without such confidentiality being ex
tCc me.

It is my understanding, consistent with its legal obligations, the NRC, by
agreeing to this confidentiality, will adhere to the following conditions:

(1) The NRC will not identify me by rame or personal identifier in any NRC
initiated document, conversation, or communication released to the public which
relates directly to the information provided bv me. | understand the tern
"pubiic relezse” to encompass any distribution outside of the NRC with the
exception of other public acencies which may reauire this informztion in
futherance of their responsibilities under law or public trust.

(2) The NRC will disclose my identity within the NRC enly to the ex:ient
required for the conduct of KRC related activities.

3) During the course of the inguiry or investigation the NRC will alsoc make every
effort consistent with the investigative needs of the Commission tc avoic actio
which would clearly be expected to result in the disclosure of my identity to
persons subsequently contacted by the NRC. t 2 later stace | understanc that

even though the NRC will make every rezsonable effort to protect my igentity,

my identification could be ccmpelled by orders of subpoenas issued by courts cf
law, hearing boarcs, or similar legal entities. In such ceses. the basi
granting this promise of conficentiality and any other relevan: facts will
communicated to the authority ordering the disclosure in an effort to maint
my conficentiality. If this effort proves unsuccessful, a representative o
the NRC will attemot to inform me of any such action before disclosing /my icentity.

—— o

re

w
.
)
1

s oy C
m

in

] alsc understand that the NRC will consider me to have waived my right to
confidentiality 1f | take any action that may be reasonably expected to discloce
my identity. I further understand that the NRC will consider me to have wiiveg

my rights to confidentiality if ] provide (or.have previotsly provided) informatior
to any other party that contradicts the information that ] provided to the NRC

or 1f circumstances indicate that I am intentionally providing false informatior

to the NRC.

Other Conditions: (if any)

I have reac anc fully unders.and the contents of this agreement. | ggree with
1TSS provisions.

2 >
/A5 53
o
Date ' _ ‘gnature OT source of 1nformation
- ~ Typed or Printed hame and Adcress

Agreed to on behalf of the US Nuclear Regulatosy Con:i;%)on:;z;s;zgz;

/ ” ‘7 v
: /— - - / e, _’d—,'/‘T”/,/
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN AS RECORDED BY INVESTIGATOR
DAVID M. GALANTI, AT BYRON STATION, ON 21 OCTOBER 1983

Mr. James K. BUCHANAN was reinterviewed by David M. GALANTI in the Senior
Resident Inspectors office, Byron Nuclear Generating Station, Byron, Il.,
commencing at 1:30 on 21 October 1983, BUCHANAN was previously interviewed
by GALANTI and Investigator Robert SEGAL on 27 July 1983,

BUCHANAN confirmed the telephones at Hatfield were periodically monitored by
Hatfield Management and supervisory personnel to reduce the number of perscnal
telephone calls comming into and going out of the Hatfield Office. It was emphas~-
ized that this "monitoring"‘uasdinitiated soley on the basis of lost time and
productivity to Hatfield and not to prevent or eliminate any contact with ‘Either

th Nuclear Regulatory Commission or Commenwealth Edison. BUCHANAN said that in
November 1982, he held a joint meeting with all personnel who worked in the QA/QC
section of Hatfield, and passed out a card to each employee that contained the
telephone numbers of Hatfield Managers; Commenwealth Edison personnel and the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in the event anycne wanted to contact personnel from
those agencies. BUCHANAN said all Hatfield employees were aware that no restriction:
were placed on contact with either the NRC or CECO; however, it was sugzested that

if anyone had a complaint, please use the appropriate chain of responsibility first
and give Hatfield the opportunity to attemp to resolve the matter. BUCHANAN said
that he did recall one occasion when he talked to Scott WAGNER immediately after
WAGNER had talked to Irv SOUDERS, but emphasized it was not to prevent WAGNER from
talking to SOUDERS, but simply reminding WAGNER that receipt of non work related
telephone calls is not appropriate during working hours. BUCHANAN said this Hatfielc
pelicy was applicable to everyone who worked at Hatfield including John HUGHES

and Irv SOUDERS, and they, nor anyone else was ever told they could mot cortace
the NRC or CECO.

