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part

On Friday, February 2, 1386, we -

A‘;y“were jeined in our inguiries by Lockheedeartln Utllzty Servlceﬁ

s of improper conduct on the

(LMUS) - é
A e - (O
u) =
/.f‘('- % The ailagatwns were dlrectedb specifically T R R e s
. M : ¢ 8y
ST A to her ;;
"!..I.'.I!!II'......L The —
allegations concernea 1nccnsxstenc1es in ove
misrepresentation of tra 2inin
card fraud,

Ttime assignment,
g records to outside auditors, time
1m2;0EEEEZng_ﬁ___g_EQ_EEQLEyee s dosage record,
corruption in the maintenance o
Dosim

and
the DOFE P erma ﬁumlnescent
Database. ha ce on Crisi
uspension at 1130 hours, on February 1, 1995, by ,
vending the cutcome of the investigation.
The following
investigation:

personnel were interviewed during the course of this
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" Improperly changing an employee's dosage on September g,
1954. ;

Allegation:

g -
millirem to 0 Sshallew/0 deep millirem.. The dosages were ; )
\ assigned to ; v_i{,,f;“/ .
andedmismsn 2 1 ed tha Wanted the exposures changed v
Lo Zerc, because, "Itts for a court case. It's easier to
\@4 explain zere than it is 25§ (shallow) /26 (deep).®
Rad alleg=dly gone opn Lo say that he had earlier had a
{ meeting with R regarding the
! situation with and that the three of then had
! Jjointly decided that the change was Necessary.

During the late Fal} af 19954, had occasion to check
the database for the altered figures, only to find then
returned to their Previous readings.

AR reply of February 7, 199s:

SElB. stated that he hag "no recollection” of being in
Such a meeting {(neither gig .
W said that he had pever anged a dosage due to a
Sourt action, and he had never been directed by.
TAnNagement to make such g change. He added that he

submitted "thousandsn of such change reguests during a
[.Typical year. ;

After looking at the dosage figures, however, Wl s2iq
that the figures thar nag been changed from 26 shallaw/26
deep millirem to 0o shallow/0 dee millirem, shoulad have,
in his opinion, heen Zeros, said that the reason
for this was that the Previous 1590 figures, upen which
the three subsequent figures had been based, had bheen
contested figqures themselves

dispute this ©pinion, stating that there was no
justifiable cause for altering the figures).

Subsequently changed from zeros back to the previous
figures of 26 millirenm, AR stated that, having
completed =z dosage change, the only way that he would
have directed the dasages to be changed back ta the
Previous figures would have been if someone had
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%003

camplained that the manner in which the changes had been
made was not consistent with Health Physics policy.

“Reply of February 9, 1sse-

When confronted with the TLD exposure readings Prepared
on September 7 - 9, 1994, stated that although
he did not recall the incident, it ceuld have happened.
“"If I changed these (figures), and it seems that I

Omust fve, ald, it was not an effort to falsify

figures. He stated thar had the report of September 7,
1994, been given to him, and he had observed the December
31, 1880 figure of 23 shallow/26 deep millirem, he would-

@ vent on o 32y that he would have changed the

figures if he had known it invelved a court or not, in
order to Supply correct data. If he had saigd something
like, "Itis for a COUrt case. Zero is easier to read,"

it would have Probably been in the context of an off-
hand, satiricail remark,

WP stated that he hag no information to show why these
figures had beep Subsequently changed back to the
previous numbers. He added that he was unahle to See any
Jjustification for returning them to their original
status, as the original numbers had been in error,

Investigators' Conclusions:

s

.f

f—

It is difficulr to understand why such an improper action
would have been taken upon the négligible figure of 26
millirfam. If rrue, such an action represents a act of

figures were Subsequently changed back to the previous
format further Complicates the issue, as it raises the
possibility of Pcold feern for the individual responsible

( Although we believe the allegation to be true, we canmot

definitively Prove it. our reasons for believing the

allegation are as follows, and can be clarified by the
following timeline:
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TIMELINE

January 31, 1994: oulNNRENNNR 1:unches 2 complaint

regarding promotion opportunities
denied her.

l&/ﬁ": 1) ol Ay e

WSEERm. 211cges inhalation injury in
X-326 ‘Process Building

July 26, 1994:

August 15, 1994: Self-insurance application filed
regarding above allegation.

