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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated on October 1, 1992, to determine the veracity
of allegations that a Susquehanna Steam and Electric Station (SSES) Security
Shift Supervisor (SSS) deliberately and improperly provided assistance to some
members of his shift in answering questions during a written recertification :

!examination. In addition, it was alleged that the SSS provided a copy of a
graded emergency preparedness drill scenario to several shift members )rior to )the actual drill, which was later determined not to be a violation. T1e OI |

investigation sought to determine whether any other security and/or site
menagers knew of, directed, or condoned such actions and whether,. ''

activities eitended to any other shifts. This case was upgraded to ull i
field investigation on November 18, 1992.:

The investigation substantiated that the SSS, who was proctoring a
recertification examination, deliberately and improperly provided assistance i-

in answering questions to some members cf his shift taking the examination.
The investigation did not substantiate that other security or site managers ,

knew of, directed, or condoned such actions. The investigation also did not
disclose evidence that other shift supervisors were improperly providing I

assistance on recertification examinations.
,

During the course of the investigation, additional allegations surfaced
against the same SSS concerning potential wrongdoing on other recertification
examinations. There was~1nsufficient evidence to subst:M iate those
allegations. *

,
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APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Y
lilegiljnn_Hp.1: As to Whethe Intentiora' ly and Imoronerly
'rovicec Ass' sta1ce to Some Mem s of His iurina a hr- teen
Recert111 cat 1 on ixam' nation

10 CFR 50.5(a): Deliberate Misconduct (1992 Edition)

(a) Any licensee or any emplo of a licensee; and any contractor
(inclating a supp11er or consu tant), subcontractor, or a of
a contractor or subcontractor, of any licensee, who knowi@ gly provides

-

n
to any licensee, contractor, or subcontractor, components, equipment,e

materials, or other goods or services, that relate to a licensee's
activities subject to this part; ma.v not:

(1) ' Engage in deliberate misconduct that causes or, but for detection,
would have caused, a licensee to be in violation of any rule, -

regulation, or order, or any term, condition, or limitation of any
license, issued by the Commission, or

'(2) Deliberately submit to the NRC, a licensee, or a licensee's
contractor or subcontractor, information that the person submitting the
information knows to be incomplete or' inaccurate in some respect
material to the NRC.

73.55(b)(4)(1)(11) (1992 Edition) |
!

(1) . . . Each guard, watchman, armed response person, and other i

member of the security orginization shall requalify in accordance '

with appendix B to this part at least every 12 months. This
requalification must be documented. The licensee shall retain the
documentation of each requalification as a record for three years
after the requalification.

(ii) Each licensee shall establish, maintain, and follow an
~

,

'

NRC approved training and qualifications plan outlining the
processes by which guards, watchmen, armed response persons, and .

other members of the security organization will be selected,
trained, equipped, tested, and qualified to ensure that these
individuals meet the requirements of this paragraph . . . |

.

. .. - -

,

10 CFR 73, Appendix B. II.E. (1992 Edition)

.' E. ReqUllification Secu~rity personnel shall te requalifiedE
'

least every 12 months to perform assigned security related job
tasks and duties for both normal and contingency operations. _ ~
Requalification shall be in accordance with the NRC approved = -

licensee training and qualifications plan. The results of
requalification must be documented and attested by a licensee
security supervisor. The licensee shall retain this documentation
of each individual's requalification as a record for three years
from the date of each requalification.

[rrCase No. 1 92 052R 7 o
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LIST OF INTERVIEWEES ,

i

I

] EXHIBIT

! Susquehanna Steam and Electric Station (SSES),
j Senior ecurity Officer / Controller (SSOC) . . . . . . . . . . 2 & 12

| SSES Security Officer (S0) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
'

,

| SES, Security Shift Supervisor (SSS) . . . . . .'. iW&. . 41 "

SSES.-SO ....................f..35
-

SSES, SSS .........................42

SSES, SO .......................21
,

SSES SO . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
'

SSES. 50 .....................16

SES, SSOC ........................23

6 .SSES..S0 .......................33

GALLAGHER, George, SSES, Training Instructor ..............27

SSES''SO~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

SSES, SO .......................17
,

SO .........................30

SSES, SSS ....................40 -

SSES, SO ........................32

SSES, SO .........................36

SSES Assistant SSS .................20.
.. .

.

KEIMIG, Richard. NRC, Chief. Emergency Preparedness, Section,
Regi orb 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . =, . . 2A

. .
,,

SSES,#SO~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ._. . 31
m

SSES, SSOC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~. . . 37 -

HCBRIDE, Brian, SSES Training Instructor . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . 28

SES SO . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

SSES, SO ......................29

Case No. 1 92 052R 9
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'.
DETAILS OF THE INVESTIGATION

,

Puroose of Investiaation

This investigation was initiated on October 1,1992, to determine the veracity
of allegations made by a Susquehanna Steam and Electric Station (SC) kriur
Security Officer / Controller (SSOC) against his Security Shift Supervisor (SSS)
(Exhibit 1, pp. 1 3). Specifically, this investigation concerned whether the
SSS deliberately and improperly provided assistance to some members.of his
shift in ansering questions during a written recertification exam n and
provided a copy of a graded emergency preparedness (EP) drill scen@rT5 to

-
;

a 4

several shift members prior to the actual drill (Exhibit 2, pp. 6-13). The OI-

investigation also sought to determine whether any other security and/or site
managers knew of, directed, or condoned such actions and whether such !
activities extended to any other shifts. ,~his case was upgraded to a full )-

field investigation on November 18, 1992. l

In addition, during the course of the investigation additional allegations -

surfaced, made by another S0 against the same supervisor, of alleged cheating
.

|on other recertification examinations.

