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BASIS OF INVESTIGATION:

In January,1984, NRC Region III r.equested that the Office of
Investigations (01) conduct an investigation into alleged
violations of the Hatfiele Electric Company Quality Assurance {program at Byron Nuclear Generating Station, Byron, IL. The
allegations pertain to 10 CFR, part 50, Appencix B, and
10 CFR 50.7. This report is the result of OI's investigative
effort.
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SYNOPSIS

Construction on the Byron Nuclear Generating Station (Byron Station) begar. in
1975 af ter the issuance of construction permits (CPPR), CPPR-130 anc CFPR-131.

Byron Station is owned by Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO), Chicago,
Illinois, and is located in Byron, Illinois, approximately 12 miles soutbreest
of Rockford, Illinois,125 miles west of down1.own Chicago, Illinois, and has
twin Westinghouse four loop nuclear generating units, each cesigned to suc;,iy
1,125 megawatts (MWE) of electricity. Hatfield Electric Co cany (FECo) is the
major electrical contractor for Byron Station and previces ali electrical anc
technical service support to CECO. This investiga:icr involves the iECc
quality assurance program at Byron Station.

Investigative assistance was requested afte Silegers teleche".ically
contacted the resident inspector's office of the Nuclear RegQatory Commissicn,
(HRC) at the Byron Nuclear Generating Station anc related thtt there were

i

certain allegations and specific information relative to these alleca:icr.s
| which they would like to discuss with a recreser. a:ive fre r.e '5C. On

November 23, 1982, 6 interviewec
6, by NRC Region III personnel . The allegers discussec v:ra
they perceived to be deficiencies regarcing the HECo Szii;y Control. Assurance
prograr, and/or its implementation. A total of 33 al'egations were initial"./
identified by the NRC interviewers as requiring acci icnal investication.
Subsequent contact witt allegers in January 1983 surfaced seven
additional allegations. Each allegation was independently evaluatec by tne

l NRC Region III technical staff, and the Office cf Investigations, Recion III.
Subsequentally, six allegations were referred to the Office of Investiga:icr.s
(01) for resolution. The remaining allegaticns, due to tneir tecnnical
nature, were disseminated among various NRC Region III tecnnical staffs. The

following six allegations were identified as appropriate for an OI: RIII
investigation:.

1. alleged tha E iectrical inspector
training was incomplete, consisting only of "readinc
procedures and being tested," but recordec ty HES
as being in compliance with all applicable reculation.

.
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2. M alleged tha was encouraged and permitted to cheat
on written el . cal certification examinations..

.

alleged thahvas permitted to functior. c.3. an
electrical inspector at a particular level prior tc
actual certification by HECo at that level.

4. $Another individual alleged that weld cocument travellers were
being filled out " post-facto", and welds were being acceptec by
HECo management personnel from their cesks rather than as a
result of physical inspection.

E. alleged that discrepancy reports (DR)
{were oeing a. cered by HECo superviscry cersennel after I

being completed by the QC inspector. |

E. alleged that .HE:t c'# ice :eis;ncr.es
were being monitored by HECo managerer.: personnel ic preven
contact between HECo employees anc the ','uclear Reguia: cry
Commission and Commonwealth Edison (CECO).

During the conduct of the investigation two adcitional allegations
surfaced wh ch also appeared to arrant OI resciution:

7 stated tnat HE:c. :rtiring an
certification recofds were being re csec from cfficial
files and thrown away by the HECc 0; superviser pre-.

venting the NRC from access.

" alleged :na: sex al discririna:icr. was
ens oyec by Mc c management in crever.:irg female em;1cyees c'
HEco from becoming certified Level : field inspectors.

Interviews of HECo management officials, HECe employees, witnesses, and a

review of various applicable HECo welding, certification, and training recorcs
failed to develop evidence to substantiate either the allegers or 6
6 allegations.

Allegation 1:
A thorJugh review of HECo records pertaining I M alleger's trai-ing
result,ed in the determination that the alleger's ecucatien, experien:e a*:
training indicated he met the minimum requiremer.ts for the activity he v.11
certified to perform. This was confirmed thrc gr irterviews of other HE::
employees, and an analysis of ANSI Standards ME.2.6 which were reviewee 'cr
minimal acceptable qualification certification stancards.

2
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Allegation 2:

was 6 provided sworn testimony contradicting
previously supplied information regarding certification testing.

stated essentially tha was not provided the answers to the questions a<
originally alleged, rathegpersonally copied the answers to the test in
lieu of being provided the answers. g also stated he "probably" did not take
the fa $ed Certification test approximately one-half hour afte f failed the
original test ag~irst stated. The alleger, wno was also reinter-
viewed, provided contradictory information with previously su:pliec informa-
tion succorting the alleger's contention that pretably" cid nct take
the second exam one-half hour afte ;riginall;. failed the firs exam.

Allegatich3:

A thorouch review of HECo records was conductec involvinc all areas wherein
'th alleger reportedly worked prior to cert 1fication. Eased on tne 1;

review of these. records and discussion with HECo QC inspectors who worked with
I the alleger, and HECo management personnel, no evicence cculd be founc to

suostartiate the assertion tha ectually concccted ins:sc-ior.s, cr revienec
ard evalua ec results of inspections perfornec by other CC ' soectors pr :- t:d

ertification as an inspector at a certain level. Th

i

I *
|

|Allecation 4: l

Interviews of welding QC inspectors and HECo supervisory personnsi failec to
| substantiate that welds were arbitrarily " accepted" by HECo management per-
1

| sonnel without inspection. However, one instance was identified where the QA

| tar.ager did approve a weld on a weld traveller cccument after the QC ins;ec-
! tor rejected the weld. The QA manager, when interviewed was unable to re:all

the specific situation. However, because his CC superviscr's name was on tne

document as inspecting the weld, the QA manager felt the weld had been cor-.

pletely inspected by the QC supervisor who in the r:anager's epinion apparently
overlooked signing the traveller in the acceptance block. The QA manager

asserted he signed the approval block of the weld traveller for this reas: .

3
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The QC supervisor 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 DR where
thecontentappearedtobealteref: Attempts to further corroborate this
allegation met with negative results.

I.

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 by HECo employees. HEco management denied

the telephones were monitored to prevent contact between the NRC, CECO and

HECo employees and produced a 2" by 3" card containing the telephone number of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Senior Resident Inspector and Comonwealth

Edison Quality Assurance Inspectors which had been provided to each employee. |
Interviews of random HECo employees confirmed the presence and issuance of I

'

this card, and these employees related that to the best of their knowledge no
attempts were made by " management" to prevent contact with either the NRC or
CECO.

Allegation 7:
When interviewed, the custodian of HECo records and HECo management personnel

asserted that records were periodically purged of unnecessary and extraneous
materials. Those individuals, however, denied removing and/or destroying any
required records or preventing the NRC from access to such records. Attempts

to further corroborate this allegatien met with negative results.

4
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Allegation 8:
Interviews of CECO and HECo management perscnnel confirmed that two female

,

employees of HECo, who had been previously certified as inspectors at a
certain level had been downgraded from their positions, and that other female
HECo employees who were in the process of becomir.g certifiec inspectors at a
certain level were eliminated from the inspector's certification program.
CECO management officials explained HECo was in the process of certifying the
female HECo record clerks as inspectors at a'certain leve'. v;r.er., as a result
of an Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (I':P:1 Irspectier, HEco was
directed by CECO to terminate the certificati0- :regrar for tne female HECc
record clerks, and also to oowngrade those reccrc cierks whc na teen pre-

vicusly classified as inspectors at a certair 'e.el. :.tervie.:s of CECc.

personnel confirmed that HECo was directed to cc-ngrace all fer. ale inspecters !

at that level due to CECO's contention that the HECc recc-d clerks w6 es
'occument handlers and not field inspectors, anc therefore shcLic not ta /e :eer,
certified as inspectors in the first place. Thus, all of the female recorc j

clerks were subsecuently downgraded after tne IN:0 ir.spectic- discover.c HE c |
was carrying record clerks in inspecticr. pcsitic s at the sta ec '.evel.

This investigation is closed due to the lack c' substantive :eads te sup: ort
ar.y cf the allegations, or ' allegations.

|

|

1

.



_ . _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __

- |
|

)

. .

Reculatory Recuirements

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, requires that licensees holdinc construction permits
implement a QA program meeting the criteria of Appendix E for all activities,
including inspections, which affect the safety-related functions of structures,
systems and components that prevent or mitigate the consecuences of postulatec
at:idents that cause undue risks to the health and safety of the public.
Further, Criterion I states in part, "the persons anc crganiza: ions :erforming
QA functions shall have sufficient authority anc organizational free::m ::
identify cuality problems... including suffic ent in:e;encence #r:: ::s: arc
scheoule..."

10 CFR 50.7 " Employee Protection," prohibits ciscrimina:lon by a licensee,
contractor or sub-contractor against an employee for engaging in certain
protected activities which includes providinc the I;EC with information

concerning possible violations of requirements imposec uncer :ne A:oric Energy
Act or the Energy Reorganization Act. Discrimina:icn incl tes cisenarge anc
other actions that relate to compensation, terms, ::n:itic s , an: privileces
of employment.

Backe-Ound

4

On November 23, 1982 (confidentiali:y recuestee g
:entactec William FORNEY, Senier Resicent

Inspector, NRC, Byron Nuclear Generating Station, anc reia:ec :neir desire to
talk to someone from the NRC relevant to the inproper HECo QC/0A practices.

individuals were interviewed together on fiovember 23,1982 at
offsite residence. The individuals mace allegations Octn cellectively

and separately, regarding what they believed to be ceficiencies in :ne HE:o
Quality Assurance program and its implementation.

.

On January 10,198 voluntarily repcrted te :ne h;C Resicer.: Inspe::cr's
office and provided additional information relative te six cf the allegations
previously made to FORNEY on November 23, 19E2. state: :na; basec en,

additional information whic h was now aware of, g e lenge- nac cer: erns
regaroing issues identified in two of six previous allegations. However,

6
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did initiate three new allegations including two allegations in the
area of quality control and inspection certification. On Januarv 17,19E3

contacted the NRC resident inspector by telephone an iso made
three additional allegations, two of which had been previously received fro-

on January 10, 1983. The one new allegation frorM,as in :ne
area of quality control inspector certification. On January 18,198g
was interviewed by Charles H. WEIL and James E. FOSTER, Office of Investica-
tiens, Region III, wherei eperted :ne r.ew allegaticN.ac made :r
the 17th of January which concerne :ertification as a g
Quality Control Inspector (Exhibit 2).

On March 10, 1983, William L. FORNEY, Seric Residen: Irspectcr, Ejror.
Station, was at the Hatfielo Electric Company (HECo) Byron site offices fcr
the purpose of reviewing training qualifica:icr.s and certification records c#
quality control inspectors. During the concuct cf this inspecticn, FORNEi
utilized the following procedure. FORNEY wcu'.d personally sele:: the names of

inspectors from a HECo employee roster, anc :nen previde the na es verbally :c
Mr. Alien KOCA, Level III QC supervisor. K'.G in turn wo lc gc :c :he 0:

' record vault and retrieve the requestec re::-cs

note reac
as follows: "Mr. FORNEY, Mr. KOCA shoulc be acc:m;ar.ie: in the vaul: wner ne
is retrieving files because he is ripping c;t f;le pages." The rc:e whien was
unsigned and undated, was kept by FORNEY who them attempted to ce: ermine unc

pa t dK A
removing documents from files requesteo by an NEC inspector. However

.ould acknowledge prepara:ior. and delivery of the note.

On April 25, 1983, HUGHES appeared before one A cmic Safety and Licensing
Board hearing for Byron Station, Units 1 an: 2 represented by Ms. Jane WHChER,.

Staff Attorney, Business and Professional Peo:le for the Public Interest.
WHICHER filed a motion to admit testimony of Jchn HUGHES on April 27, 1923.

i

|Attached to the mot'on was a handwritten state e"t by HUGMES which ccntai".ec
approximately six allegations (Exhibit 3). A special inspection was conc:.::e:
by the NRC Region III office between April 27 arc May 10,.19E3 to oe:ereire

. . _ _-_--- 7 -
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d The details of these
whether or not these allegations could be substantiate . dings relating
allegrtions and NRC inquiries into them, as well as the NRC fin0 454/83-21
to these allegations were documented in NRC Inspection Reports 5 -
and 50-455/83-16.

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

Based on additional information elicited from HUGHES during theOGSBURY

deposition and the stipulated testimony of corroboration by witnesses
Board.

E g pector
and S0UDERS, the Board deemed that further inquiry into the HUGHSpecifically, the training provided
certification allegation was warranted. ed to be a
to HUGHES and possibly others was questione'd based on what appearUGHES'

discrepancy between the dates shown on certain training records and HAdditionally, the
own assertions as to when he was actually certified. ification
question of whether or not cheating on QC Level 1 Inspector Certitten

exams was encouraged by HECo by allowing the inspectors to refer to wr,

f HUGHES'

answers to the exams while being examined was raised as a result oIr that testimony, HUGHES stated that the answers were available,

I

HUGHES also stated, however, that he did nottestimony.

, to him when he retook the exam. These matters were never
use the answers even though they were available. May 26, 1983.
raised in the form of alle;ations prior to HUGHES' deposition onRC

The one question relative to HUGHES' training was investigated by the NThe results of this
Region III office between June 23 and July 1, 1983. 54/83-29
special inspection were documented in NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-4
and 50-455/83-22.

Subsequently, the Office of Investigations was requested to conduct an inves-" violations
tigation into the remaining eight allegations where " wrong-doing
appeared to exist.

Allegation 1: l
John HUGHES alleged his Level II electrical inspector training was incomp ete,d by HECo

consisting only of " reading procedures and being tested," but recorde
as having complied with all applicable regulations.

Allegation 2: i l
HUGHES was encouraged and permitted to cheat on written Level II electr ca
certification examinations.

8
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Allegation 3:

HUGHES was permitted to function as a Level II electrical inspector prior to
actual certification by HEco as a Level II inspector.

Allegation 4:

g alleged that weld document travellers were being filled out
" post-facto" and that welds were being accepted by HECo management personnel
from their desks rather than as a result of chysical insce:tions.

Allegation 5:

@ anc6 alleged that discrepancy reports v.ere teing altered by HE^c
supervisory perscnnel after being completec by the QC ins:e:::r.

Allegation 6:

:lleged that HEco effice teie;ncres were being
monitored by HECo management personnel to prevent cor. tact :etweer. HECo employ-

ees and the Nuclear Regulatcry Commission and/cr Cc:r.:nt.ealtn E:isen Cem;:any.

! A11ecation 7:

alleged that HECo trainir; ar.: certificati0r recorcs were
being removed from official files by HECc OC supervis;ry perse- el and tner.
being thrown away, thus preventing access by the NRC.

Allegation 8:

6 alleged that sexual discrimination was being employed by
HECo management in the form of preventing female employees of HECo from
becoming certified Level I field 'nspectors.

.

.
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DETAILS

'

Allegation 1: John HUGHES' Level II Electrical Inspector training was inc: ..
plete, consisting only of " reading procedures and being tested." but recor e-
by NECo as being in compliance with all applicable regulations.

John HUGHES was an employee. of Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories (PTL) and was
assigned-to Hatfield Electric Company (HEco) cn October 4, SE2 as a OA/0

,
Inspector trainee for a ' Level II Quality Control (OC) ins:ector posi:ier..

- Accorcing to HECo records, on November I, ISE2, H''GHES was providec a limitec
certification as a Level II Quality Control ir.ssecter by :ne HE:o GAc 0C

~

car.ager (Exhibit 4). On January 7, ISE3 HU2.ES' assign .e- to hECc ..as

terminated by a HECo memo to Pittsburgh Testing Labcratories, and nis emelcy-
ment by PTL at Byron Station was also termirated on na; ca:e (Exhibit 5). ,

|
,

| In the position of a Level II inspector, HUGdES' job was te review anc evalu-
I' ate data recorded by other inspectors ir acccrdance with Hatfield Elec ,ric

Ccmpany Procedure No. 9A, Cable Pan Hanger' Ins aliatien. Tne fisic ca:a
recerced by other inspectors was documer. ec :r. F:rc H:-SA *, ,i;iec "C; ass *.
Cable Pan Hanger Check List". HUGHES alleged :ht: his training by Ha-fiele
Electric Company for this position consisted cnly of reacing procedures anc
taking tests and that there was no formalizec training pre; ram tha cc.1c be
utilized with regard to training new employees (Exhibit 6;. Specifically,
HUGHES alleged he accompanied inspectors out to the field as they went out te
check various items approximately only five times and that he hac receivec
approximately li hours of formal class room training.

A review of John HUGHES' certification /trairtrg recercs maintained by Ha: field
Electric Company disclosed that HUGHES receivec the following trainir.c that
was consistent with the requirements anc reccme ,datiens cf ANSI Star.carcs
N45.2.6, " Qualification of Inspection, Examina:icn anc Testing Persennel for
Nuclear Power Plants." HUGHES received 64 hears cf "or.-the-jeb-training''
consisting of participation in 32 field inspecticns concactec by certified
Level II inspectors. HUGHES 'also received irc:c rira-ion in 1) orcarica:icr.
and responsibilities, authorities and technical esjec-ives; 2) specifica:icr.