August 17, 1934: IMUS denies claim with "no specific
diagnosis.®

Septembexr 6§, 1994: LIMUS rﬁuests approval for USEC to

hire as external caounsel, _
37 vooLopn—

September 7, 19%4: A printout of
dosage history is prepared for Legal
Services,

DR, 2 lcgedly directs“Hilngne

‘ in the presence 2,7)%
to change four of

historical dosages. '

September 9, 1994: A printout of the sheet detailing
the above changes is brepared, and
inserted into the information
Prepared for Legal Services two days

> September 8, 19943

earlier,

September 16, 1994 : <R | ests Ris  medical
occupational information from Health
Services, '

September 23, 15%94; USEC approves the hiring of c‘
SRRy

September 29, 1994; ILMUS schedules doctor’s examinarion
for October 18, 1994 (we bhelieve
n Tthat this examination was for

0
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November 3, 1994 The

November 22, 1894 bR

March, 1995: The March,

information requested on
September 1ig, 1534, ism‘aggﬁrently

delivereqd e 1 jc’/{’/(j -

F~59g

T R
"SR cive depositions regarding
R 5 L T

lawsuit

-5ubsequencly discovers the
dosage figures, changed on Septembar
8, 1994, have been returned to the
Previous figures,

the original figures to be in place.

May 12, 13995; b  concacis

with allegations
Tegarding Health Physics
impropriety. The incident involving
the dosage change is ineludeq in her
-allegations.

bresented with those figures, he would have
authorized the change, in order to Present valid
dosage figures. Site legal Officer

advises us, hovever, that the individual = who
autharized that alteration of dosage figures due to

2 legal action coulg pPossibly face both criminal
and civil sanctiops,

This investigative group was informed that code 10,
code 12, and code 15 have distincrive meanings when
the changing of dosages is cohtemplated. Code 10
means that while the “shallowt figure is contested,
the “deep" figure in uncontested. Code 12 means
that »oth the “shalliow” and “deep® fiqures are
contested. Code 15 means that both the "“shallew”
and "deep" figures are calculated, When

examined the figures in my office on Wednesday,
February 7, 1586, he stated that the figures that
had been changed to zeros should have been changed
To zeros, due to the fact that the 1990 figqure, on
which the three subsequent dosage figures nhad been

R L
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} based, had itself bheen contested. Perhaps he

realized that on September 7, 1994, and was simply
Lrying to correct the figures closer to realicy.
If so, it was an unwise move. The change code on
the listing of those figures was 10, indicating
that while the "shallow" figure was contested, the
"deep" figure was uncontested. Based on the
definition of the codes, @l would have apparently
had no justification to change the "deep” figure of
the subsequent three dosages - to Zero.
Interestingly enough, when GERagEey $under
«i® direction, prepared the *TLD Corrections®
form, she was told that the figures to be changed-
To zero were contested, so she entered cocde 12
beside the 1990 figure. WWM®later advised thie
investigative group that he was unaware of the
meaning of code 10, as he only used code 12 (both
"shallow® and "deep® estimated) and code 15 {both
"shallow" and “deep™ calculated). The correction
of these figures was discussed with

and SENEPRER who both said that the existing
figures in the database were official figures, and,
regardless of the code, should not have been

e

ety

changed when such a request
( : had been made. by M {
®  Cn September 9, 1934, ocne day afre

., the. alleged
incident, 3 report of . j ésgge was
prepared. We have photocopies of that report in
which the page derailing dosage history
prior to 1930 is dated at e top of the page as
September 7, 1994 (the day before the- change was
made) . The page detailing h&s"%& history
of 1990 through 1994 is dated Septembem 9, 19394
(the day after the change was made), and has the
corracted dosages of the previous day. The
remainder of the pages are again dated September 7,
1594, It scenms apparent that when the dosage
Ieport was prepared on September 7, 1994, someone
became caoncerned about four of the dosages. fThe
next day, September 8, 1994, and NP
stated that GEER. directed to
affect changes to thase four figqures immediately
who was there at the time, has

offered to submit to polygraph examination to
verify her account of the incident). Once
affected, a new page for the 1980 - 1994 dosages
was printed on the next day, September 9, 1954.
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