Initially, it was thought that the allegation concerning the security staff"
having prior knowledge of the timeline for an EP practice drill was a
violation of the regulations; however, it was later determined during
discussions with NRC regional staff that it was not (Exhibit 2A, pp. 1 and 2). i

Backaround

On September 20, 1992, )a Senior Security Officer / Controller
(SSES) at SSES, submit ining eight allegations against 7Chis then current supervisor (Exhibit 2, pp. 6 13). The
first se s focu on cy, procedures and wrsonnel matters at'

SSES and management st w "B" shift. T1e last allegation
(marked r eight states tha $ deliberately and improperly .

provided assistance to some members o is shift during n .

recertification examination (Exhibit 2, pp.12 and 13). was
intervievted by OI on October 5, 1992.

.

Per theSecurityDepartmentattheSSE ximately ninety
s. Prior to his 'B shift assignment, was the supervisor on

emp "C" shift. The shift managers, including
, e rotated 7C

,

the
approximately every two years. Each shift has one SSS, one assistant SSS,
three SSOC's and about ten Security Officers (S0) (Exhibit 2, p. 2)gy

. .m
Normally, a shift will receive training about every five weeks for a (wriod of
four days. The lectures and examinations are usually proctored by p_ersonnel
in the security training department. A lesson plan for the lecture and _

examination questionnaire are prepared in advance by the security training
staff. The proctor needs only to read frte the lesson plan to complete the
lecture. Certain answers on the examination are selected as mandatory answers
in order to pass the test. A test score of less than 80% or one missed
reandatory answer will result in the student failing the course. The proctor
of the examination should not know which answers are mandatory, because test
papers are usually corrected by the staff secretary. If a student fails the

Case No. 1 92 052R 11
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test, the student is provided with private remedial training and a1 Towed to
take the test over again. The SSS can proctor lectures and examinations when
the training staff is busy with other SSES assignments. On the day in
question, t iepartment instructors were busy with other SSES 74
business, an lproctored a series of lectures and examinations
(Exhibit 27, pp. an 2).

During the week of tember 1 through September 4,1992, the "B" shift
received trai )it 3, p.1). On September 3, 1992, the shift received
lectures _f jon "Special Situations," from lesson pla11- 3tr -

(Exhibit 4, pp. On the same date, the examination for Task 4'4.2 for 76.

Armed Response Personnel. "R cene of Adversary Action," was
administered to the clas: by (Exhibit 5, pp. 1-3 and Exhibit 6,
pp. 1 12). The answer key 1 ting t correct answers and the mandatory
questions is also appended (Exhibit 7. p. 1).

and other shift personnel.said is driven by the " Semi Annual
ward" that is given t anding curity shift on a semi-annual %e -basis (Exhibit 8, pp. 1 4). has won the award several times in past

years (Exhibit 9, pp. 10 12 nd 19 27 .

The semi annual shift award has approximately six written performance
criteria, with each criteria being assigned points. The points are given for
the~ shift with the least number of sick days used, the highest scores on
weapons tests, the highest written test scores during training, and the best
scores on the physical stress tests. In addition, a shift is also assigned
points if a shift member becomes the employee of the month and the shift with
the least number of vehicle accidents also receives points. The shift with
the best score wins the award. The winning shift's photograph is displayed
and each member receives a small' award. The last award was a gift certificate
for $25.00 to a local store (Exhibit 8, pp.14).

The PP&L Security De!artment started to conduct an investigation whenallegations surfaced however, they discontinued their investigation en
was determined NRC:01 was reviewing the allegations. A copy of the PP&L
investigation was obtained and is appended (Exhibit 8A, pp. 1-10).

Coordination with the NRC Staff

During the course of this investigation, a coordinated effort was made with
|

the NRC staff relative to the multiple allegations. NRC inspection staff was |advised of the contents of the investigation. Initially, it was thought that '

the allegation concerning the security staff having prior knowledge of the
timeline was's v'iolation of the regulations; however, it was latertktermined
that it was not (Exhibit 2A, pp. 1 2). Briefings were held by 01 during the
investigation, keeping the staff current on OI efforts and prelimirlary
findings. -

=

The NRC staff related that in the Training and Qualification Plan, under the
Requalification section, security force members are specifically identified to
be requalified at least every twelve months to perform their assigned crucial
security duties and tasks. Section 4.4.2, Armed Response Personnel, " Reports
to Scene of Adversary Action," is a critical task, listed in the plan and must
be completed.

Case No. 1 92 052R 12
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,

Alleoation No. 1: Deliberately and Improperly Proxided 9C. |
Assistance to Some embers of s S ift During a Written Recertifica'; ion /
Examination.