BUCHANAN, when asked if he recalled a situation between himself, June 0GSBURY and
Bill LEVELL, concerning an argument over a specific weld LEVELL had refused to
accept, acknowledged that he did remember that instance, but was unable to recall

any specifics. BUCHANAN said that he thought that LEVELL was misinterperting the
issue and would not accept my judgement on the matter so I took the inspection

report and signed off on the document thus making it my responsibility and not his.
BUCHANAN said that if a inspector had a problem with regard to either acceptance

or rejection of a particular inspection area one of the QA/QC inspectors would go
into the field, physically inspect the problem and then make the appropriate decisior
with regard to either acceptance or rejection. Continuing, BUCHANAN said he was

just unable to recall what the discussion between himself and LEVELL was about and
stated that it might have been somthing that he already locked at and therefore felt
com ortable with signing off on the document. BUCHANAN said all weld records are
maintained in a security vault and he would attempt to locate this specific weld.

He felt as though he would be able to located the weld record due to the small

number of "weld" approvals that he signed off since being the GA manager at Hatfield.

BUCHANAN was advised that through interview of Hatfield record clerks a allegation
regarding sexual discrimination pertaining to Level I and Level Il inspectors
surfaced when several of the female clerks guestioned the policy of preventing the
females "doing the same job as Level I inspectors"” did not get the title nor the
pay for doing the job. BUCHANAN said that at one time he was in the process of
certifying all of the female record clerks as either Level 1 or Level II inspectors;
however, he received a directive from Jim BINDER, Commenwealth Edison to stop all
certification programs involvine the female records clerks., BUCHANAN saicd that



RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN.

two of the record clerks, Melody and Peggy were actua ly certified as Leve
and one of the girls, Jane was certified as a Level I and working on Leve
he was ordered to stop the program. BUCHANAN said that none of the girls
were classified as Level I inspectors actually conducted a inspection ir
and although they answered directly to the GA manager, there was always a
Line question on who they actually worked for due to their relationship with

-
Hatfield Office Manager, who worked in the production area. BUCHANAN sa'd that
CECO appzrently felt that all of the record clerks were hired as clerks, they
not doing the actual job of a Level I inspector, and therefore they would
carried as Level I inspectors on Hatfield records. BUCHANAN said that he
opposed to the elimination of the program; however, after discussion wi
Hatfield Project Manager, and CECO he had no alternative except to comp |

to ¢
e

( ¥ and

CECO order.

’
»

BUCHAMNAN denied any C they were required to m
*Q ed tc¢
o

3 3e ARES < 2
n his capacity as QC Supe
.

the records In the vault,

o - -
those records which Ha

was his opinion there was no control of the GA
lationship between himself and the Hatfield P
respect. BUCHANAN said that at time he fel

involved 1n the QA area however, after disc

’

final decisions were left up to him as the
ectors not being able tc
observed DR'S being alt
heard of L this area.

>

acéitional relevant f {10 anc the interivew
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DAVID M. GALANTI

Investigator
NRC

o




bt St .

L _”I'Flu_ o

5 'y i
I|‘I ) ;

L e
o S e

all

-kl
2
'




”"

WELD TRAVELE

WELDER _C_Ai_w _E_Vm__

EXAMINER /-//

(. drear

15640
oare _F-EB2

DATE 9-92-9%v

Mater ‘
i+ ‘

Drawng

Column
Lines

Examonpion { Retrem

r‘!u'lﬁ‘g .

qHV 4 1o3:9CHo| 4% w (P

PeT. 0

4o N(D |

|
\

|

ée\l. M

l

?
¢
°|

|

‘poer u Ol

C°"‘f'e+e’!ﬁnj’¢" on -hblqu &L (HI /q




B

. . P4 =
e L T \, Ce=munm™:elth Edisen Ceopang FCR N0.
1. 'g' ﬁg;;“b‘y ”  Fleld Crarge Request DATE:

FLRT_A] REQUEST CLASS: (X Ingsda1 Censtructien  [JPlant Moairication 2}
FROVECT:  Byron Unit 1 & 2 O Mincr
P.0. NO: 157131 Scope of 7.0. Electrical Installation

SYSTRM: ARLE Pan WOER Cozperent:” Jpua

Doc/Twg No: C-toqs e, AEV. AA —bbc;ﬁe. Title: Cable Pan

Deseriptica of O rse Reguest: Tmsmco AHVa's zareerar Pracesac Caace Pee
Arracues SHEETSs 2ar

