WITHHOLD FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

ATTACEMENT

GEU Response to J. L. Milhoan's July 31, 1992
Lettear to J. C. Deddens

ckgreun

Your letter of July 31, 1992 refers to a Complaint, dated
May 21, 1992, filed by Michael Holden, a former employee of SiW
Technical Services, Inc. (“SiW") and GCeneral Electric = Nuclear
Services, with the U.S. Departrent of Labor. Mr. Holden alleges
discrimination by Gulf States Utilities Company ("GSU") pertaining
to his employnent at the River Bend Station {n violation of Section
21C of the Energy Recrganization Act.

By letter dated June 26, 1992, the District Director of
the Wage and Hour Division, Erployrment Standards Administration,
Lepartment of Labor, found that "Michael W. Holden was a protected
Evployes engaged {ma protected activity witﬂfﬁ"!ﬁt‘!tﬁg%—ST.tho
Trergy Revrganizavion Act and that discrisination . . . wvas a
factor in the actions which ccoprise his complaigt.® Because GSU
itrongly disagrees with that finding, for” the Teasons ocutlined

below, an appeal wvas promptly filed on July 2, 1992. The matter
ras beef SEY for -hearin 93 before Departzent of
Labor ("DOL") Administrative lav Judge Richard D. Mills.

Mr. Holden's Complaint alleges discrimination in the
termination of his ezployment at the River Bend Station related to
two cutages -~ the scheduled refueling outage from September 29 to
December 4, 1990, and the unscheduled outage for generator repair
from Decenmber 7, 1991 to January 21, 1992. Mr. Holden alseo
complains of alleged Dblacklisting, i.e,, the giving of bad
references to potential enmployers following termination of
erployment at River Bend.

Mr. Holden's clainrs wvere part of an investigation of
overall quality concerns pursued by GSU management since the Fall
of 1991. As discussed below, Lvo reports on these matters prepared
by an independent investigator in Octcober 1991 and January 1952 are
available for examination at the site. These reports contain
conclusions which {n some respects find fault with twvo GSU
supervisors and question their intentions. In eany critical
respects, howvever, we found the reports inconclusive. Therefore,
when the Wage and Hour Division {ssued its findings on Mr. Rolden's
enployment claizs on June 26, 1992 and the NRC subsequently
requested an explanation of actions related toc Mr. Holden's
exployment, GSU managenment requested our outside counsel to
conduct a fresh, independent investigaticn into the facts. The
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results of the recent investigaticon, which ve have revieved for
accuracy and coopleteness, are sumnarized below.

Michael Holden's claizs against GSU pertain to twe
periods of employment. During the third refueling outage in the
last quarter of 1950, Holden, an SiW erplcyee, was engaged at River
Bend as an ASME Technician. After several weeks, his supervisor
adrnonished him that his absences and lateness to work would not be
tolerated, and that his dob perforzance and productivity wvere belov
expectation. Holden's job performance did not improve, and he
continued to miss work on his assigned shift. As a result, Holden
was terzinated in anticipation of a reduction in force toward the
end of the ocutage.

Holden's second period of employment at River Bend
cccurred when he was hired as a millwright by General Electric
during a generator repair outage in Cecenmber 1991 - January 1992.
Holden worked at River Bend until the conmpletion of this outage.
A GSU employee menticned in passing to a GE representative his
surprise that Holden and others were scheduled to work on Christnmas
day. No adverse action against Holden was suggested by the GSU
enployee, nor was any taken by GE.” Holden wvorked on Christzas day,
as scheduled, with others on his wvork crew. He was routinely
ternminated by GE on January 22, 1992, the day after the end of the
outage. At no time did this GSU employee discuss with GE its
decision to hire Holden, his performance as a wmillwright, or
whether CE should employ or re-esplcy Holden.