Summary

The following individuals were interviewed by OI:RI on the dates indicated |
regarding the Septembe t the SSES. The OI interviews focused )on the allegation that sa SSS at SSES, assisted some members 76- !

of his shift by delibe rly providing assistance in. answering
questions dG15ng a writttn recertifica ion examination. The pePt W -

testimony provided by these individuals is documented in the evidence section
of this report.-

Njtm_g Position Date of Interview (s)

SSES, SSOC October 5, 1992 &
November 19, 1992

SSES, S0 November 19, 1992

m SSES, SO

SSES, S0 November 13,'1992

October 5, 1992 &
November 19, 1992

| SSES, 50 November 12, 1992

SSES, 50 October 5, 1992 &
'

1 November 19, 1992

W,. SSES, S0 November 13, 1992

SSES, 50 November 12, 1992
~

SSES, Assistant SSS June 28, 1993 -

SSES, S0 November 12, 1992

SSES, S0 November 19, 1992

W SSES, SSOC - - November 13, 1992
'

-

SSES, S0 November 19. 392.

'
'

:.4 SSES SSS June 27, 199
,

Richard ST0TLER SSES, Manager Nuclear September 15.9993
Security

George GALLAGHER SSES, Training Instructor January 14, 1993

Brian HCBRIDE SSES, Training Instructor January 15, 1993

SSES, S0 November 20, 1992

Case No. 1 92-052R 13
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M SSES, S0 November 20,1792

M SSES, S0 November 20, 1992

SSES, SO November 20, 1992

SSES, S0 November 20, 1992

,_SSES, SSOC November 20, 1992

SSES, 50 November 20, 2
,

M SSES, S0 November 20, 1992

SSES, SSOC November 20, 1992

SSES, SSOC November 20, 1992 '

_

SSES, S0 November 20, 1992

SSES SSS January 14, 1993

E" ~
SSES, SSS January 14, 1993

SSES, SSS January 15, 1993
'-. d

Evidence
|

On May 17, 1990, the SSES,' "Acad1. AdministrationofExaminations"emicHonestyPolicyandProcedureforbecame effective. The policy states
that academic misconduct is an attempt or act of commission or omission
by an employee or contractor in training, which will compromise the i

results of an examination (Exhibit 10, p. 2).

2. Per the policy, major. test misconduct are flagrant acts of copying test
information, stealing exams, coercing others to supply test information,
selling examinations, and other acts of equivalent nature (Exhibit 10,
p. 2.)

3. On January 14, 1992, the SSES instruction " Student Advising," became
effective. The policy states students failing course examinations
should be given a reexamination after remedial training. Remedial !
training.may consist of self-study, one on one instruction, or
attendance at the course again (Exhibit 11, p. 3). --7

.

7INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: During the course 6f the interviews 1t was
determined that students that failed a written test wouWbe -

instructed Affat all the examinations were marked. A student that
failed a test would be given private remedial instruction and
allowed to take the test again. Both tests would be maintained
with the second test being marked "Re test."

' 264. 's~ aid that about every five weeks "B" shift attends training class
or a ek. During this training the shift will be instructed on a
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certain subject, then the class will take a written test (Exhibit 2.
p. 4). +

5. said there are approximately ten instruction periods and ten
wr .ei tests per week of training. Certain
ordertopassthetestandthetestischangehuestionsaremandatoryin bevery two or three years
(Exhibit 2, p. 4).

6. said if a student fails the test that student is given remedial
ns r ction and allowed to take the test again (Exhibit 2 p. 4).

.

aid the shcific test in huestion on September 3,19Mdealt
'

7.
threats, hostages and a versary actions (Exhibit 2, p. 4). :it,

7C'8. said that nstructed the class because George GALLAGHER
and Br an MCBRI t instructars, were busy with other dutNs-

;

(Exhibit 2, p. 4).
.

9. said that it was not unusual fo to instruct the class.
methods of instructing were sole class to answer the

test questions correctly (Exhibit 2, p. 4).

10. c]a qb

11. said that after handin in the answer sheet, y
ri one answer incorrect 1 pproached by o& change

~
an answer on his test sheet. stated somet11ng e, g I" . . . Jees (phonetic) Jees . . . we c 't have this (motioning to the l

answer sheet) . . . That one answer has to be changed it has to be
### . . ." (Exhibit 2, p. 12: Exhibit 12, p. 1; and Exhibit 6, p. 1).

12. said tha then gave him the correct answer.
rev ew d all his nswer s ets from the tests he took that w an .~ 4

at he changed answer #2F on test 4.4.2. as directed by
(Exhibit 12, p. 1 and Exhibit 6, p. 1).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: There are five correct answers for question-
#2. The original answer sheet document reflects that answer #2f

4

; was erased (Exhibit 6, p.1). - -
.

13. aid the entire class witness ving him the correct
answer". ~By' being vocal with the answer, as.instrleigng the
entire class on the correct test answer it pp. 4 anc 57.

ochangeananswer)onhertest.thatM another SSES security guard, w5's- told by14. n
She later learned the 9 L-.

answer was correct (Exhibit 2, p. 5).

esire to win the semi annual shift award (Exhibit 2 p(.W).]haid the motivation for the cheating incident is; 15.
5 '

:
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16. said that he never wi s any other cheating incideM at SSES
nor was he know if kver gave answers to test i (,

'

questions when upervised other shifts at SSES (Exhibit 2,
p. 5).

