L ( May 31, 1985 ’

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert D. Martin, Regional Administrator
Region IV

FROM: Ben B. Hayes, Director o""'-l-bn-/‘r

Office of Investigations ﬁn ﬁ \]('n

SUBJECT: WOLF CREEK GENERATING STATION - STATUS OF CHARACTER
ISSUE CONCERNS PERTAINING TO SENIOR MANAGERS

Or December 21, 1984, 1 forwarded to you a memorandum prepared by William Ward
regarding the Office of Investigations (0I) evaluation of the Kansas Gas and
Electric Company (KGSE) investigative program at the Wolf Creek Generating
Station (WCGS). As a result of this and additional information of a charac-
ter/suitability nature, Ol requested guidance from the Commission as to
whether these matters warranted an 0] investigation (memorandum dated December
24, 1984, enclosure 1).

Comrissioner Roberts questioned whether the alleced circumstances have @
direct and significant relationship to NRC's regulatory responsibilities, and
he posed several gquestions concerning the initiation of an Ol investigation
(memorandum deted January &, 1985, enclosure 2). 0] responded to Comrissioner
Roberts in a memorandum dated Januery 15, 1985 (enclosure 3). On February 19,
1985, Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary, NRC, informed O] that 2 majority of the
Commission does not support the initiation of an investigation of senior
managers at the WCGS regarding these metters (enclosure 4).

In view of the above, no additional investigetive effort will be directed by |
Ol toward the character and/or suitability issues which heve been brought to

the attention of the Commission. This includes the concerns identified in 0] !
Report of Inquiry Q4-85-001, dated February 21, 1985,
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The Honorable Nunzio Palladino

Chairman
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Pursuant to my ongoing interest in the safe construction and operation of
the Wolf Creek Generating Station, 1 was briefed yesterday by staff from your
Office of Investigations. I was informed that three Ol cases relative to the

Wolf Creek project are still open.

Because the outcome of these investigations could affect the current
assessment of the safety of Wolf Creek, I request that these cases be fully
investigated and resolved before the Commissioners approve a full-power
operating license. I assume that the OI staff can be targeted toward the Wolf
Creek cases so they can be completed without causing any delay in the
licensing process.

Although the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff stated, in a March 11
letter to me, that they were "not aware of any information from the Office of
Investigations that constituted a basis for withholding the issuance of a low
power license for Wolf Creek,"™ I believe that the Ol cases outstanding should
be closed prior to the Commission's issuance of a full-power license.
Otherwise, residents of Kansas will not be given their deserved assurance that
allegations potentially affecting the safe operation of the Wolf Creek
Generating Station have been satisfactorily reviewed and resolved
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Dear Mr. Chairman:

As a member >f the Kansas Legislature, I anm deeply concerrec
with the approach.ng conditional licensure of the Wolf Creek elec-
trical generating station. It is my understanding that this licer-
sure may occur in spite of the fact that open investigations exist
into matters such as alleged construction defects and guality as-
surance deficiencies. Since such matters are directly relevant to
the issue of plant safety, I ask for your assistance.

Corresponcence between your office and the offices of Corgress-
man Dan Glickman and Congressman John D. Dingell has been -acde avail-
anle for our review. It 1s clear from a review of the Congressmen’'s
questions and your response that:

1) A substantial number of structural steel welds have
peen found to be below accepted standards:

2) Investigations into the weld deficiencies are uncer-
way, including su-h issues as missing, falsified or
erronecus gualit: assurance records: and

3) Unarewered safet) guestions remain, incluéding proclenms
relating to the safe separation of electrical cables.

I would like to express my concern and the concerns of many other
Kansans relating tc -ne safe and economical production of rnuclear-
generated electric.ty. The Wolf Creek project has been the object
of scrutiny from ihis Legislature and from other agencies cf state
government. We nave attempted to maximize the ability of our util-
1ty commissior. to review the project and determine the extent to
which the ratepayers will assume construction related costs.

However, Congress has established that your commission 1s the
revie~s mechanism for all matters relating to the safe construction
and operation of nuclear plants. It is 1n that capacity that I
seek your assistance.
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I ask that all investigations, including any pre-invest-
igation matters pending in the Cffice of Investigation and of
Inspection and Enforcement, be concluded in a comprehensive and
thorough manner. I ask that your findings be made available to
me, to the Kansas Congressional delegation, our Governor and
Attorney General, and to the Kansas Corporation Commission. I
ask that these things be done prior to the issuance of a condi-
tional, low-power operating license.

When the power i1s turred on at Wolf Creek, it is es:tential
tnat all questivi.c lleve wlell wawelu. ahid all safety’stancarc:
met. Only these conditions will provide the needed assurances

to Kansas to validate the operational integrity of the Wolf Creek
plant.

I express my appreciation for your consideration of this
matter and ask that my name be added to the list of other Kansas
Legislators that was sent to you in a letter dated February 14,
1985.