.
.

.
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contract F-2790 Division 2; 3) safety practices; 4) building location and
electrical environmental qualification nomenclature; 5) tool and instrument
familiarization; 6) ANSI N45.2, N45.222.2, !!45.2.3, t:45.2.4,f/45.2.6,f;45.2.9,
N45.210, N45.211 and N45.213; 7) Sargent and Lundy Drawings; anc E) Sargent
and Lundy Standards (Exhibit 7). Additionally, HUGHES attended three separate
training sessions regarding Hatfield Electric Company Procedures ~ 9A, 95 and
9E. HUGHES' Level 11 certification was limited to Procedure 9A, which con-
cerned only the inspection of electrical cable pan har.gers for locatien,
dimension, configuration, surface conoitions, and bciting (Exhibit 4). '

!

( Allan W. K0CA, QC Supervisor. HECo, was interviewec anc ne p-evicec a s ate-
,

cent unerein he identified when HUGHES first re;0rtec tc da-fiele Elec ric
Company. While HUGHES was in a training status KOCA stated he hac cirect
supervision over him. KOCA acknowledged that as the QC superviser, his

' primary function was to supervise the training prcgram for HECo. K03 relatec '

that at the time HUGHES underwent the training prograt, the HECo program was
required to meet the standards established by Corrcr. wealth Ediser. which were
based on 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section 2 a.d ANS' 5 antards f;a5.2.6, Ig-~
edition. KOCA stated that using these as a g:. ice fer on -he-joc rair.r;,

ninimum education and experience levels were established for each em;icyee
undergoing this type of training. KOCA relatec tnat generally at ha-#icic,
each inspector was required to possess a certain amcent of eoucation anc
pertinent work experience depending on the nature of the work which he
performed at Hatfield. Additionally, KOCA stated each indivioual receivec
classroom training and on-the-job training culminating in formal written
examinations to insure they were qualified to perform the tasks they were
hired to do. KOCA related that when HUGHES arrived at Hatfield Cotoany he
(KOCA) was required to insure that HUGHES had the correct ?ducation ar.c wc x
experience to cecome a Level II inspector. HUGHES was to be trainec as a
cable pan and cable pan hanger inspector. Basec on HUGHES' previous wert

experience and education, KOCA stated that a training program for HUGMES was.

to be developed. KOCA stated that to the best of his recollection, HU3HES
received all the training that was reovireo in order for him to becore
certified as a Level II inspector (Exh*. bit 8).

.
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On November 2,1983, Scott K. WAGNER was interviewed at the South Texas

Nuclear Project, Bay City, Texas. WAGNER acknowledged working for Hatfield
,

Electric Company at Byron Station from January 1982 until May 1983. WAGNER

related that while he worked at the Eyron Station Project he actually wcrsec
for Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories and that his work location was Hatfieic
Electric where he was a Lead Cable Tray and Hanger inspector. WAGNER sta ed

that HUGHES worked directly for him the entire time HUGHES was at Hatfield,
and WAGNER confirmed that he was HUGHES' immediate supervisor. WAGNER re'a ed
that while HUGHES was at Hatfield, to the best of his knowiecge, HUGHES c'c
undergo all of the reouired training that mace HUGHES eligible te beccme a
certifiec Level II inspector. WAGNER said that a acerc).'. ately -he er.c ;f
October 1982, he submi::ed a letter :c Jim EU:- A.':AN (QA mana;sr; s a-ire : !:
HUGHES met all the recuirements for certificaticr. anc subsecuently as a result
of his memorandum, HUGHES was certified apercximately Neve .be- 1,1952, as a
Level 11 inspector. WAGNER emphasized that HUG-ES was no: cer-ifiec, as
HUGHES had alleged, during the middle of Oc:cter 1952. WAGNER also stated
that HUGHES never conducted any inspections by himself ever. a# er he was
certified, due to the poor quality of HUGHES week. Continuing, W'GNER sta:ed,

that he would send HUGHES out to assist othe- -E~c cer:'fisc _s e'. :: ins:t -

tors with the instruction to HUGHES to cbserve -hem anc the ;rc;er manner in
which the inspectors conducted their inspections. Mcwever, accorcing te
WAGNER, HUGHES was unable to pick up HECo's ;regram cuickly encu;h. Sucts-
quently, HUGHES, according to WAGNER, cevele;ec a necative attituce towarc tne
entire HEco Quality Assurance program as a result of the criticisms that ne
was receiving from both WAGNER and K0CA (Exhibi; 9).

On July 29, 1983, Mr. James K. BUCHANAN was interviewec and he confirmed :nat
he was the HECo QA supervisor durir] the time cerioc John MUGHES worked fc- |

HECo. BUCHANAN acknowledged that the overai', training responsioiiity for HE o
rested with him as the QA manager. However SUCHANAN statec he delecatec '.a

responsibility to Alan KOCA who worked direc-ly for aim as a OC superviscr.
|

BUCHANAN stated that when HUGHES arrived at HECc, HUGHES became an immecit e [

|

problem that began when HEco management persor.rel learnec that HUGHES cic not

meet all of the requirements needed for a Leve'. II inspec e- cer-ificatien.
This was because HUGHES was lacking a high scncel diplona anc a the tire, cid

w
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.

not have a GED equivalent. BUCHANAN stated that HUGHES subsequently obtained
his GED from the State of Illinois and after meeting all of the additier.al

! requirements was certified as Level II QC inspector on Novembe'r 1,1982,
t
'

BUCHANAN acknowledged that Scott WAGNER was HUGHES' immediate supervisor

during the time that HUGHES worked for HEco anc that WAGNER provided a cemo-

randum stating that HUGHES was qualified to perform Level II inspections
(Exhibit 5). BUCHANAN stated that to the best of his knowledge HUGHES cid not
conduct any Level II inspections by himself prior to certification.

.

No evidence could be found either in the Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories
office files or CECO personnel files 'or.- HUGHES to suc; ort HJ3HES' clai. tna-
ne received notification of his Level 11 qualit;. centrol ir.spector's ce-ti-
fication prior to November 1, 1982.

'The HECo quality assurance program requirement for tne time pe-ioc in c.estier.,
November 1, 1982 to January 7, 1983, mandated that the qualification of
inspection, examination, and testing personnel ce accomplishec in accer:ance
with ANSI Standards N45.2.6 1975. HECc's Procecu"e hc. .* 7 titlec Quali#ica-
tier, anc Training of Inspection and Aucit Perse el ' cler,er s tnis rec ire-

.

ment (Exhibit 10). The CECO and HECo quality assurer.ce programs ir. ANS:
N45.2.6 required that each person who verifies ne conformance of work
activities to qualifying requirements shall be ce -ifiec as ceing cuali#iec te
perform his assigned work. This certificatior. cust be suppcrtec by a;; c-
priate measures such as education, and/or training, testing evaluation anc
periodic review to assure initial and continuec proficiency in the individual
area for which the individual is certified. A tctal review cf all of HUGHES'
education, experience and training files indicated that he did meet the
minimum requirements for activities that he was certified te perform ar: that
he did not conduct independent Level 11 certification inspections prior to
being certified on November 1, 1982.

.

Marvin R. TALLENT, Jr., Site Supervisor, Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories, was
interviewed and he related that one of the responsibilities of his job at
Byron Station is to provide a work force to varicus contrac ors assigre: a-
Syron who are unable to find qualified workers elsewhere. HUGhES was e--icyee

.
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by-Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories and was assigned to work at Hatfield
Electric Company under the direct supervision of Hatfield management
pe rsonnel . Administrative responsibility and accountability was to remain
with Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories. TALLENT related that once HUGHES was at
Hatfield he (TALLENT) basically lost contact with HUGHES. TALLENT subsequently

heard that HUGHES became certified approximately 3 or 4 weeks after arriving
onsite. TALLENT related that shortly after HUGHES did arrive onsite HUGHES

.apparently became disenchanted with the HECc prcgram anc comer.tec to hit er,
several occasions that he (HUGHES) did not agree witr. several of the policies a

established by HECo. TALLENT was unable to furnish any further infor aticr.
with regart te HUGHES' certification at HECo. TA..ENT stated that while at

FTL, HUGHES did underge the eye examinatier, certificatier anc a brie #ing er
the Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories safety program whicr. were tao of the
requirements for certification as a Level II ir.s;ector (Exnibits 12/13).
TALLENT also related that he personally ensured HUGHES uncerwent anc

subsequently passed the Illinois State High Scheci equivalency (GED) testing
program once he became aware that HUGHES dic r.ct have the req:. ired educatier..

(Paragraphs deleted)
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Allecation 2:
HUGHES was encouraoed and oermitted to cheat on written LevelII certification examinations.,

.

John HUGHES was interviewed on @ 1985 by OI Investigators Janes k
FOSTER and Charles H. WEIL and related that curing about October 1982

.

given a multiple choice type test which he believed was based on~ Procedure 9A
, he was '

" Hanger Installations" (Exhibit 2). ,

HUGHES related he took the test and then
provided the completed test to the OC supervisor, Allan KOCA.

KOCA sccrec anc
evaluated the test and advised HUGHES that he had scored a few points less
than the required passing grade of 70 points (Exnibit 16)

The test was
returned to HUGHES by KOCA and HUGHES statec that both he and KOCA cisc s

.

the test and the missed questions and tha
re 'h.'SMES) was subsecuentl

u sec

acvised to study it. y
HUGHES related that he reviewec the evaluatec test,

recognized his errors, and retock the sane examir.aticn approximately one nalf5

' hour later.
HUGHES related he scored approximately 90k on the second exami

-

1

nation (Exhibit 17).
HUGHES related that this testing procedure was a ccmr.cn

-

practice at Hatfield wherein each indivicuai tha- failed a test would tne
immediately reissued the same test after KO'.A ha: n be

.eith tnem. reviewed all missed cuesticns

HUGHES further related that "sc .etime' after New Year's Day
1983 he observed a Mexican employee of HECo identifiec as Ramon (NFI) being
given a Level II welding test which he failed cr. his first attemot.

This
first test was graded by K0CA and Ramon was given a second test

, identical tothe first test, which RAMON passed.
this interview. No additional names were proviced curing '

,

,

KOCA, who administered all certification testing for HECc, statec inat in the
past it was his practice to review test results with the inspector and tc
discuss the correct answer to the missec questions at that time (Exhibit E}

i

If the individual who took the test failed the examination, K0CA allowed the
.

inspector to review the material covered en the est anc would then
i

reactinis-ter the same test.
KOCA also related that because he did not sign tne test

HUGHES failed, he did not consider it te be a valic test and he subs| eover.tlycestroyed it.
K0CA said this practice has r.ov. teen terminated anc HECo

42
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presently maintains all tests. K0CA further related that HECo Procecure
No.17, which was recently revised as a result of a discussion with NRC and
Commonwealth Edison, requires that when an individual fails an'examinaticr he
waits a minimum of 2 days prior to being re-tested and then would receive aI

different examination.
.

INVESTIGATOR's NOTE: Neither the NRC Regulations nor ANSI
N45.2.6 Standards contain detailed requirenents relative to

,

! the administration of QC inspector written tests.
,

In January 1983, was interviewed by 01 Investigators WEIL anc FOSTER.
During that interview

I

,

I
.I

,
'

|

I

{ SUCHANAN was interviewed and he stated that the cic precedure fcr the testM;
of Level II inspectors by HECo was for the examires to review all missec
questions with the QC supervisor (KOCA) and that the examinee would ther :s

retested (Exhibit 18). BUCHANAN related that er occasion an indivicaal wc lc
; be given the same test the same c;ay. However, EUCHANAN cic nct believe tr.at

| anyone received the same test one-half hour after failing the original test.
| BUCHANAN also emphasized that as a result of inquiries into this ailegatier, by
| the NRC, Procedure 17, the training procedure for HECo inspectors, has since
;

I been revised and it contains essentially the same information as provicec cy |

| KOCA with regard to the new procedures for certification testing (Exribit 15).
Tracey HILL, BUCHANAN's predecessor as HECo QA nar.ager was contactec anc j

' essentially confirmed the same information provicec by KOCA and EUCHANAh.

On August 17, 1983 HUGHES was interviewed by OI :nvestigator David ti. GALANT:,
Charles H. WEIL, and HUGHES' requested Attorney, Ms. Jane f<. WHICHER, Businessi

and Professional People for the Public Interest, at her office,109 North
Dearborn, Chicago, Illinois (Exhibit 6). Durir.g this interviev. HUGHE5

essentially presented the same infomation as ne hac previcea previcusiy with

| . . . . . . . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ ._____ _____
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.

regard to failing the first test, being provided the answers, and then subse-
ouently taking the second test approximately one-half hour after he had taken tne
first test. However, when shown the copy of the first test which contained

- the date of October 8,1982, ano a copy of the second test which containec ine
date of October 12, 1982, HUGHES commented that he probaciy did not take both
the tests the same day as he originally alleged. When questioned further
about the answers that were written on the last sheet of the first test,

h"J3HES acknowledged that he wrote those answers down and that he wrote ther
'

cown based on discussions he had with KOCA as weil as his own personal re:cile:-

tion. HUGHES stated that KOCA did not give him the answers to ea n o .e :f tne
cuestions but rather simply reviewed all missed questiens wi-h hir and :1c
him to restudy the test (Exhibit 6).

.

(Paragraphs deleted)

.
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HECo QC Inspector Thomas E. AHLQUIST was interviesec on October 12, ;9E3 anc

he acknowledged failing one of the certification tests required by HECc.
: AHLQUIST related that KOCA did review all the missed cuestions witn him :n the

test and stated he was given the test to study c e- ne weekenc and upon
.

returning took anc passed the reexamination. CC 'rs:ector Jenr Weice:: i:CC:
reported that he never failed any of the examir.a-ic s recui ec by HEC: #:- 3
Level II certification, but he did fail one Le.e'. : tes an: 6.as g've : s

i same test apprcximately 1 week after he 'aile: : s ' irs: :ss . Ter . R.".5,

prior QC Group Leader for HECo, said he was resp:nsible fc assistir; AC;;
with the testing of Level II examinees. MAAS sa"t tr.a: there was, as fa' as
he knew, ne cheating going on during any of tne eAa~*PEIions, f'.kk5 -e$a*e[
that to the best of his knowledge all indivicuals re:eive di f f e rer.: exa-ina.
tions from the original tests that they hac fa;ie: arc these exa-ira:icrs were !

actinistered ap;reximately 1 to 2 days af ter tre 'a-led firs: test.

Rcber: C. EUEANKS, General Foreman, HECc was i- 5 v e..e: a: e :c #i-ne: : .a-
KOCA was responsible for the training at HECo. EUEA!.K5 re;;'tec he was .e.'er
av.are of anyone being given the same test on :ne sa e day, :;- it was ;:ssi :e
that the same tes could have been taker. cn a ci'#e er: ca;. . EUEA' K1 reit:e:
that he did not fail any of the examinations. C; Ir.s;etter Jan E. EG5J' ..;as

I interviewed and he confirmed that he failec cr.e es . However, EG3UM stic ne
1

! was given a different retest and was not sure if -he se:cnd test was giver. cn
the same day. Donale J. OPATRNY, Level II OC |r.spe::or, HECo, was interviewec

and confirmed he tcok the Level 11 test and failed it the first time ne took'

it. OPATRNY said the failed test was returnec :: .4- for rev.ew arc :ne- me
I was retested. OPATRNY felt the retest was sir-la :u: was nt: ne sa.e as tne

I

original test. OPATRNY said that to the best :# nis knowle:;e ners was no !
1

cheating and no one was given any answers t: :ne examination test cues ':ns. |

Ramon QUIJAS, Level II Welding Inspector, was .r.:e .iewec ar.: confirred c.e l

took a Level 11 test and failed it the firs: :'rs he :cok it. KOC : ne r.

reviewed all the missed questions with him anc ;.:J's saic he rete:A :Pe
examination approximately 1 or 2 days later. T. : A5 saic ne was r. : give :ne ;

answers to the examination and he did not have a newle ge certair g ::

cheating en the examination. |
|

l0e 1

I
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Allecation 3:
.

HUGHES was permitted to function as a Level II ElectricalInspector prior to Certification:

All cable pan hanger inspection check lists, Form HP-gA-1
the period HUGHES was a Level'II QC Inspector at Hatfield , were reviewee for

Inese 'nspection
reports were reviewed to determine if HUGHES conoucted indepencent ins

.

or performed reviews and evaluations of results of inspections performec cy
pections

others prior to his certification as a Level II inspector on t:vemoer 1
All reviewed reports encompassed the perice of time HUGHES was em:1c

, 1952.

Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories and was. assigned to the Ha:fi iyec ty

Company at Byron Station. s c Electric
In all cases - HU2HES' sigr.atures or these re:c-tswere suosequen

to his certification date as a Level :I ins:e::: en tieve :1, 1982. . er

' Scott WAGNER confirmed that he was HUGHES' immediate sucervisor curing the
entire time hUGHES was employed by PTL and assigned to work at Hatfield '
WAGNER reported that under no circumstances did HUGHES ever werk i d

.

concuc:ing Level II electrical inspections on work per'ormec :y HEC: ec:lo ee
n epencen:iy

or any other employee assigned at Byron Staticr (Exni i y s
g). ..; EER reia:et

HUGHES' performance of work was of such a lcw standard tha
could not trust HUGHES to work independenti;.. ne felt that he

statement made by WAGNER which was taken by HECo managerenT. HILL proviced a ecoy cf a
onset of his investigation (Exhibit 20). persenne', a: :ne

KOCA reported that during HUGHES' certification perico HUGHES sp
majority of his time in the HEco office and that KOCA was not aware of

ent the

instances where HUGHES was asked to conduct any type of Level !! el
any

inspection prior to certification. ectrical
KOCA ackno,eledgec tnat MUGHES' immecia:e

supervisor, Scott WAGNER, was not confident in HJ' GHES' ability tc perform
cable pan inspections and that based on WAGNER's remarks, KOCA felt tha
WAGNER would never have permitted HUGHES to perform independen: Lev l I:electrical inspections. e

BUCHANAN, when interviewed, relatec that to the best
of his knowledge HUGHES never conducted any Level II electrical inspections
prior to certification and BUCHANAN also ecnfiered that he was cogri:an:a

WAGNER's lack of confidence in HUGHES' abiitty to operate incesence tl
c'

r. y.
. ,



_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _

.

.

.

Based on the review of all cable pan inspections that were icentifiec contain-
ing HUGHES' signature no evidence could be found to substantiate HUGHES'

assertion that he conducted inspections or reviewed and evaluated resui:s of
inspections performed by other inspectors prior to his certifica:1on as a
Level II inspector on November 1,1982.

Allecation 4: Weld Document Travellers were beino fillec cut "ocs: 'att:" anc
welds were being accepted by HECo manacement ce s:r.nel fr: their desrs et: .er
than as a result of a ohysical inspection.

/

was interviewec on January 25. ;E52 cy WE:'. and 757E: a r.c
seas 1centified as being the M ins:e:::- for F'- st. ;- Tes-,n;
Laboratories assigned to work at Hatfield Elec ri: Company. In a;;r:Aima ely
Octobe- 1982,qEEEEEEEP stated he was contac ec relevan: :0 a pr:bler per ai.ing
:c welds ,and crawings, in that they did not ma cr.. (IEEEED s atec na ne nad
the weld rod issue sheets in front of him an: ne uset tnem to finc :ne wel:er
whc was thought tc be involved with the particula problem. Subsecuently

M 'ound that the weld rods of re:c-c nac r:t always been issuec :c t~e
welde- shown on the card. Ostatec tra- .e :0L tris inicemati:n ::
KOCA, Hatfield's Oc supervisor, discussed the prcolem with hi , and was : eld
by KOCA to change the dates of the weld on tr.e weic ravelier care. GEEEEER
believed KOCA wanted him to change dates fr:r Oc ::e- 1,1952 to 0:.::e' 4,
1982 (Exhibit 21).

qEE|EEEEbadvised K0CA that he would not change any dates and that if ary dates |
1

were changed, he would write up a Discrepancy Report on K0CA for changing tne
date. Later, as he was preparing a Discrepancy Repert on another matter

||||||El came across the same weld rod issue sree whicn snowec that :ne weld
rod had in fact not been issued to the welcer as was indicatec cn tne weld
traveller card dated October 1,1982 (Exhibt: 22:. 4EE|||Ep stated the da:es
were never changed by anyone including KOCA or himself cr. that particular
card. W was reinterviewed on September '.5,1983 at6-

and stated the :: ne best of his knowiecge
Hatfield Electric was in compliance with es:at:ished procecu es on weic
traveller packages and he was unable to site E > spe:i#ic deviatier ' rem :ne
established Standard (Exhibit 23). GREERIP sta:Ed ir, his statemer.: Of

20
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! Janua ry 25, 1983, that although no dates were physically changed on the weid

| traveller cards, K0CA had requested that the dates be changed., M seie
j that when he refused to change the dates K0CA appeared to back down on his
i request. -

;

1

!

1

(Paragraphs deleted)i

1

|

|

1

)
.

!

|
!

l

|j

|
!

l

!
l |
! I

Stated that he was very satisfiec witn the
welding inspection area at Hatfield and he thought that it was c:erating very
smoothly in comparison to some of the other plants where he hac werkec.

reported he could not recall any deliberate act.of wrenc-doine er the.

part of any Hatfield QA/QC inspector or management individual.

O

U
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(Section deleted.)
.

BUCHAT.R.

stated that if an inspector had a probleS with regard to either acceptance or
' rejections of a particular inspection area, one of the 0A/0C inspectors'

supervisors would go to the field, physically inspect the problet, and then
make the appropriate decision with regard tc ei-her acceptance cr rejecti:n.
EUCHANAN further stated that the allegation of welc cocumentati:n oeing f*'lec
out after the weld was physically made was new te him. EUCHANA. said he v.as

1

never aware of that allegation before, nor had he ever hearc anyone in tre
Hatfielc inspection program even insinuate sL:- activity occurrec.

'

!
!

KOCA, when interviewed, could not recall the conversatien with@ unerein
he allegedly rec;uestedMto change the cates en a weld package, r;ZA

aise emchasi:ed that it was not the policy of any Welder c" QC inspe:ter :: !

fill out any documentation after all weicir; ra: Deer : r:is ec. Kcreever, ne

pape work would be filled out as the welder and the inspecter vcere actua'. ,,'

ccmpleting the work.
~

i

!

l

|
i

(Paragraphs deleted.)

:

_ . . - _ - , _ - - - - . _ . . . . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _



_ - _ . _ _ _ -- _ _ _ _ - . _ - _ _ - - . - . _ _ .

.

.

All attempts to find additional corroboration for this allegation met with
negative results. Interviews of additional QC welding insp6ectors elicitec |

Opinions that no weld document travellers were to their knowleece filled out
after welds had been completed, nor were HECo management officials accepting
the welds from their des

i

!

a

!

!

l

|

Allecation 5: Discrecancy Reports (DR) were being alterec by rECc sucervisc y
tersonnel after being comDleted by the OC insoector.

|

|On January 25,1983 6 was interviewed by Ir.vestigator FOSTER and 'r."
anc he alleged that Discrepancy Reports (DR) that criginally na: Deen pre:arec

{ by individual inspectors to document fincirgs were subsecue-C , al:erec : t,e
,

| QC supervisor (Exhibit 20). 6 provided an example of an alteratice tc a

|
Discrepancy Report by adcing the word " factory v.elcs" to the b;ttom cf the

| Discrepancy write-up area (Exhibit 22).

! K0CA, when interviewed, stated the allegatien that he had either alterec,

thrown away, destroyed or prevented anyone from submittinc Discregncy Reccrts
was totally incorrect. KOCA stated that all Nonconf ar .ance Re:Grts and DRs

| hac to be clear, concise statements understandable to '.hs reader. K0CA

| related that his inspectors had very little experience in writia.; up DRs anc
d

that over the cN se of his career he had written up thcusands :f :nem. K4A

) admitted to cha ging a word here or there on DRs but in his view, enanges
never altered the content of any DR. K0CA also cenied ever destroyinc ar;. DR; .

i

; initiated by any of the inspectors. He advisec he only threw away DRs or
! f; nconformance Reports when he found extra copies in the file system. K0;A

continued by stating that sometimes some of the inspectors would ac;rcach him

! and tell him that they had a DR to write up and he would tell .ner, " fire, cc
ahead and do it and bring it back to me for my review". Subse: ently, the

.
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inspector would write up the DR in an unacceptable way. K0CA statec he then
would send the inspectors back and have them attempt to rewrite the DR. On

several occasions KOCA said he had to tell some of the inspecto'es te rewrite
the DRs three and four times for the sake of clarification and yet ne stii:
ended up making grammatical corrections. KOCA statec that even thcugh one of
the requirements for QC inspector certification was to have a high school
education some of the inspectors did not have strong writing ability (Exnitt:
E).

BUCHANAN wnen interviejed, confirmed that KOCA probably rate cear. atical
ccrrections in DRs. However, BUCHANAN statec he hac re.e r,0.- KDCA o

ar:itrarily alter the contents of any DR sutri::sc :;. er es;ec :r (Exni:i-
26).

M anen interviewed on September 15, 1983, statec neither BUCHANAi, c-
KCCA ever altered his inspection procedures which were in accordance wi:n

applicable guidelines. Wlnitially c:nfirmed na: DRs su:m :ec by r

nac Seen altered. However, upon reevaluatin; -he :a'ticC t r enunce to *ne :E,
@ concurred that the centent of the C: '#v. a s nc: i:: : a :;ec , :.;;

ra:ner the change was grammatical in nature (Exhibit 23).

(Paragraphs deleted.)
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(Sections deleted.)

Allegation 6: HECo office telephones were teing monitorec by HEC .cnt;e e ;

personnel to prevent contact between HEC: encloyees and the '; C a-c/or ;E::,

liegec on .;ve Der 23, 1952 :na: iEC: cffi:e
telephones were being monitored by HECc management personnei :: ;revent HE:o
employee contact with the Nuclear Regulatory Com iission anc C --:rnealth
' Edison. This allegation was reitergted in January 1953 during inte views wi:h
01 Investigators WEIL and FOSTER.

(Paragraphs deleted.)
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Pages 26, 27, and 28 deleted.
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(Sectionsdeleted.) .

'AH e ation 7:
HEco Training and Certification Recorcs were being re cvec 3 c-

official files by a HEco OC suoervisor preventin; NRC from access to :ne
material.

.

.

On March 10, 1983, William L. FORNEY, Senior Reside ; Ir.s;e::c , Eyron Staticr.
was at the Hatfield Electric Company (HEco) Byrcn si e offi:et for the per::se
of reviewing the training qualification and certifica:ior, recercs cf qual'itycontrol inspectors.

In order to acccmplish this task. FO L EY weule selec: :ne
name of the personnel whose records he desired from an employee res:er, pr0vice
that name to KOCA, and have KOCA go into the QC record vavi anc retrieve tnerequested records.

This was the same procedure that had been utili:ec ey
FORNEY in the past for other record reviews.

;

i

(Sections deleted.)
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Pages 30 nnd 31 deleted.
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i BUCHANAN denied any destruction of records which HECo was recuired cy either

i Commonwealth Edison or the NRC to maintain. BUCHANAN identified KOCA, actine_
i in his capacity as a OC supervisor, as directly responsible to BUCHANAN fc-
i

! the maintenance of the records in the vault. BUCHANAN said the only recercs
'

KOCA was allowed and authorized to destroy were these recercs whict ra:'ie:c
.

'
i

was not recuired to maintain or these records where the e were cu;Iica:e
cc;ies in the files system (Exhibit 26).

,

!
i

. KOCA related that part of his job was to insure that all recercs were main-
i tained in accordance with the establishec Hatfield procecure. NOCA saic e i

would sometimes go into the vault containing cer;i#iec recercs, employes |

records, and inspection records, and while he was geinc through tne recercs if,

! he happened to discover a duplicate copy of a record or a ; ape- that in bis
ccinion was nct required to be in the files in the firs; place, he wcult

i remove it from the files. KOCA stated he ceald always ce s e : e e ,t5 3-.

original on file or that the document actually neecec c be in the files # irs:
j before he removed anything. KOCA statec that in March wner. FOR:.Ei wi.s ins:ect-

.

1

I

' I

ing the HECo records, if he (KOCA) founc sometning :na: sncuic not be in :ne
files he removed it, but in his opinion it was no;hing tha was neecec cr

j recuired by FORNEY at the time he requested the recorcs. K0CA statec he had ;

also thrown away NCRs and DRs' in the same fashion. However, KCCA said, ne
!

only did this when there was a duplicate copy available in the file syster.
;

KOCA denied ever deliberately destroying any recorcs which were recuirec c ce |

maintained by either the NRC or Cormenweal;h Edison withou; either * irs:

checking to see that the record could ir fact be destroyec or :nere was a
| cuplicate copy of the original in the files. (Exhibi; 8).
|

|

|

|

|

|
i

bY
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Allegation 8: Sexual discrimination was being ecoloyed by HECo Management by
preventing female employees of HECo from becoming Certified Leyel I Fiele
Insoectors.

when discussing tne allegation of HECo
training and certification records being removed from official files by KOCA,
voluntarily stated that female employees at HECo, in @ opinion were being
discriminated against by HECo management which was preventing tne wcmen fec-
becoming Level I Certified Field Inspectors. Wrelated that bothg
anc 6 were at one time certified Level ! Fiele Inspectors , anc6
female record clerks in Hatfield were being p Ocessed for trair.ing ard sese-
cuer.t certification as Level I electrical fiele ns:e::crs. Mc..ever, fc sc s

reason bothG and 6 certifications were voiced by EUCHANAt..
EUCHANAN, when queried by 6 about decertification, statec it was
'apparently some type of trade off between Commonwealth Ediscn,anc HECo arc
that he personally was against the decertificaticn of the female Level I
inspectors program. BUCHANAN said he received a directive from Jim EECER
(CECO) who directec that all female Level i encicyees at hatfieic, wnc were ir
either a Level I Inspector positier or were beir; :-ause 'er a Level I
Inspector position were to be down-graded and reassicned back :: the HE::, GA
clerk position.

_
_ _ , _ ,_.

.,___

and interviewed relevant to this allegation. $ cerfirmec (nc..iecge o' the
pending implementation of the certification to Level ; positior.s cf all ne

record clerks at Hatfield, but were unable to explain why the program was
terminated.

K0CA, when interviewed regarding this issue commented that BUCHANAN was
responsible for the certification of the female clerks at Hatfield. K0C* 'eit
all of the females were hired as clerks and none of tne women ever cic a fisic
inspection, therefore, they should not have beer. classifiec in:c a Leve'. .*
certification inspector's position in the first place. KOCA stated ne cid ne:

.

oppose the certification of the female HECo record clerks. He did tell
BUCHANAN that BUCHANAN's interpretation of the ANSI Standares (wnich EUCHANA'.

apparently thought authorized the certification) was not the same as K0:1. ' s .
Further, KOCA did not think the female record clerks shculd be certifiec

.

.

,__-- , - - - - - -__
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.

'because they were not doing actual physical field inspections. K0CA saic the
clerks were insuring the paperwork generated by the field inspectors was ir. -

fact completed and signed off by the field inspectors. KOCA stated he was in
the process of certifying the remaining females in the HEto office when ne was
. told to stop all certification proceedings and to decertify the two reco c,

clerks who had been previously certified. KOCA stated he did not know the4

background of this decision (Exhibit 8).
!

INVESTIGATOR's NOTE: KOCA when originally cueriec abeat this ;

allegation reportec that his interpretation was offferent frem
EUCHANAN's with regard to the.certificatier cf fenaie Levei !
inspectors. KOCA statec that the old ANS: Sta r ca rc , 145. 2. 6

I 1973 was used in determining who was eligi:le 'cr ce-ttftcaticn
i and it was simply a matter of interpretati: cf whc snoulc be
; certified. BUCHANAN apparently thought that because the cic '

-j Standard said that experience as a do:urent handlee c:ald ce
one of'the criterion used for certificatier., that two cf tne

i females, KRITSINGER and JOHNSTON, were act. ally certifiec.
However, ANSI Standard, N45.2.61978 eliminated that criterien.,

; KOCA provided copies of ANSI Standards, N45.2.6 1973 ane
j- 1978.33/34.
.

i

l EUCHANAN stated that he was in the process cf :e-ti#; i a.; ali :# the fe als
record clerks as either Level I or Level II inspectcrs v.her, ne receivec a

'

directive from Jim BENDER, Comonwealth Edisen, to st:; all certification
programs involving the female record clerks. SLCHA*3N statec that ta: cf tne
record clerks, JOHNSTON and KRETSINGER were actually certifiec as Level :

j inspectors and one of the females, BAKER, was certified as a Level I Inspe: tor
j and working on a Level II Inspector certification wnen he was orderec to
1

j terminate the program. BUCHANAN stated that ncne of the females who were
j classified as Level ! inspectors actually conducted any inspe:tions in the
j field. Although they answered cirectly to the CA manager, BUChAM', statec
j there was always a question about who they actually werked for be:ause cf
; their organizational relationship with the Hatfielc effice manager wn: wor.:e d

in the production area. BUCHANAN stated that CE00 a:parently felt that all
the record clerks were hired as clerks and because they were net coing the,

I * asks of a Level I field inspector they should n:t be carriec as Level 1
!

inspectors on HEco records. BUCHANAN stated that he was c:::see to the
4

elimination of the program, but, after the cisc:,ssi:n uitn tha hatfield
project manager and Commonwealth Edison, he hac ro alternatise eut to con;1y
with the CECO directive (Exhibit 26).

~



.

-
.

.

James BENDER, Commonwealth Edison Lead Electrical Engineer / Supervisor, was

interviewed on October 13, 1983 and he confirmed that he directed BUCHANAN to

down-grade the two HEco female Level I inspectors to their original OA recore
clerk position and to terminate the program of certification of recore cler s
into Level I inspectors. BENDER said Commonwealth Edison first became cogni-
zant of the HECo. program during an INPO inspection when it was discovered tnat

'

Hatfield was carrying several of the record clerks in Level I positions on
their organizational chart. Discussions with Hatfield and Commonwealth Edison

,

resulted in the decision that all Hatfield record clerks were hirec for a
record clerk position. Since they never did actual Level I field inspecticr.
certifications. HECO's classification of Level .* insoectors fer tnese
indivicuals was misleading.