17. aid that on or about September 3,1992, he was in training with 4
8 s ft and he was taking a test on a subject he could not recall I

(Exhibit 13, p. 1).

E\as the instructor for the class andV ~ _
~

18. id -

admin ster tle test'since the normal instructors were busyTth other
business (Exhibit 13, p. 1).

19. d he completed the test and turned the answer sheet 3to
Exhibit 13, p. 1). -

20. aid that after a short period of time alked from the 9hhis position at the table and hande him his answer sheet.
said something like, ". . . Look over ## question . . ." as
gestured to a question on the examination (Exhibit 13, p. 2).

21. aid he call the specific question or answer.
owev , fr omments he inferred that the answer he gave

was wrong and at le d change the answer, which he did
(Exhibit 13, p. 2).

22. tated that it was not his intention to cheat on the test, but he $
e he ated in the answer. He said that he also

observed : however, he was not'

knowledg nyersation (Exhibit 13,
p. 2).

23. tated that he never received any answers, to any other questions,
from y other supervisor, during any recertification examination _

(Exhibit 13, p. 2).

)answersheetfortestINVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: A review of
" Task 4.4.2" reflects that answer was erased (Exhibit'6,~ (
p. 2).

haid that on or about September 3r1992,24. gave a
training session which normally would have been iven y company
security training officer (Exhibit 14, p. 1).

__

.
. -.:%

25. ould not recall the subject ' matter of the training cisis. He
training class is mandatory for the company to maintgin their

nuclear generating license (Exhibit 14, p.1)
'""

26. aid that he recalls Walkihg tiver'to
d they both had a conversatio however, he co not

subject matter of the conversation, nor could he recall any further
details of the incident (Exhibit 14, p. 1).

27. stated that on or about the same d a test for
recer fication and handed the paper into He said that
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,

i ,

i
'

(M eviewed the document and then walked to his desk agi handed
! his paper Sack, )ointing to a question and stating, "You may want to ]{ l

take a look at t11s again" (Exhibit 14, p.1). |;

! 28. said that he did not intend to c test, but was
,

: intimitated into changing his answer by (Eichibit 14', p. 2). '

I

| 29. tated that he previously had questioned the subject matter
he specific question on the examination (Exhibit 14, p. 1).! an or

!
-

i 30. tated that he was never given an ans cl - !

fel@t-Mat he
'

n the document. He stated that ma ;

| didn't teach the class prowrly; therefore, was givi him help in
*

Qbj answering the question (Ex11 bit 14, pp. I and 2). "

| 31. ted that he thinks it was the same test in which and'

had a conversation, but he could not be sure. H at 1

,

this inci nt was isolated, having never been done before by '

| or any other supervisor (Exhibit 14, p. 2).
i

| INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: On nswer sheet for " Task 4.4.2,"
! answer #2h appears to be erased the original document
| (Exhibit 6, p. 3).

32. ( M said that ffve weeks his shift has training and it ](,
! is not nusual fo 'another supervisor to instruct the class s
i and administer the recertifi tion test regarding the subject matter
| (Exhibit 15, p. 1).

(two rows of three, with the instructor's desk at the front of the room.f
,

33. aid the instruction and testing room consists of six tables in
j

! He said that most employees sit in certain places because of friendships
| with other officers (Exhibit 15, p.1).

34. kaidthathesitsnextto the second table facing b
; the right side of the room. He sa d that on or abou , 1992,
i la was com)leted a test was administered, nd
! anded t1eir papers in prior to the other class rs
] xhibit 15, p. 1).

| 35. Maidtha as checkin wers on the papers when I.

! e'd from t instruct r's desk t position and returned '

:

} paper (Exhibit 15, p. 1).

(.' 36. d tha 1so returne test papepi-

37. aid that tated to bot nd [omething n-
e- s answer wrong! You may want cha e ? (Exhibit 15,

.

p. 1). -

38.(theiran ated that he does not know if eithe O rhanged
i ers, because he was not concerned wi h thei tes s, t only
! concerned with his own (Exhibit 15, pp. I and 2).
!
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!
-

! 39. id the whole class witnes i ofcheatinY
He claimed that neithe o intended

he test t were intimidated into ang g their answers by
(Exhibit 15, p. 2). -

40. he suspects the motive for the cheating incident is
sire to win the Semi annual Shift Award for the "B" shift. 1{ores on the recertification examinations is one of the

critegaforreceivingtheaward(Exhibit 15,p.2). _. ,

41, aid that on or about September 3, 1992, he was raining
.

and he was taking a test on a subject he could not recall. He completed a
the test and turned the answer sheet over per his usual mannes I
(Exhibit 16, p. 1). .

42, aid erve who was the instructor for
ss, ik t table and ha the answer sheet back to
and state, ange answer" (Exhibit 16, pp. 1 and 2).

