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MEMORANDUM FOR: Jean Lee, Allegation Coordinator
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: ken B. Hayes, Director
Office of Investigations S\

SUBJECT: LETTER FROM STEPHEN B, COMLEY REGARDING SEABRO
STATION NUCLEAR PLANT s
This letter is forwarded to you for appropriate action.
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As Stated

Distribution:
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We The People, Inc.

of the United States
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Mr. Ben Hayes / oc ﬁ__f“l
Office of Investigations 6 W(l" M,-/
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commiss:on ‘f-? -

ashington d KR’
Washington, DC 20555 \MM}/* OI;AI/
qJ

Dear Mr. Hayes,

=t
Enclosed for your review please find a copy of our 69
letter of June 14, 1990 to Mr. David Williams of the Office

of Inspector General, Nuclear Rejulatory Commission along
with a copy of a chronology prepared by Ernest Hadley,
attorney for We The People. This chronology doc “ents the
quality assurance problems pertainiry to welding encountered
during the construction phase of Seanrook Station in
Seabrook, New Hampshire throughout the decade of 1980.

As stated in the chronology, backup documentation is

available upon regquest; please do not hesitate to contact us
regarding this matter.

S}mcerelv,

| 2 N
/itﬁ -J-’\ f"i (}7‘}

g:ep en B. /Comley
Executive Director
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We The Pecple, Inc.
of the United States

Stop Chernobyl Here

June 14, 1890

Mr. David Willianms

Office of the Inspector General
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wachington DC 205%§%

Dear Mr. Willians,

During our meeting March 8, 199C with Mr. Leo Norton ard

Mr. Robert Watkins of your staff, we agreed that we would
prepare and provide yout office with a chronol 'y of quality
assurance problems pertaining to the welding at Seabrook
Station. Enclosed you will find that report which has been
prepared by Ernest Hadley, attorney for We The People, Inc.
It shows ths. the 20% rejection rate for welds found by Mr.
Joseph Wampler during his 1983 Level I1I1I inspections vas part
of an on-going problem with welds and related materials.
These problems date from 1980 to the present and include high
weld rejectioin .ates, falsified Auality assurance documents,
inspection lapses, unqgualified welders and inspecteors and the
use of counterfeit substandard partg in the construction of
this plant.

The observations of an independent nuclear plant expert noted
at the end ot this chronolegy find an "apparent lack of
objectivity® of NRC inspectors at Seabrook Station.

We believe that both the history of weld safety problems and
the NRC's t.eatment of them warrant a serious investigation.
We suggest that such an investigation should also include
gathering information from the Employees Legal Project (their
contact person would be Mr. Ranny Cushing, teleghone 603-
826-6718), a non-profit research organization which has
confidentially interviewed many former Seabrook Station
workers over the last § years.

A non profit, tax exempt ocganizaiion

Main Office: Pox 277, Rowley, MA 01969, (508) 948-7959

50 Court St., Plymouth, MA 02361, (508) 746-9300

National Press Bldg., 14 & F Sis., N.W_, Washington D.C. 2004¢,(202) 628-6611
Offices $ & 6, 3 Pleasant St, Concord, NH 01301, (603) 228-9484
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We Lhe People, hac,
of the United Sta.es

Stap Chernobyl Here

SEABROOK STATION CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

The following chronology, compiled by We The People, Inc., documents the
history of major problems encountered during the construction phase of
Seabrook Station in Seabrook, New Hampshire throughout the decade of
1580. Backup documentation is available upon request.

1980

* Letter from PSNH Site Manager to UELC Resident Construction Manager:
"The quality of pipe welding..is cause for serious concern. The
rejection rate for radiographed safety class welds performed by Pullman-
HEiggins was 38% as of 6/10/80. The rejection rate for weld repairs was
50%...From 5/1/80 to 6/10/80 ihe rejection rate for both new welds and
repairs was 60%...The above examples show an unacceptable situation
wherein the quality of weldin, is poor and seems to be worsening." |

1981

* Some welds in the main steam feed restraints were never QC inspected;
two Pullman-Higgins welds (4001 and 4002) performed in 1981 were st%ll
cracked and unrepaired when the work was completed (2 301-89-004).

* YAEC Site Audit: "Deficiencies identified...weaknesses in the QA
program. Weld monitoring was...a repetitive deficiency..."

1982

* YAEC Site Audit: "Twenty deficiencies were identified: two primary
areas of concern [are] material identification and weld monitoring.
F-H management less than effective in taking corrective action. .

“w 4

* A Stop Work Order was issued by P-H in part because of

1 / 1989 Employees Legal Project (ELP) Report, Exhibit G, Testimony for
the State of Vermont Department of Public Service, 12/86, VII, Pullman-
Higgins Problems, Exhibits, at p. 1. Employees Legal Project, Box 633,
Hampton, New Hampshire 03842 ' ‘

2 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix H: Statements of Concerned Individuals,
301-89-004.

3 / 1989 ELP Report, Exhibit G, at p. 2.
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ungua.ified velding procedures. >

* A concerred individual told the NR™ in 1934 that in 1982 he has seen
Dravo Co. piping with faulty shop welds in turbine building 1, in the
radiocactive pipe tunne! and in reactor coolant pipe in the main steam
feed area. P-H QC told him Drave welds were not their concern. Dravo
Co. was reported by the NRC in 1588 to have supplied counterfeit,
possibly defective, piping to Seabrook Station.

1983
®* YAEC Rudit "The lack of timely response to open items, the new items
revealed during this audit ... indicate a need for P-H ... to display

proper sense of urgency relative to identified program deficiencies.”

* Counterfeit unistrut bolts installed throughout the plant in 1982 and
1983 were partially replaced in late 1983 because the bolts were of the
wrong material and were not strong encugh, However, the only bolts
replaced were those which were easily accessible. The reporting
individual was a member of the team changing the bolts. There is
apparently no record of which bolts were replaced and which u%re not.
The bolts hold up electrical raceways, cables, conduits, etc.

* Twenty people in a 30 person cadwelding crew were fired for falsifying
test cadweld spiices. The cheating violated several QA reguirements.
The NRC did not issue a viclation to the utility, or require the utility
to investigate the cause of the problem.

* An NRC report "identifies the lack of reguisite QA coverage on certain
safety-related systems."

JAMES PADOVANOQ

-=- James Padovano, a Pullman-Higgins quality control inspector,
conducted between 2,3%9 and 2,408 non-destructive examination at

T PR B o B

6 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix H, 112-84-012; Appendix E,
Exhibit B; "Counterfeit and Substandard Materials in US Nuclear Power
Plants, Parts I and 11, and Seabrook Station Involvement," We The People,
1988.