Richard TUETKEN, Commonwealth Edisen, Assistant Superintencent, Project
' Construction Department, was contacted regarding to this matter anc corfir ec.

essentially the. same information provided by BEN;ER. TUETKEN stated, altneugn
Hatfield was carrying two certified Level I female inspecters, they we e
simply data takers versus true field inspectors. TUETKEN relatec nat altnesgn
the weren ret the educational requiremer:ts anc ;eebably ret t*e certi# catic-
training requirements they had never really conducted actual cnstte Level I
field inspections.

.

*

O

a
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EXHIBITS
:
'

.

1. Confidentiality Agreement,
2.,

2. Handwritten Letter from JOHN HUGHES, dtd A:ril 2E,1983
; 4 Certification of Qualification, RE: HUGHES, JOHN, did Noverter 11,
! 1983
1

5. Memo from

j 6
{ f. Sw *r Testimony of
j 7. C:/0C Memorandum No. 4:E, Trainirg Su .ar . Fe: K5-ES, cate:r

! 0:teter 29, 1982
! 8. Statement of A. KOCA, dated October 2C,1923

9. Resdts cf Interview with S. WAGNER, ette: ':.e :t 2, .*i!!
|

.

10. Procedure No.17, Qualification anc Tratrini c' r s:e:t : a .c
i

!
Audit Persennel, dated July 21, lace

11. Statement of M. TALLENT, dtd October 1;, ;922 l
12.

13. FTL Safety Program Review, dte Ocic:e 4, ;;El

14 Letter frem HEco to PTL
15.

; 16. HECo Certification Examination (1st Test,, .r.cate:)

i 17. HECo Certification Examination (2nd Test;, etc Octeter :2,1922
.

i

i 18. Results of Interview with JAMES K. BUCRANAfi, dtd July 27,19E3 l

| |
19. Results of Interview with
20. Statement of
21. Statement of-
22. HECo Discrepancy Report No.1099, dtd !'ay 4, !!52
23. Results of Interview witt

j

|24 Confidentiality Agreement, !

!

25. Results of Interview with
26. Results of Interview with JAMES V. BU:./.:'., dtd 0:teber 21, li!!
27.

HEco Weld Traveler Card No.15640 ctd Se:te oe 9.1952 j28. Statenert of A. KOCA, dtd December 27,1-13
29. Statement of

!30. Confidentiality Agreement.
|
|

__ .
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| 33. ANSI N45.2.6 dtd 1973
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CONFIDENTIAL 1TYl AGREDiENT *

~
(original to source of infomation, NRC to retain copy or duplicate original)

~
,

I have infomation that I wish to provide in confidence to ,the
.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission (NRC).. I request an ex; fess pledge of
i

j confidentiality as a condition of providing this~ infomaticn to the NRC.
5 I will not provide this infomation voluntari.ly to the NRC sithout such! confidentiality'being extended to me.
1 i

| It is my understanding that, consistent with .its legal obli ations, thej NRC, by agreeing to this confidentiality, will' adhere to ti e followingconditions:
1*

(1) The HRC will not identify me by name or personal identifier in; any document, conversation, or other corruruni:atior! re! eased to thepublic. I understand the tem "publiic release" tc' encompass any
-

distribution outside of the NRC with the exceptior 'of other public; agencies which taay require this information in furtherance of their'

responsibilities under law.
i

3 (2) The NRC will disclose my identity within the NRC c nly to the extentrequired for the conduct of NRC activities.i
'3 (3) The NRC will avoid taking actions that could be ,

asonably expec'ted
to allow my identity to be ded0ced by persons con 4cted by the NRC

. or by including the information thati ! provide in any public documen't,'
conversation, or other corsnunication in such a marner as to allow my| identity to be deduced.

|

| I understand that even though the NRC will make every reas cable effort th
'

I protect ry identity, try identification could be compelled orders or
subpoenas issued by courts of law, hearing boards, or similar legal entities.! The hRC will attempt to infom rne of any such actions befor disclosing cyidentity., .

1 :

i .g.,,, I a.ho7nderstand that the NRC will consider me to have waived rqy right to,

confidentiality if I take any actions that may be reasonabl9 expected to,

disclose my identity.| t
I further understand that the NRC will consider me to l

;;| have waived rqy right to confidentiality if I prov.ide (or hCre previously
provided) information to any party that contradicts the inf ormation that! I provide to the NRC. t

J
'

! Other conditions: - (!f ed.AOM !

,

l
. I have read and understand the fore in eement. Ia ' with its provisions. I
'

.'
-

ignature o source o ormation
Printed Narne and Addre ,j '

, , ,
-_ ,.

Agreed to on behalf of the U. $. Nuclear Regulatory Corrnis ,M !o

U$f , ._,.~

-

1

, lignature.and, Title ~
.

l i-

1
.- - - - - _ - _ _ - -
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Date 7-9-62
.

.

HATFEEf D e i. c , . cO% 7 ' *,'.".',',';. ,co eawv

...c.,,....,,.c.. . ..,. ...,-o va . aus . .caic ano. nu~om m. *=ia*"-
,, - -o-. **>- = =

i

|

CERTIFICATE OF QUALIFICATION
~

Employee Name: J. Hughes
Date of Employment: 10-4-82 Job Title: Level II OC Inspect.or

i

i

ACTIVITIES QUALIFIED TO PERFORM
Procedure #9A

(Class I Cable Pan Banger Installation)

CERTIFICATION BASED ON
Education: High School Education (G.E.D.)
Training: Memorandum (343-
Experience: Over one year experience working as a Level II

to programatic Quality Control Inspections-
Examinations: On file

-
,

Visual Examination Date: 10-14-82
.

Comments:

I hereby certify that the above employee meets the requirements of
Procedure #17 and ANSI N45.2.6-1978.
have been determined by evaluation and are acebptable.The capabilities of the employee'

ation of the evaluation will The document-o d in the onnel file.
Expiration: 11-1-83 ON - L' - "[ ~QA/0C Nanager
_ . . - --

I> ate \
atfield Electric Company1 *

.

4
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HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

QA/QC Memorandum #448
~

'

TO: File 3.01, John Hughes
.

FROM: Scott Wagner, Lead Inspector *

DATE: 10-29-82
SUBJECT:

.

Training Summa:ry
,

John Hughes has completed and exceeded the minimum re-
ouirements established in QA*/QC Memorandum #343, dated October
6, 1982. His training began October 5,1982 and was completed
October 29, 1982. The training followed the attached detailed
training outline for Procedures #9A, #9B and #9E. He was given- a minimum of eight (8) hours of classroom training and 64 hours
of on the job training in Procedure #9A. -

Tne training 'has been documented with the following objective
evidence:

- approved detailed -training outline (procedures 9A, 9B nnd 9E)
records of on the job training .

- classroom attendence records-

.
.

- QA program examination - 85%
'

- general Level II Inspectors test - 90%

- Cable Pan and Ranger Inspectors Examination - 851/4 %
- (Procedures #9A, #9B and #9E)

Er. Hughes has demonstrated that he has the capabilities to
report inspection results, evaluate the validity and acceptability
of the results. He is capable of planning an.d preparing for inspect:
He has shown the ability to supervise and maintain surveillance over
Level I inspectors and their activities. He is capable of reinspect:
ouestionable data.

,

__ rMt Yo-cruax) h * Z 95'

Scott Wagner '

Level II Inspec| tor

NOTE: Certification in procedures #93 and #9E may come later when
on the job training is completed.

The above information and tests were reviewed with the inspector
immediately following each test or activity in order to clarify
any questions.

*

.

, - , - , , , , . , . . .-_.--.yy...~.-.----m,., ,,-m. ,.r_,, y,,, n ,, . . . . . , _ _ , - . . , _ . - . _ . . _ , . . . , , _ _ , . _ .-,_m.,,,.,, _ _ _ m_.-



J d

!

i
(

0

m

4

ATTACHMENT 8

5

\

t

1 I

t !
t

a

I

%
e



s
-

|
|

j*

i

!

PLACE: BYRON STATION
20 October, 1983

COs -

f AN i un
' I, Alan W. KOCA, do herby make the following voluntary statement to Mr.

.

David M. GALANTI, who has identified himself to me as an Investigator with
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I make this statement freely w;th
no threats or premises of reward having been made to me by Mr. GALANTI.

I am presently employed as a quality assurance supervisor for Hatfield Electric
b~/ &#4? Company and work at the Byron Nuclear Generating Station, Byron, Il. I have beenk in my present position since November 1982, and prior to this I was Hatfield Electr:c
$7$ [ Company Quality Control Supervisor. Before I came to Hatfield I worked forQ.4*g,p .u Baldwin Associates at the Clinton Nu.e.ge..ar.Po5er Station as a quality centr:1r

w v m -tg engineer for approximately 4aer years. My present responsibilities include the
supervisicn the Hatfield Electric audit and surveillance activities: develcpement
of all quality assurance procedures: training and certification documentaticn of
all personnel and evaluation of Hatfield personnel for the levels of inspection
qualification. As the quality control supervisor I was respcnsible for the inspectic
activities including training and certification of inspection persennel.

This statement contains my explanation on allegations initiated by Mr. John
HUGHES surrounding the Hatfield Electric quality control program and the inspecter

.

) certificatien program. HUGHES worked for Hatfield fro apprcximately four mcnths
{ beginning in Oct 1982 until he was released back to Fittsburg Testing Laboratories

~~s on Jan 7 1983. While he worked at Hatfield I supervised HUGHES in my capacity
as quality control supervisor. When HUGHES first reported to Hatfield te work he

-

was in a training status and I had direct supervison over him while he was in that
mode; however once he beca.'e certified on 1 November 1982 his immediate supervisor
was Mr. Scott WAGNER, and I was his second line superviser. At the time HUGHEF

s; underwent the training program, Hatfield's program was required to meet the standards
established by Ccmmonwealth Edison Company which were based on 10 CFR 50, appendix3
B, section 2, and ANSI standard N45.2.6 - 1978. Using these as a guide on the jcb

-

training, minimum education and experience levels were established. Generally at
Hatfield, each inspector was required to possess a certain amount of education
(high School) and pertinent work experience depending on the nature of werk that he
performed at Hatfield. In addition each individual received classroom training and

eG[fnf:rmal on the job training culminating in formal written examinations to ensure*' they were qualified to perform the tasks they were hired te do. When HUGHES
arrived at the Hatfield Company I was required to insure that he had the ccrrect
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 werk and
education we developed a training program for him. To the best of my recollection
HUGHES received all the training that was required in order for him to beccme cert-
,ified as a Level II inspector. HUGHES was also administered six written examinations(d, .h ,, ; nc r :1 Le-1 IT insmeto*'- tc;t, e.hes-o' + = 4est-e-- eeM e u r . l _ ; a-

,weceaere: l' , Nnd-9E, d p additional _ tests which th: = ct-numbers seeo

@ m aware that HUGHES said that he took D MXXX/gp ,aanknosm to~mCYi. m ,:. . . _ ene
of the tests, failed the test then was given the answers to the test, and a second
retest within % hour. I can only say that I think this highly unlikly. It was a
standard practice for me to review all missed questions on any test witn an individua
who failed a test, but he was never given the answers to any cuestions by me er
anycne else for that matter. It is also possible that he macht have taker. the same
test the same day: however, it certainly was not within the time frame that he stated
As I stated earlier the testinc program has changed a great deal within the last
year. We now cive different tests and always after a two day waitinc period. I can
net state exa,ctly what the situation was with HUGHES but I d: net believe that he

,

was given the answers to tne test.
.

,
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l

(JY "I am also familiar with the allegation that HUGHES was conducting inspections
prior to actually becoming certified. To the best of my knowledge he never
conducted any insr.ections by himself, and signed off of any travellers approvin:
the inspections prior to his certification date of 1 Nov 1982. I think that

HUGHES might have thought that by passing the general level II test that ?mst t]Q(,,
would automatically make him certified; however, if that is the case then 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 advised
me that he was ready to become certified and that all training, and educational
requirements had been satisified.

I would also like to comment about the additional allegations that heve surfaced
since the original allegations were presented by HUGHES. With regard tc the
telephenes being monitored by Hatfield Electric Management personnel to prevent
Hatfield empicyees from contacting the NRC or Commenwealth Edison I can say that
if it was done it was done without my knowledge. I know that Hatfield was cencerned
with personal telephone calls coming into the of fice and employees making personal
telephone calls on work time, but we were never advised not to contact the NRC cr
Edison. As a matter of fact we told all of our people that if they had a pr:bler
for them to go throug the chain of command first, and if they felt uncomfortables

\

with that then they could go right to the NRC or Edison. Jim BUCHANAN held a meetir?v
"

around the end of Ncvember 1982, and at that time he passed out cards to everyone%
stating that the point of contacts for both the NRC and Commonwealth Edison were

sJ so and so, and also gave their telephone numbers.
~~ e.

I also did not tell the inspectors to carry a pocket kniff around with them to use
if they come acrcss a weld that contains too much slag. What I told them was " If

;g I was a QC inspector and doing my jcb, and I saw a pin head piece of slag on a weld.s

4 I would try to get it off with my fingernail or pocketknife to see if it was hidin:
% ccme defect. I did not give orders to anyone to carry a pocket knife.

As far as the allegation that I have altered, thrown away, destroyed
anyone from submitting Discrepancie _ Reports it is totally MMEEMEEd',gr preventedincorrect. All
noncomfor=ance Teoorts and DR's had to be clear, and when I say that I mean that
a person WXXXXNTshould be able to understand what '

they are reading. My people
have had little experience at writing up DR's and I have written up thousands.
I have changed a word here or a word there on DR's before, but they never changed
the content of the DR. I have never destroyed any DR initiated by any of my
inspectors, and the only time that I have ever thrown any DR's or nonconformance
reports aways isthat when I was going through te files and I found another ecpy
of one besides the original. Sometimes some of the inspectors would tell me that
they have a DR to write up and I told them fine, godo it. Well, they wou d write
one up that was totally unacceptable and I would tell them to go back and try it
again. On several occasions they would have to be told to go back and rewrite the
DR three and four times, and I would still have to make a word change here er there.
Even though one of the requirements for certification is to have a high s:hoci
education, seme of the inspectors ;ust do not have that strong of a writin: abili:y .

With re:ard to sign,inq off.o,C, welds without first inspecting the weld te: 4117 :
we.;1d like to say tt:: * h.we 4ic.r.at " ~ - - "" - - '''^ ^-' -- w-- une.= er, ( .,h;1_ . ! have never done it without first physically going out and insre; tina
the weld first. To the best of my knowledge no Hatfi eld supervisor ha.c ever dcne --

that. *
+.-

. . .
y - v, w -e--
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.

n 3-
'k,
l Part of my job was to insure that all records are maintained in the established

Hatfield procedure; therefore, I would sometime go into the vault containing
certification reu -ds, employee records and inspection records, and if I happen
to come across a duplicate copy of a record, or in my opinion, that paper
was not required to be in the files in the first place I would remove it. !

wuld always be sure that there was the original there first or that the paper
actually needed to be in the files first be
when Mr. FORNEY was inspecting our records, g M e g ed anything. In March,

I~.- M?^-4 ;.; ;f F:- * rt.'

..ans. if I found somthing that should not be there I removed it, but it was
pr''nothingthatwasneededorrequiredbyMr.FORNEYatthetimeherequestedthe

records. I once found a Boy Scouts of America certificate in one of the files
and I removed it because it had no bearing 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 also thrown away NCR'S and DR'S in this f ashion howe fer , :
onl did MXXX this when there was a duplicate copy.i

The last area that I guess I need to talk about is the certification / decertification
of all female Level I inspectors. From the onset Jim BUCHANAN was responsible, ,.(
for the certification of the female clerks in the Hatfield office. Z.u v. 3:: /") % =A *c '' 5 med=rrr-Jet; ;-- i n i n W - m e mt el-i-gible---f-cr cec _i4 Met ~-- nr me3

) an& m-war T.attescof-iM ;:rt:tionaf tr Mull m .W~;id et be ea-4 'i = A=
J; -E@ANAN thttght%at because the standac631.a tna h a- c nt-hnA % e %4d _

_one.a>f-th; c.i:cri uh e eti#imier : a c Gthe giri e ear a AMe4edy- were.-

\ m elly wc ..!im.1, bc.;urc-they ::re-e e dest-""enes--ih thv e fice es -the--ti=s,,7.A~c
N All of the females were hired as clerks, and none of the girls ever did a field ,*

inspection. I did not oppose the certification of the girls however, I did tell
I'

b D,3 BUCHANAN that his interpertation of the ANSI standard was EXXX not the same as
mine and that

% I did not think the girls should be certified because they were nots

dcing actual physical field inspection, the3; pre simply the caper t,.<,w -

work ger.erated by the field inspectors wasy/agt es, p,&: ins"rino thatIn any eve' nt .--i- yWW
s

. v- si m i '

ce _cc . .

certified two of the girls mentioned above, and we were in the process of certifing
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 certif-
ied. I do not know the backgrour.d on this decision, I just did what I was told.