Sincerely,
o Ann Pottorff £
Representative

- 83rd District
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission -
Washington, D.C. 20955 PROC. & UTIL OL
Dear Mr. Chairman:

As a member of the Kansas Legislature, 1 am deeply concerned with
the approaching conditional licensure of the Wolk Creek electrical
generating station. It is my understanding that this licensure

may occur in spite of the fact that open investigations exist into
matters such as alleged construction defects and quality assurance
deficiencies. Since such matters are directly relevant to the issue
of “plant safety, 1 ask for your assistance.

Correspondence between youT office and the offices of Congressman
Dan Glickman and Congressman John D. Dingell has been made available
for our review. It is clear from a review of the Congresszen's
questions and your response that:

1) A substantial number of structural steel welds have
been found to be below accepted standards;

2) Investigations into the weld deficiencies are underway,
including such issues as missing, falsified or erroneous
quality assurance records; and

3) Unanswered safety questions remain, {ncluding problems
relating ‘o the safe separation of electrical cables.

1 would like to express my concern and the concern of many other Kansans
relating to the safe and economical production of nuclear-generated
electricity. The Wolf Creek project has been the object of scrutiny
from this Legislature and from other agencies of state government. e
have attempted to maximize the ability of our utility commission to
review the project and determine the extent tO which the ratepayers

vill assume construction related costs.
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However, Congress has established that your commission is the review

pechanisa for all matters relating to the safe construction and operation

of nuclear plants. It is in that capacity that 1 seek your assistance.

[ ask that all {nvestigations, {including any pre-investment -attci} pending

{n the Office of Investigation and of Inspection and Enforcement, be 4

concluded in a comprehensive and thorough manner. 1 ask that your findings

be made available to me, to the Kansas Congressional delegation, our

Governor and Attorney General, and to the Kansas Corporation Commission.

{ ask thar these things be done prior to the issuance of a conditional, | i
|- 4=power operating license. = »

Wwhen the power is turned on at wolf Creek, 1t 1s essentiai that all questions
have been answered and all safety standards met. Only these conditions

will provide the needed assurances to Kansas to validate the opcrattcnnl
{ntegrity of the Wolf Creek plant.

1 express oy appreciation for your consideration of this matter.

Very truly yours,
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The Honorable Nunzio Palladino

Chairman
Nu~lear Regulatory Commission
" ety Wenmas &0, 5

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We, the undersigned, members of the Kansas Senate and
House of Representatives, are deeply concerned with the approach-
ing conditional licensure of the Wolf Creek electrical generating
station. It Is our understanding that this licensure may occur
in spite of the fact that open investigations exist into matters
such as alleged construction defects and quality assurance de-
ficiencies. Since such matters are directly relevant to the
issue of plant safety, we ask for your assistance.

Correspondence between your office and the offices of
Congressman Dan Glickman and Congressman John D. Dingell has
been made available for our review. It is clear from our
review of the Congressmen's questions and your response that:

1) A substantial number of structural steel welds have
been found to be below accepted standards;

2) Investigations into the weld deficiencies are underway,
including such issues as missing, falsified or erroneous
quality assurance records; and

3) Unanswered safety guestions remain, including problens
relating to the safe separation of electrical cables.

We have, for several years, expressed our concerns and our
citizen's concerns relating to the safe and economical pro-
duction of nuclear-generated electricity. The Wolf Creek
Project has been the object of scrutiny from this Legislature
and from other agencies of state government. We have attempted
to maximize the ability of our utility commission to review
the project and determine the extent to which the ratepayers
will assume construction related costs.
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However, Congress has established that your commission
is the review mechanism for all matters relating to the safe
construction and operation of nuclear plants. It is in that
capacity that we seek your assistance.

We ask that all investigations, including any pre-invest-
igation matters pending in the Office of Investigation and
of Inspection and Enforcement, be concluded in a comprehensive
and thorough manner. We ask that your findings be made
available to us, to the Kansas Congressional delegation, our
Governor and Attorney General, and to the Kansas Corporation
Commission. We ask that these things be done prior to the
issuance of a conditional, low-power operating license.

When the power it turned on at Wolf Crecek, it is essential
that all qguestions have been answered and all safety standards
met. Only these conditions will provide the needed assurances
to Kansas to validate the operational integrity of the Wolf
Creek plant.

We ask for your prompt response, and express our appre-
ciation for your consideration of this matter.
'

Sincerely,

-
Rep. R.H. Mll%er ep.[ Marvin Wm. Barkis
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Mr. Darrell Eicenhut

RPire~tnr cof Peactor Licensing O?
Unicted States Nuclear Regulatoty Ciiwiiz.On
washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mvr, Eisenhut:

We have recently received from Kansas Ga:s & Electric Company
a copy of NRC Inspection keport No. 50-482/84-22 in Docket No.
50-482 (Wolf Creek Generating Station). The report was genecated
following an inspection cuaducted between June 11, 1984 and
September 28, 1984 Generally, the report concludes that two
viclations were identified: (i) failure to assute conformance of
safety-related structural steel welds with requirements; &nd (2)
failure to maintain adequate electrical separation.