7 / 1989 ELP Report, Exhibit G at p. 13.

8 / 1989 ELP Report, Exhibit G, 149-89%9-002,

9 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix H, 195-89-001.

10 / USNRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance,
August, 1983,
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Seabrook Station between July 1982 and March 1983.

-~ He was indicted by a Federal grand jury in June 1985 for filing
inspection reports on welds in the piping system for which he had
performed no inspections. He entered a plea agreement with the US
attorney, pled guilty to two counts of falsifying documents (each
count carries a maximum sentence of five years, with a possible fine
not to exceed $250,000), and was sentenced to six months
incarceration and three years probation, 12

== The NRC allowed Pullman-Higgins to hire and supervise a company
which performed the reinspections of Padovano's uorké apparently
1,000 of the welds were never actually reinspected. !

== An NRC investigator told We The People during an interview at the
Department of Justice that the NRC has inspected less than 10% of
Padovano's work. The NRC was told that during the Padovano
investigation, records had been burned. 14

-=- Padovano told a member of We The People that he felt he was
encouraged to falsify weld reports and that «thers were doing the
same.

-- According to a concerned individual who was QC weld inspector in
1383, Padovano had worked at three nuclear plants previously; at two
he had falsified weld inspections, using the same X-ray on many
welds. A Seabrook Station employee who had worked with Padcvano

at a plant in Oswego had caught Padovano falsifying inspections
there. Oswego management did not tell the NRC and gave Padovano a
good recommendation to Seabrook. P-H did not check Padovano's
background. One of his fellow inspectors at Seabrnok checked on
Padovano's LP exams, fcund bad welds and informed the NRC. The
company gave Padovano a good reconmendation and he went back to work
at another nuclear power plant.

FSNH Letters to NRC Region I, 6/3/83, 7/5/83, 8/4/83, 8/16/83,
3. 10712783, 12/2/83, 12/21/8).

United States of America v. James Padovano, Docket No. 85-000016-
(D. NH, Sept. 30, 1985).

See Note 10.

During interview of Stephen B. Comley at Department of Justice,
ngton DC on 1/15/87.

1989 ELP Report, Appendix H, 108-86-007.



== The NRC concluded that Padovano's was an isvlated case of
document falsification., However a weld inspector on the job at the
same time as Padovano said that he thought Pacdovano was enly 1 of
100 people who had falsified weld inspections. He said Padovano was
a8 scapegoat. Another weld inspector provided documentation of a
weld inspection falsification, and a further instance of a forged
signature was reported by the NRC itself (NC® 7433), which, by
chance, the NRC discovered during a spot review.!}

== Updates to the NRC from the utility regarding the status of
reinspections of Padovano's weld falsifications reveal
inconsistencies., For example, the categori 's into which welds were
placed varied throughout the utility's reports. It is never clear
in the PSNH reports to the NRC how many safety-related welds fell
into each category, therefore it i1s unknown how many un-reinspected
welds labelled "inaccessible" and "accept-as-is" were safety related
welds.

=~ The NRC report said "about one third" of the 2399 Padovano welds
were safety related, but a Dept. of Justice press release stated
that "More than half of these welds were classified as safety
related, i.e., they were on critical systems within the plant."18

JOSEPH WAMPLER

*~ Joseph D. Wampler was hired by Pullman Higgins in August, 1983,
He was the company's only Site Level 11l inspector at the time. He
oversaw non-destructive examination inspections performed by P-H,
and inspected weld x-ray packages dating back to 1981, though most
were from early 1983. He found a rejection rate of 20% and
considered 5V to be high. The company gave him less than a month to
inspect 970 packages of backlogged weld x-rays; there were numerous
?aperwork errors, lack of fusion and porosity rejects, and illegible
ilm.

== Wampler was terminated by P-H on January 3, 1984,

== Wampler filed a Dept. of Labor suit stating he was terminated in
retaliation for exposing safety problems. In a March 1984 agreement
with the utility, Wampler withdrew his complaint and agreed not to
report safety violations in exchange for a money payment.

16 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix B; NRC Combined Report 50-443/84-12 and
84-06, pp. 60-61.

17 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix B at p. 5.

18 / NRC Inspection Report 50-443/85-25 at p. 6; Press Releat of Sept.
20, 1985, Department of . ustice, District of New Hampshire.

19 / U.S. Department of Labor, In the matter of Joseph D, Wampler vs.
Pullman-Kiggins Co., Case No. 84-ERA-13 (March 30, 1984).
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1984

* A welder used a graphite pencil in a weld in the equipment vault to
bide the welds porosity; a QC inspector accepted the weld.

* An INPO evaluation stated control of pipe installation and welding
processes need impr?vement. Improvement i1s needed in training craftsmen
and QC inspectors., <)

* A woman in the document section of P-H destroyed many documents the
week before UELC took over for P-H. <¢

* UESC changed procaedures on Feb. 20, 1984, to lower welding inspection
criteria. This reporting individual was a weld 1nspector.2

* The company began using cheaper piping as money got tiqht.z“

* Faulty welds were performed in the pipe tunnel: 100 s spect welds wera
not inspected. A QC inspector was ordered not to inspect welds.

* Ebasco Schedule Review: "A backlog of P-H documentation packages to
support 18 safety related BIPS has accumulated. A backlog of 1,268 P-H
radiographic film packages was recently discovered by YAEC QA." <6

* P-H records Management Program: The review showed documents w:i*h dates
and rignatures missing, NRC numbers transposed, 180 revision nurbers
missing, conflicting data entries on related inspections..."
* Non-conformance report NCR-73-011687 R/A identifies falsified 2C
signatures on a weld process sheet. 1t appears 2ullman Higgins was using
welders to QC their own welds prior to this 8/85 NCR.

20 / 1989

21 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix G at pp. 15, 20.

22 / ELP Report, Appendix H, 111-86-003.

23 7/ id., 110-87-002.

24

25

26

Id., 112-84-003,
Id., 112-84-006, 007.
1989 ELP Report, Exhibit 6 at p. 16.

27 1d.

B, TR TWRER, SRR CRREL

28 I1d., 0950-86-002.



* An NFC report siated "the site was experiencing difficulty an the
ultrasonic examination of é-inch diameter stainless steel welds. Also,
the valv~ sides cof the 6-inch piping welds were not being examined. It
was not clear to the inspector 13 tc what type of examination the
liz~nsee plans for these welds. *°

* UZLC again lowered weld inspection criteria.
1586

* A non-conformance report was changed to make the problem appear to be
with Unit 2., 3!