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of three typewritten pages. 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 my
knowledge and belief. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is,[prueandcorrect. Executed on OW* SC t"5 at /O N O M. p##

/E.p|bh.' 'h e
$ 5 > qr'. G k,e c k o ,- |%' br i ot - |m \9 oc .- o o n

r c Ne$V ' ( |v vciny <f - f g
c ''

c h S 1, k /JR C | - #,
*M g .

wp nw . wi % m .y 6 .m. s ,,, y - Q y g
-

.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, the undersigned, this2o day of Octcher 1933
at Eyron Station, IL.

#
/( -

AUTH: SEC. 101c AEA 1954 as a' ended DAVIO :*. ,A*. AST:

Office of Investigation
Region III, NRC

Ia:e 2 of 2 r.a:es
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH SCOTT K. WAGNER AS RECORDED BY INVESTIGATOR
DAVID M. GALANTI.ON 2 NOVEMBER 1983 AT SOUTH TEXAS NUCLEAR PROJECT.4

.

Scott K. WAGNER was interviewed by Investigator David M. GALANTI on 2 November
1983, at the South Texas Nuclear Project, relevant to his knowledge of Question-
able certification procedures while he worked for Hatfield Electric Comoany,
Byron Station, Byron IL. WAGNER provided biographical information stating he
has worked within the Nuclear Industry since September 1981. WAGNER stated that
he is presently the Senior Raceway _ Inspector for Ebasco Services Inc., and has
occupied that position since leaving Byron Station in May 1983. WAGNER worked
for Hatfield Electric f rom January 1982 until May 1983. WAGNER acknowledged he
was f amiliar 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 stated that HUGHES

*

worked directly for him the entire time that he (HUGHES) was at Hatfielc and he
was HUGHES immediate supervisor. WAGNER stated that HUGHES work was below average,

with regard to his inspection technique's and knowledge, and stated that_HUGHES did
not pick up on the Hatfield program very well. WAGNER stated that when he first met
HUGHES on 4 October 1982 he had a terrible attitude and immediately began to tell
everyone, and anyone who would listen, how he was soley responsible for the inves-
tigation at the Zimmer Nuclear Plant, and that he would do the same think at BYRON,
if " 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 critized Hatfield
on their program. HUGHES work performance was of such a poor quality that WAGNER
said he never Let HUGHES work alone, because he did not have the excertiese that
was necessary to 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 recommended 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 around 1 November
as a Level II inspector. WAGNER emphasized that HUGHES was not certified, as he
alledged, during the middle of October 1982, and never worked by himself.

WAGNER stated that he did not have any direct information with regard to HUGHES
cheating on the Level II certification test; however, he did state that it was a
common practice to review all missed questions with the individual immeciately
following the f ailing of an examination, and then, depending on the time remaining'

in the day either take the s'ame test over that day, or whenever he could get arouno
$ to it. WAGNER said that he was unaole to recall if HUGHES took the second test

the same day that he failed the first test. WAGNER said he did not have any knowled
about any ouestions and answers being written down on the back of HUGHES test. Ore
area that WAGNER did disagree with in regard to the testing was certaining to keecin4

the failed tests. WAGNER said that KOCA always threw away failed tests and neveri

put them in the files where they belonged; however, CECO convinced Hatfield to keep
alL test and their policy was changed shortly to his leaving Hatfiele in May 1983.

_ _ __ _ ._ ,_ -_ _ _ _ _,_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. _ , _ . _ . _.,
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW UITH SCOTT K. WAGNER page 2

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 test 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 Hatfield office,
and he failed one of the certfiication tests, that person would generally get
re-test the same day; however, if the individual that took the test was in 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 f ailed.

WAGNER confirmed that telephones were being monitored by Hatfield management
personnel; however, he stated the telephones were being monitored for the restrictio-
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 requesteo a
procedural guide that he wanted to take with him. Continuing, WAGNER said as soon
as he hung up the telephone, BUCHANAN called him into the office, and was aware of
his conversation with SOUDERS. WAGNER 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, BUCHANAN held an office meeting that was attended
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 desired. To the best of his knowledge HUGHES was never told that he could not
contact either the NRC or Commenwealth Edison either, and he did not have 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 was
simply one of wasting Company time and identified HUGHES, SOUDERS and OGSBURY as
three of the most frequent abusers of the telephone 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 if an
occortunity ever came up in which he could be layed off to go ahead and lay hin of f
because HUGHES told WAGNER that he would rather be layed off than work for Hatfield.
WAGNER said that when HUGHES was finally layed off in January 1983 he was extrer.ly
happy with the fact that he was being layed off. WAGNER did not know why but for
some reason both he (HUGHES) and SOUDERS had it in for Hatfield and were trying to |
"take them down". WAGNER felt that low pay by Hatfield, loss of per dien on 1 Dec-
ember 1982, and some of the personal policies such as the telephone restriction
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 any
inspectors and therefore, TALLENT did not have a job for either HUGHES or SOUDERS.
WAGNER said that he was not sorry to see HUGHES leave; however, he considerec
SOUDERS to be a good solid inspector and he hated to see SOUDERS leave. He felt *ha
SOUDERS was used by HUGHES and indluenced his behavior.

_ _ _ . . . . . .
. -_ - -. -- -.
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH SCOTT K. WAGNER page 3

i
I

WAGNER felt that Hatfield Electric QA/QC program was a good program that got
better the longer he was there and cited an example of when he' arrived they,
meaning Hatfield QC inspectors, were only inspecting 10% of all hangers in the
various locations where they were working, and by the time he got thoroughly
indoctranated into the Hatfield system they were doing 100% of atL inspecticns
of hangers. WAGNER said that the QA/QC program worked independently of production
and there was no outward signs of production directing QA/QC. WAGNER said there
was no interference on the part of production and he was never directed to sign
anything that he did not personally inspect. WAGNER felt that it was a gocc system
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 although there were arguments with production personnel, BUCHANAN
always appeared to have the final word on how a particular procedure or problen
would be resolved. WAGNER said that he was also never prohibited from writing up
DiscrecancyreporthR'S) or NCR'S although normalLy if the problem was somthir.; that
could be done by Hatfield , management would encourage the inspector to write a DP
vice a NCR. HATFIELD apparently desired to use NCR'S sparenty 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 had the
opportunity to observe various programs, and he stilL feels that Hatfield did have
a good 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 violated,
it was a misinterpation of established guidelines.

WAGNER was unable to provide any additional pertinent in. formation and the intervie-
was terminated at 1005.

*

RECORDED BY: DAVID M. GALANTI
Investigator
NRC

|
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Procsdura 17
Revisien 10

. Date 6-2-33
Hatfield Electric Company

[ Units 1 & 2

Training and Qualification of Inspection and Audit P.e rs on ne l

1.1 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.

2.0 SCOPE

2.1 This procedure applies to personnel who perform inspections,
examinations, surveillances, and audits of safety related ite=s 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

3.0 DEFINITIONS

3.0.1 Examination - an element of inspection consisting of investigation of( material, components, supplies or services to determine confor=ance to
those specified requirements which tan be determined by such inves-
tigation. Examination is usually nondestructive and includes simple
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, appurtenances, systems, processes, or,

structures to predetermined quality requirements (ANSI N45.2.10).

3.1 REFERENCES
-

! 3.1.1 Hatfield Electric Company Quality Assurance Manual Section I, II

3.1.2 ANSI N45.2.6-1978

3.1.3 ANSI N45.2.23-1978

4.0 RESPONSIBILITIES'

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

k
,

1
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4.2 The President of the company or the QA/QC tger shall certify personnelto the various inspection or audit levels.
e certification's shall beC to the specific areas listed below, or to ndividual procedure ifnecessary to meet the inspection demands o. ae project.

1) Cable Pan and Hanger Inspector
2) Conduit and Hanger Inspector
3) Visual Weld Inspector
4) Field and Engineering Design Chang: 1spector5) Equipment Turnover, Cable Installa
6) Equipment Receiving Inspector a and Terminations Inspector
7) Auditor

1

4.2.1 The President of the company shal' -inister and evaluate apredetermined testing program for Level III Inspectorscertified by the Hatfield Electric pany. He shall providewritten concurrance to.all the Ow-
certification of Leve'l III Inspec . requirements regarding the2

.

4.3 The QA/QC Manager shall anticipate the per el requirements as deemednecessary by the project schedule and sha.,
svide sufficient staff tomeet these requirements. The QA/QC staff .'! be depicted on an

organizational chart which identifies are ; . i responsibility (QA Manual,Section I).
,

4.3.1 If the QA/QC Manager, during an e.'' . tion, or at any other time,determines that an individual's d;~ :: rated capabilities are net( to be in accordance with this pra a, his certification will;

be invalidated. That individual -
accordance with this procedure. 'se required to recertify i:

,

4.4 It is the responsibility of the QA/QC pers al to perform on y thoseaudits, surveillances, inspections and ex.
ce rt i fi,ed. .: ions for which they are

I

4.5 The QA/QC personnel shall be physically : '.e of performing theirduties. Their vision shall not interfer< their ability to performspecific inspections. Eye examinations s, se given annually.
!

4.5.1 QA/QC personnel shall pass the Ir
a test for color blindness(or equivalent). Those personne '.

shall be limited to inspections .- degrees of color blindness
do not require colorperception.

4.5.2 QA/QC personnel shall pass the J '. eger test (or equivalent)for' visual acuity. Corrective le:
ay be used.

5.0 METHODS

5.1 The QA/QC Manager shall develop an evalua-
training program which will ensure that pe- indoctrination and

nel will meet therequirements of this procedure.

L
,

2,
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5.2 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 installins similar material or equipment which was'

subjsct 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 describing previous jobs and
the amount of time allotted to each.

5.3
( The indoctrination will be performed in accordance with QA/QC Personnel

Indoctrination Checklist, Form HP-172. This form shall be used todocument 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 for=. Thetrainee will initial all dates of completion.
5.4

Training shall be provided for each QA/QC employee entering the Hatfield
QA/QC Program. Training outlines for certification of personnel shall be
approved by a Level III Inspector.

5.4.1 Ceneral 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 minimum
requireme'nts for certification. Completion of the training
outline will be documented and included with the certificationwhich is kept in the individuals personnel file. The training
outlines for Quality Control and Quality Assurance personnel"

shall consist of the following:
!

'
3

'
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QUALITY CONTROL

( 5.4.2.1 The training outline will state the minimum required
hours of classroom 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 III.

5.4.2.2 The classroom training shall be a combination of for=al
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 anyone
with the basic knowledge of the area being taught. A
procedure may be used.if it is.wri.tteh 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
must include;the above requirements. At least one hour
of formal lecture shall be cesigned to give the trainee
the" knowledge required to pass tne general tests and to
prepare him for the additional classroom and field,

demonstrations. These demonstrations 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.

5.4.2.3 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.

5.4.2.4 The testing will be divided into closed book and
practical tests with a minimum of 80% accuracy to
demonstrate the specific and practical knowledge of theinspection 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
with 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 will contain 10 or! ( more questions relating to the Hatfield QA/QC
program.

.
!

4
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5.4.2.4.2 The practical tests will 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
until a minimum of two days has elapsed and
additional reading or review has been
performed.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

5.4.2.5 cen'eral training including Form HP-174 to develop the
fundamentals, objectives, characteristics, organization,
performance and results of quality auditing with a
minimum 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:

Orientation to provide a working knowledge and under-a.

standing of ANSI N45.2, ANSI N45.2.23 and the
Hatfield QA Program and Pro'cedures

:

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

1

On the job training, guidance and counseling underc.
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 with a minimum acceptable performance
level of 802. 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

k-
performed.

<

5.5 Personnel qualifications and capabilities
5
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INSPECTORS

C.. 5.5.1 Level I Inspector Education and Experience Requirements

5.5.1.1 Two years of related expertence in eq'uivalent 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.. - - .. . - .-

5.5.2 Level I Inspector Capabilities

5.5.2.1 The inspector shall be capable of recording inspection
~

data 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 Require =ents

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 related
experience in equivalent inspection activities, or;

5.5.3.3 Completion of college level work leading to an,

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.4

5.5.4 Level II Inspector Capabilities

k
5.5.4.1 The inspector shall have the capabilities of a Level I

inspector for the areas of inspection.*

6
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5.5.4.2 The inspector shall have demonstrated capabilities in
g planning inspections.

5.5.4.3 The inspector shall have demonstrated capabilities in,

supervising or maintaining surveillances over inspection
activities, Level I inspectors, data takers, and'

inspectors-in-training.

5.5.4.4 The inspector shall have demonstrated capabilities in
reinspection results and in evaluating the validity and
acceptability of inspection results.

5.5.5 Level III Inspector Education and Experience Requirements

5.5.5.1 Six years of satisfactory performance as a Level I!
inspector in .the corresponding inspection category or
class, or;

5.5.5.2 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 relevent
quality assurance aspects of a nuclear facility, or;

5.5.5.3 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 cuality assurance
aspects of a nuclear facility, or;

5.5.5.4 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 facility,,

i

5.5.6 LEVEL III Inspector Capabilities

5.5.6.1 The inspector will have all the capabilities of a Level
II Inspector.

5.5.6.2 The inspector will be capable of evaluating the adequacy
of programs used to train and test the inspection
personnel.

5.5.6.3
k. The inspector will be capable of evaluating the

qualification of both lower level and the same levelinspector. -

'
7

:
,
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5.5.6.4 The inspector will be capable of reviewing procedures

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

'
.

AUDITORS AND LEAD AUDITORS

5.5.7 Auditors

5.5.7.1 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.

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

5.5.8 Lead Auditors
..

5.5.8.1 A Lead Auditor will be an individual who is capable of
organizing and directing an audit, reporting audit

,

findings, and evaluating corrective actions. He shall4

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

5.5.8.2 Unless certified as a Lead Auditor prior to e= ploy =ent,
( the Lead Auditor shall complete the appropriate training( prior to functioning as a Lead Auditor in order to

attain competence in auditing skills.

5.5.8.3 A Lead Auditor must participate in a mini =um 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 one (1) year prior to
qualification.

:

5.5.8.4 In order to qualify and be certified as a Lead Auditor,
in addition to the above, the individual 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
addition, score one (1) credit for a Masters degree( in engineering, physical sciences, business
management or quality assurance from an accredited

'
institution.

8
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b. Experience (9 points maximus) Technical experience
C in engineering, manufacturing, construction,

operation or maintenance, score one (1) credit for
each full year with a maximum of five (5) for this
, aspect of experience.

- If two (2) or more years of this experience have
been in the nuclear field, score one (1) additional
credit, or,

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

,

.,,

- if two (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 been
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 (2c.

points maximum) Certification of competency in
engineering, science or quality assuranceI

specialties issued and approved by a State Agency or
National Professional or Technical Society, score
two (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 follows:

(
,

'

9
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5.6.1.1 Quality Control (ANSI N45.2.6-1978)

( . a. Level I Inspector
.

b. Level II Inspector

c. Level III Inspector

5.6.1.2 Quality Assurance (ANSI N45.2.23-1978) '

! .

a. Auditor

b. Lead Auditor

5.6.2 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 P rsonnel 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.

J
'

5.6.3
! Certifications will be invalidated for inspectors who have not

( performed inspections in an area of certification for one year;i

for auditors who have not participated in an audit for one year;'

and for lead auditors who fail to maintain their proficiency for
; a period of two years. These individuals shall be required toi

re-certify in accordance with this procedure.
; 5.6.4 DELETED

5.6.5 The Level III candidate shall meet or exceed Education and'

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

having administered or taken the practical examinationa.
j 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.
5.6.6 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:

; a. perform the read / study

( b. receive instruction through formal lecture
10

.
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c. sucessfully complete the practical examination

( d. complete the OJT training requirements

complete re-examination per paragraph 5.6.5e.

5.6.7 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.

sucessfully take the CECO test previously mentioneda.

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
which an independent agency develops, administers, and
grades.

5.6.8 Auditors and Inspectors will be re-evaluated each year after
certification to assure satisfactory performance or
redetermination of capability before re-certification tat i

place. Lead Auditors will be re-evaluated every two ye. orprior to the date of expiration.

5.7 Re-Certification

5.7.1 The QA/QC Manager shall re-certify personnel each year at any
time, 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.

5.7.2 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 80%.

5.7.2.1 Auditors shall maintain their proficiency by
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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a. participation in one formal audit;
k b. a review and study of predetermined subject matter

such as codee, standards, instructions and other
documents related to the quality assurance progra=;

c. participation in or training auditors to
predetermined training programs.

5.7.2.3' Inspectors shall maintain their proficiency prior to the
i <

I
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
i not require an inspection, a surveillance, audit, or'

documented procedural activity shall be sufficient.

5.7.3 Supervisory personnel for the individual inspection or audit
'

activities shall be responsible fo-c assuring that personnel
maintain their proficiency in the areas or procedures they are
certified in.

5.7.4 Previously certified Hatfield Level I and II ANSI inspectors must
complete all requirements as stated in Appendixes B or C. The 40
hours of OJT may be excluded if the inspector has been working as
a certified inspector in that area and this work can be
documented.

*

| 5.8 Requalification for Certification

5.8.1 Inspectors and auditors who fail to maintain their proficiency or
are re-hired af ter termination shall be re-evaluated,
re-indoctrinated, and retrained per a training outline approved
by the QA/QC Manager.