Reasson for Change Request: ZL3k2% % Brace canvwver BE TrsmawLep Pecauys,e
er K" Bavsp rces (Risce SPurce) Avo Gar Derween Rrices (Pace vo pac e

Does This FCR Result Frem A NO(R [ Yes & o g
If Yes Give NCR No. ‘ Pate:
Request  Originated By: [J Comstructien & otter

Prepared By: £ a7 K. Date: €-22-3 ©
Engineering Distosizics .;ﬁ- -HIFN. QAT O o=
Request Arproved 7 Z IGR'G. Paie: ¢'/:/_3 -

Legged By: . Date: 9-7-¢ e
T TTTensmutIion terr, o MAINT, DZPT.

If Cther Give Name of Cr"gar.i:aticn: Hatfleld FElac+rina C::_-;a:-,v,v/SARZ.ENT 4 LdNpy

ALVANCEID VERBAL CONCURRDICE - TR T soN:
By: BU MR .7 & — rd Date: £-22-¢>
Resclutica cr Approva.s: Lo e’ . rr L
> p —-——./ // e -~

Reccrdes =: e LPTH e "~ Laze: T ™

S —— —

—— ——

-.—---------—-O---——’-- -_— - -——..——.—-————
P-LQT E ] ':._ e ——— —--::;n’-.’—-‘~ -
ENGA'G. p1sposzzIoN: O Approved O szproved wesy Coxment Rejected. .
S287'g. Cemment/Izstruct:on: A
‘ B e e
Ab PR g =
Ezgr'g. Approval; N el D'atq:-- .

EAHRT Cl o R L
A-E DISPOSITICN: Approved O Arsroved Wish Coax=ent DP.e,:'ected
A-Z Coiment/Instrus+icn:

A-Z Approval: Late:
........ -“--------—--------------_ -------..-‘-----.-.—-—-----------—. T ——— -~ - -
Tart Df AFTECTZD DESICY COMENTS REVISED AS LISTDD:
= LIST HERE OR ATTACYH LIST OF REVISED DCCBTS -
DESICH SCoumits ISSUDD 3Y: Cate:
P S ————— S ptesrsseppompempmpen - S . e e e ———
RRET Bl FINAL DISPCSITICN:
AZvecny BY RESUZETCA: Cate:
COTTRUCTICN R ALttt

AFFEOVD 2v: Late:

SITT CIISTR, SUPT. GA vALuT, AS3icT. SSPT., A IESioniis e o

.-‘f-'-_—.n': Ce— —— -,



= — ! g o 1 . i P - »- &
o —.de-fiey - - bl INEV IR G ey
iy - K. RO P CREPLTED | 0227 4 s
C‘ / \ " s —4_ —— - i
./"‘- il TTV ;_'gtv—-g'*' ———— -,
B ROA =525 Vi SP-PGEhV LU
F — ‘Sv._’\‘;- — hDY
' —— Py o
LF\ eK: 1+ - KEF DW¢s ‘/f-oc-O-?_o‘uHo‘ e
Devaze 1
C an’ 3%
— A
TSQ;Q:‘/“, "
AKya
40l -
. /
- Ceraze 2
e Secrrponw AS-AS (‘/‘.:—o-zo-u_&

Y P
&4*“04——\ QQ’TS

Stexron B-0 B-1

Deraz, 1




=

£-2i.¢ o

CATE eV vee Ok E-215%
Vig % -8 REPATED | £ FEZT & .2
el Fé‘ :f'v’vgw —_—— '\;T:.;
77 fiiW SARGENT™ lU‘iDY

FLR SKETCH - Rer puee “eot- 0 30mg mor

e ———

QCE‘EI 2 <$¢c1‘to~: ‘4~L‘ é‘B-l; ARE

af'ugvg

Manvp A-a ¢ p.p

®F Pevaze .1)



ATTACHMENT 28




PLACE :Building &, 799 Roosevelt Blve, Glen E

DATE:27 December 19813

], ALLEN W, KOCA + hereby make the follouing-voluntory Statement
1 A

to VID M, GALANT? » Who has {dentified himse f/ARemeivgs 1o
me as an lnvest‘gatortai with the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1 make this
statement freely with no threats or promises of reward having been made to me.