Specifically, the report cites a variety of problems which a pear
to be substantial:

During a review of QA/QC and Quality First personnel
qualifications and subsequent interviews, the NRC
inspector became aware of potential problems with
corrective action reports CAR 29 and 31. The NRC
inspector subsequently obtainsd copies of the two
documents, CAR 1-wW-0029 (initiated on March 22, 1983)
states, in part, 'Subsequently to the issuance of CAR
1-W=0019, gquality has instituted a random reinspection
of accessible structural steel fillet welds in all O
buildings. It has been detevmined by the results of
this reinspection 'hast an unacceptable percentage of
these welds are deficient in the auxiliary, control,
and fuel buildings.' Attached documentation revealed
that in the auxiliary ouildiag, 60 welds were
inspected, with 53 belng rejected. 1In the contrel and
fuel buildings, 50 weids were inspected with 43
rejected, and 53 inspected with 35 rejections,
res;ectively. Revision 2 to CAR 1-W=0029 stated in the
disposition that the defective welds would be
transferred to a Nonconformance Report (NCR). The NRC
inspector obtained a copy of NCR ISN 10381PW which was
used as the vehicle to carry out the direction provided
by CAR 1-W-0029. It appears that DIC Project Welding
Engineering personnel again reinspected the welds to
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more clearly define the nature and extent of the
defects on a weld-by-weld basis. A majority of the
defective welds were categorized as having *cosmetic®
defects. The DIC recommended disposition was use-as-1.s
for welds identified containing "cosmetic® defects.
The NCR states that "cosmetic" defects include artc
strikes, convexity, cold roll (understood to be
synonymous with overlap), porosity, and acceptable
amounts of undercut. The NRC inspector noted with
respect to these defects that overlap is prohibited by

we yoverning AWS P '-76 ~ode, and specific acce7;"ance
criteria for the otner deicvcts are also defined .. i
Code.

On August 16, 1983, DIC personnel issued CAR 1-C-0031
hich indicated that approximatley 16.4 percent of the
miscellaneous structural steel welding records foc "QF
welding could not be located. After corresponding back
and forth, DIC and the engineet concluded that 1t was

acceptable for some amount of these records to Dbe
missing, provided that the quality inspection program
was acceptable., Senior licensee QA management
expressed to the NRC inspector that the program had
obviously been 1ly successful since very few welds
; require repair after a substantial
-rt associated with CAR 29. The NRC
concern with this approach to
reevaluate

During the week C geptember 17 g8 4, a reinspection
m
13

’
of the identified structural mempers with the highest
design loads or the lowest design strength safety
margin was initiated. The reinspection identified a
mher of welds which do not meet drawing
irements., This information was presented to the
staff during a meeting conducted on September 25,
In an effort to confirm certaln
conditions, the NRC 1nspec
inspectors 1ntoO the react
pecific, jidentified weld )OI
confirmed the welding
that are uncersiz
cf fusion,

>
.
~

The missing welds are from t! . ion , each of
six pressurizer support connection Certain of tne
sther welds in the pressurizer Suj onnections were
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undersized and of insufficient length. Drawing No.
C-05 2904 shows that various length 5/8-inch welds are
required in 14 specific locations. Four locations
required a 5/8~inch fillet weld of 8 inches in length.
The actual welds in two of the locations measured
between 3/8-inch and 1/2-inch by 5 inches in length,
and 1/2-inch by 3 inches in length. The missing welds
and the undersized, insufficient length welds are
clearly not in compliance with the requirements of the
drawing or AWS Dl1.1-75. The initial weld inspection
record .+ .rase connections cou'. soi ! Tlcziel,

The NRC inspector accompanied two DIC welding
inspectors for reinspection of nine structural steel
connections in the auxiliary building. Drawing No.
K6720, applicable to these connections, shows 12 weld
locations per connection with certain of the welds
requiring veturns, Reinspection of the welds and

returns involved provided the following summarized
data:

Missing welds

welds with insufficient length
Uncdersized welds

Undersize welds with insufficient length
Overlength returns

Undersize rteturns

1

ndersize returns with insufficient length

NRC 1insg ( requested the initial weld inspection
-~

otd ! welds and returns in the 9
inspected , As of September 28, 1584, the

6 returns in one connection, and 8 welds
in each of 3 other connections. These
indicate that the welds were anything
The licensee informed the NRC
where one inspection record
icated by an attched
14 that reinspecticon
m followed up
steel

NRC inspector made a comparlson hetween th

existing initial inspection recorcs and the results of
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the reinspection effort in order to determine the
validity of the initial records. The initial records
show that the 10 welds with ¢ returns in one connection
were inspected and accepted on December 11, 1978. The
reinspection identified one undersized weld, other
undersized and overlength returns, and three overlength
returns. The initial records for the other three
connections show that eight welds with four returns per
connection were inspected and accepted on September 8,
1979, The reinspection of these welds and returns

., ntified two returns . ... 777 cverleng: and
undersized and two returns vhich were overlzagin pe.
connection,

The failure to execute the required welding inspection
program is a violation of Criterion X of Appendix B tO
10 CFR Part 50. (482/8422-01).