43. know which question or answe
ing to change. He said that he observe rase his

answer shee , it appeared that he marked the paper n
(Exhibit 16, p. 2)

44, aid'that'he did not observe 'iVins"ahfothdr {nswers to y other students (Exhibit 1 , p. 2).

45. stated:that, normally,- if a student fails a test, the ,

student is iven remedial jnstruction and allowed to take the test i

again. Both test papers are maintained in the files, with one test
paper marked with the word " retest" (Exhibit 16, p. 2).

46. aid it is not unusual for security officers to fail the
tests becau e some test questions are mandatory, and the correct answer .

is required in order to pass the test (Exhibit 16, p. 2).

47. aid the motivation to arovide answers t is the
secur ty de artment's semi annual s11ft award, whic always !

iwants to win. The award is given to the best perfo ng s in the
security department (Exhibit 16, p. 2).

_ _ ,

48. aid that heated on the test so tha would
t a highe test sco , thus pl ift in a positi _ .Jo en the

award: that it was no ention. the ,.
test, bu assintimidated caus ntrols. ' / L.
his merit ay centage increase ( hibit 1 p. 2) . ' g

49. said.on or about. September 3,1992 gave a.. .

' training se sion which normally would have been'given by om)any
security training officers Brian MCBRIDE and George GALLAGiEl
(Exhibit 17, p. 1).

M nstruct the class and administer the test regarding the su) ject
aid it is not unusual for or another su>ervisor50.

to
matter (Exhibit 17, p. 1).
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51. said that he sits in the back of ass ter the pc ass was pleted a test was administered and anded
their papers in prior to the other class me rs Exhi t 17 p. 1).

i 52.
-

aid ga n heir papers back
a ng, "N r --- s wr ng t re a tter nswer and its not this h

one" (Exhibit 17, p. 1).
.

: 53. ai asically instructe
ange ans rs a h employees compli ~ ^ ~ "

! instructio the whole class witnessed the nc1Md
; cheatFng Exhibit 17, p. 1). 'A*

.

0-

54, sa s had not completed their test and they
ave se nstructions to answer some quest %ns

(Exhibit 17, p.. .

55. that he suspects the motive for the cheating incident
as fforts to win the Semi-annual Shift award for the "B".

shi ( , pp. I and 2).

56. id that "B" shift won the award only once unde Nut wo rd several times. He also clai the
nd o change their answers was intimidation by

Exhib 1 , p. 2 . ~

57. aid that on or about September 3,1992, he was in training and he
as t king a test on a subject he could not recall (Exhibit 18, p.1).

158. aTd he~ recalls' #stFUEtfrRithe 'c1as~s ~ s not
'~

recall the smcific test in whi it was alleged that gave
answers to t1e class (Exhibit 18, p.1).

Msaid that only through rumor did he learn that allegations had59.
surfaced of an alleged cheating incident. He denied that he received
any answers to questions from any supervisor during any recertification -

examination (Exhibit 18, p. 1).

60. aid that on or about September 3,1992, she was in training and Ts wa taking a test en a subject she could not recall (Exhibit 19,
p. 2).

,

61. d that after she completed 'her test and turned tier paper over,
~

-

who was the instructor for the class, started going over the
'

' front of the classroom, prior to several members of the.

class completing their tests (Exhibit 19, p. 2). i
*

62. aid that went over the entire test and it h'

a s of her classmate could have changed an answer afte
1 he correct answer. Upon reflection, she was shocked that

uld openly cheat on the test (Exhibit 19, p. 2).

63. 6 aid with the class getting 100% of t test estions correct.
'tm e score would reflect favorably upo "After the '
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incident, she talked to no one about it except a
(Exhibit 19, p. 2). ]h |

64. aid the motivation for cheating by is his effort to
'

n semi annual shift award which is a r o he best shift
(Exhibit 19, p. 2).

65. aid part of the criteria for winning the semi annual shift award %
s hift with the best training record (Exhibit 19, p. 2).

,

66. said tha old her directly that the semi M shift '

awar s importa t to a Exhibit 19, p. 3)...

67. said told her directly that, "There is the PPAL %enns Ivan r Li Comoany) way, my way and security's way and
you do it a way.' In explaining her predicament, she
said that s cou never eek counsel from upper management because
upper management supports their supervisors 100%, no matter what is in
dispute (Exhibit 19, p. 3).

68. said that it was not n ion to cheat on any examination,
u s feels intimidated by (Exhibit 19, p. 3).

69. said that on the date in question }{eac ing he class, but he could not recall lianding bgckJthe
papers (Exhibit 20, p. 3).

70. said he probably was reading the newspaper ati that time, and
no p in attention (Exhibit 20, p. 3).

,

71. said, it was rumored that provided answers on the
i est ca winning the s 1 annual shift award, and the award ) C
j would mak ook good for promotions. He claimed the award has
j no bearin n promot ns (Exhibit 20, p. 3).

_

| 72. aid, like the other shift members, he received a $25.00 gift
'

! erti cat to a local store for the award and the shift picture is
i displayed at the entrance gate. He does not consider the award a -

significant factor in his career (Exhibit 20, p. 3).