1 nave just reviewed weld traveler card #15640. dated 9-8.82 and 9-9-8%‘_,.{.1 recognize

the signature in the examiner block te be mine that I ma‘e on the DXX*9th of Sept 198:,
1 do not recall all of the Circumstsnces surrounding the weld however I know that I

must have physically inspected the weld orhterwise I would have never signed the weld
traveler card. I know that I discussed this particular weld with BUCHANAN because of

his intiials that were placed in the re-exam acceptable area, His initials simply mean
to me that the magter was discussed and that BUCHANAN agreecd with me in that the weld was

-

acceptable, g";f - -

~
_///'
C{”
1

A

¥
’fl'l~f;
A

I have reag the foregoing statement consisting of typewritten/ Y™ Poges. |

:::.n::::n.:¥ ::g:s;:ry cv;;ettions and have Vnitialeg them. I have signed my narme |
he ge. ''s statement fg the truth to th . g
belief. I gdeclare under penalty of j et b O - Apann. L
et o 37 Boasnie oL} :to pr?b;ry that the forogowng is true and correc:
(Late) (Time) . / '
/ 7/ /i// g

Subscrives ang Sworn to befcre me at 1205 thig 27”Dly December 1°g at Glen El! 1
— =2, ' 3 ‘et TiLve -

WITNESS: 4 "; )Z's///./‘ 7/ Z{
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AUTH: Sec. 161c AfA 1984
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CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT

[Brrging’ ¢ SCurce ©F irfcematior, W32 tX ret2ir $igec cemy of cusliiite crigeep”
* Tavh - fursatioe Sras WISFE %t previge W configence o tre L Yellgar
reguietory Commisstor (WRT). 1 reguest ar exorest piecse 0f €or < cenzialiiy as
& concizior of provicing M3 information to the KPZ. | will mei orovize o
informstion veiurtariiy 0 t9¢ NRC without such conficentiality seirs ertenzer
16 me
It is myv unger~s:ancing, consistent with it: iegal obligations, tre hEZ, ¢
asreeinc to this conficentiaiity, will adhere to the foilowing zonzZ:itior:
() Tne NRC will not idertify me by name or pe=sonal identifier in any NhBI
initiatec gocument, conversation, Or COMMUNICALION reie2ses tC the DUl iC woicr
relates cirectly to the infcrmation providec bv me. | undersians tne tz-r
"public release” to encompass any distribution oulsice of the NRZ with <ne
excectiorn of otne~ public acencies which may recuire this information ir
fuitnerance of tneir responsibriities uncer law or pubiic truse
(2) The NRC will disclcse my identity within the KR only to the eatent
requirec for the conduct of NRC related activities.
(3) LDuring tne course of the inquiry or investigation the NRC will alsc mare ever
efiort consistent with the investigative needs of the lommission tc avois acs cns
whigr wouls clearly De expecied to result in the ¢isclosure 6f my izemzity 3t
ne=sons sucsecuentiy contacted by the NRL. At 2 leter stace ] urncerctanc 2=z
even tnouer the NRC will make every reasonedle effort tc sretest ry icertity,
my icentifizetion couic be comuelled by oroers Oor s.itoenas 1t .62 Bv courss of
law, rearing bcerce, or simiiar Tegal entities. In cuch caces, e taeis for
grariing this promise of configentiality anc any oiher reievant fzcts will be
ccrmuniceted to tne authority ordering the disciosure in an effore *c main<air
my conficentiality. If this efforti proves unsuccessful, a rec-eserzztive of
the NRC will atiempt to inform me of any such action before €isciosing rv icertity
I also uncerctend that the N2C will consicer me to have waivec my right to
conficdentizlity 1f | take any action that may be reasonably exsceciec to ciszlese
my identity I furtner uncerstand that the NRC will consicder me t0 rave waivec
my rights to conficentiality 1f ] provide (or have previously p-oviced) irfcr=zzior
toc any other party that contradicts the information that 1 providec ¢ the KRC
or if circumsiances indicate that ] am intentionally providing falsg inforrmation
to the NRC.
Ciner Conditions: (if any)

rave reacd anc fully uncerstand the contents of this agreement. | scree wist
112 provisions.

PR i A

~creed to on behalf

L 545

of the US huclea

vete

ignature 0 Yource oO°
Typed or Printed here and

-

r kegulatory Commission.
<‘ ~
P / 5 . 7 —
q@fﬁi%rf W wtind 0L

Signature
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