Wwe note that you have recently beer quoted by the press as
indicating that these welding problems could portend extensive

(WA

1
ad forecast panel estimate for the date of fuel load, Due tO
e ratemaking impact of project delay, it is necessary that we
inguire as to your best estimate at this time of the length ©f

project delay occasioned by the defects jdentifiec in the

anove-referenced inspection report.

Thank you for ycurt

Chairman

PR/
1/17 . v4y/
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T Z peel
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Commissioner /
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i(Commissionert

ays. We assume that you now question the most recent NRC case
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The Honorable Nunzio Palladino
Chairman

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We, the undersigned, members of the Kansas Senate and
House of Representatives, are deeply concerned with the approach-
ing conditional licensure of the Wolf Creek electrical generating
station. It is our understanding that this licensure may occur
in spite of the fact that open investigations exist into matters
such as alleged construction defects and quality assurance de-
ficiencies. Since such matters are directly relevant to the
issue of plant safety, we ask for your assistance.

Correspondence between your office and the offices of
Congressman Dan Glickman and Congressman John D. Dingell has
been made available for our review. It is clear from our
review of the Congressmen's guestions and your response that:

1) A substantial number of structural steel welds have
been found to be below accepted standards;

2) Investigations into the weld deficiencies are underway,
including such issues as missing, falsified or erroneous
guality assurance records; and

3) Unanswered safety guestions remain, including problems
relating to the safe separation of electrical cables.

We have, for several years, expressed our concerns and our
citizen's concerns relating to the safe and economical pro-
duction of nuclear-generated electricity. The Wolf Creek
project has been the object of scrutiny from this Legislature
and from other agencies of state government. We have attempted
to maximize the ability of our utility commission to review
the project and determine the extent to which the ratepayers
will assume construction related costs.

S o e S
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However, Congress has established that your commission
is the review mechanism for all matters relating to the safe
construction and operation of nuclear plants. It is in that
capacity that we seek your assistance.

We ask that all investigations, including any pre-invest-
igation matters pending in the Office of Investigation and
of Inspection and Enforcement, be concluded in a comprehensive
and thorough manner. We ask that your findings be made
available to us, to the Kansas Congressional delegation, our
Governor and Aitorney General, and to the Kansas Corporation
Commission. We ask that these things be done prior to the
issuance of a conditional, low-power operating license.

When the power is turned on at Wolf Creek, it is essential
that all guestions have been answered and all safety standards
met. Only these conditions will provide the needed assurances
to Kansas to validate the operational integrity of the Wolf
Creek plant.

We ask for your prompt response, and express our appre- .
ciation for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Rgp .j\'en Grotewiel
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SUMMARY

An allegation was received by the Office of Investigations Field Office, Region 1V,
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), that a Daniel International Corporation
(DI) Quality Control (QC) inspector at the Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating Station,
Burlington, Kansas, had been intimidated by a DI senior QC supervisor. The alleged
intimidation caused the DI QC inspector to terminate his employment because his
freedom to report nonconforming conditions had been eliminated.

The DI QC inspector was interviewed and stated that he had been the subject of

a meeting wherein a DI senior QC supervisor made intimidating statements to him,
including the statement, "Cooperate with construction.” The DI QC inspector
stated that he performed all his inspection duties in a proper manner; however,
he voluntarily terminated his employment 23 days after the date the alleged
intimidation occurred because he believed that his freedom to report
nonconforming conditions had been eliminated.

A DI QC lead hanger inspector who was a witness to the alleged act of intimi-
dation and who kept a diary of the incident was interviewed. This QC lead
hanger inspector provided the diary to the reporting investigator. The diary
reflects the date the meeting took place and the quotes and comments that were
made by the DI senior QC supervisor to the DI QC inspector. The quoted
wording contained in the diary is, "Everyone in this seg. will cooperate,
including craft” (the word "including" was written using a shorthand symbol)
and "These welds will not be held up over nitpick problems."

The DI senior QC supervisor who allegedly made the intimidating statements was
interviewed and denied making any intimidating statements to the DI QC
inspector in question. The DI senior QC supervisor stated that statements
like, "Cooperate with construction” or any other statements of that type would,
if stated by a supervisor in his position, be intimidating to QC personnel.

Subsequently, this same DI senior QC supervisor was reinterviewed at his own
request the next day and admitted making the following statement to the DI QC
inspector in question, “There 1s no room in this organization for people who



cannot work together;" however, he denied making the statement, “"Cooperate with
construction."” The DI senior QC supervisor denied attempting to intimidate the
DI QC inspector, even though he acknowledged that a statement like “cooperate
with construction” is an intimidating statement.

The DI project QC inspection manager who is the DI senior QC supervisor's
immediate supervisor was interviewed and stated he was aware that a meeting
occurred between a QC inspector and the senior QC supervisor; however, he
denied having any other knowledge concerning the meeting.
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DETAILS



Purpose of Investigation

The purpose of this investigation was to determine if a Daniel International
Corporation senior QC supervisor at the Wolf Creek nuclear power plant in
Burlington, Kansas, had intimidated a DI QC inspector at the plant, causing the
QC inspector to terminate his employment because his freedom to report
nonconforming conditions had been eliminated and he could no longer properly

perform his duties as a quality control inspector.