73. said an incident jn which nd had a
desk regarding a test that was adn s ered by d /' ~

sa t recall the specifics of the discussion /U
n Exhibit 21, p. 2). - - ,

74. 'a'id he recalls iiiiEf ddwn t tafiliNul
' ~"

a med he, basically, as not paying attention, since t the-time he
did not consider the incident to be significant (Exhibit 21, p.1).

75. aid it was not until two weeks later that he lea that the '

involved possible cheating on an examination by and
He claimed he never discussed the incident with ..SSES,

to say that he witnessed a discussion betwee hd ~ ~ ~ ~

(Exhibit 21, p. 1). !
I
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!

'

76. said that, norma 11y, during the training class he wou1L11 sten to4

: ck of instruction, take the test, and turn the test paar over
! when he was done. After completing the test, he would read t1e

newspaper, do crossword puzzles, or daydream (Exhibit 21, p. 2).,

! 77. said that this is the only incident that he recalls, in his
i ~caree at SSES, which could be considered cheating. He has never
! cheated on anj test, nor has he ever been given any answers to a test by
j a supervisor (Exhibit 21, p. 2).

; 78. has been his supervisor since JanuaFF T 5 rand '

: not attend training class on the day in question
:. (Exhibi , p. ).

_

| 79. aid he never received any answers, to any questions, from any
.

superv or, during any recertification examination (Exhibit 22, p. 1).

80. i as been his supervisor since January 1992

|

| 81. said he was not present during the alleged incident in which
! answe s were given to students during a training session for a
j recertification test (Exhibit 23, p. 1).
:

82. said he has never cheated on any tests, and that he never received'

j any 1p in answering any recertification questions (Exhibit 23, p.1).

! 83. said has been his supervisor since January 1992. He
l

; sal e as o vacation from August 27, 1992, until September 18, 1992
(Exhibit 24, p. 1).

84. a.id_he.never received any answers, to_any questions,. from any
superv s r, during any recertification examination (Exhibit 24, p.1).

85. said, normally, George GALLAGHER and Brian McBRIDE would teach -
- |

e essor plan and administer the examination. The aforementioned -

instructors were busy with other duties and not available to teach the
course (Exhibit 25, p. 5). |

86. aid that when the instructors are not available he is
au r ze to teach the course. On the date in question [on or about

*

September 3,1992), he taught two coursesand administered'the.

'' examinations (Exhibit 25, p. 5).

87. aid after the fin:t course he administered the exatiIination.
~'

'

e nt ght the second course and administered the second examination
(Exhibit 25, p. 5).

_

88. said while he was proctoring the second test he reviewed the
answer s ts for the first test and noticed that fo nel
answ r t sa ion incorrectly. He believes

an got the same answer wrong (E ibit 25, p. 5).

1
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i
: 89. aid he taught that portion of the lesson plan over again,
1 he answer sheets back, and then told the aforementioned
| personnel to "take a look at the question again" (Exhibit 25, p. 5).

|

90. aid it was not his i to falsify the test results. As
: 'way of e laining, he said tha did answer question
j incorrect y on the same test, id not offe the

opportunity to change that answer (Exhibit 25, p. .

| 91. urther1senied that he ever gave any employee, anyengwer, to -

j any uestion (Exhibit 25, p. 5).

92.(he said that it was rumored that he cheated on the test beciause
es inning the semi-annual shift award. There are five elements /'i

! involved in winning the semi annual shift award and all of the elements v
j are out of his control (Exhibit 25, p. 5).

j! 93. said, like the other shift members, he receives a $25.00 gift
r cate to a local store and the shift )icture is dis

gate house entrance for winning the award (Exhibit 25, p. played at the -5).;

94. (Msaid that he has won the award in the past. He cTaims that he
has no control over the shift winning the award and further denies the [award was a factor in some of the decisions he made as a supervisor,

.

(Exhibit 25, p. 5). ~

95. aid that on or about the s )tember 3,1 as
; d to the training office by L0ther tha and. .-7 f

; herself, no other persons were present (Exhi it 19, p. 2). -

/(,

96. aid tha Mtold her that she failed a test by getting,

! manda ory test questions wrong. She went on to say that
correct answer, and she completed another answer,

: heet per nstructions (Exhibit 19, p. 2).
.

97. aid that id not instruct her on the lesson plan, nor nr
wa re dial ins uct on provic'ed which would have been the usual /V
procedure (Exhibit 19, p. 2).

98. said that she later 1 Lr original answer was correct, and
t answer she received fr qwas-incorrect (Exhibit 19,p.2).

99. laimed that has given her answers to test questions

way she was given the answers were basically under the same - %at she had gotten neorrect on at least six different occasiUns. The

circumstances. She could not recall any of the test subjects, nor could
she recall the specific questions that she was instructed to change
(Exhibit 19, p. 2).

100. said th asion, whe first became her
superv sor, he ooked over r shou der while she was taking;

i a test and poi oaq tion and said, "ma (indicating

:.
the correct letter answer)." She claimed that ispered the
answer to her so that other employees could no hear the response
(Exhibit 19, p. 2).
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101. M h t.id about five weeks ago she counted her sco on 1stol>

range and counted a score of 95 out of 100, but whe ounted.

the score he recorded the score at 98. She said tha raised,

i the score enough to get extra points, but not enough o raise suspicion
; that he was cheating (Exhibit 19, p. 3).
1

i 102. said that she is intimidated b because he controls her a
; ay ra ses. She claimed that too muc phasis s placed by management /
| on personality rather than performance (Exhibit 19, p. 3).

