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Summa ry

During October of 1982, four % inspector: previously erployed by Danie)
International (DI) at Wolf Creck mede &n allegatior to the NPC Resident Reactor
Inspector at the Zimmer nuclear construction site in Moscow, Ohio. The inspectors
alleged that QC inspectors at Wolf Creek were not given adequate freedor to report
nonconforming conditions. An investigation was initiated regarding the allegation,
and six former DI QC inspectors were interviewed, including the original four
inspectors who made the allegation. The six former DI inspectors provided testi-
mony that DI QC management personnel had instituted a policy of management revicw
of nonconformance reports (NCRs) before allowing inspectors to formally issue NLRs.
The former DI inspectors testified that numerous nonconforming conditions were not
reported because DI QC managers voided NCRs, thereby, restrictinc the inspector's
reporting of violations. The former DI inspector: further statec that DI QC
inspectors were threatened with termination if they failed to adhere to this policy.

During February of 1983, six DI QC inspectors, one DI QA inspector, and three DI
QC lead inspectors were interviewed at Wolf Creek. Thesc inspectors reported
numerous instances of DI QC managers directing inspectors to conduct their
inspections to instructions contained in three-part memorzndums which conflicted
with procedures. Thete DI inspectors related numerous instances where NCRs and DRs
(Deficiency Reports) were “voided”" or “closed in process,” which they felt restric-
ted their freedom and 21lowed nonconforming safety conditions to go uncorrected.
Four of the DI QC inspecters provided the NRC with copies of NCRs and DRs they
fdentified as “voided," NCRs "closed in process," and three-part memorandums. These
inspectors stated thet the ebcve documents were examples of nonconforming con-
ditions and/or constitutea viclations of procedure. Two of these inspectors indi-
cated they kept these documents to “cover themselves" should questions be raised

as to the validity of their irspections.

These DI QC imspectors rcrortec that many of their concerns about freedom to
inspect and report noncc: “cri v conditions hac beer zlleviated since 1982 by DI
management's response t: 1 ~plaints. Furthe, rcone of DI GC inspectors

~



interviewed indicated they felt threatened with terminztion from the instructions
received by supervisors corcerning the policy of NCR review. The inspectors stated
that four D] QC supervisors primerily resporesibile for the restriction of their
inspection freedom had either beer transferrec to enother site, taken out of the
chain of command, or terminated.

The DI Project Quality Inspection Manager, the DI Senior Quality Supervisor, and
two DI QC supervisors were interviewed, and they explained that the review policy
for NCRs at Wolf Creek was implemented to avoid invalid NCRs. They emphasized this
policy was not an attempt to curtail the reporting of nonconforming corditions.
They further testified that three-part memorandums were used to clarify or
interpret procedures, and were not intended to circumvent approved procedures.
They explained that many of the NCRs vcided by DI QC supervisors were not
legitimate violations. The above supervisors explained the QC inspectors were tc'c
that if they continued to write invalid NCRs, retraining would be initiated, arc
{nspectors failing to re-qualify would be terminated. The DI Project Quality
Inspection Manager stated that this policy was not intended as a threat, but was
meant to emphasize the neec for a professional inspection effort by all QC
inspectors.
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Purpose of irvestigation

The purpcsc ¢ this investigation was to cetermine if Daniel Internztiona! (DI)
meragemert perscnnel at Wolf Creek intimidated DI QC inspectors through: (1) newly
implementec policies and instructions which restricted their freedom to report non-
conforming conditions and/or conduct independent inspections, and/or (2) threats of
termination for not following newly implemented policies.