* An individual witnessed a welder welding stainless steel althouch he
was not gualified to do so; the welder then etched another welder's
anitial into the completed weld. A QC inspector signed off on rejected
welds without inspection, based on who the welder was. 3

* Lumbermens Mutual Casualty Company provided Authorized Nuclear
Inspector (AN1) inspection services to Seabrook Station. In May, 148§,
unable to provide a qualified inspector, Lumbermens hired an inspection
trainee, and sent Seabrook Station a letter of instruction stating this
individual could perform only limited inspections under the supervision
of a qualified ANI. In March this individual failed every section of the
test to gualify as an ANI. 1In April 1986 this individual was found in
possession of marijuana while driving a company car and was fired.

* An investigator for Lumbermens found that the qualified ANI had
preformed independent inspections of pipe welds, in violation of the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers Code and of the letter of
instructicn from Lumbermens to Seabruok Station. Lumbermens investigator
recommended a full investigation, but Lumbermens dropped the matter
because an investigation wouid have interfered with Seabrook ftation's
process of compiling data certification repcrts. The ANI inspector's
work is suspect and there appears to have been a deliberate coverup of
the fact these inspections were performed by an ungualified inspector. 3°
The attitude in most NRC documentation available is one of unwillingness
to believe anything sould be wroug at Seabrook.

* An individual wrote an NCR on a violation of weld inspection

procedures; the NCR was canceled by his QA supervisor. This was one of
20 or 30 violations of weld procedures this person encountered.

29 / USNRC Inspection Report 50-443/85-25 at p. 8.
30 / See note 22.
31 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendix H, 119-86-u01,
/] 314.. 077-886-12, 13, 18.
33 / We The People Letter to U. S. Department of Justice, 1/11/88.
/

1989 ELP Report, RAppendi~ H, 84-86-001.
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* An i1ndividual who worked for General Electric was cencerned with vendsr
practices. The source inspector fcr GF passed products on iaspection
before they had ever been poured. X-rays for completed welds were
incorrect; all parts of the welds could not be seen., Upper tie plates
which pick up the rods were tested with a sample program: & x-rays for a
batch of 100 1f the x-rays revealed cracks in the tie plates, OF would
cintinue x-raying the plaies until they had 5 good x-rays gfan the §
x-rays to prove the batch was good, GE would ship them out

* An individual saw a2 Mass. Gas official falsify certifications for
materials supplied tc Ursc, 36

1987

* The ANI signed off illegible documentation and signed off on work whgch
“as never looked at. This concerned individual was a weld inspector. -/

* There ¢re indications that - anaerobic bacteria is causing corrosion
(M°C or microbiologically induced corros‘an) in piping and other
equipment., MIC is a recently-discovered safety hatard at nuclear power
plants, and current treatment methods don't work., The corrosion can be a
particular problem when the bacteria sets in improperly welded areas of

pipe, 38
COUNTERFEIT MATERIALS AT SEAEROOK STATION
1568

* During an NRC-ordered inspection in August 1988, PSNH discovered 369
“suspect" piping fixtures built into Seabrook Station, but said those
fixtures met safety requirements. However a chemical analysis by an
independent laboratory in October 1988 revealed some flanges in the
Service water system were defective. The NRC had told utilities to test
bolts because counterfeit bolts have been instal'ed in the plants. They
can shear cff or melt under normal stress. However, PSNH was only
required to test ten safety and ten non-safety bolts found in the
warehouse. This was two years after plant ¢ nstruction was completed: no
bolts in the actual plant itself were testea.

* The NRC announced that tens of thousands of counterfeit, possibly
defective, materials had been built into half of US nuclear power plants.

The agency called off all further investigations after an industry-
sponsored computer study convinced the NRC to lower saiety standards

35 / 1d., 100-66-001, 002, 003, 004.
36 / 1d., 111-86-007.
37 / 1d., 110-87-005.

38 / 1989 ELP Report, Appendices A & F,



rather than require nuclear utilitier {0 find and rerlace materials which
did not meet the safety requirements. Coun‘erfeit materials include
cfircuit breakers, valves, piping materials, pumps and fasteners.
Companies which supplied materials tc Seabrook Station fall into two
categories:!: those whose labels were illegally affixed to uzed or below-
grade parts; and those known to have manufactured or distributed cheaper,
weaker or less accurate materials falsely labelled as meeting safety
requirements. Those companies include General Electric, Westinghouse,
Underwriters Laboratories, Drave Piping Co.. Pullman Power Co., Planned
Maintenance Systems, West Jersey Manufactur.ng Co., and Piping Supplies,
Int .

1989

* During a public hearing held September 6, 1989 to discuss ihe NRC
Region I inspection team report, Seabrook operators were sited as
reacting in an unacceptable way tn ecuipment failure that biought about
an abrupt halt to low power testing June 22, 1989. Beyond the criticism
of Seabrook staff reaction to proper shut down procedures, Mr.
Eselgroth, Mr. Dudley and Mr. Martin of the NRC, gave little indication
that either their agency or the licensee regarded falsification of a
maintenance inspection sign-off on an unrepaired valve as a serious
matter., even though the valve in gquestion, No. 3011, led to the actual
emergency shut down. There is no evidence at present to show that the
person who falsified this report was ever reprimanded.

* Quality Technology Company, an independent company of nuclear plant
experts, examined Seabrook Station documentation and information from
plant workers. QTC found that NRC reports dealing with various safety
concerns show an "apparent lack of objectivity" by NRC in these matte:s.
The attitude in most NRC documentation available is one of unwillingness
to believe anything rould be wrong at Seabrook. ¢

39 / "Counterfeit and Substandard Matetials in US Nuclear Power Plants,
Parts I and 11, and Seabrook Station Involvement,”" We The People, 1988,

40 / September 6, 1989 Public Hearing at University of New Hampshire to
Discuss the Results of NRC Region I on Seabrook Unit I at Durham, New
Hampshire pp. 107-117

41 / 1989 ®LP report: Quality Technology Company's Investigation, NRC
Lack of Professionalism
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* The NRC did not deo everything possx%le, in a8 professional manner, to
investigate concerns, 42 OTC has discovered a continuing failure by the
NRC to address guality problems as such, 43

* “NRC actions in the area of document falsification do not appear to
addrecs the full spectrum of the QA breakdown that occurred. These
"igolated incidents" as the NRC calle them make up a programmatic

problem. The NRC cannot or wil) not see problems at Seabrook Station as
other than "isolated incidents...". 44

42 7 18+ 4% 9+ 20,
43 7/ 1d4.. &t ». 0.
% 7 38., st ». Al
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INSIDENRC o Juse 18, 1990 Az exclusive repori on tbe TS Nuclear Regulatory Comumission

NO SIGNIFICANT EVENTS EARNS PGE TOP RATING FOR OPERATIONS

NRC awarded Portand Ceneral Electn: Co. (PGE) # wp Cawegory | muing in Uic aea of plant
operations in the agency's latest SALP review of performance ai Trojan. Region V Adminlstraior John
Martin said the absence of any significant operaional events during the 15-month review perod was s
primary reason for the high rating.