L]

Background

On December 20, 1983, Paul B. HALE, a QC inspector for D., telephonically
contacted NRC Investigator Wendel E. FROST and alleged numerous technical
allegations as well as one allegation of intimidation.

On January 10, 1984, Paul B. HALE, a former DI QC inspector, was interviewed by
Wendel E. FROST, and executed a signed, sworn statement. HALE described

12 technical allegations which were subsequently reported by the Office of
Investigations Field Office (0IF0), Region IV, NRC, on January 26, 1984, under
0 Report No. Q4-84-002. One of HALE's additional concerns involved alleged
intimidation by one of his supervisors whom he identified as Edward SHEVLIN, DI
Senior QC Inspector. According to HALE, the alleged intimidation caused him to
terminate his employment because his freedom to report nonconforming conditions
had been eliminated, and he could no longer properly perform his duties as a QC
inspector. On January 31, 1984, the Region IV OIFO self-initiated an
investigation addressing this specific alleged act of intimidation.



Interview of Paul E. HALE

On January 10, 1984, Paul B. HALE, a former QC inspector for DI at Wolf Creek,
was interviewed by NRC Investigators Wendel E. FROST and H. Brooks GRIFFIN in
Bloomington, I11inois. HALE executed a signed, sworn statement which is
included with this report as Exhibit (1).

HALE detailed an incident that occurred on November 30, 1983, wherein his
immediate supervisor, Howard SIGREST, DI Lead Hanger QC Inspector, contacted
him (HALE) and explainec that the Dl senior QC supervisor, Ed SHEVLIN, had
requested a meeting with SIGREST and himself (HALE) in his (SHEVLIN's) office.
HALE stated that after he and SIGREST arrived at SHEVLIN's office, SHEVLIN told
him (HALE) to cooperate with construction. HALE remarked that SHEVLIN also
told him that he (SHEVLIN) would not have anyone working with him who would

not cooperate. HALE related that he felt intimidated by SHEVLIN due to SHEVLIN
insisting upon his (HALE's) cooperation with construction, and added that this
was a determinating factor in his resignation on December 23, 1983.

HALE explained that after the intimidating conversation by such a high-ranking
DI official, he could not effectively inspect or perform his (HALE's)
inspection duties knowing that he (HALE) was supposed to cooperate with
construction. HALE stated that between the time of the meeting and his
voluntary termination, he performed all his QC inspection duties properly.

HALE related that after the meetirg, Howard SIGREST told him (HALE) that he
(SIGREST) felt SHEVLIN had intimidated him (HALE). HALE related SIGREST
remarked that he was going to document in writing that the meeting had
occurrec.,



Interview of Howard SIGREST

On March B, 1984, Howard SIGREST, Lead Hanger Inspector for DI at Wolf Creek,

was interviewed by NRC Investigator Wendel E. FROST in New Strawn, Kansas.

SIGREST executed a signed, sworn statement which is included with this report -
as Exhibit (2). SIGREST also agreed to mail a copy of his diary to the

reporting investigator. On March 13, 1984, reporting investigator received

through the mail a copy of SIGREST's diary that documented the incident in

question, which is included with this report as Exhibit (3).

SIGREST detailed an incident that occurred on November 30, 1983, in which he
was a witness to a meeting that occurred between Paul B. HALE, DI QC Inspector,
and Ed SHEVLIN, DI Senior QC Supervisor. SIGREST related that SHEVLIN had
received allegations from craft concerning HALE's attempt to slow construction
on a BB system (safety related piping) by giving only one problem at a time to
craft. HALE was also accused of telling craft from the start that he was not
going to approve ("buy off") the work.

SIGREST related that SHEVLIN had received the allegations against HALE on
November 29, 1983. SIGREST stated that upon SHEVLIN's request he escorted HALE
to meet SHEVLIN on November 30, 1983.

SIGREST related that both men were tense over the issue of the meeting.
SIGREST recalls SHEVLIN saying, "I'11 have no one on my team and no one in my
organization that doesn't play ball. "

SIGREST, when asked if he felt that the statement made by SHEVLIN to HALE was
intimidating, stated he preferred no. to make a judgement, however, stated that
he was surprised that SHEVLIN had made a statement of this nature to HALE.
SIGREST velated he did not recall telling HALE that he felt SHEVLIN had
intimidated him (HALE), but did recall telling HALE that he (SIGREST) would
document the meeting in writing, including SHEVLIN's statements,



Interview of Edward SHEVLIN

On March 8, 1984, Edward SHEVLIN, Senior QC Supervisor for DI at Wolf Creek,
was interviewed by NRC Investigator Wendel E. FROST at the Wolf Creek nuclear
power plant. SHEVLIN executed @ signed, sworn statement which is included with
this report as Exhibit (4).