Backeround

Duri=o October 1882, four QU inspectors who formerly worked for Daniel
Interrctional (D1) et wWolf Creek, made an allegation to the NRC Senior Resident
Inspector at the Zimmer nuclear construction site where they were employed. These
fnspectors alleged thet DI management personnel at Wolf Creek attempted to intimi-
date QC inspectors by restricting their freedom to report nonconforming conditions.
The former DI QC inspectors alleged that DI QC management personnel conducted a
n:eting'Tn which they told the QC inspectors that if they refused to sign off on an
fnspection step, they were to call their QC supervisor. It was further alleged that
DI QC management personnel instructed the QC supervisors to perform the inspection
and sign off on the inspection if they disagreed with the inspector's evaluation of
the situation. It was alleged that DI (C management personnel indicated that QC
inspectors could be retrzined and required to be retested for their cert fications
if this happemed too often. The former DI QC inspectors zlieced it was implied by
QC management personnel that those inspectors might fail tc recertify, and as a
result be terminated. On or about October 20, 1982, this zllegation was also tele-
phonicelly reported by these same DI QC inspectors to the PO Senior Resident
Inspector at Wolf Creek. On or about October 29, 1982, the Region IV Regional
Admirictrator requested 0]'c assistance in investigatinc this z)legation.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: During the course of this
investigation, two examples of potential restrictive
measures placed on QC inspectors by DI CC mirzcement
were identified; namely, (1) conflict cf C( procedures
(QCP V11 200-204) and (2) improper use of white out.
These examples were previously reportec &< seperate
technical issues to Region IV under A&4-£3-00Z &nd
A4-83-004 respectively.



Teiepronic Intervien of

Cr. hovember 30, 16E7, 2 QC inspector, wgs telephonically
interviewed by N Investigetor D. D. DRISKILL. stated thet when he

anc Marshall SEJ70N pesignec as quality control inspecfors from Daniel Inter-
national (D1) Corporetiom at Wolf Creek, they contacted the NRC Resident Reactor
Inspector regarcing their concerns that DI QC inspectors did not have the freedom
to perform their duties as required by procedure at Wolf Creek. stated he
believed that QC inspectors at Wolf Creek were being intimidated by their super-
visors in order to force them to sign off on inspection documentation for work
which was not properly done. stated that DI QC supervisors forced
inspectors to deviate from ins}ectibn requirements by writing three-part memo-
randums authorizing deviations from the appropriate inspection procedures. He
stated that conducting an inspection in accorcance with & three-part memorandum,

rather than the zpproprizte procedure, restrictec the (7 inspectors from document-

ing nonconforming conditions. }ho stated that QC inspectors were reguired
to submit their nonconformance ftpor{s to QC supervisors for review prior to the
NCR being submitted into the corrective action syveier. ‘stated that
frequently an NCR wazs disapproved by management reculting 1n’the nonconforming
condition going unccrrected. Ystated that Larry ADKINSON, & DI trainirg
cogrdinator currently Ef;'cyef—in the D! trairir: ceperiment 2t Wolf Creeh, coule
provide documents which would corroborate his statements.

additionally fdentified Paul HALE, Ron FRIAR and Alern CLIFFORD 2s other current
DT QC personnel who coulc provide information reletinc tc these concerns.

stated he preferrec not to be interviewed in persor, ror dic he wish to provide 2
statement concerning this matter,

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: seemed hecsitert to diIscuss
in detai) the above concerns over the telerhone,



Reinterview of

Or. Decemter 2, 1682, (supra) wee reintervie.ec by NRC Investigator
D. D. DEISKILL at the\Zimmer Nuclear Project, Moscow, Ohio. statec he wee
employec 8s &(DI QC inspector at Wolf Creek from '

and during tiyc time, was 4

related that in early September 1982, Ron McCRANEY, D] Senigr
Mechanical He1d1ng Qua1ity Supervisor, had called 2 meeting of QC leads and super-
visors, and instructed them that 1f QC inspectors refused to sign off documentation
approving a QC inspection, then the QC lead was to spprove inspection by signing the
documentation, stated that he along with other QC inspectors were subsequently
told by superviSors that if they did not sign off documentation approving inspections,
their leac inspector would be responsible for signing the documentation, Atated
the supervisc-: adcitionally told him, alonz with the inspectors, thzt in accofﬂance
with McCRANEY ‘s instructions, repeated situations involving inspectors not slgning off
inspections would result in their being sent for training and recertification.

indicated that if an employee failed to recertify, he might be terminated. I
stated these instructions were 2 direct e‘“cri or the part of O merizgement to reduce
the number of rejectable inspection reports by QC inspectors. stated during

) /
the time he wec 2 lead QU inspector, he vi: ver. close to hie s,*:r'tre tes anc never
refused to 2730w them permission to write ¢ re-ectadle inspectior rezcorse.

statec enother of his concerns reletec to the use of white out or official
documents, steted in the summer cf 1961, one of his inspectore had identi-
fied a harce” trdveler which contained white ou-. stated he talked with
Ror McCRANEY about this, and was told tc €isregerc the white out on the document.
He stated McTRANEY instructed him to drew & line through the white out and place
his initiels on the adjacent line, which in ecsence would give QC approval to the

change on the document. ;tated McCRENDY explained that a formerly dis-
positionec NCR approved such corrective zctior on documents. stated his
concerns regarcing this matter were twofc'c. e stated the use of €re NCR as 2
besis for vericus types of corrective a:::c: v:c & poor policy, ano secondly that
pprove ¢F the usg of white out coulc ri: . 1 ineccurate die beinc approved on

8 docuncrt, again declined to exc:. .- ¢ signed, sworn stetemert.