The uility, however, was given & low Caiegory 3 ruling n the area of mainiznance/surveillance.
Martin s2id the SAJ.P board “considered the planning, scheduling, and oversight of ma-
intenance/surveillance work sclivities 10 o¢ weak, and the quality of msccinted proce”  « and wark in-
reuctions 1 b in need of improvement " Some improvement was no.id at the end 61 . period, but,
Manin said, “this area clearly wamanis close future seruting by PGE management.™

According 10 Nucleonics Week, Trojan, a 1,178-MW, Westinghouse PWR, had & gross capacity fac-
wr in 1959 of 56.61%. Through April 1¥90, the unit's capacity facior was 61 83%.

In the wrea of radiological controls, the SALP repont noted that ol collecuve dose has bees increas-
ing since 1967, with the 1989 wial a1 420 person-rem. The report saic that the development ofs
“healthy ALARA program was hindered by plantwide problems with inefficient outage coordinauion,

former Seabrook contract workes, The worker, Joseph Wampler, was employsd by Pullman-Higgins Co
- piping contractor for Seabrook from August 1983 1o Junury 1984, He was fired oo 1he grounds that he

D

N

CA

inconsistent job scope evaluation, and ine Tective planning.” @ Q

The report nowed that PGE has taken sieps (o “enhance ity Trojan management wam snd W inple- = §
men: broad sope improvements through the nuclear division improvement plan.” The repart sid, % W)
howe ver, thet many of the changes have yet 1o ocowr and siversl key management positions were “ ézy
vacant, deing temporarily Blied, or were in transition &S the SALP period ended, and therefore, the QQ =
resulis of POE's effons are only resently heginning o be observed. SS=

(v ——
NRC INVESTIGATION PROBES ALLEGATIONS OF FAULTY SEABROOK WELDING %M&

A two-month NRC lavestigation aimed &l resolving questions about ibe intgrity of certain Seabrook ngﬁ
pipe welds and relaied quality assurance matiers is coming 10 & close, with & report expecied 10 be dral- maw$
tad by the end of e month. -y T

Lee Spestard the NRC senlor manager leading the Invesugation, declined w discuss detalls of the Qéw X
report. Spessard said the group was chartered w0 do an afler-the-fact is dependent evalusuoe” of pipe & Mé&'—
we,ding and nondesructive examis .on acuvives &t Seabvook, T

WRC launched the independent team invesugation about one month afler the commission antharized % =S
full-power operation of the controversial plant TNRC, 12 Mared, 5) Despite the commission's March 1 (7 ¢§
voiz okaying full-power operation, NRC and conrasional saffers and cotsultanis have been poring ¥
over years of inspection reports, radiographs, and other recards 1o delermine if welds for safety-relaied ‘3 §\_
piping at Seabrook mezt regulaiory requuremeny and if o paper trall, supporting thw conclusion, exists. *=OXL

Questions about the intognity of the welds—ar at leaxt the inzgnty of the quality assurance program SQ&’A
for the welds—<came 1o light six years ago dwring a Department of Labor gries ance bearing involving » Q‘éwﬁ)

ol

H

was uncooperative snd caused dissension a work.
I his brief wenure ot Seabrook, Wampler was sssigned w examine hundreds of backlogged weld

v
ndiographs. Of those he reviewed, Wampler rejected about 20%, eithes because the radiograph could L

oL be read because it had not bees shot properly or had faded, of becase the nadiograph showed & weld by

that did not meet code. Wample.  'ieged that one of the reasons he was fired was because he rejeciad 100
many of the weld radiographs.

-

broadened inquiry.

Not unu! eariler this year did NRC make # concened cffont 1o invesugaie Wampler's Infarmasion.
Wampler's allegations, which were surfaced by anu-Seabrook acuvist Siephen Comley, ked 10 the now-

At first, NRC senlor officials said the 20% reject rate cited by Wampler was “sot yewual” in
the indusary. The agency sufTers, citing “some confusion over the exact natwe of Mr. Wampler's
funcuon' at Pullman-Higging, have since pulled back from that susiement, but are holding 0 he posi-

EEnci

EXT




\

X

Uan e e IO reedt i by el 18 of van Limiued relevance b asiessing overall plant safety
TN s con8aence in e imiegniy Of (e weids 813 the welding pr g A3NEATS 10 b based largely
on (wo things 8 “100% check of the radiographs™ conducied by Yankee Awmic Eleztne Co. and a
recent NRC review of 100 weld mdiographs. o

Respending 1o questions from Sen. Edward Kenaedy (D-Mass.), NRC saud the company, “deemed it
pruden: 1 40 an independent 100% review " of Pullman-Higgins radiograph work. In (he beginning, the
100% review was “an ongoir.3, informal process,” NRC said, but in 1984 Yankee formalized the review
Dy 880pUng 8 writien procedure “which conwuined provisions 10 review all salety-rilaied vendor and
site generaied rdiographs.”

There appears howrver. w be some disagresment berween the licensee and NRC over whether the
1984 wrmuen procedun, in fact, controlled the 100% weld mdiograph review.

" New Hampshire Yankee tpokesman Roc Sher 101 Inside N.R C. ! procedures for the 100%
review “had always been the same.” Contrary w NRC's undersunding, the 1984 wriusa procedure ap.
plied 10 wnother Yankee review program-—.ot the 100% review.