Between these two periods of employment at River Bend,
lden filed a quality concern with the GSU Quality Concern
gram, alleging that his first supervisor had given "bad
references” about him to prospective ermployers. However, Holden
withdrew this concern the feollowing day. Later, when Holden wvas
erployed as a millwright by GE during the generator repair outage
in December 1991, he filed another quality concern re-alleging the
claim of "btad references” to prospective employers. However, the
only person named by Holden as hearing the GSU supervisor give such
"bad references®” enmphatically denies Holden's claim. Holden
apparently drew an inference that he vas being given "bad
references” because he could not find work as an ASME Techniclan
after the third refueling outage at River Bend. Our discussion
with the job shop which referred Holden to River Bend, however,
shoved that Holden's difficulty in finding other than craft work is
not unexpected, given his qualifications. This is confirmed by our
own experience with Holden's work at River Bend -- that he did not
know and could not properly apply ASME Code requirezents, vhich led

{n part to his termination.
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Finally, Holden claized in his second quality concern
trat his termiration by GSU in 1950 resulted fro= his superviscr's
interception of certain documents intended for a GSU QA Engineer.
We have determined that this claim has no merit Dbecause
(1) substantial reasons (poor perforzance and pocr attendance)
already existed for Holden's termination; (2) Helden did not
produce or compile the documents in gquestion, but was perely asked
by a fellow erployee to deliver them; (3) no adverse action was
taken against the employee who did asserble the docuzentation -~ he
remained at the site until July 10, 1992, vhen he left voluntarily;
ard (4) the supervisor in question imzediately turned over the
documents to the QA Engineer for whom they were intended.

on the basis of our investigation, we have concluded that
there were no actions taken against Mr. Holden by GSU enployees as
a result of his having engaged in protected activities under
ection 210 of the Energy Reo-ganization Act, and that there are no
-ticns taken by GSU employees respecting Mr. Kolden's exploynent
i~n have had or ar* likely to have a chilling effect in
scouraging other licensee or contractor eaployees from raising
14

cei/ed safety concerns.
11. piscussion

My. Milhoan's letter of July 31, 1992 first requests a

resporse which:

1. Provides the basis for the erployment actioc
regarding the forrer contract explocyee and includes
a copy of any investigation reports you have
regarding the circumstances of the action.

Eolden's Erploynent Kistory

Michasl Holden entered into a contract with SiW Technical
cervices, Inc. for assignment to River Bend as an ASME Technician,
by which esployment agreement Holden comnenced work at River Bend
on September 24, 19950 during the third refueling ocutage ("RF-3%).
Holden was assigned to a work ¢ nder the direct supervision of

. y crew of ASME
Erngineers and Technicians was responsible for {Aterpreting ASME
Code requirements for craft perscnnel performing valve work during
RF-3, which comzenced Septenmber 29, 1990. Other contract exployees
assigned to , all of vhom were similarly
celected by GSU from resumes submitted by SiW, wer

-3-
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SN, & ».so worked on the crev.

was & referral

frea i .+ Wwhich wvas
subsequently purchased by S&W. [ by S&W
and was
assigned to a different work crew under the supcrvision ot/—

o SRR SRR, et ther th
- e rather than GEENEE ~

As with all workers on this crev (and cthers during the

Jtage), Holden was scheduled to work six 12-hour shifts wveekly
d,,.,q the course of his employnment. On September 24, 1990, Holden
omr.nced General Emp 1-,ec Training, which lasted through Septembcr
9. ”:lf&' fai led to shov up for work on September 30, 1990, his
irs cheduled day of work on the job. A graph depictinq Holdon'u

work log is attached as FReference 1. No advance notice or
S juent explar ation was given for his absence. The folloving
dav, Holden »-'xei only eight hours of his regularly scheduled 13-

Jr shift. On October S, 19%0, Holden failed to work for an hour
of his scheduled shift. Again, no reason for this early departure

and absence is reflected in the log maintained by the crev forenman.

AL a0
L ot

N

On October 12, 1990, Holden worked only three hours and went honze

sick. The rext day, he was one-half hour late for work. on

cctober 18, 1990, Holden again failed to show up for work. On
tober 26, KErlden workad two and a quarter hours and &gain went
ome SicCK

—

Kolden's
the GSU
alse

As Holden's discussed

th his 1inm

mediate suferior/

LV put f{ros As

5 :95u&t of d:s:ussxons with . Decane
increasingly convinced that Holden did not have the knowledge of
ASME Code Se:t;crn 111 and XI clairmed in his resume, and that he
could not perform_ his regponsibilities as an ASME Technician

: of one incident, for exanple, BWF

ich te check the dryvoll to deterzine
Jhether the valves were manufactured by Dresser or Velan. Hcolden
ported approximately 10 of the 20 valves incorrectly, as

ternined uy another crew member who rechecked the valves. Heolden
had no explanation for misi dcrtx'yznq the valves. The inference
was inescapable that he had either failed to check the valves at
all

or did not know hov to distlnqqish betveen the two types.