Interview ¢ scy STUDDARD

Or Decerter i, 182, Roy STUDDARD, forrerly @ QC inspector at Wolf Creek and
presently & 07 inspector at the Zimmer $ite was interviewed bv NRC Investigztors

D. D. DRISKIL. and H. B. GRIFFIN at the Zimmer site. STUDDARD stated he had been
employec by Di at Wolf Creek as a QC inspector from September 1981 through October
1982. STUDDARD stated he felt the DI QC management personnel at Wolf Creek were
interfering with the QC inspectors' performance of their jobs. STUDDARD indi-
cated his biggest probler at Wolf Creek was the conflict between training and the
work instructions given ty QC management personnel in the field. STUDDARD stated
that Larry PHILLIPS, a DI QC supervisor, told him, "you don't work the way training
tells you, you 40 what we tell you."

STUDDERT wae asked whether he attendec & meeting during the summer of 1982,
concerning inspectors calling their lezds when they discovered a2 nonconforming
condition., He stated he vaguely remerbered the meeting. STUDDARD stated the
contents of the meeting did not cause him to change his inspection procedures.
STUDZAR. said he did not write mery, "[t¢, but instead had craft correct the
problem, thereby, avoiding a lot of "hassles.” STUDDARD stated he knew that nhaving
the defects repzired and not writirc an NCR was in violation of procedure, but

he believed "it got the job done.'

STUDDARD recalled that on one occasion, he had a problem with a three-part
memorercum that QC inspectors were oiver which instructed them to do their inspec-
tione on hanger locations under QCP VII 200, as opposed to QCP VII 204. STUDDARC
stated he had not been trained to ceterrine the locations of hangers, and he felt
he was not qualified to sign off on the location criteria. STUDDARD stated the QC
inspectors at Wolf Creek were requirec to work to three-part memorandums.

“TUDDARD further stated that of the tctal NCRs he wrote, many were voided and the
.nconforming condition never reportc .. STUDDARD stated he had not retained copies
~< %{Rs that heZ been voided, &nc c:. ¢ rot provide specific details.



Intervien of Verron DREWES

Gr December 1, 1982, Vernon DREWIS, a mechanica) welding QC inspector at Zimmer,
wes interviewed by NXC Investigetor H. B. GRIFFIN. DREVES stated he had been
erployec as a mechanical welding QC inspector by Dl 2t the Wolf Creek site from
“ctober 19€1 until October of 198Z. ‘bREﬂEv stated he was one of seven QC
inspectors who gave notice to DI during October of 1982 and was promptly fired.
DREWES stated that DI did not pay the inspectors their severance pay.

DREWES was asked whether he attended a meeting on inspection policies regarding
NCRs held by QC management personnel during the summer of 1982. He stated he had
not attended the meeting, but was later given instructions by a co-worker to call
his lead when he identified 2 nonconforming condition. DREWES stated that during
hic last 4 or 5 months at Wolf Creek, a policy was implemented that no NCRs were

to be written without superviscry permission, DREWES stated that when NCRs were
written by QC inspectors, they were sent to McCRANEY, the senior QC supervisor.
DREWES stated McCRANEY voided many of these NCRs, and they were not issred. DREWES
ctated that initially these h(Fs were sent back to the QU inspectors with 2 writter
explanation, but later when the supervisors (not further identified) found out the
OC inspectors were keeping copies of these voided NCRs with the explanations, they
ciscontinued writing explancticns. OREWES statec the supervisors startec verbally
explaining to the QC inspectors why the NCRs had been voided. DREWES stated he hac
only two of his NCRs rejectec at Wolf Creek. OREWES stated that rather thar write
\CRe he often had craft erplcvees correct the problem, thereby avoicing the issuance
of NCR: which he believed woulc be voided anyway.