5.8.2 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:
a. retraining per Paragraph 5.4.2.5

|
b. re-examination per Paragraph 5.4.2.6

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

!
*

,

'
.

12
,

I

|
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( 6.0 DOCUMENTATION

- 6.1 Form HP-171, Perionnel Evaluation .

6.2 Form HP-172, Personnel Indoctrination Checklist

6.3 Form HP-173, QC Inspector Training Checklist
6.4 Form HP-174, Auditor Training Checklist

6.5 Form HP-175, Lead Auditor Training Checklist
_

6.6 Form HP-176, certificate of Qualfication
6.7 Form HP-!77, Evaluation for Le' d Auditor Certificationa

6.8 Form HP-178, Summary..of Inspection Level Capabilities

6.9' Appendix A, Deleted

6,10 Appendix B, Minimum Requirement of Level I Inspector

6.11 Appendix C, Minimum Requirement of Level II Inspector

.

O O

*
,_

.

$
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File 3.01

Form HP-172 |

C EATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
Byron Units 1 & 2

.

QA/QC Personnel Indoctrination Checklist
.

EMPLOYEE: .

PERFORMANCE
ITEMS DATE/ INITIAL VERIFIED BY1. Organization Responsibilities, &

Authorities; Technical Objectives

2. Specification Contract F-2790 Div.II

3. Safety Practices:
a. Alarm Signals

b. Emergency Phone locati'on and procedure

4. Familiarization
Building Nomenclature and locationa.

b. Electrical EQ Nomenclature and location

5. Tool & Instrument Familiarization .

a. Torque Wrenches

b. Compression Tools

c .- 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 P.rocedures Manual

10. S & L Drawings

11. S & L Standards

. This employee has read or received instruction to achieve a general familiarizatier.l with those items listed above.
'

Verified by: Date:
1
-

1
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Form HP-173

RATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY -

.

General Training Checklist for Quality Control Inspectors

_

Trainee Date Started

ITEMS Trainee Pe rformance
Date/ Initial Verified by,

A. Reading and General Knowle*dge
i 1. Procedures 1, 4, 7 and 29

2. Procedures 5, 6, 14 and 30
3. Procedures 17, 22 and 24
4.

-

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

COMMENTS:

General Training complete and acceptable by:

Date:

1

e
.

.

- _ .- , - - - - .
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.

For= fHP-174.

.

{ ., HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
.

Auditor Training Checklist

Trainee
Date started

Trainee
._

Initial /Date
PERFORMANCE VERIFIED BYA. FORMAL

1. HECO QA Manual
2. Project Procedures _

3. 10CFR50, Appendix B
_

4 ANSI N45.2.12 _i *
_

5. ANSI N45.2.23 ~

6. ANSI N45.2 _.

_
~

7. ANSI N45.2.9 _

_

B. ON THE JOB TRAINING
._

1. Audit Participation
{ (min. of 2 required) .

Audit #
Audit #
Audit i

__

__ __ -

C. EXAMINATION

Score

_ -

COMMENTS:
1

-

._

. . _

--

A

uditor Training complete and acceptable by:_

Date:
._

,
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Form HP-176HATFIELD s i. = c r a i c ' " * ' ' ' * ^ 'ca . y
CO Tm.C..ms

............i... . .... .... ..... ...... . ......... . ... ..... . .... ... .
.

... ........

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 Procedured'7
and ANSI N45.2.6-1978. The capabilities of the employee have been deter =ined

.

by evaluation and are acceptable. The documentation of the evaluation will befound in the personnel file.
.

Expiration:

Date
|

QA/QC Manager
Batfield Electric Company

.

.

C'Eutt2 of LLECTRiCAL CoNTR.Cf o45 A$$'N OF CMICAGO . NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS ASS'N8UILDING CoNSTRUCTroN EW.Lovt#*S .55'
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{ HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

PERSONNEL EVAIDATION *

Fmployees Name Date of Evaluation

Position or title

. Qualification Criteria I II IIIANSI N45.2.6-1978 1 2 3 4_ 1 |2 '3 14 1 F2 13 |41.0 Educa tion

1.1 High school grad

1.2 Associates Degree
.

1.3 ..S. oesree O ,0 0.

2.0 Related Experience

2.1 3 months

2.2 6 months ]
2.3 one year O I4 vel I r::perience

O Related Experience O
2.4 2 years

2.5 3 years

2.6 5 years (2 years nuclear)

2.7 6 years (as 14 vel II)

2.8 7 years (2 years nuclear)

2.9 8 years (2 years 14 vel II) Q
2.10 10 years

3.0 specific training nuclear

'

Evaluation By: Date
O Indicates Minicum Recomended by ANSI N45.2.6-1978

Basis for Evaluation:

L
.
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i

File 3.01
C.

Form fHP-175
.

.

'RATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
.

LEAD AUDITOR TRAINING CHECKLIST

Trainee Date started

Trainee PERFORMANCE VERIFIED BY
Initial /Date

A. FORMAL
..

1. 10CFR50, Appendix B
2. ANSI N45.2
3. ANSI N45.2.2
4. ANST 545.2.3

,5. ANSI N45.2.4
6. ANSI N45.2.6
7. ANSI N45.2.9
8. ANSI N45.2.10

C 9. ANSI N45.2.11
10. ANSI N45.2.12
11. ANSI N45.2.13
12. ANSI N45.2.15
13. ANSI N45.2.23
14. AWS D1.1-75
15. Audit plan, Report,

Follow up, Close-out
and Log

B. ON THE JOB TRAINING

1. Audit Participation
(Min. of 5 audits),

Audit #
Audit #
Audit i ~~~

Audit i
Audit #

C. EXAMINATION

; Score
i

.

! ( Training complete and acceptable by
Date_ |

.

I
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Form HP-177

HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY
.

Evaluation For Lead Name Date
Auditor Certification
(ANSI N45.2.23)
2.3.1 QUALIFICATION POINT REQUIREMENTS CREDITS
2.3.1.1 EDUCATION (Universitv/ Degree /Date) 4 Credits Max.

Undergraduate Level

Graduate Level
2.3.1.2 EXPERIENCE (Companv/ Dates) 9 Credits Max.

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

2.3.1.3 PROFESSIONAL ACCOMPLISHMENT (Certificate /Date) 2 Credits Max.
P.E.
Societv

2.3.1.4 MANAGEMENT 2 Credits Max.
Explain:

,

Total Credits
( (10 recuired)

2.3.2 AUDIT COMMUNICATION SKILLS
Explain:

2.3.3 AUDIT TRAINING
SUBJECT Date1.

2.
3.

2.3.4 AUDIT PARTICIPATION
(Audits) (Subject) (Date)1.

2.
3.
4.

5.
2.3.$ EXAMINATION and SCORE Date:5.2 EVALUATED and CEPTIFIED BY:

QA/QC Manager Date:3.2 ANNUAL EVALUATION
DATES

QA/QC HANAGER

,

9

- , _- _ _ , _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . , . , - . . . _ _ .__ , , . , , _ _ _ _ , , , _._ _ _ . . _ _ ,



Revision 10.
,

File 3.01 Date 6-2-83
Form HP-178

C HATFIEl.D ELECTRIC COMPANY

BYRON UNITS 1 & 2
.

SUMMARY OF INSPECTION LEVEL CAPABILITIES

INSPECTION LEVEL
LEVELACTIVITY I II III . . CAPABILITIIES I II III

Proc. 1 Recording Inspection Data
Proc. 2
Proc. 3 Implementing Inspection
Proc. 4

Pro.cedures. .Proc. 5 1
._.

- . .. . . .. . _

Proc. 6 i Planning Inspections
Proc. 7 !

Proc. 8 I Evaluating the Valid
Proc. 9A 1

*

Acceptability.of Inspection
Proc. 9B Results
Proc. 9C 1

Proc. 9E i Reporting Inspection Results
Proc. 10
Proc. 11 i Supervising Equivalent or
Proc. 12 i Lower Level PersonnelProc. 12A

( Qualifying Lower LevelProc. 12B
Proc. 13AA I PersonnelProc. 13AB i .

Proc. 13AC i Evaluating the Adequacy ofProc. 13AD 1 Specific Programs Used to
Proc. 13AE I Train and Test InspectionProc. 13C I Personnel
Proc. 14
Proc. 15 Qualifying Same Level
Proc. 16 Personnel
Proc. 17

Areas of CertificationProc. 18
Proc. 19
Proc. 19A
Proc. 20
Proc. 21
Proc. 22
Proc. 23
Pro 24
Proc. 25
Proc. 26
Proc. 27
Proc. 28
Proc. 29
Proc. 30

k QA/QC Start Date: Comments:
.

|

_ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ___ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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RF. VISION 10APPENil!X R
DATE (2-2083-

TABLE I

! HINIMUM REQUIREMENT OF LEVEL I INSPECTORS *
- RTIFICATION ACTIVITY DURATION REQUIREMENTS DOCUMEtTTATION
:
j a) Read / Study Variable; cover all Appropriate Contractor Signature of completion
i procedures procedures must be Trainee & Level II,

J done
i

j b) Formal Lecture Hin. I hr. & per Outline Approved by signature of completion
i outline L III Trainee & Level II
4

f c) Lecture Demon- Hin. 8 hr. & per Outline approved by Signature of completion
stration and outline L III Trainee & Level II,

i Question / Answer
I Inspector OJT and 40 hrs, of mock Trainee to achieve Trainee to complete
; Demonstrated inspections using 1007. Proper data and retain inspection
} Capability current checklist taking skills'- checklist used,
i immediate corrections,

i to be made by Level II to evaluate
Level II. Level II in writing Trainee

< -

. to evaluate capa- capability
j . bility
i

) Testing-Ceneral 40 Question 80*4 and discuss in- Written exam as
} (closed book) correct answer with approved by Level III

Level II,

i .

Specific using All major types 807. of proper data Written Inspection /
; checklist and of different items taken and discussion or specific test
: inspection tools to be inspected of incorrect approved by Level III
i results

!

l

| * See Paragraphs 5.4.2.2-5.4.2.4
:

j

'
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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APPENDIX C 1 | 4 i REVISIOrir tu
TABLE II - 8 ( ] [ DATE 6-2-83

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT OF LEVEL II l ECTORS*

'ERTIFICATION ACTIVITY DURATION REQ EhS DOCUMENTATION
,

T "

.
I. a) Read / Study variable; cover all Appropriate Contractor Signature of Completi

procedures procedures must/be Trainee & Level II
'

done
).

b) Formal Lecture Hin. I hr. & per Outline approved by Signature of Completi
outline L III : Trainee & Level II

c) Lecture Demon- Hin. 8 hr & per Outline approved by Signature of completi
stration and outline L III Trainee & Level II
Question / Answer *

I. Inspector OJT and 40 hrs. of mock Trainee to achieve Trainee to completeDemonstrated inspections using 100*/. proper acceptance / and retain inspectioncapability current checklist reject bkills - checklist used.
Immediate corrections
to be made by Level II. Level II to evaluate*

Level II to evaluate in writing Trainee
-

capabi,lity Capability

I. Testing-General 40 Question 80% & discuss incor- Written exam as ap-
(closed book) : rect answer with proved by Level III

Level II

Specific using check- All major types 80% of proper ac- Written Inspection /
list and inspection of different items ceptance/ reject and . or specific test
tools to be inspected discussion of in- approved by Level III

correct re Its
.

_

~

.

* See Faragrphs 5.4.2.2-5.4.2.4
. . .
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BYRON STATION

11 October, 1983

97$
At this time I, Marvin R. TALLENT, Jr., do herby make the fol, lowing 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-

freely, and without any threats being made toward me or promises offeredment

This statement concerns my knowledge of the circumstances surrounding Johnme.

HUGHES, and his employment / termination with Hatfield Electric Company.

I am presently the site manager for Pittsburg Testing Laboratories (PTL) and have
been so employed since June 1982. Prior to this assignment I was working at the
Sav, anna River Project, Agusta, GA, from June 1981 until June 1982. I have been
with PTL since September 1973 in a continious position, and worked two additional
years with PTL prior to the start of my continious employment with that company.
Part of PTL's responsibility at Byron Station is to provide a work force to
various contractors who are unable to; find qualified workers. HUGHES employment
with PTL was in that area. Although HUGHES was hired by PTL he was assigned to
work at Hatfield Electric Company under the direct work supervision of Hatfield

{ management personnel. PTL maintained administrative responsiblity over these
t workers such as HUGHES; however, the company the individuals were assigned to

~$) could release them back to PTL when it was appropriate to do so.
~.

O S HUGHES first started his employment with PTL on the 4th of October 1982. I had'*'l7- known HUGHES previously when I was at Surry Virginia, and he contacted me for'

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

and assigned to the Quality Control Section of Hatfield Electric. When HUGHES
*

reported enboard I noticed that he did not have a High School diploma or a GED
*% equivilancy and therefore I made arrangments for him to obtain a GED certificate

while he was undergoing his training at Hatfield. HUGHES took several of the test
and around the end of October we received confirmation from the State of Illinois
that HUGHES had successfully passed all of the areas he needed and that a GEO
certificate would be issued. Once I received a copy of the GED certificate I

g{ made a entry in HUGHE'S file and notified Hatfield Electric. I believe that it
was a short time later that I had heard that HUGHES had become certified as a*

Level 11 inspector. I did not have a great deal to do with HUGHES from that point
forward because things appeared to be running smoothly. 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 elaborated on any specifics. I do recall that on
one occasion myself, HUGHES, another PTL employee named Irv SOUDERS and Jim
BUCHANAN, the Hatfield Electric QA manager got together in BUCHANAN's of fice
and he told them both that they had better knock off the " bull session'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 problem with HUGHES; however, he weuld
talk constantly with SOUDERS and cause a disruption in the werking area. Apparentl
in early January HUGHES and SOUDERS continued to create a problem by talking and
I received a letter from Hatfield stating that the services of HUGHES and SOUDERS
were no longer reeuired by gAIKIEE3X Hatfield Electric so they both were layed off
of work on 7 Jarasty 1983. I would have offered a job to HUGHES at that time
however, I did not have ogggto offer. HUGHES was a good worker, and very knowledga
inhisjob,however,hegggytalkandbecomeairritantveryeasily. Idonc{ggo.anything about telephones ceing monitored by Hatfield Electric to prevent their
employees from contacting the NRC or CECO. I had heard from HUGHES immediate
supervisor that on one of the tests HUGHES needed to pass for his certification
as a level :: inspector that HUGHES failed one of the test, was civen the answers -

'

JgA/
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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e

to the test, and then was given the same test a short time later.
HUGHES immediate supervisor told me about that matter and I am not Sectt WAG::EP,

sure if he
meant HUGHES was actually given every answer to the test then* retook the tect,
the test was reviewed with him then he retook the test. or

instance of cheating on certification tests that This is the only
I have heard about. I de nothave 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 thisstatement that I desired.
knowledge and recollection. p .,This statement is true and correct to the best of myg

'

A. f. /O'c.) A M
MARVIN R. TALLENT /#[/2f9J

Subscribed and sworn to beforeme, the undersigned, this 12th day of Oct ter, 1983At Byron Station, IL.

'
' <P,

DAVID M. GALANTI
Investigator, NRC

AUTH: Sec. 161c AEA 1951 as amended

,

,
.

!
;

.
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Pn i SSURG?-I T.TCT!NG LABORATORY '

INTER.U' FICC CORREO.eONDENCC

r*merCT PTL Safety Program Review

PROSPECT No..

' 'so orrice rnoM D.A. Dunn omCE DATC

srrcur:ON OF '
. -

,
,

'
.

. . -

This docume~nt acknowledges that the undersigned has completed a
review of the PTL Safety Program, and understands the significance of this
Program's implementation and the consepuences which may result from -,

' violations.of the various rules contained therein. .

.
-

*

, ,,

- *,
,

,
.

.

'
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.

.

A Y
- - . . .

. .

Empioyee
*

. .
.

,

.

~4Yme Mts
*

- =c

Manage / ,

/
-..;.

r or Safety Coordinator,,,
.

.

.

W W

. .

Date **
-.

. . .. ,

4

N/Y/r"
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-

. .
'

Date
-
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.
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e,- Wie: May 18, B2 ;. . - -

Name * . .

.

Score
|

:Date |\
_-

HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY (, p [
EXAMINATION

/ f 7, py
Procedures #1, #'4, # 7, and #29

! CLOSED BOOK

Procedure #1, _ Method of Preparine Procedures
.

h h(11.
Acceptancecriteriaforinspectionandsurveillancechecklist(g

/itemswillbereferencedandwillbefoundineitherthestan-f){dards; approved project specifications; thek . oy;

k '

f{
. . .

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 (%)I documentation $;3.
TheProjectManagerwillchecktheapplicableSpecifications,d*{
Standards, and drawings to deter =ine the installation and i '

Quality Assurt.nce requirement of the procedure d br F
('4.,

will be responsible for developing the I
_. ec. s . .:

v 5

site procedures and for submitting them to the Owner for N n
v Yapproval. D5. Procedures which have been conditionally approved by the Ownerbr \

R'
(with comments) and which must be implemented for work in
progress have the comments with the procedure when issued. t

.T'or F ,,

| '

6.
Who will maintain the master set of HECO Procedures: \/ a. Hatfield Electric Company Engineering
b. Commonwealth Edison QA Department i

!
Hatfield Electric Company Project Mangerc.