According 1o Sher, in 1584, Yankee adopied a program whersdy they duplicated & variety of noa-
destructive examinations that had already been conducted. Those included radiugraphy, liquid pencwrant,
and agnelic pasticle examinations, done on a number of randomly selected welds. That effort aimed to
check the adequacy of Yankee contracions’ nondestructive sxaminaton cperations, but did pot consutute
8 100% review,

The informelity of the process early 09, and the concomitant lack ! iezords on the effor, troubles
conpressicnal cniucs who argue that relving on such an informal, scant’ s ocumented review indicaicy
foncomp.iance with NRC's quality assurance criieria. These critics acknow'sdge Ual (here 13 o
evidence of specific defective welds, but they Ague there 1s questonable basis far NRC cerufication that

e

the welding was done in accord with MRC refulavions,

Spokesman Sher noted (hat the Yerkee 100% review was not 8 regulitory requirement. Rather,
it was & siep beyond what NRC regulations called for and therefore, not beholden 1 NRC documenia-
uon requirements. “It's not & requirement.. but it he {ype of conservalive approach we've always Wkea
at Seabrook,” Sher said.

Asked 10 further explore the spparent contradicuion in Yankee and NRC underyiandic § of the role
the 1984 wrizien procedures played in the 100% review, Sher said it would be “inappropriate™ 1o
respond 1o s3divonal inquines that “parallel™ the NRC investgauon. “Oiven this iy pant of the

Jegularny review, the appropriate forum for us to answer these (questions) s NRC." Sher said.

Sher added thal the company Believes it has “demorsirated W NRC DAL the welds and weld recards
meet NRC and code requirements,” He said he was aware Ingide NR.C. was ulking 10 Seabrok's
crics and coniended that the Seabrook's “dedicated upponents will probabdly neves be satisflad with
what we do st Seabrook.” But he added, “we wani o astire the generl public™ thay the safe operstion
of the plant is foremost in the company's mind

lnum;n'mMwwmmnmmwm,wmmmmmwum
between August 1983 and January 1984 “had been approved and sinlng wound since ewrly 1982 and
that Yankee Aomic's own review “was lurning up almost 19% 1 20% wject ric over and above what |
was bringing 10 them.”

According to Wampler, prior 1o November 22, 1983, he and Yankes Atosnic's nadiographic reviswers
informally passed questionable ndiographs back and fanth, :

Yankee Atomic quality assunence engineer Dick Julian would call Wampler and ask him w0 review

Adograph Blm packages that he, Julian, thought were questionable, The packages had been approved
Dy Puliman-Higgins before Julun A reviewed them. :
If Wampler agread with Julian's interpreianon that a weld or weld package was rejectadle, Wampler
Wwould hand carry the package back w Pullman-Higging and have the weld re-radiographed. If a repair
Was warmanied, & weld repalr order would be genernisd. - % =

But, according o Wampler, the entire procedure was accomplished without prepartion of Yankee

Atomic defcliency repons or other paperwork that would be maintained as & quality record.
At 8 November 22, 1983 meeting, it was agread that Yankee Aomle's rejection of & weld or weld
package would therealier be documented on all ' ographic packages containing rejectabdle indications,

———

would be a violation of NRC regulaiions, but Uose in Congress eysing the igsuc we concerned.

Wampler mid,
35 Tt is unclear at thls Ume whether the informal natwe of the review wnd apparent gap in the peper trail \,l

~-Daw. Airose, Washingion



CONNELLY FIL £S FOIAFOR RECORDS OF CIA INVESTIGATIONS OF HERSELF

Sharon Connelly, former duccior of the now -dishanded Office of Inspecior & Audivr (DIA). has
Sied o request under the Freedom of Informauon Act for all NRC records dealing with, among other
tings. OLA invesugauons of Sharon Connelly,

Connelly was a cenval Sgure in the agency's controversial and fruidless iavesugauon of Roger For.
Wwha, deputy direcior of the agency's Offce of Invesugauons. In 1588, Connelly arranged 1o purchase
sumepitiously made wpe recordings of iglephone conversations beiween Fortuna and an antinuclear ac.
tvist € .elly pasd $6.000 in cash for the wpzs, with the money coming from a slush fund set up by
former Executive Direcior for Operations (EDO) Vicwor Swello (INRC, 26 Fed., 1).

Several invesugations have found that Siello and Connelly clreumvenied the advice of the agency's
general counsel in seiing up the slush fund and buying the wpe., wad their action agansi Foriuna has
repesiedly been characierized as vindicuve,

In her FOIA request, Connelly asks for copies of any and all agency records and information, inc!ud-
ing. but not limited w, origina! and concurrence copies, notes letiers, memoranda, dralls, minutes,
dianes, logs, calendars, lapes, anscripts, summanies, inerview repars, NRC commission briefings,
congressional briefings, EDO and owher driefings of NRC officials, procedures, instrustions, files,
phowgraphs, sagreements, handwritien notes, studies, daw sheets, notebooke, books, ielephone mes-
sages, voice recordings, video recordings, compuier priniouts, and any other data compilations, intenm
and/or Binal reports, status reponis, and any and all other records relevant i end/or generaied in connes-
uen with” the 10pics she ciles.

Connelly wants all records on O1A's inquiry and investigation of Fortuna and the NRC Inspecior
General's (IC) investgation of the way OlA hardled the Forura invest gation. She also wants any
records penaining 1o the NRC General Counsel's involvement in the inquiries related 10 Fortuna,

In addiuion, she has asked for records on OIA, 1G, and General Counse! involvement in NRC's in-
vesugauon of Region IV security specialist James Kelly. NRC initisted an investigation of Kelly in
1987, 8 month afler he made negative saements about NRC's fisness-for-duty policy to Congress.

Earlier this year, the NRC IG launched his own investigatian into whether senior agency officialy——
including Connelly—rewnligted against Kelly for his congressiona! eaumeny (INRC, 12 Feb,, 14).

Connelly asked tha fees associated with responding 1 her FUIA request be waived “since | am an
agency employee and this reques: is being made as a result of agency actions involving me." She of-
fered o review an itemized index of the documents tumed Up in connection with her request “1o avoid
#gency copying costs” of documents she does not want

NRC CORRECTS COURT RECORD IN FORTUNA CASE, CONCEDES OIA AFFIl' AVITS F4LSE

NRC legal officials 1old a federal coun & the end of last monh that saffers of the agency s now ™
defunct Ofice of Inspecior & Auditor (O1A) Lied in a/fdavits they fled in the case of Roger o rtung,
the NRC invesugator who was suspended afer refusing w be interviewsd by (OLA).

Fredenck Herr and Mark Resser, boh deputies © former OTA direcine Sharoe Connelly, hav. besa
removed from their positioas by NRC Inspecior Ceneral David Willams, whose office replac .4 Ol in
itz 1985. Resner remains on detal) 1o the agency’s security divigion, and Her is 22U o8 s2minisertive
leave.