DREWES stated he also had difficulty with a three-part memorandum which instructed
the QC inspectors to sign off on locations of hangers, as described in QCP VII 200.
DREWES stated he understood that the lead QC inspectors were responsible for
determininc location, but tret CCF VII 200 required QC inspectors to sign off on
location. DREWES stated he c'c not think he was qualifiec to verify a location,
because he ¢id not have ¢ =--r:nice) certification, DREWES further stated that OC
supervisors complicated th: rections by instructing CC inspectors to conduct werk



thzt was soretimes in conflict with training. DREWES Stated he was told by & DI
cupervisor, Larry PHILLIPS, “to hell with tra{n?ng."'



Interview of Thomas 0'CONNOR

On December 1, 1%8%, Thomzs O'CONNOR, @ QC inspector employed at the Zimmer Site.
was interviewec by NK(C Investigator H. B. GRIFFIN. O'CONNOR stated he hac been
employed as 2 level-11 piping and welding inspector for DI at Wolf Creek from June
1981 until October of 1982, 0'CONNOR stated he left DI because he had been offered
2 more lucrative job at the Zimmer site. O'CONNOR stated he had been one of seven
QC inspectors who had been immediately terminated at Wolf Creek by DI after he had
given two weeks notice of his intention to resign. O'CONNOR stated it was common
practice at Wolf Creek for the employees to be terminated on the same day they gave
notice, so they would not influence other employees to leave. 0'CONNOR stated that
since QC inspectors were terminated on the day they gave notice, they were entitled
to two weeks severence pay. O'CONNOR said he and the other former DI inspectors
had not been pzc.

0'CONNOR statec that QC inspectors at Wolf Creek were often required to work to
three-part memcrandums. O'CONNOR said he recalled one memorandum directed that
inspections of rirgers be done under UCF VIl 200, which requirec QC inspectors to
sign off on the location of hangers. O'CONNOR stated it was his understanding that
under QCP VI~ ", these locations wc.1d later be inspected aduring a final inspection,
0'CONNOR szi¢ r: thought he was only intpecting welds, as per (04, but later reelizec
he was signinc off ~n hanger locations, as per 200. O'CONNOR stated he believed the
three-part me-zrzrcum instructing them to conduct their inspectiors urnder QCP V11 200,
relieved hir ¢- tre responsibility for location, because he wee not trairec or cer-
tified to deter-"ne location.

0'CONNOR state- he felt he had freedom to write NCRs at Wolf Creek, and szic tnat
most of the cde‘ects identified were addressed by engineers. O'CONNOR alsc stated
he relied or hic lead to keep up with the constant changes in procedure. O'CONNC?
stated he hac - “¥iculty with the difference between what they were taught *r “he
training clecc - end what they were instructed to do in the field. (0'CONNO?
inspectors v~ ¢ <7 d by supervisory perscnnel that by the time they startec -
with & proce -+« tney hed been taucht in training, it would probably already '
been changec.



Interview of Marshall D. SEXTON

On December 2, 1962, Marshall D. SEXTON, former DI QC weld inspector at the b, .-
Creek project, was interviewed by NRC Investigetor D. D. DRISKILL at the Jimr<-
Nuclear Plent, Moscow, Ohio, SEXTON executed a signed sworn statement which ic
included in this report as Attachment (1). SEXTON stated he was employed as & DI
QC welding inspector at Wolf Creek from June through October 1982, He stated that
subsequent to his giving 2 weeks' notice to DI, he was terminated. SEXTON said he
contacted NRC Resident Inspector, Tom VANLAL, and discussed with him several of his
concerns regarding the practices of the DI QC department.

SEXTON stated that Ron McCRANEY, the DI Senior Mechanical Welding Quality
Superviscy instructed the inspectors that if they rejected a weld, their lead
inspectc would come to their location and if he disagreed, he would instruct ther
to acce;t 1t. He stated McCRANEﬁ said that if the inspectors refused to accept the
weld, che lead inspector would approve it by signing off the inspection record.
SEXTON statec McCRANEY said that if this type situation occurred several times, the
inspec..r inv_ived would have his QU certification revoked. SEXTC'. statec,
however, that his lead never disagreed with any of his (SIXTON's) findings
subsec.cr 1 1 that meeting.