I 103. aid that has uade comments that if she W*--good ar
eva on, and t us a ar r incentive raise, that she should . . . do /U
it my way" (Exhibit 19, p. 3).;.

! : GATOR'S NOTE: re ew of the test answer sheets for
~

Ir tha a administered a retest for " Task.

.o.2/'
(Exhibit 6, pp. 4 and huestion #31 which was a(,ail d the xamination on4

'

mandator ques on ). Handatory answers
must be cor rder to pass the test (Exhibit 7, p. 1). It
appears tha was in error when she stated her original
answer was correct. The answer she gave in the original answer,

; sheet was incorrect (Exhibit 6, pp. 4 and 5).
'

S
; 104. ST0TLER said tha ' advised him that he gave the
i test and, after c lecting hhe answer sheets, re 11 zed tha several b

security officers failed to answer the same question correctly:
4 (Exhibit 26, p. 4).
:

! 105. ST0TLER said that told him that he taught that portion of the
i class over and to the cla s to go over their answer sheets
j (Exhibit 26, p. 4).
.

4 106. ST0TLER said that he is not convinced that it was Wntentionw -

to cheat on the test by providing answers to the st (Exhibis 26,
p. 4). !2

107. ST0TLER said, normally s not an instructor and is is
; understandable; however he would ot acce t any excuse if
f gave answers directly to the class (Exhibi 26, p. 4).

[ i
;

1

! 108. ST0TLER said that i as providing answees directly to the
,- class he would take ' rec , appropriate action (Exhibit 26,. p. 4).!

. ..

! 109. ST0TLER stated that, sinc actions became an issue in the
! allegation, he has instruc trai ing staff to teach and -'

| administrator the tests whenever possible (Exhibit 26, p. 4). -

.

i 110. GALLAGHER stated that he is an instructor at SSES and that the-normal
4 procedure has been for a training instructor to ir.struct the class. The
; subject matter to be covered is based on a lesson plan (Exhibit 27,
; p. 1).
i
i 111. GALLAGHER said the instructor would then administer the test. After the
; test, the instructor would take the tests to the administrative support
j personnel, and they would correct the tests (Exhibit 27, p.1).

Case No. 1 92 052R 23
'



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

112. GALLAGHER said that all students that fail the test receive personal
remedial instruction, and are allowed to take the test over again. A
student could fail the test if the student received a score lower than
eighty percent or fail to correctly answer a mandatory question
(Exhibit 27, p. 1).

113. GALLAGHER said the shift supervisors are allowed to instruct the class
when the instructors are busy with other PP&L assignments. He said that
he signed the evaluator's signature on the tests in question, verifying
the assuracy of the answers on the tests answer sheets (E2. g 27,
p. 2).

114. GALLAGHER said, normally, the instructor would not scorc tae_ test:
however, he can recall scoring the tests of a class that he instructed.
Handatory answers to questions are selected prior to the test being
administered. The instructor would not know which questions were
mandatory (Exhibit 27, p. 1).

115. GALLAGHER said, normally, a shift supervisor would not instruct the
class: however, procedure does allow the shift supervisor to instruct
the class, and administer the test (Exhibit 27, p. 2).

116. GALLAGHER said the only incentive to cheat on a test would be the semi-
annual shift award which is awarded twice a year tc the best shift
(Exhibit 27, p. 2).

117. GALLAGHER said the shift with the least number of incorrect mandatory
questions on recertification examinations would win that section toward
winning the award (Exhibit 27, p. 2).

,

118. GALLAGHER said tha
.

would not have prior knowledge as to which }(answers are the man a ory ans ers, since that information is contained v
on the " key" (Exhibit 27, p. 2).

119. GALLAGHER said that correcting all the answers on the test would insure
'

that none of the incorrect answers were the mandatory answers
(Exhibit 27, p. 2).

120. GALLAGHER said winning the semi annual s9 award is not reflected on
the supervis';r's performance appraisal ( 11 bit 27, p. 2).

121. GALLAGHER said he has no personal i
~

he incident regarding"

alleged cheating rviso however, he was
knowledgeable that nstruc ed a e ass (Exhibit 27, p. 2).

_

~

122. GALLAGHER said tha had ten min e that a training 4Cinstructor was not vaila e, and that he puldteachthe /
class (Exhibit 27, p. 2).

123. GALLAGHER also said he was knowledgeable tha volunteered to
teach the class and was given the op>ortunity to rev ew the lesson plan
and prepare to teach the class (Exhi)it 27, p. 2).

|
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124. McBRIDE said he had heard only rumor regarding the alleged incident in
which a supervisor told employees to change answers on a recertification
examination (Exhibit 28, p. 1). I

125. McBRIDE said he was aware tha taught the claes on the day in
question, but he has no first hand knowl dge of the incident of alleged {cheating (Exhibit 28, p. 1).