/ Fortuna, deputy director of NRC's Offize of Invegtigations (OD), was accused by OlA of conspin.e
Mith anunucledr activisys 10 “to,ple the agengcy.” _J
To pursue their case, OIA and then executive director for operations Victor Sicllo entered into a

sccret "consulling™ contract with an informant, Douglas Ellison, and purchased surreptiously made
tape recordings of Fortuna's telephone conversations, Alough (he contract was dated Sepiomber 1,
1988, Resner and Connelly had interviewed the ieforman in August

NRC threatened 1o fire Fortuna but ended up fuspending him la February 1989 afier he refused 1o
$ubmit 10 2 cour reported interview without legal counsel preseat. He had been interviewed informally
by OIA in [lovember 1988, st which time he was wld that he Was not the subject of an investigation,

But when the O1 deputy dire. r brought suit. Agains! the agency in laie February 1989, secking 10
prohibit NRC from conducung an on-the-rezord intarview of from taking any adverse job aclion againgt

L him, Both Herr and Resner swore that OlA's invesugation of Foruna began in Oclober-November 1968,

oI August
The Secrel consulting conract with the informant and the slush fund set up by Siello 0 pay the in- GJ '
formant had not been publicly revealed when Hem and Resner signed their afidavity, which said: \
“Plainull Fortuna was interviewed on the Ellisan mattes by myvestf and delandan: Dacane infarmmally



-~

LI QN cre Uty 0 07 Bdoyt Novemnsr 4, 198X aiwhizh ums be Pivvidd wome gencra dackground
mfomaLon 0 CIA Subsegutni invesuganon and irformauan obuined by O1A 1ed OLA © conclude
At asoder inierview wor's bt nesessar; Because the queasuons OlA planned 10 ask plaaufl Foniuna
8t this sudsequenianerview would focus on the manner Foriuna pesiommed his official guues, O1A con-
Cluded thai Forung was now @ 'subject’ of the invesugauon.”

Ascording 1 NRT's cormecuon of the tecord, submitied W the coun May 30 by Soliciwor John Cot-
des. “the inspesior genern) (Williams) has determined that, in conumst with s@iements made in the Herr
and Regner a'f &aviss, the OIA invesugauon of plasnLl acivally was iniusied in August 1988 and that
no informalion developed afier O1A's November &, 1988 intsrview of Mr. Foruna 164 o his becoming &
"subjeci’ of the OIA invesugauon.

“Rather, the inspecior general has concluded that Mr. Portuna was 3 ‘subject’ from the outset of
OlA's invesugauon.”

Although 8 House subcommittee asked NRC what Information Herr aad Resner obtalnea afler

the November 1988 inierview of Fortuna that led 1 his becoming the subject of an investgation, neither

the former OIA swalfers nor the commission ever answered.
Nonethzlzss. Cordes told the court NRC does not believe the court should do anything sdout the

matier. “The suiements alieged W be erroneous by the inspector genesa) concem background factual in-

formauon,” Cordes wrote, “and are not material o the legal arguments made 1 the cout by any party

RO? 10 the cowrt's decision,

“Herce, we donot suggest that the coun should ke Any acuon based on this correcied informa.
ton."

The federal cour dismissed Fortung's complrini May 25, 1989, mainwining that the NRC inves-
tgelor had “adequaie sdministrative remedy to redress any possidle adverse persorne! sction™ through
the agency's grievance procedures.

Chrisune Kob!, an NRC administraive law judge who was assigned 10 decide Fortuna's case, found
that OlA ¢id not follow its own procedures in its punsuit of Fortuna and required the removal of a leter
of reprimand from Forwna's personac! fle. Congressional and independent reviews have also ¢leared
Fortuna of any wrongdoing in the case and concluded that the charges agains bim were rumped op.

-NRC's inspecior general was expesied 1 release his own i vesugilive report on the scandal 10 cenain

¢« congressional commitices carly this waek,

Fortuna's legal counsel, Julian Creerspun, said that Herr's and Resner's dlegedly false suement
were imporan: o he case. "1t is gignificant because It shows tat they (Hemr and Resner) were willing

o anything. If it wasn'timporiant, why did they fie? This was 8 coverup, aad a coverwp in the US. Dis

et Coun. "—Eric Lindeman, Waskingion MY FINES AS OF 6-20- Q0

FRENCH REGULATORS PRESS TO REVIEW NEXT '"ADVANCED' REACTOR TYPE

French nuclear regulatons are “impazient™ w siant exsmining the safery features of France's next.
"advanced” reacior type, but 80 far their hands are empey, regulatary chicf Miche! Laverie lamentad last
week. Laverie, direcior of the Service Central de Surets des Insiallations Nocleaires (SCSIN), maid thas
if 2 new reactor design i 1o be ready 1o be built by the end of (s decade in France, the dialogue bet-
Ween operiior, construsior, and regulaiory must be completed by 1995, And that, he said, means that tbe
draft advanced-reazior design projects “have o siart wriving”™ on hiy desk this year,

In & meeting with journalisu, Laverie expreased & Wuch of envy vigwa-vis the US, NRC. *1 obgerve
that our American colleagues are slready it work™ examining advanced-reacior projecy in the US.,
Laverie said. “We 1% not. ! have been emphasizing o Electnicite de France the urgency of beglaning
this dislogue, " he said, 3o that “we can agree (on 8 reacior design) by 1998,

Laveric calcwlates that dae by assuming that France's oldest PWR will have 8 life of sbout 30 yean,
even if the more recen: ones may last 40 years. Since Fessenheim-1 went op line in 1977, the firyg
replacement racior will be aceded no laier than 1997, he estimass,

Laverie said the new reactar type “must incorporate all the progress™ made over pas years, but may
be quite different from today's reactons, the 1,400-MW-class N4 FPWRS now polaed (0 enier service, The
most Important change, from Laverie's viewpoinl, would be 10 make them simpler: “simpler lechnically,

simpler 1o operaie." They may not necessarily be smaller, though. Laverie sald be is in favor of wider
masging in the new reactors: for example, he said, secondary circults could be designed W be adle to
CONAIN & #team gencralor tube leak and provent releases of redioactive Sieam (o the sumosphere. Such
clreuits “cerainly would be more massive and more expensive” than current models, he taid, “but we
would gain a lot on e salety side.”
Lavene and SCSIN section director Pierre Franck Chever sad that the French.Oerman working
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NO SIGNIFICANT EVENTS EARNS PC RATING FOR QPERATIONS
NRC awarded Portand Ceneral Electnz Co. (POE) o top Cawcgory | rauing in the ares of plant
ns in the agency's laizst SALY review of performance &t Trojan. Region V Admr \$traior John
<