SEXTO!. .tated another concern he had at Wolf Creek was the use of three-part
ﬁemcrz':,'s by DI QC supervisors to authorize a deviation from inspection criteria.
SEXTO. -ictec he believed this practice resulted in norcenforming conditione nmot
heing ccrrected. SEXTON additionally stated he was concerned about the use of white
out on trevelers and other documents.  SEXTON stated that Larry PHILLIPS, 01 Reactor
Buildinc QU Supervisor, instructed DI QC inspectors to draw a line througn white out
and place their initials on the documents. SEXTON stated, however, that thic
practice would give the appearance that the change on a document had been zpproved
by QC.

“

SEXTC T tec he felt DI QC inspectors were also denied the authority
NEe 10 rspectors were recuired to submit each of their NCR drafic ¢

.
w
.
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respective supervisor prior to obtaining an NCR number. SEXTON relatcc t- . on ore
occasion his supervisor, Larry PHILLIPS, had refused to allow him (SEXT(' to submit
an NCR concerning @ preccted welding roc material requisition. 3I/T(. <i:-.ec he
believed this policy created & situation wherein some nonconforring corc ticns were
left uncorrected; however, he could not provide any specific conditions.



jrterview of Sco“t SENFT

Or February 2, 19£3, Scott SENFT, a D! QC
8t Wolf Cree: by NRC Investigator H. B, GRIFFIN. SENFT etitec he had been é
DI employee “or four and a half years, and presently helc ¢ veicing certifi-
cation and 2= NF (fillet weld inspection) certification. SENET
supervisor as Richard BOOTH, and his lead as Dalton RICHE.
was presently working as the lcad on his crew,

to qualify on his last certificafion test.
free to write NCRs ,

free to do so.

-

welding 1nspectcr, wet interviewec

SENFT stated he

When SENFT was acked if he felt
he stated that in the past he had not, but he now felt
SENFT said that three former DI supervisors, in an

speed up production, had pressured the QC inspectors not to write N
encouraged them to sign

effort to

CRs ang

off on defective work (not further idertified). SEnFT
listed these supervisors as Irs JAMES, Charles GOINS and 103
said these supervisors had either been terminatec,

transferred to other sites, as in the cases of

em FLINT, Hg
8s in the cise of or

INVESTICATOR'S NOTE: Daniel Perconne) Department recc
JAMES, GOINS and FLINT had either
Daniel jobs.

rds confirmed that

been terminated o trarsferred to otner
These three individuals were not interviewec. A fourtr
Supervisor wes idertified ac Lerry PAILLIPSE who wee trénsferred to &

ditferent position at Wolf Creek anc wes irterviemes (inf
individuals are identified within

supervigors, ™

ré;. These four
this Report of Investigation as “former

When asked to idertify specific NCRs that were not writter, SENFT stated he
could not provide specific dates or identify document RUTDErs, but he
remembered a welding rod materia) requisition on wt

ich @ QU inspector named
Marshall SEXTON had wanted to write an NCR because the recuisition had been

predated. SENFT stated a QC supervisor by the name of «&rry PHILLIPS told
Marshall SECTON rot to write the NCR, because the precating wes a
typographica] error, SENFT said he believed that it yzc rre

¢ typographice)
error, but

retesd, craft personnel were predeting 1h: we'¢ rod requisitiors

SO they cculc obtain the rods in 2 more timelylmsnner.

identified his

“because Dalton RICHE had failed




SENFT s&.¢ he 21so knew of an incident in which Faul HA.L, ¢ QC inspector, concuctec
an inspection to close out a defect on 2 hanger (not further identified). SENFT

szid the Wik (nurier unknown) stated the inspection wes ¢r- unde- QCP Vil Z(-. &nc
he (SENFT, believed it should have been under QCF VII 200, SENFT said he wes ecting

hanger. SENFT said that Ronald McCRANEY, a senior quality supervisor, called him and
told him to "keep things running." SENFT said he told McCRANEY he would be glad to
comply when the NCR was changed and the work was done properly.

SENFT said McCRANEY told him that he (McCRANEY) would change the NCR in the vault
and that he (SENFT) should tell HALE'to go ahead with the work. SENFT szid he
lined through the entry that said 204, then jnitialed and dated it. SENFT gaid he
later heard fror RICHE, that McCRANEY indicated he (SENFT) would nct be the acting
lead anymore because of his.(SENFT‘s) resistance to McCRALEY's suggestions.