SHEVLIN related his version of a meeting that occurred between himself and Paul
B. HALE, DI QC Inspector, in about November of 1983. SHEVLIN could not recall
anyone else being present at the meeting. SHEVLIN related that he had received
complaints from construction that HALE was holding up the work on a BB system
(safety related) by finding problems one at a time. SHEVLIN related he felt
that HALE was incorrect about concerns he (HALE) had involving material
identification on weld records in reference to crossover pipes.

SHEVLIN related that he discussed the problem with HALE, but denied saying to
HALE, "Cooperate with construction” and "I will not have anyone work for me who
will not cooperate." SHEVLIN also denied saying, "I'11 have no one on my team
and no one in my organization that doesn't play ball."

SHEVLIN related that he would never make these kinds of statements to any QC
personnel. SHEVLIN related he felt that any statements of that type would
definitely be intimidating to any QC personnel.

SHEVLIN related that he did not receive any instructions from any of his
supervisors to talk to HALE. SHEVLIN stated that neither man lost his temper
in the meeting, SHEVLIN related he felt that both men had reached a mutual
understanding when the meeting was completed.



Interview of Ronnie McCRANEY

On March 8, 1984, Ronnie McCRANEY, Project QC Inspection Manager for DI at Wolf
Creek, was interviwed by NRC Investigator Wendel E. FROST at the Wolf Creek
nuclear power station. McCRANEY executed a signed, sworn statement which is
included with this report as Exhibit (6).

McCRANEY related he was aware of a meeting that took place between Edward
SHEVLIN, DI Senior QC Supervisor, and Paul HALE, DI QC Inspector. McCRANEY
related that he did not recall the meeting with any details as he had no part
in the meeting. McCRANEY related he did not direct SHEVLIN to have the
meeting, nor did he receive a briefing from SHEVLIN after the meeting occurred.
McCRANEY related the concerns of SHEVLIN that prompted the meeting were his
own, and that SHEVLIN handled the problem at his own level of supervision,
McCRANEY denied having any other knowledge concerning the meeting.



Reinterview of Edward SHEVLIN

On March 9, 1984, Edward SHEVLIN, Senior QC Supervisor for Dl at Wolf Creek,
was reinterviewed by NRC Investigator Wendel E. FROST at the Wolf Creek nuclear
power station at his own request. SHEVLIN executed a second signed, sworn
statement which is included with this report as Exhibit (5).

SHEVLIN related that after he had given reporting investigator a signed, sworn
statement on March 8, 1964, he had talked to Howard SIGREST, DI Lead Hanger
Inspector. SHEVLIN related that talking to SIGREST, 2 witness to the meeting,
had refreshed his (SHEVLIN's) memory.

SHEVLIN remembers events leading up to the meeting as being the same as
detailed in his firct signed, sworn statement, dated March 8, 1984. SHEVLIN
related that he later recalled more details of the November 1983 meeting.
SHEVLIN related that HALE did not want to talk to SHEVLIN at all when the
meeting first started. SHEVLIN related that HALE accused SHEVLIN of taking the
side of craft. SHEVLIN remarked he did not feel that he (HALE) was angry, only
upset. SHEVLIN related that he (SHEVLIN) did not get angry as he deals with
those types of problems every day. SHEVLIN related that the meeting lasted

20 to 30 minutes, and the results of the meeting were that SHEVLIN felt HALE
was not totally wrong in his concerns and that craft was not totally correct
with their complaints. SHEVLIN again related that he felt both men had reached
a mutual understanding.

SHEVLIN stated that he did make statements such as, "There 1s no room in this
organization for people who cannot work together" to HALE. SHEVLIN denied that
this statement was intended as an act of intimidation or threat. SHEVLIN
related he did not fee)l that he was putting pressure on HALE.

SHEVLIN again denied saying to HALE, "Cooperate with construction,” "I will not
have anyone work for me who will not cooperate,"” and "1'11 have no one on my
team and no one in my organization that doesn't play ball.”



SHEVLIN again emphasized that if he had made statements that strong, it would
be intimidating to any QC personnel. SHEVLIN also denied becoming angry at the
meeting.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Pgrtinent extracts from SIGREST's diary,
dated November 30, 1983 (Exhibit (3) pertains), reflect SHEVLIN's
remarks as, "Everyone in this seg. will cooperate, including craft"
(a shorthand symbol was used for the word “including"”) and “These
welds will not be held up over nitpick problems."




STATUS OF INVESTIGATION

The status of this investigat on is CLOSED.