Vartn said the adsence of any significant operational evenis duning the 13-
primary reason for the higa rating
The utility, however, was given a low Caizgory 3 rauing in the area of mainiznance/survelliance
Marun said the SALP board “considersd the planning, scheduling, and oversight of ma-
enance/surveillanse work activities 10 be weak, and the quality of associated procedures and work in-
structions 1o be in need of improvement ™ Some imnrovement was noted At the er,of the period, dut,
3, "this area clearly wa ¢ uture scrutiny by PGE management.”™
78 MW, Westinghouse PWR, had 2 gross capacity fac-
» unit's capacity facior was 61 R3%
¢ SALP report nowed that 0@ COLigC o8¢ has becn increas
em. The report said that the development of &
de problems with inefficien: outage coordinauon,
ve ".A,'\.‘.;'*.E,”

monih revicw penod was 8

agement wam and o imple-
Al plan.” The report saud,
eral key management posibong weny
ALP period ended, and therefore the
o be obhstrved

NPROBF” ALLECATIONS OF FAU SEABRQOOK WELDING

Ivestigawon amed &l esolving questons adout the inlegnty of certain Scalvook !

Quality assurance matieny is coming W a close, with 4 repon expect ed 1o be dnal-

et '».\‘,."5 the Investigad eclined 1o discuss demlls ""he
' nered "0 do an afer-the-fact independent evaluauioe™ of pip
selding and nondestructive clAMInALON AcUvites &, Sealwook.
NRC launched the independent team investigation aboul one month after the commission authorized
power operalion of the controversial ;Jf' ANRC, 12 March, §). Despite the commission’s Marck 1 ¢ \k
kaying full-power operanon, NRC and congressional stafens and consuians have deeA pOnNg (¢
s © .-sxx;;* repors, radiographs, and other records 10 determine if welds for safety-relaied < -
: Seabrook mee! regulatory requirements and If a paper trall, supporting that €0 nclugon, exi RS, - '_
Quesuons about the intognty of the welds-—or ot least the Inwegnity of the quality assurance pr*;'ml :’* =
for the welds—came 10 light six years ago during 8 Department of Labor grievance b«a..rg favolving s | =
former Seabrook contract worker, The ,,wh ‘..u;‘ Wamnpler, was amployed by Pullman- -Higgin 3 Co., .;‘,., £
piping contraztor for Seabrook from August 1983 10 Jan ,i:y ‘a‘%u hc wis fired oo the grounds that hei™
L8 uncooperative and caused dissention a mrh )\
In his brief wenure at Seabrook, Wampler was assigr ‘.J © examine hundreds
graphs. Of those he reviewed, Wampler re/acted sbout 20%, either because the i "I;‘P ("__’»‘
01 be read because it had not been shot properly or u;v' fed, o because e ndlograph showed & weld
t did not mee! code. Wampler alleged that one Of the ~rv1 he way fired was becanse he m;«_::ut‘._tag
y of the weid mw;ﬁ he,

eariiar this year did NRC mak cemeened effon o inve mpler's | nanos

Wampler's allegauons, which were by ani-Seabrook activist Stephen Comley, ked W Uk nOw-
i 3R it
broadened inquiry. ~—

At first, \qur’.:r sf"ﬂaeuv“u")i‘& reject rate clied by Wamp! nvu“oﬂtr.uluv |
ndustry. The agency siafTers, civing “‘some confusion over the exact nanure of Mr. Wamp 'y

- A ' Dulles -‘1..,, " ~ 4 . P § e by

on"' at Pul a,ius have gl e pulled back ‘ : ui are hold .N.{\cl-
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uor A the 20% rerect i, by wse.d, 19 of vers himued relevancs i Assessing overall plant safety
T KRC 8 son88ence in the INEGnLy Of the w 1k 875 he welding PSS P W b bised lrgely
0 two things 8 “I00R check of the radicgraphs™ condusied by Yankee Atomic Electne Co and a
recent NRC review of 100 weld mdiographs.

Respording 1o questions from Sea. Edward »  *aedy (D-Mass.), NRC said the company, “'decmed it
pryden: L 89 an independent 100% review " of Fuilman-Higgins radiograph work. In (he beginning, the
10C®: review was “an ongoing, informal process,” NRC said, but in 1984 Yanksee formalized the review
by adopung 8 writen procedure “which conwained provisions w review all salety-relaied vendor and
site generaied mdiographs.”

There sppeary. however, 1o be some disagree ment berween the licensoe and NRC over whether the
1984 wnuza procedures, in fact, cortrolled the 100% weld mélograph revicw,

Yew Hampshire Yankee spokesman Ron Sher (0ld Inside NR.C. that procedures for the 100%
review “had dlways been the same " Contrary w NRC's undersinding, the 1984 wriuen procedure ap-
piied w another Yankee review program-——.ot the 100% review,

According 10 Sher, in 1984, Yankee adopied a program whereby they duplicated & variety of noa-
destructive examinauons that had already been conducted. Those included radiograpby, liquid penetrant,
and magnetic particle examinations, done on a number of raadomly selected welds. That effort aimed 10
check e adequacy of Yankee contractors’ nondestructive examination opersiions, but did not constitute
8 100% review,

The informality of the process eerl) on, and the concomiunt lack of records on the effort, troubles

Longressional criucs who argue thal relying on such an informal, scantily documented review indicates

nencompliance with NRC's quality acsuwance criteria These crities acknowledge thai there 14 o
_evidence of speciBc defective welds, bug the; ague (here is questonable basis for NRC cerufcation that
e weiding was done in aceord with NRC regulsiions,

Spokesman Sher soted that the Yankee 100% revie was oot 8 regulatory requirement Rather,
it was & i beyond what NRC regulasions called for and therefore, not beboldes 1o NRC documenis-
uon requirements. “Ii's not a requiremenc.. but its the type of conzervalive approach we've always ken
al Scabrook," Sher said

Asked w further explore the apparent con wadicuion in Yankee and NRC unde. s asdiag of the role
the 1584 wniizn procedures played in the 10C% review, Sher said it would be “inappropeiate”
fe4pond Lo sddivonal inquiries tha “parallel” the NRC investigauon. “Tivea 5y is pant of the

JeRulsory review, ihe appropriate forum for us to answer these (questions) is NRC." Sher said.