SENFT was asked if he attended a meeting conducted by Nezle SCHRYER, DI Project
Quality ir:zpection Marager, anc McCRANEY concerning tre writing of NCRs. SENFT :éic
he had attended the meeting and understood from the comments SCHRYER made that if a
QC inspector wished to write an NCR, he first had to cz1l his lead. SENFT saic the
lead wculc evéluzte the problerm, érc if he agreed, he would then assign it an NP
number, or if appropriate, try to convince the inspector it was not a problem. SENFT
stated the leads were instructed to sign off on the inspection if they felt the con-
dition di¢ not merit an NCR, SENFT stated thet while he was the acting lead he never
tried to talk arybody out of writing an NCR if they felt it was a valid problem.
SENFT said that as the lead, even when he diszcreed witn the QC inspectors, if they
felt strongly enough about it, he permitted them to write the NCR.

SENFT related another incident which he stated occurred in November 1982, SENFT
said that ironworking crews (identification unkrown) vere installing whip restraints
in his arez, but they did not have the blueprints ices f“ying the pieces 2t their
work locations, SENFT said procedure required t'¢ ¢ the blueprints &% the

|

\

|

|
as the lezd at that time, and HALE called him for an NCR nurber as requirec by pclicy.
SENFT said he agreed with’HALE's request for the NCR, anc he left 2 hold tag on the
locaticrs tefcre they could proceed with the wori ¢ cgid the ironworrovi’




general foremar, whose name he could not recall, ce'iec Delton RICHE, & QC leec
and RICHE then c2lled Richard BOOTH, a QC superviccr. SENFT s2id S00Th then
celied hir (SENFT ' and told hin to "buy off" cn the ronworkers workirg withous

blueprints anc thet Paul HALE, a QC inspector, hec ¢iready signed off on the fit-
ups. SENFT said BOOTH told him the ironworkers hzc the blueprints at the DI
document vault. SENFT said he knew the inspection was 2 final inspection, and he
told BOOTH he would not sign off on the QC inspection until the prints were at the
location as required by procedure. SENFT said the next day the ironworkers still
did not have the blue-prints, so he wrote an NCR on the condition. SENFT said
BOOTH voided his NCR, thereby not allowing him to receive a number. SENFT stated
he later learned from other employees (not further identified) that BOOTH had made
an agreement with the general foreman of the ironworkers to go outside of procedure
regarding the blueprints. SENFT said he had no other problems regarding lack of
freedom to write NCRs, but he believed many of the cther inspectors did.
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Interview of Fau)l HALE

On February 14, 1983, Paul HALT, & DI QC ir:pector, was interviewed by Lire
Investigator H. B. GRIFFIN at Wolf Creek. =~ wes asked whet'er he hac receivec
instructions on a policy implemented in the surmer of 1982 recuiriry QC inspectors
to call their leads when they discovered nonconforming conditions. HALE said this
policy was enforced on his crew. HALE said he felt that a QC Tead's signature
authorizing an NCR constituted an affront to the inspecter's expertise, and he did
not believe this policy was in the spirit of the QC program.

HALE related the ctrcunstances of a meeting he attended with other QC inspectors,

on August 5, 1982, in which Larry PHILLIPS, a QC supervisor, said that QC inspectors
who failed to work to instructions containec in three-part memorandums would be
fired. HALE said that during this meeting, PHILLIPS was asked whether copies of
three-part memorandums could be included in the traveler package when they were used
as instructions when conducting inspections. HALE stated PHILLIPS told the QC
inspectors they could not include copies of three-part memorandums with traveler
packages. HALE stated that most of the QU inspecters did nct follov "HILLIPS'
instructions. HNALE said the QC inspectors rebelled against PHILLIP's instructions
and some of the explanztions that PHILLIP'c wrote on voided NCRs anc DRe. and as 2
result, complained to & higher level of meragement, HALE statec PrILLIFD wis
subsequently reassigned to a different position.

HALE stated he had troub'e with mzmyv of the three-part memorandurs circulated
among the QC inspectors. HALE said one such memo required QC inspectors to sigr
off on locations of hangers. HALE statec that without the proper equipment and
proper training, he did not think (T inspectors could verify hanger locations.
HALE stated in addition, he did nct believe that QC inspectors were qualified to
determine the middle one-third of plates to which hangers were welded.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Tre reference “"middle one-third"
relates to the centr:’ i+~ -r a plate to whic" & piece
of met2] is to be v¢ ~zximym strengit.