. Samen
Additionally, ” ENNEREEINSNNEEY vere concerned about
cor attendance record in contrast to the good records of
(References 2 and 3). Yet ancther concern was
Holden's low productivity. While some allovance {s generally made
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~ ~
for perscnal habits, ~ concluded that Holden's constant
snacking at his desk, followoa"by retreats toc the smoking area for
fifteen minutes or more every several hours, seriously interfered
with his productivity.

- —~ Scormetime during the veek commencing October 28, 1990,

[ G et with Holgqn to discuss his absenteeism and inadequate

~perforsance. told Kolden at that time that his work vas not
up to par. Holden was advised that his attendance and job
perforzance _had to irprove or other actions would be necessary.
Holden told dthat he was haying car trouble, which was naking
it hard for him"to get to work. | an extra day off
so that Holden could take care of his car, and told him that he
would no longer accept car problems as an excuse for Holden's poor
attendance. Holden took off from work on November 1, 1550 to take
care of his car. Nonetheless, problems with absenteeisnt continued.
On November 10, 1950, Holden failed to work an hour of his
scheduled shift, and on November 1) fajled to show up for work
altoget! ar.

‘s the RF-3 ocutage proceeded, it was the responsibility
% in censultation with his subordinates, to determine
which 4i.° ‘iduals should be laid off as work decreased and it
becane n..essary to mpke reductions in force at the request of GSU
Cost Accounting. A
periodically to determine which individuals were best qualified to
corplete the rezaining work for the outage as it proceeded. Given
the anticipated reduction in force and the problexms experienced

ith Holden's atsenteeisz and performance, Holden's unexplained
atsence on Novemcer 13, 1930 was the last strav as far WD
was concerned.

-

Therefore, owing to his unizpressive job performance and
atterdance reccrd, Holden was the first of the crev to be
terrinated by the reduction in force. By letter dated November 13,
1990, GSU Contracts/Procurement inforzed S¢W that, "(d]ue to a
reduction in force . . . the services of Mr. Michael Holden vill no
lecnger be reguired effective November 16, 1990.% Our investigation
therefore shows that Holden was terminated in accordance with
norsal reducticn-in-force procedures. Mr. Holden's termination vas
fully justified by the nen-discriminatory reasons of his weak job
performance, low productivity, and poor attendance record,

particularli in comparison with [—Yothu' S&W exployces

-5-
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Freparation and Disposjition of Condition Report 90-1008

In his findings, the DoL District Director referred to
"the intercepticn by supervisor of an envelope
centaining papers rolat/inq te Qua'ﬂty goncern '(EC) f350-1088 that
was filed by erployee (UUINIEERN" J.dging from Holden's
letter of May 21, 1997 teo DOL, wve belleve DOL wvas referring to
ocuments relating to Condition Report (CR) 90-1008.

Although Holden was in no way involved in the preparatio

or dispesition of CR 50-1008, he ncnetheless claiams H
tried to block the transmittal of the envelope to GSU QUality
Assurance (QA) Enginecering personnel. We found his claias to lack
credibility because, as discussed below, QA Engineering had already
received a copy of CR $0-1008, was well informed of the welding
incident described {n CR $0-1008, and was actively tracking the
investigation and root cause analysis prepared by Maintenance in
response to CR 50-1008. Moreovery ersonally called the GSU
Serior QA Engineer into his office to shov his the contents of the
ervelope at issue. The issuance of CR 90-1008 and the "envelope
incident™ occurred as described below.