126. McBRIDE said, normally, the instructor for the class would teach the
class from a lesson plan, but the teacher would not mark the test
papere The test-papers would be forwarded to the office-seessparies
who would correct the tests (Exhibit 28, p. 1). '

*

127. ,

d said from
January 1990 J uar was their supervisor. They all g.

said they never received any nswers, o any questions, from any
supervisor, during any recertification examination (Exhibits 29 39,
p. 1).

.

128. an aid they never received an answers, to any
ques ons, from any s per isor, and as supervisors, t never gave out
any answers during any recertification examinations (E ibits 40 42,
p. 1).

laid they heard o'ly rumor regarding the129. an n ~"

incident in whic a pervisor allegedly told enloyees to change
answers on a recertification examination (Exhibitt 40 4P, p.1).

last]sixyears.said she recalls teaching a class maybe three or four times in the130.
During all her teaching assignments, she never

corrected the tests. She normally would give the tests to the training I

section secretary, whose job it was to correct the tests (Exhibit 42,
p. 1).

131.' an aid that he did not consider the award
ignificant eno gh toTav any bearing on further promotions

(Exhibits 40 42, pp. I and 2).

Conclusion

Based on the evidence developed by 01, it is concluded tha.

:- deliberately and improperly provided assistance to some members of his shift
in answering questions during a written recertification examination. The 01
investigation did not verify that any other security and/or site managers knew-

of, directed, or condoned such actions. The investigation did not disclose
evidence that such activities extende shifts. There was
insufficient evidence to substantiate llegation of other r
recertification testing wrongdoing by -

,

l
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
!

'

.

wa ly promoted to a higher position within the SSES Security
partmeht. said that as a result of writing the letter to NRC his ,

performance e on was substandard for 1992, he received a below a.erage
,

pay raise, a s harassed because he identified the allegations of l
wrongdoing. said that he attempted to get t ance evaluation ;
changed; ever, &L declined to take any action. filed a harassment '

nd intimidation c aint with the U.S. De rt n r and wit the NRC.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

i Exhibit
No. Descriotion

>

1 Notification of Investigation (Case 1 92 052R), dated November 18,'

1992.

Report of Interview withM1 dated October 5,1992, and2
appended letter outlining his e ght allegations.<

'

2A E-mail from Kenna to KEIMIG and from KEIMIG to Kenna..
,

: 3 Security Training Agenda for "B" shift for September 1 4, 1992,
form dated July 31,1992.

; ,

4 Lesson Plan #720. Revision 3, "Special Situations."
:

i 5 Examination for Task 4.4.2, Armed Response Personnel "Re mrts 1

to Scene of Adversary Action," dated September 11, 1993, liarked '

Void. :

6 Answer Sheets for "B" Shift Task 4.2.2., dated September 3, |
1992.

,

4

7 Answer Sheet, Task 4.4.2., Revision 4, dated March 20, 1991.

8 PP&L Instructions for " Semi Anr,=1 Outstanding Shift Award,"
Instruction No. SI SSH 006, dated Octcber 23, 1992.

8A PP&L Investigation.

9 Memorandums on Semi-Annual Outstanding Shift Award Winners,
dated from July 12, 1988, to January 15, 1993.

-

10 " Academic Honesty Policy and Procedure for Administration of -

Examinations," dated May 17, 1990,

11 SSES Instruction " Student Advising," Procedure STCP 221.
Revision 3, dated January 14, 1992.

'

12 Report of Interview wit dated November 19,~1992.: c

13 Report of Interview wit , dated November 19, 1992.

14 Report of Interview wit ) dated ~No'vember 13,199E

15 Reports of Interview wit dated October 5, 1992, and
November 19, 1992.

16 Report of Interview wit dated November 12, 1992.

17 Reports of Interview with tfated October-5,1992,
and November 19, 1992.
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18 Report of Interview wit dated November 13, 1992.

19 Report of Interview with , dated November 12, 1992.

20 Report of Interview with ' dated June'28, 1993.

21 Report of Interview wit dated November 12, 1992.

22 Report of Interview wit , dated November 19, 1992.
.

23 Report of Interview wit dated November 13, 1992;
'

24 Report of Interview wit dated November 19, 1992.

25 Report of Interview with dated June 27, 1993.

26 Report of Interview with SUSTLER, dated September 15, 1993.

27 Report of Interview with GALLAGHER. dated January 14, 1993.

28 Report of Interview with[McBRIDE, dated January 15, 1993.
'

29 Report of Interview wit dated November 20, 1992.

30 Report of Interview wit ated November 20, 1992.

31 Report of Interview with dated November 20, 1992. |

32 Report of Interview with dated November 20, 1992.

33 Report of Interview wit . dated November 20, 1992. !

34 Report of Interview with dated November 20, 1992. |

35 Report of Interview wit dated November 20, 1992.

36 Report of Interview wit ated November 20, 1992.

37 Report of Interview wit }datedNovember 20, 1992.

38 Report of Interview with dated November 20, 199'2.

39 Report of Interview with dated November 20,-1992.

40 Report of Interview wit .datedJanuary14,199E.

41 Report of Interview wit dated January 14, 1993.

42 Report of Interview wit dated'Jariuary 15, 1993.
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