Sher added that the company believes it has “demonsiraied © NRC hat the weid and weld records
meet NRC and code requirements,” He said he was gware Ingide NR.C. was wlking 1o Seabrook's
erides and coniended thal the Seabrook's “dedicated opponents will probably never be satisfisd with
what we do 8! Seabrook.” But he added, “we a0 assure the geacru padlic™ that the safe operation
of the plant is foremost in the company's mind

In an April 24 interview with the NRC review $roup, Wampler said the radiographs he reviewed
between Augus: 1983 and January 1984 “had been approved and sinting wound yince early 1982 and
that Yankee Alomic's ownr ew “was turning up almost 19% 0 20% reject muc over and above what |
Wil dringing W them,”

According to Wamplez, prior o November 22, 1987, bo and Yankee Atomic's radiorraphic reviewen
informally passed questionable mdiographs back and forth,

Yankee Atomic quality assurance engineer Dick Julian would call Wampler snd ask bim to review
radiograph BLm packages thai he, Julian, thought were questionable. The packuges had been approved

y Pullman-Higging before Julian reviewed them. :
If Wampler agreed with Julian's interprewtion that a weld or weld package wad rejectadle, Wampler

Wwould hand carry the packege back w Pullman-Higging and have the weld re-ndiogruphed. U a repair

was warranied, a weld repair order would be generniad,

But, according Wamplez, the entire procedure was accomplished without preparation of Yankee
Alomic deficiency reports or other paperwork that would be maintined as a quality record,

Al November 22, 1983 meeting, it was agreed that Yenkes Awmic's rejecton of & weld or weld
package would therealter be dacumentzd on all mdlographic packages conwining rejectable indications,

would be a violation of NRC regulations, but thess in Congress eyeing the insue wre concerned,

Wampler aaid
3 5 1t 18 unclear at this time whether the informal natwe of the review and apparent gap in the papes traul

~0g¢ Airoso, Washingion
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CONNELLY FILES FOIAFOR RECORDS OF CIA INVESTIGATIONS OF HERSELF

Sharon Conneily, former duscwor of the now-disdanded Office of Inspecior & Audilor (OIA), has
Eled & request under the Freedom of Informauon Act for ali NRC records dealing with, among other
things, OIA invesugauons of Sharon Connelly

Connelly was 4 cenval figure in the agency's contoversial and fruidess invesugauon of Roger For.
wna, deputy direcwor of the agency's Office of Invesugauons. In 1988, Connelly arranged 1o purchase
surreputiously made wpe recorcings of 1elgphone conversations deiween Fortuna and an anunuclear ac.
tvist Connelly paid $6.000 in cash for the wapes, with the money coming from a slush fund sei up by
former Executive Durecior for Operations (EDO) Vicwor Siello (INRC, 26 Fet., 1).

Several invesugaiions have found that Siello and Connelly circumvented the advice of the agency's
general counsel in setting up the slush fund and buylng the pes, and their acuion against Foriuna has
repeaiedly been charazienized as vindicuve.,

In her FOIA request, Connelly asks for copies of any and all agency records and information, inc)ud-
ing. dut not limited 10, origing! and concwrrence cupies, noles, letters, memesanda, drafts, minutes,
dianes logs, calendars, wpes, anscripts, summanes, inierview reparts, NRC commission briefings,
congressional briefings, EDO and other briefings of NRC officials, procedures, instructions, files,
photographs, agreements, handwritizn noies, siadies, daw sheew, noizbooks, books, ielephone mes-
sages, voice rezordings, video rezordings, compuier printouis, and any other data compilations, inienm
and/or final reports, swatus reporis, and any and ! sher records relevant 1o and/or generaied in conneg-
uon wirh™ the 10pics she cites.

Connelly wants all records on OIA'S inquiry and invesiigation of Fortuna and the NRC Inspecior
Genera!'s (IG) investigation of the way OIA bandled the Foruna investigation. She also wans any
records penaining 1o the NRC General Counsel's involvement in the inquiries related 1o Fortuna,

[n addiuon, she has asked for records on OIA, IG, and General Counsel involvement in NRC's in-
vestgation of Region IV security specialist James Kelly. NRC iniugied an investigauon of Kelly in
1987, 8 munth after he made negauve swiements about NRC's fimess-for-duty policy 1o Congress.

Eaclier this year, the NRC 1™ launched hig own invesugatae into whether senior ageacy officialy—
including Connelly—reialiated against Kelly for his congressional esumony (INRC, 12 Fed,, 14).

Connelly asked that fees associsted with responding 1o her FOLA request be waived “since | am an
dgency employee and this request |+ being made as a result of agency actions involving me.” She of-
fered o review an iten zed index of (he documents tumed up in connection with her request “to avoid
agency copying costs” of ducuments she does nol want

NRC CORRECTS COURT RECORD IN FORTUNA CASE, CONCEDES OIA AFFIDAY . § FALSE

NRC legal officials 10ld a federal coun & tae end of last month thet staffers of the AgeIcy's now
defunct Office of Inspector & Auditor (O1A) Lied = alfdavits they Aled in the case of Roger Fortuna,
the NRC invesugaior who was suspended afier refusing w be inervicwed by (OLA),

Frederick Herr and Mack Resner, both deputies 1o former OIA direcwor Shacon Connelly, have bean
removed from their positions by NRC Inspecior Genersl David Williams, whose office replaced OlA in
laiz 1989. Resner remains on dew’l 1o the egency's security division, and Her is still on administrative
leave.

Fonurs, deputy direcior of NRC's Office of Invesugauons (O), was accused by OIA of consplring
with antinuclear activists 10 “toppl =
To pursue their case, O1A and then executive direcior for operations Victer Siello entered into 8
secred “consuling” contact with an informant, Douglas Ellison, and purchased sureputiously made —
tpe recordings of Fortuna's telephone conversations. Although the soniract was cated Scpember 1,
1986, Resner and Connelly had interviewed the informant in August
NRC threatened 1o fire Fortuna but ended up suspan” + him ln February 1989 afier be refused ©
sudmit o & count reported interview without lega’ ¢o 'senl He ha een inizrview~d informally
by OIA in November 1988, at which time he was © Wi 0ot the subjec: of an investigation.
JBut when the O deputy direztor brought suit B .. 8pencyin iaie February 198, seckingto
prohibit NRC from conducting an on-the-iecor inirview or from teking any 3dverse Job aclion ARIRKL
him, both Herr and Fesner swore that OIA's 1 igation of Fortuna began in October-November 1988,
oL I AUgusL G TGS

- The secrei consulting contzact with the informant and the slush fund set up by Siello w pay the in- ’!7
formant had not been publicly revealed when Hem and Resner signed their affidavity, which said: \ ;

“Piunull Fortuna was interviewed on the Ellignn matier by myeel” gnd defondan: Regner informaliv
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