O Hatfield Electric Company QA Depattment
7. The effective date of implementation shall be

,a. one month
b. stamped in red on cover sheet of each procedure-

j c. one day
d. each Mondav



. . . _ , ._ _ _ .

- -.

,i' B.
The purpose of this procedure #1 is to establish the guide--

lines and provide the authority for developing, obtaining
'

N approval of and distributing the project site proceduresj

required fcr the implementation of Hatfield Electric Com-*

, pany's Quality Assurance Program. T or'F9.
The QA Manager. will distribute copies of procedures to any

M field personnel whose activities necessitate having a copyin their possession.
Tor (F

-
,

10.
A surveillance checklist will be used on a quarterly basis
to verify the proper distribution of Procedure #1. [sorF '

.
,

, ..
.

. ,i

Procedure #4,' Drawing Control

1
All superseded office and field drawings and standards willM/beeithermarked/

,

in red through the title blockor destroyed.

Upon delievery of installation drawings, standards and
specifications to the field office, and prior to issuance to
thX e field personnel, a drawing clerk will:n2. 'T>or F Review them to check if design is correcti

g 3. T or'F
'

Date stamp the transmittals only for standards
and specifications

V' 4 . Tior F:

! Date stamp the' transmittal and all copies of
the installation drawings

! 5.
Drawings that are for electrical installation and that are'

; recieved fro
{

CECO suppliers will be handled in the sa e
fashion as S & L drawings and standards. .T or Fi 6.
The drawing clerk will not maintain a record that will indi-

,

I

/ cate which drawing revision have been issued to the field.h'T or F
k 7.

The drawing clerk will issue the changes (FCR's, ECN's) via
Form HP-48.;

The field personnel will then either attach the
j

change document to the applicable dra' wing, standard, or1 *

specification or will reference it on the drawing, standard,
or specification. T, or, Ff t

.

. . - > - . - - - . . . - . - _ r.-- -,.n._ +v__,y _,+7.,~_,._my..y.---.,m.,. , ., ..,.,,r_. --,__.n,,,,, ,,_,.-m._.%,,_.e ~. y_-. -#,, ...,_.,.-,-.- . , , . - ,
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8. Hatfield QC will perforn _
Document Control: surveillance of
a. daily

'

/ b. weekly
c. monthly
d. none of the above ~

''

HECO Engineering will maintain a lo_g of each approved changenotica (ECN's , FCR's) received. (TorF
10.

Who will maintain a record of drawings (s) received ~

, indicating
for each revision the date received?a. QC Inspector
b. Lead Auditor

(g QA/QC Clerksd.i drawing clerk
e. none of the above

.

Procedure #7, Electrical Design Chance
*

1.
The purpose of the procedure is to ensure that during the con
struction phase of the project approved design changes are in-

-

corporated into work activities, as they progress.2. T or F
This procedure applies to electrical installation activitie/

performed by HECO prior to final turnover of equipment to the
sf

Owner. T or(F
3.

Special methods for handling design changes detailed on wiri
,,
'

diagrams are in the appendix of this procedure. ng
4. T or F

This procedure applies to non-approved, safety related design/
changes specified as revision to the electrical installationdrawing. Tof(F5. _ /. & r e, r m .1

_ is responsible for providing*

assurance, through the inspection program, that th2 methods
of this procedure are followed. )'

6. The _)j is responsible for the imple-mentation of this procedure,
a. Inspector

b. Project Manager
QA Manager
*

e3,**e=4gne

- . - - - - - _ - - - . - _ _ . . _ _ _ . . , , -. . - - - - - . , _ . - . - - _ _ , - - _ _ . - . _ _ _ _ . -- .
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7."
NCR's mainly apply to Procedure #7. T orfF

B.
When a change to an existing installatio'n is necessi t d
a drawing revision and rework is required, the Owner's app

ae by

will be obtained prior to commencint the rew6rk roval
9.

oc personnel will, when performing inspections of insta11atiorc
T or F.

Y
inspect the areas to the applicable drawing revision ( ).,,

force. ' T or F s in
10.

What does ECN stand for? 49 dy-
,

V < < ~ ' '

'

Procedure #29, Field Initiated Reouests for'Desim Cha
,

nces
~

1.
This procedure has been adablished to ensure that devi ti
from the design draw' i;s or standards are properly docu

a ons
approved and implemen d. h or F \ mented,/

3 What is an Field Change
. .

eq st (FCR )?/Y A form which is used for ... e ~ ~.s '
,. # n '..- .,~

.

3. Who initiates an FCR?
_

' '

A.
Production shall not proceed with FCR related work u til
have an approved copy of the FCR. n they

'T or F5.
FCR's which have been rejected via being superseded

*

/

have to have the FCR reference removed from the drawin
shall

the superseding FCR reference added to the drawing
g and

6.
When an FCR is initiated and Part A completed . i or F/

, it will besubmitted to g-
for approval...

7.
Hatfield QA Department will verify

that the inspection madeq
for the related equipment was performed in accordan*

the FCR and yerify that the drawings were revised ace with
the FCR.

_

s shown on.

The above statement is_
- ,

ai True _.
'

O False
c. partly true

B. FCR's can be _/ a. . (best answer)Major
. S. all of the aboveb. Minor e. none of the abovec. Superseded

. . - _ - _ _ _ - _ -. . _ - - - - . ._-, .. .- . - - . . . .-_
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9. Nonconfoming conditions are corrected with an '

~ ,

10. h*ho approves and FCR?

a. Project Manger at HECOj
b. QA Manger at HECO

c. a&b
.-
d. None of the above

...

.,
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C HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY .

Byron Units 1 s. 2
,

.

.

s
-

.

GENERAL EX AMINATIC*7

Procedures 1, 4, 7, and 29

These exariaation questions are designed to
test the basic knowledge of procedure which
are coe:non to anost all QA/QC activities.
(Reft Form HP-173)

.

CLosto Bodx.

.

Minimum Score 60". -

Co
Score

.

..
. -

Adninistered and evaluated by

i
.

W Date /C"/O -9 *
lJa s X. Buchanan( Manager

.
.

f/. 9 * Y O 9 * 0 6 U * Y.
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* *

4 ', . .,
**'

Date: May 18, g Namt16/Jo MAv/r c.
-

_

",5:, . 9 O 'l /d #Score, ,

!
'

Date -N -b $
HATFIELD ELECTRIC COMPANY

<
4

EXAMINATION

Procedures #1, l'4, f 7, and #29
_ CLOSED BOOK

4

Procedure #1, Method of precarine Procedures

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

4

i

'dards; approved project specifications; the p.y,/h
! and the installation drawings.
! 2.

/ For=s that are part of and separately attached to the pro-
-

cedure will be listed under the
section of the procedure. (a) reference @ documentation

3.
The Project Manager will check the applicable Specifications,

-

v

Standards, and drawings to deter =ine the installai and '.
4

Quality Assurance require =ent of the procedu gr
yo -//52

I or
4. CA-

ef ~ - - -)/ will be responsible for developing the
site procedures and for submitting them to the Owner forI

; approval.
! 5 Procedures which have been conditionally approved by the Owner

-
'

/
(with comments) and which must be imple=ented for work in

!

progress have the com=ests with the procedure when issued.
f (T)or F

-6
7 Who will maintain the master set of HECO Procedures:

Hatfield Electric Company Engineering
,a.

r b. Com=onwealth Edison QA Department

Hatfield Electric Company Project Manger ,c.

h Hatfield Electric Company CA Department
9 7. The effective date of implementation shall be

/ a. .

one month
62 sta= ped in red on cover sheet of each procedure
c. one day
d. each Monf. .,-

. . --



, _ _ _ . . ._

- 2-. .

~,
*

8. The purpose . 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. ' hor F
| 9.j The QA Manager will distribute copies of procedures to any-

| V field personnel whose activities necessitate having a copy

in their possession. @ or F
10. A surveillance checklist will be used on a quarterly basis-

| to verify the proper distribution of Procedure #1. Tor 79
. . ..____ .. . .

.

Procedure #4, Drawine Control

All superseded office and field drawings and standards will-

be either carked / 5 d in red through the title block

or destroyed.

Upon delievez'f of installation drawings, standards and

!
specifications to the field office, and prior to issuance to

the field personnel, a drawing clerk will:

2. T or $ Review them to check if design is cor ect '.

/ 3. (_T)or F Date stamp the trans=ittals enly for standards~

and specifications
/ 4. dPor F Date sta=p the transmittal and all copies of '

_,

the installation drawings

5 Drawings that are for electrical installation and that ares

recieved from CECO suppliers will be handled in the same

fashion as S & L drawings and standards. @ or F
6.. The drawing clerk will not maintain a record that will indi--;

cate which drawing revision have been issued to the field.

| T orh
~

l

| t 7 The drawing clerk will issue the changes (FCR's, ECN's) via
j / Form HP-48. The field personnel will then either attach the
' change docu=ent to the applicable drawing, standard, or

.' specification or will reference it on the drawing, standard,

orspecification.(9orF
i

L.

_ - - _ . . _. .



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

..

3~~*

' . * .. .,

-
. _

8. Hatfield QC will perfom surveillance of-,

Document Control:
,

a. daily

/ b. weekly

@ monthly
d. none of the above

- /9 HECO Engineering will maintain a log of each approved change
notica (ECN's , FCR's) received. h or F

10. Who will maintain a record of drawings (s) received, indicating~

for each revision the date received?

a. QC Inspector

b. Lead Auditor/
c QA/QC Clerks

drawing clerk

e. none of the above

Procedure #7, Electrical Desien Chance

1. ' The purpose of the procedure is to ensure that during the cen- '.-

struction phase of the project approved design t.hanges are in-

corporated into work activities, as they progress. or F

2. This procedure applies to electrical installation activities-

/ perfomed by HECO prior to final turnover of equip =ent to the

h or FOwner.

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

_

4. This procedure applies to non-approved, safety related design-

/ changes specified as revisien to the electrical installationt

drawing. h of F ~

- 5.- /n. 4 m#, w ca is responsible for providing
-/ v

| assurance, through the inspection program, that the methods
'

of this procedure are followed.

6. The is responsible for the imple--

! mentation of this procedure.

a. Inspector 3

(, h Project Manager

c. QA Manager

d. Superintendent ,

_._ . _ _ . _ _ _
- _ _ __
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-

7. NCR'smainlyapplytoProcedure#7.[TorF
n,

"
8.( / When a change to an existing installation is necessiated by

a drawing revision and rework is required, the Owner's approval
will be obtained prior to cocmencint the rew6rk. @orF.--

QC personnel will, when perfoming inspections of installations
.

in'spect the areas to the applicable drawing revision (s) in
,

force. h or F '

10. What does ECN stand for? / r[ p y/a/A
-

Procedure #29, Field Initiated Recuests for Desien Chances

- 1.
This procedure has been established to ensure that deviatiens
from the design drawings or standards are properly docu=ented,
approvedandimplemented.(horF

2. What is an Field Change Request (FCR )?
-

f A for: which is used for_ /, A www A- Aw-|-)f- ,And w 73).'
/

( 3. Who initiates an FCR? _,C ~.nh .

4
Production shall not procee'd with FdR related work until they

.f.

have an approved copy of the FCR. Mr F
7- f5. FCR's which have been rejected via being superseded shall

have to have the FCR reference removed from the drawing and
thesupersedingFCRreferenceaddedtothedrawing.@orFf . When an FCR is initiated and Part A completed, it will be

e

sub=itted to or, W/.r. for approval.
7. Hatfield QA Department will yerifv-

that the inspection cade
for the related equip =ent was perf.ormed in accordance with
the FCR and yerifv that the drawings were revised as shown en'

the FCR. '

/ The above state =ent is
.

'

'

.

a. Tnte

$ False
c. Partly true

8. FCR's can be-

_. (best answer),./ a . Major
(d) all of the aboves b. Minor e. none of the above

|
|

..

___ - - - - - - - -
- e- ~'~~
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onforming conditions are corrected with an /I[G #9.( .
'

.

10. Who approves and FCR?
a. Project Manger at ECO

b .' QA Manger at ECO
/
c. a&b -

None of the above.
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN AS RECORDED'BY INVESTIGATOR
DAVID M. GALANTI AT THE BYRON NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT, BYRON IL.

.

On 27 July 1983, Mr. James K. BUCHANAN, Hatfield Electric Company, was interviewed
by Investigators David M. GALANTI, Of fice of Investigation, RIII, Nuclear Regulatcry
Commission and Robert SEGAL, Office of Investigation, Headouarters Investigative
Staff, Nuclear Regulatory Commission relevant to the relationship of Pittsburg
Testing Laboratory (PTL); QA/QC certification testing and training program and
John HUGHES, a former employee of Hatfield Electric Company. BUCHANAN provided
biographical data stating he was employed by Hatfield Electric Company on 5 Nov-
ember 1979 as a Quality Assurance (QA) Engineer and remained in that position
until his pronotion to QA Manager on 20 April 1981. BUCHANAN stated he was Hatfield
Electric Company's QA Manager until 4 April 1983 and a question of his previous
work experience led to a determination that he was not qualified as a Level III,
and therefore, was forced to relinquish the position of QA Manager against his
personal desires. BUCHANAN said he is presently working in the Hatfield Engineering
Department of Hatfield Electric. BUCHANAN stated prior to entering the Nuclear
Industry in 1981 he had over twenty two years in various construction pcsi ions,twith various construction companies.

BUCHANAN explained that whenever Hatfield had a requirement for a specific
manpower type of individual such at a electrical inspector or weld inspector
that Hatfield would initiate paperwork and submit their request through Common-
wealth Edison (CECO), who in turn would transmit the request to PTL who would
attempt to find a body to fi LL their manpower needs. BUCHANAN said once a
individual was identified, he would be hired by PTL and processed by PTL althougr.
his final work location and supervisory resoonsibility would be at Hatfield.
BUCHANAN said 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 individual
was on site at the Hatfield he then became the responsibility of Hatfield as far
es his work was concerned however, administrative responsibility remained with PTL.
BUCHANAN stated approximately fif teen individuals, John HUGHES and Irv SOUDERS
among them, were working for H8tfield under this arrangement. PTL would also
identify, through the individuals personnel records, what he was lacking in order
to become certified as a Level I or Level II inspector. Based on their advisement
Hatfield would then establish a training program that would fulfill all of the
requirements of ANSI N45.2.6, 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 QA
manager; however, he delegated that responsibility to Al KOCA who 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 came
about as a result of allegations initiated by HUGHES claiming that the Hatfield
certification testing program was being improperty managed by allowing the individual
who f ail one of the test be given a retest the same day, and that the QA supervisor
gave then the answers to the test. BUCHANAN said that in the past it was the policy
of Hatfield to review atL 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 said that some individuals hac been given the same test in the
same esy that they had originally taken the first test, ano stated the new trainin;
policy eliminates that practice. BUCHANAN saic that he heard nothing about any
cheating on the examination however said that it was possible. Another problen with

_ _- - _
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN. page 2

the testing program during that time frame was that none of the examinatien
that were being failed were being mainitained by KOCA. Now, the policy is
to keep alL of the examinations , regardlass of pass or fail, in the individual
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 and be retested
utilizing a different test altogether.

BUCHANAN acknowledged that HUGHES and SOUDERS were problems for Hatfield while
they worked there; however, emphasized they were given the total benefit of doubt
and warned numerous times about their " bull sessions". BUCHANAN said that SOUDERS
was at first no problem at at L and contributed his downf alL 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 recuirements
needed for a Level II inspector because he was lacking a high school dicloma and
at the time did not have a GED equivilent. BUCHANAN said that HUGHES subsecuently
obtained his GED from the state of Illinois, and after meeting alL of the require.en
was subsequently certified as a Level II inspector on 1 November 1982. BUCHANAN
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 disruotion of the
entire office by his and SOUDERS talking a joking around. BUCHANAN said that 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
employment with Hatfield. In December 1982, HUGHES and SOUDERS were given 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 resoluation, 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 atL approvals by QC personnel a physical inspection
must be conducted and he could not recall any instance where any inspection criteria
could be approved without physical inspection.

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

D
/ |8/a$

RECORDED BY: DAVID M. GALANTI
Investigator
NRC
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.

I r. ave information that I wish to provice ir. confidence to the U. S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). I recues , an express pledge of confidentiality as
a concition of providing this information to the NRC. I will not-provide this''

information voluntarily to the NRC without such confidentiality being extendec
to 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 name or personal identifier in any NRC^~

initiated document, conversation, or communication released to the public which
relates directly to the information provided by me. I understahd the term
"public release" to encomcass any distribution outside of the NRC with the
exception of other public agencies which may require this information in
futherance of their responsibilities under law or public trust.

(2 ) The NRC will disclose my identity within the NRC only to the extent
recuired for the conduct of NRC related activities.