EXHIBITS

Signed, Sworn Statement Paul B, HALE 1-10-84

Signed, Sworn Statement Howard SIGREST 3-08-84

Diary of Howard SIGREST 11-30-83

Signed, Sworn Statement of Edward SHEVLIN 3-06-84

Signed, Sworn Statement of Edward SHEVLIN 3-09-84

Signed, Sworn Statement onr ‘ ' ' '
. . t on IcC f 3-08-84
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1, Paul B. HALE, hereby make the folloming vpluntary statenent to Wendel €.
FROST and Erooks M. GRIFFIN, who have identified themselvee to me as
Investigators with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissior ] make this
statement frecly with no threats or promiset of rewerd ! ving been made 1
me

] wes previously enploved by Daniel Internation Corporstion (D1) as a
Quelity Cortrol Inspector at the Wolf Creel Nuclear Power Stetion,
burlingtor, Kensas. 1 held that position for approxingtely 20 months and
Te

ft DI's employment on December 23, 1983,

My first concern involving Wolf Creek stems from an incident that occurred
to me in December 1983, ] was called to do @ cleanlinesce inspection, both
internal and external, in the Pressurizer Room. Upon look ing inside a
horizontal run of pipe, @ visual defect was noted. The piping in question
is 1D loop piping that comes out of the top of the pressurizer and is
safety-related pipe. The weld with the defect that 1 an referring to is
Field Weld No. FW512, reference Drawing No. IM13-BBDO40Q. The visual defect
that was noted in the weld was excessive penetration of unconsumed filler,
this is comonly referred to as a melt-through or & burn-through. This
defect can be observed visually as unmelted portions of filler wire extrude
from the weld and can be seen visually. Upon viewing this discrepancy, |
esked the pipe fitter to cell the DI Foreman, Robert ATKINSON, and the D)
Welding Superintendent, Bruce HARDEN, to the Pressurizer Room. Bruce
HARDEN releted to me that & meeting had transpired earlier that day between
himself &nd D] Project Welding Engineer, Kieth HOLLINGSWORTH. The results
of this meeting were that even though both men knew that the weld did not
meet accepteble standards and epproved procedures ( the s1te, no repair
would be dore on the weld because an eccepteble redi creph wes on file with
Quality Control. 1 then asked for the D] Weld Engineer, Jack MAY, and his
assistant, Gerald DOLNEY, to be present. Both men were summoned to the
Pressurizer Room at this time. A1)l the above rontioned personnel ther
looked incide the pipe and agreed thet the , ecceptable. 1 ther
esked Jack MAY to issue weld repair instruction: gein Mr, MAY said that
he couldn't because the weld had an acceptable rediocreph on file with the
Quality Control Depertment He told me thet he believed had & possible
of reportable violation " ur hands.’ told Ji . 0t to be using
words so loosely at the time. Gerald | ' ' prese hit
that he wanted 1tc¢ | O UppPEr Marage t t t b
ogested to Ja that the g

weld no. FE517.
on the fact theat
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.IC w2t @ pipe to elbow fit, Ctual condition of field
-10-pipe i1, which ir pté me that the rediogreg
W512 was in fact a rad of @ different weld
v y L e \ﬁ
made 2 request to the Supervisor af 4‘L itrng for DI
new raciograph be taben of the weld., Gary JONLS der
en made the same request to my senior supervisor, Ed SHI
Pquest was also denied. Mr, SHEVLIN told me that ] had
reporting the condition and preparing an NCR. ] later
7 No, 1SK1&G769PK that ] r-c ] prepared on fielc
spasitioned “"use as is,” th @ Bechte
8l this weld w2s not reg :rff
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schedules. Ever
IVE OCcurred betwe
DI Engineer, R¢
and Ed SHEV| IN,
1on 10 cover ug
‘:§%i F"f« no fn aioftth( put@pv of field 212,
Ueste otographs of the weld to be taken by the s wtographer,
& 41 STEELE 1 had made arrangements for these photoqraphs 1o be made
available upon development to the NRC. )

was intimidated by DI1's Senior Quality Supervisor, Ed SHEVLIN. On
November 30, 1983, Ed SHIVLIN called me and my DI Lead, Howard SIGREST
into his effice. Ed SHEVLIN told me that 1 would (L_;~vc.c with
construction and that he would not have anyone work with him who would not
cooperate. At this time, ] felt 1 was intimidated by Ed SHEVLIN. His
Insistence on my cooperation was & determining factor for my resignation
on December 23, 1983, 1 felt after this intimidating conversation 5) such
@ high-ranking DI official that I could not effectively inspect or perform
my inspection duties knowing that 1 was supposed to cooperate with
construction. I felt that this intimidation would keep me fror properly
performing my duties as @ quality control inspector and it is for this

»
yeeson that 1 terminated my emplovrment, e megting E)tr L, 2“?’ IN,

My second concern involving Wolf Creek stems fronm Iinstance where 1 felt
]
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b—tee my Lead, Howard, SIGREST, 8 Fad Fede Aot r‘-f d owa¥o
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SIGREST agreed h'.L 2a gt thic fime and cara 0¢ t some type of

written form, that this meeting had
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andard practice anc e iolete cod r procedure criteria, however
no action was ever taken after 2 request was made for procedural changes
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The request for ¢ procedura) Change was done by a [
David MAULDEN who eapressed concerns over the use ¢

steinless steel welds. David MAULDEN requested that

Justification be put into the procedures for the continui C of water as
@ method of quenching stainless stee) welds. My cornce g at David