LALE stated that until the latter pert of 1982, there were four, forrer QC
supervisorg (JAMES, GOINS, FLINT anc PRILLIPS [supra]) ~ho voided NCRs and wrote
memorandums containing instructions wnich were in direct conflict with procedure.

HALE said these tour supervisors izc either beern terminatec, transferred to other
sites, or taken out of the chain of command during the last © months of 1982.

|

HALE said work conditions at Wolf Creek were much better now. HALE stated that

under these previous supervisors he had not been personally intimicated. HALE stated

he had ignored the instructions given by SCHRYER during a meeting regarding the

reporting of monconfornming conditions, and added he did not know anyone whe had

been intimidated or anyone who had failed to report a nonconforming condition.

HALE stated his main problem was that many of the NCRs written were voided by QC

supervisors or "closed in process" by D! quality engineers. HALE stated there were

numerous dispesitions of NCRs with which he disagreed, and &« & result, he kent a
|
|
|

few copies of some of them just in case questions were raisec by anyone in the
future regarding his inspections. HALE provided the NRC with copies of NCRs and DRs
he said supported his verbal statements, and are are included with this report

as Attachments (2) through (13).
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Interview of Gaines Ronald FRIA:

On February 15, 1983, Gainer FRIAK, & Dl QC inspector, was interviewed at Wolf
Creek by NRC Investigitor K. Ercoks GRIFFIN, FRIAR ctzted he was aware of the
policy regarding the verificetion of NCR conditions by leads. FRIAR stated that
when he found a nonconforming condition, he would write it up on an NCR along
with a hold tag and give it to his lead, Dalton RICHE. FRIAR stated that if RICHE
agreed with him, RICHE would sign it, and then one of them would obtain an NCR
number. FRIAR stated he had not had any trouble with his NCRs being voided, but
had heard from co-workers that a QC inspector named LLOYD (infra) had his NCR
voided by RICHE. ¥RIAR remarked he had heard from other co-workers (not further
fdentified) that RICHE had voided their NCRs.

. FRIAR stated that OC inspectors at Wolf Creek were reguired to work to three-part
memorandums. FRIAR jaid these memorandums were often used in anticipation of
revisions for as long as thirty days at a time. FRIAR further stated that many
1CPs (Interim Change Procedures) were never incorporated as revisions, and in these
fnstances the QU inspectors were required to continue working to three-part
memorandums. FRIAR recalled one three-part memorancum with which he disagreed,
concerning QC inspectors being required to sign off on hanger locations. FRIA
said he ¢id not have & mcchanical certification, anc hed not been trazined to
determine locations. FRIAR said he did not think it was right for DI to require
him to sign off on an inspection step he was not qualified to do.



On Fet
1'1v‘ r"l '

meeting and the imple tation of

leads on nonconforming conditions. LLOYD stated he had not attended the meeting,

however, he did adhere 1o the policy, adding that this policy was implemented or
his crew. LLOYD stated that some of the supervisors in QC did not adhere to this

policy.

LLOYD stated he had seer numerous three-part memorandums at the Wolf Creek site.
LLOYD said he remembered Larry PHILLIPS, a QC supervisor, wrote a three-part
memorandum which said employees could be terminated if they failed to comply with
the instructions contained in three-part memora s. LLOYD stated that memorar
were primarily used to interpret procedur Owe » there had been a recer* ce
in the use of three-part memorandums.

LLOYD ctatec his leac, Dalton RICHE, had destroved about six of his NCRe
further €d;. bhe sa3id most of these NCRs had to do with weld defect
design prohlems. When asked about his freedom to report nonconforming condits
he saic he v telt 1 to write NCRs, but

because of Instructions given by the four
longer employed at Wolf Creek.
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Interview of .c' vy Dean ADKINSO!

On Februery it, 15&3, Larry ADuILSON, & Ul treining coordinator and former QO
inspector, wet irterviewed by NRC Investigator K. Brooks GRIFFIN &t Wolf Creek.

When asked abc.t the freedem of QU inspectors to report nonconforming conditions,
ADKINSON said thet in the past there had been many attempts by supervisors who

were then employed by DI to curtail the writing of NCR's. ADKINSON ;stated that
many of these supervisors were no longer employed at Wolf Creek, and that QC
inspectors were not having as wany problems as they had before. ADKINSON stated
that while he was a QC inspector, he had many of his NCRs an<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>