(3) During the course of the inquiry or investigation the NRC will also make every
effort consistent with the investigative needs of the Commission tc avoid actions
which would clearly be exoected to result in the disclosure of my identity to
persons subsecuently contacted by the NRC. At a later stage I understand that
even though the NRC will make every reasonable effort to protect my icentity,
my identification could be c mpelled by orders of subpoenas issued by courts cf
law, hearing boarcs, or similar legal entities. In such cases,'the basis for
granting this promise of confidentiality and any other relevant facts will be ,

i

communicated to the authority ordering the disclosure in an effort to maintain +
my confidentiality. If this effort proves unsuccessful, a reoresentativ5 of
the NRC will attemot to inform me of any su.ch action before ji,sclosinggr3vjentity.

I also understand that the NRC will consider me to have waived my right to
confidentiality if I take any action that may be reasonably expected to disclose
my identity. I further u'nderstand that the NRC will consider me to have waived

.

my rights to confidentiality if I . provide (or..have previo6 sly p'rovided) information !
to any other party that contradicts the info'rmation that I provided to the NRCc.

or if circumstances indicate that I am intentionally providing false information
to the NRC.

.

Other Conditions : (if any)

|

I have read and fully understand the contents of this agreement. I agree with
its provisions.

/N *

Date
,

a gnature of source of information
Typed or Printed Name and Adcress. . . . -

r .

Agreed to on behalf of the US Nuclear Regula y is o

, /_ / / ,, , , ,.-.,., ,,pp . gy p i7
-

.

- .. --- - . _ . . . . . .-
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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 Insoectors 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 personal
telephone calls comming into and going out of the Hatfield Office. It was emphas-
ized tha.t.this " monitoring" was J.nitiated soley pn.the basis of lost time and
productivity to Hatfield and not to prevent or eliminate any contact Ef th Tither
th Nuclear Regulatory Commission or Commenwealth Edison. BUCHANAN said that in
Novenber 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; Conmenwealth Edison personnel and the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in the event anyone wanted to contact personnel from
those agencies. BUCHANAN said all Hatfield employees were aware that no restrictient
were placed on contact with either the NRC or CEC 0; however, it was suggested 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

4

talking to SOUDERS, but simply reminding WAGNER that receipt of non work related
telephone calls is not appropriate during working hours. BUCHANAN said this Hatfiele
policy was applicable to everyone who worked at Hatfield including John HUGHES
and Irv SOUDERS, and they, nor anyone else was ever told they could not contact

i the NRC or CECO.

1

BUCHANAN,whenaskedifherecalledasituationbetween$imself,JuneOGSBURYand
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 decision
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 sonthing that he already looked at and therefore felt
comfortable 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

1

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

BUCHANAN was advised that through interview of Hatfield record clerks a allegation
regarding sexual discrimination pertaining to Level I and Level II inspectors
surfaced when several of the female clerks questioned 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 precess of
certifying all of the female record clerks as either Level I or Level II inscectors;
however, he received a directive from Jim BINDER, Commenwealth Edison to step all
certification programs involving the female records clerks. BUCHANAN said that

_ _ _ _ _ _.. _ _ _ , _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _
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RESULTS OF INTERVIEW WITH JAMES K. BUCHANAN. page 2

two of the record clerks, Melody and Peggy were actually certified as Level I
and one of the girls, Jane was certified as a Level I and working on Level II when
he was ordered to stop the program. BUCHANAN said that none of the girls, who
were classified as Level I inspectors actualLy conducted a inspection in the field
and although they answered directly to the QA manager, there was always a fine
Line question on who they actualLy worked for due to their relationship with the
Hatfield Office Manager, who worked in the production area. BUCHANAN said that
CECO apparently felt that atL of the record clerks were hired as clerks, they were
not doing the actual job of a Level I inspector, and therefore they would not be
carried as Level I inspectors on Hatfield records. BUCHANAN said that he was
opposed to the elimination of the program; however, af ter discussion with the
Hatfield Project Manager, and CECO he had no alternative except to comply with the
CECO order.

1

BUCHANAN denied any destruction of rec'rds they were required to maintain by either !e
CECO or the NRC; however, Al KOCA, acting in his capacity as QC Supervisor was I

responsible to him for the maintenance of the records in the vault. The only
records that KOCA was atlowed to destroy were those records which Hatfielo was
not required to maintain.

BUCHANAN said that it was his opinion there was no control of the QA program by
production, and the relationship between himself and the Hatfield Project ManagerI

| was one of professional respect. BUCHANAN said that at time he felt production
was getting a little too involved in the QA area however, after discussions with
production management the final decisions were left up to him as the QA Manager.

BUCHANAN said he did not know anything about inspectors not being able to write
up NCR'S instead of DR'S. BUCHANAN said he never observed DR'S being altered
or changed and had never heard of any problem in this area.

BUCHANAN had not additional relevant information and the interivew was terminated.

RECORDED BY: DAVID M. GALANTI
Investigator
NRC

.
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PLACE: Building 4, 799 Roosevelt Blve, Glen E,'
' ~ ~

>

- DATE: 27 December 1983
, .

1 -

1, A1.LEN W. KOCA . .'*
, hereby make the following. voluntary statementto DAVID M. GALA WI

me as an Investigatorts) with the U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Comission.Who has identified himselfMMi to!

I make thisstatement freely with no threats or promises of reward having been made to me.-
I nave just
the signature in the examiner block to be mine thatreviewed weld traveler card #15640, dated 9-8-82 and 9-9-8{"9,d.Irecognize

.

I made on the XXX th of Sept 1962.I do not recall all of the circumstances surrounding the weld however. I know that I
have physically inspected the' weld orhterwise I would have never signed the weld

must

traveler card. I know that I disc 6ssed this particular weld with BUCHANAN because of
his intiials that were placed in the re-exam acceptable area. His initials simply meanto me that the m,artep44as discussed and that BUCHANAN agreed with me in that the weld wasacceptable.

,
,

.,

.

-

r ,.-

/ |

s ff s /

'

/ .

! /
/ ./

.

.v ,

'
,

'

s

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of
he.ee made any necessary corrections and have initi[ated themtypewritten/hrt--i-tten pages.the margin of each page. I

I declare under pensity of perjury that the foregoing is true and coThis statement is the truth to the best of my knowledge andI have signed my name in
.eelief.

Executed on
27 December 1983 at 1205 rrect.

(Date) .

(Time) jg
SubscriDed and sworn to before me at 1205

_ /M, .nn .

this 27tgy DecemberSIGNATgE,

, Ig at Glen Ellyr.. ILW87NE55: _
/f/W 'oM#/h .

_,

_

AUTH:
, NRC Investigator,-,.

,

PAGE (1 ) CF ( 1) PAGESSec. 161c AEA 1954 as amencea
,

,
_ . _ . -_ _ _ ____ . _ _
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CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT

scu ce o' ir fc-ratier , N:.0 t: re:ain signe'i ccpy :.' ru:1 : 3:e c-ig.re-
*'

fortginai :: e

; r. ewe i r. f o rma t i cr ina: I w1sr ;c Orcs 4t t r. con fi:E r.:e ic t re U. C . *,;;' E ar
Regu'. ai o ry Cor.ri s s t or (NRC). | recues; ar. exDress piecge of cor"cen:1clity as . - -

a conoi tion of orovicing this iqiormation to the NRC. I will not orovi:e inis'' infor. ation vciurtarily to 17e NRC without such conficentiality : sir; esteacec
to me.

.

1; is my uncerstanding, consistent with its legal obligations, tre NP.C, c3
agreeing to this conficentiality, will adhere to the following conditions:

(1 ) The NRC will not identify me by name or personal identifier in any NR
initiated cc:ument, conversation, or communication releesed Ic the cuclic anicr.
relates cirectly to the information provided by me. I unoerstand tre err
''public release" to encompass any distribution outsice of the NR: wi r tne
excection of e ner public agencies which may recuire this infor ation in
futnerance of tneir responsioiiities uncer law or puolic trust.

(2 ) The NRC will disclose my identity within the NRC only to the e> ent
reouired for the concuct of NRC related activities.

(3) During the course of the inquiry or investigation the NRC will alsc make eseey
effort censistent with the investigative neecs of the Commission to avoi: a: icnss,

whi t woulc c'.early be exoected to result ir. the cisclesare of ry i:er. ity ::
ce-sens sursecuently contacted by the NRC. At a la er stage I unterstant ina;
even :bc.cgr. the NRC will make every reasor,able effor ic pre e:: ry icen:ity,
my icentification ceuic be comselled by orcers or s.:ccer.as isi.ed cy ccurts of
law, hear ng bcares, or similar legal entities. In such cases, the casis fcri

granting this promise of conficentiality and any o;ner relesant facts aili be
ccr.municated to tne authority ordering the disclosure in an effort tc maintair -

my con fi centiali ty. If this effort proves unsuccessful, a re:reser.:ative of

the NRC will attempt to inform me of any such action before dis:losine ry icentity.

I also uncerstand that the NRC will consider me to have waivec my right to
conficentiality if I take any action that may be reasonably exoected to cisclese
my identity. I furtner uncerstand that the NRC will consider me to have naivec
my rights to Conficentiality if I provide (or have previously p oviced) infccma:ior
to any other party that contradicts the information that I provided to the NRC
or if circur. stances indicate that I am intentionally providing false information
to the NRC.

QAer Conditions : (if any)
'

I have read and fully understand the contents of this agreement. I agree with
it; provisions.

.

.

'n-\? ? 2
Cate (gnature or yource of intor.:c. ten '

Typed or Printed hame and Ad:ress-
,

Agreed to on behalf of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
<l

$ |0 fu// 126 OE Riii A'

/

Cate Sicnature ' '
'

- _ - . __ _ __- -_ -- .- -
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ON, EXAMINATION, AND

OUALIFIC ATIONS OF INSPECTIE CONST RUCTION PHASE
TESTING PERSONNEL FOR THOF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

I

may contain |>
-

or codes !
onnel such as non.involved. Other standards il required by thequalification requirements for persde,but who are |

destructive examination personne
^3ME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Conuclear power plant construct on.

i I

INT RODUCTION
-

'' of this ;t
nents

also involved inWhen this is the case, the requaerto be interpreted torequire |

nis standard dehneates the quabfications ofScope and i1
ection, es Wnatmn no1. . both thestandard aret

ersonnel who re*ferm irs 9 the cuahrs of imnottanduplication of effort.The requirements are to be apphed inf those permnnel who_the construerion

iErme actames that astures of a r ve? car newer Kant durmeand iesting ac.
selecti n and the utili:stion o@Ete. These parts include those structures, systems,Perform inspection, cxammation,chieve and assure quahtyerformance is

omponents whose satisfactory pte reliably,to prevent ce to quality re-

tivities that are intended to aconstmetion or to verify conformandue risk to the health andrequired: for the plant to opera J
ii ate the consequencesaccidents that could cause unur. The require. quirements.

safety of the public;or to m t g
cf such accidentsif they were to occwhen specified inother appropriate

may also be extended to
of nuclear power plantsments ion par.Responsibility

11is the responsibihty of each organizat
iv to perr 1.3parts only those per.

The requaements of this standard ace 2nspecuente'testrestr:contract documents, 6na

' sonnel within their respective organ'ticipating in the project to assure thatizations who meetWR:w
6nTeGho Y fotm-:tions;p.r ame aftretpdhne of wiata-er rest *

d to :

tandard are permitte !d t.esting activitiesd*':structrve=xamma the requirements of this s
'

ai-+precettracthe hanreporu ancuccoros, a ne rp. |
perform inspection, examination,anttainment of quahty.ible for|

qm:emngthis stancato do not apply so personnel
$ a

ps,pr tne contro that result in or assure the aThe organizationer organizationsresponsi mentsfor individuals|~

rucipal

mspectrens-for7overnment or mu
I

d inspectors
h standard shat!beestablishingthe apphcable segu re% authorities, or who perform as authorize

sho perform nd Pressure Ves. esponsibihtv shall
performing activities covered by t iswork of estabhshing sc ect o

l

in accordance with the ASMEBoi er a i in
identified and the scope of their rnjunc'

This standard is intended to be used in coAssurance Programbe documented. Theand certification proceduresrms of personnel,
%

sel Code. v
h

with ANSI N45.2. Qua ty and training practicesand providing the resources in tery to implement theRequirements for Nuclear Power Plants.teon d to
equipment and services necessaof this standard may be delegateions shall also be

other orgerizations and such delegatdocumented. It is the responsibthty o
requir ements f each organits-

standard toed by thiselofany
d instruction issued forADNe aWitY

The requirements apply to the personntion usm; personnel cover11

pain:ip4res in the constructioner plant meludingper.
his

comply with the procedures anthe requirements of t
the project and to conform tonon that

ci<ngineers; nuclear
standard apphcable to his work.It is the responsibeht) of the orpnitatidetailed meth-phne 4ctomes of a nuclear pu

on per,or pnia
hers, p!,nt designerssunnel of the e*ner, anchne

pawer synm dmgners 4 id suppro in ;nant opphers.outuuent to which the in.furining these actnities to specify the
de testing

are specified m the
edu es unless the)

.md wi siwncies .nd wr:ab,t> The c mnderd pply willods and pros
r

of this f the work tobe conti ct d..cuments.
f

uhal ie.;wcuc.ntsd:pm. t pe the naar ,nd wpe o* .c of the ocm or sers ce
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OUAllFICATIONS OF INSPECTION. EXAMINATION AND
TESTING PERSONNEL FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

.

1. INTRODUCTION
oh Standard a to be used m cor;un:aor. wnh.,,j ; ,

1.1 Scope ANSI N s5.":.

This Stancard_ dehneates the remnemenu for the Tne requnements appiv F j:rsf tne-- -

qualrDertid![_b1 bcrsoo_nethTrp pgLT)::A-

\ p i~n.) MS, arm testag n,yect! rig.amurmtn=e
.ow ncrs, architeet en; neers. nuc;rar pc-er p a.r.: sys.....:_,_ - --( am n tem des pers and :ysicm supp.nem p.ar.t cespc s

.*

e.v. 4 - (structures, sysicms, and coniponents of no:;l * M rt.u M @ Q - =m r sand raymg,Ts3 eqt gmer.t n.p;'.~s. rwadeg ,

/. "" -

Icar testmg agencies, and con:v!' ants Tne AS*4E Sci.er

t*Q./.fe power plants) wnose satisfactory performance o re. and Pressure Yessel Code. as wel; as c:..c: A NS! 5:aa.
e.s.

g

T quned to present postulated accidenu whi:h co:.dd dards, base beeri cons.dered m the dese:cp nent of
can.se undue risi to the health and safe:) of the pub. Die Standard. and dus Stan:ard a cien:.ed to oc
he; or to nuugate the consquentes of such accuenu compatibie with then requnements.
if diey were to occur. Tne r,e.qunc,ments may also be
extended to other items of nuclear power plants
when specified m contract documenta.

1.3 Responsibihty
12 Applicabilsey

WX.DTeCsrMis'Wagtgua:rge ,, pat
T4.c a c- .:"even t s s 0.as Standard awJf -~ p-r' c - g h so D h -erw 6 d*19h'Ef70-

-

~rg }
T m dtgQsp % ge-*m =w %

.( eercr=%ME
abncatronpn. go,uo ant j-.- - ofat w,-sir::~_' -

-% -

_-

[6sc%nstTu'5. - . au on: g

-

- preApfr. es.-.ihn. 'le, dud
-

__

- ~ ~ -- '=

d "'"_c-- I ~ ,n % 9 W N. _. - --
atictn33.Tni!.starsup -

_ =~2c~'G. rm adC - - ' - - - " ' - ~ ~k7 3 The require. M
_.x

M'

ments of this 5tandard do not apply to personnelwho
The mrr=~ -@r orgamtations responsible forperform mspections for posernment or municipi!

authonties. or who perfonn as authoraed mspectors estabbshmg the apph:able sequiremenu for actmties
cuscred by this Standard ~~

in accordance with the ASME Doiler and Pressun:
.

VenelCode. =l-;mrm-m_g _ , sb - "
:

Tne requirements of this Standard are not intended
The work of estabbsinnt selecnon and tra2nmg pra:
lices and quahficatson psneedures and of prendmg

to apply su personne! who only perform inspee: en. One resources m terms of persor.nci. equgment, and
esamination or testmp m accorda' nee with ASNT services necessary to impicment the requnemenu of
" Recommended Practice Nu SNT-TC-1 A".smcc Uns Standard, may be delersted io othe quairied or. ),

these personnct are cer:sfied in accord.1nce w s:h the ganizations and such delerations shall ahr be dsu-
requnements el 5NT.TC.I A an.1 its apphc.1bie supp:c. "'enied 1 as Die responsih4 hey of each organa. anon

The tr encinerus el ihn Si.indard are op.ments u

tor.al. at tbr dnoctor, of uir ernploy er, for apph:.a.
usnig renonnel coiered by this Stand rd,ir.confurm|

to the requnei.icnu of uns Standard appbcabit to thei

tron to jer'.annel w hn pe:fonn whbranon or to ceafts. C' E d"'2 ' h"" *8 *0'k -
nien who ;erf orrn tr.eaha: vi. chersouts as ran of

li n the respunsibdily of the isparia. anon #rialii%then nau: ns:a':st cn re ,.. Noy to ready the
Mf.th c5c-' 'aMT6 [TerWittR ei ty.c.e-ce tin t e ff 'rde thIMIintabatisr. lar perop tan.u.o ic.nny

+ ,
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