MAULDEN'S reqguest for procedure) changes hes never b perly addressed,

My fourth concern involving Wolf Creek involves potential quality problems
that should have been directed tec quality engineering for 2 respe , but
were short cuited by DI Supervisor, Richard BOOTH,

dec i ¢ ¢ IPErviIsor he wat ielified as & qual

3

control problems., A result
1rcuit the ritte QuUEests

agdcdrecssed

My fifth concerr involving Wolf Creel concerns D] ¢ pervisor, Richard
BOOTH. During the course of my duties ac quelity control inspector, |
wrote @ surveillance report as required by APVil4 that was closed-out by
Richard BOOTH, with 2 message "See attached memo." This type of answer
violates surveillance procedure. 1 arn enclosing Attachment (10), which is
8 memorandum from myself to Quality Engineering, and Attachment (11), which
1s @ Quality Surveillance Report dated 5/83. 1 am alec enclosing
Attachment (12, which is 2 Quality Surveillance Report dated 8/8/83. These
documents should help clarify my concerns of this issue.

Fy sixth concern involving Wolf Creek relates to an incident ir whick
vendor spools were cut in half prior tc inspections by Quality Control.

The traceability of metals was lost because these spools were cut in half
prior to inspection. 1 am enclosing Attachment (13), which is a Quality
Surveillance Report dated November 11, 1983, to help clarify this technica)
issue.

My seventh concern involving Wolf Creek is in the way that changes to the
NDE tags on site were processed. 1 feel that the way it is currently
handled violates AP-V1-05, which is & procedure which involves NDE
subcontractors 1 am enclosing Attachment (14), which is a report entitle
Processing of NDE Reports. This attachment should clarify my technical
concerns of this issue,

My eighth concern involving Wolf Creel
reports. ‘ 31 the current pr

reqQu ment thet would pr




My tenth concerr involving Wolf Creeb involves the use of smal) hanger
parts (load pins and conical washers), ] fee) that these parts were not
120ged in accordance with procecural requirenents. | an enclosing
Attachment (17), @ Quality Surveillance Report No. SE-60]1-N, and
Attachment (18), which are My notes concerning the issve, as documentatior
that should clarify this technical 1ssue,

My eleventh concerr involving Wolf Creek deals with Nonconformance Report
No. ISNI2B65P. This NCP was voided because it was felt that this
INspection was beyond the normal scope of @ quality inspector ectivities,
I eam enclosing Attachment (19), which is M ncorformance Report Ne
1Sh17BE5P. The detaids reported in the NCR should clarify my concern on
Hiproper voiding of nonconforrance reports. 1 arm 2lso enclosinc

3

tlachment (21), which is ar inter-office remorendur dsted Auvgust 20, 1983,

My twelfth concerr involving Wolf Creek deals with the problem of using
correcting ribbon on a typewriter tc make corrections of Noncomformance
Reports. 1 feel this does not meet procedure, and 1 an enclosing

Attachment (22), & memorandun dated 7-14-83, t¢ aodress these concerns.

My thirteenth concern involving Wolf Creek deale with the improper use of
Surveillance Reports. 1 an enclosing Attachment (23), which are my notes
on this generic problem. These notes should help verify my concerns
involving improper use of Surveillance Reports. 1 an 21so enclosing
Attachment (24), which is a Quality Surveillance Report dated 12/15/83,
which has not beer properly handled. 1 am also enclosing Attachment (25),
which is a Quality Surveillance Report that hac not been properly handled.
A1l these cdocuments should help clarify my technica) concerns on the
improper use of Quality Surveillance Reports,

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of ‘9/ typed pages. 1 have

made and initialed any necessary corrections and have signed my name in ink
in the margin of each page. 1 swear that the foregoing statement is true
and correct. Signed on \.ﬁ, D, /O )CEY ot WL N, om

; e - - 172
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SIGNATURE: Paul B. HALE
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et Sy e

. ¢ s QAL

g7  hirvdl B _ 1984
1. /['L‘MJ‘/__S‘ & !.C-,Sj__' hora ooraab g $ol dewian \'\‘3\2':1-11)' statecat
to gl l / _j-:fgj__ , Who bt 300 faad hireel! to me as an

Investiootor with the U, S, Nuclear kegulatory Camdrason,. 1 pode thas state-
rent {recly with no threats or pramises of roward having been made to me.

S o el s 0L D Oy 2 g
;A Q‘oa,&g Y“%CJC.\/L




J oy ekl sk P

19 ' Shot..
e et SVS R~V s RN ST
MW ..;..\),;L, J 1 ..
—LH‘{L*:L*A ool s WA i
tde pRC. Jlo nf pent) WEW«}LUJ

‘JM U st 44 ¢ wugt%'

1 have read the foregoing statement consisting of ,2 handwritten/typed
pages. 1 have made and initialed any necessary corrections and have
gigned my name in ink in the pargin of each page. 1 _swear that the

foregoing statement is true and correct. Signed on ,3-?'35/ at ‘2,'//9.‘\
(date) (tind)

SIGRATURL: ‘Zﬁﬂ{g\,ﬂ/w%{ﬁ{,ﬁ IR
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