-

On the evening shift of October 26, 1990,

& vork crew
and Wl

was conducting RCIC testing. A guics to be used a
d

a too
., to fabricate the tool, but tm!_!eldor

pointed oUt that he had not been qualified to weld alusinuz as
reguired for the fabrication., Nonetheless, he defesred to the
Judgrent of RPN that the welding fell outside the
regquirerents of the GSU welding procedure for non-ASHE Code velding
(SPF=7011) because the fabrication did not {nvolve a permanent
piant component, but only a toel which would be temporarily used
and discarded.

After the wvelder proceeded,)

, cbserved the welding and orBered §

to stop. VNSNS krev that <GNENNEEE .2s not among the welders
qualified to weld alurinum., He also cbserved that the velder vas
making his own weld filler material from scrap pieces of aluminua
without a Maintenance Work Order (MwWwO) and wveld data sheet package.

After a discussion with PEENENEENEP tock up the matter with

b, who agreed with the foreran's {nterpretation that the work

'i‘u nct subject to non-ASKE Code requirements under GSU |.'>r<><:eduru;ﬁ

subsequently discussed the 1Qcid}nt PR | T
: concurred with~

" interpretation that the weldiny was outside SPP-7011

-
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requirements because the fabricated tcol vas not intended to be

used as a perranent component of the ant. ut because the
welding was completed cver his objections; TR 90~
1008. —

Following normal procedure for disposition of a Condition
_Aeport, CR 50-1008 wvas logged and then assigned by Outage Director
; acti{ng for the Plant Manager, to Haintenanc} for a
response. in turn assigned this responsibility toq
_who asked ] the GSU Senior Welding Engineer, an
L to prepare the response for Block 10 of CR $0-1008
(Investigation, Analysis, Corrective Action, Disposition Details,
Work Instructions) and Block Vj (Rogt Cause and Corrective Action
to Frevent Recurrence). \-‘hen?‘rcviewcd the ln}\till draft of
Blocks 10 and_ 1) prepared  howvever, he
concluded that pmmemmey -ould not sign off on the draft response
because the draft stated that the violation has resulted from a

planned and deliberate attempt to circunvent GSU welding

’rp}oceduxog
_(Reference 4 p. JA-B).__Based on his discussions witd QiR
krew it was (DS cpinion that the supervisors'

misunderstanding of GSU welding procedures had caused the _
violation. In any event, wvas unconvinced that the
had deliberately attempted to circuzvent those

b

procedures.

P o —
himself prepared ¢ response to CR 90-1008 which

explained  the violation as resulting from the supervisors'
misconception (Reference 4, p. 3). e crproved that
aralysis, including corrective action to Yetrain weiders as to the
applicability of GSU welding procedures to non-plant components.
Fach GSU and contract welder on site at the tice (as well as the
SU Mechanical Maintenance foreman whose misinterpretation had
resulted in CR $0-1008) was reguired to cergify that he had read
and understood the clarification provided b the GSU Senior
welding Enginear (Reference 4, pp. 4-7).¥ -

In his corrective mcmonndun.ﬁadviud that "all
velding performed during the fabrication of non-code tools should
be performed in accordance with SPP-7011," encompassing such
activities as truck repair, shop tool fabrication and other
miscellaneous welding activities as defined by the Welding
Engineer. The memorandum pointed out that welders who wish to

~ - oy,
Y cR 50-1008, including both the euREEREERRE > U s Lt

of the Analysis and FRoot €euse discussion and™ final
disposition, is attached as Reference 4.
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becoze proficient in a welding process for which they vere not yet
qualified "may obtain weld filler material for practice\training
purposes™ under existing procedures.

Folloving completion of the cocrrective action, CR 90-1008
was submjtted by Plant Mainterance to QA Engineering for reviev.
However ,/ , rejected Blocks
10 and 13 as drafted and sent CR 50-1008 back to Plant Maintenance
for revision on July 29, 1991. In the viev of the
R, Blocks 10 and 1) as drafted vere "a deliberate attempt to
mask the events and actions identified™ in tha Condition Report.
He therefore believed that the "original disposition details ({.9..
the draft prepared by \* 'presented to QA at the
tize the CR was written, due to reqgue by this QAE, should be
utilized." A copy of the QA Condition Report checklist containing
trese statenments is attached as Reference §. .

resulted in a
request by for reviev
by higher management. Because it appeared that an izpasse had been
reached as to whether the wvelder's supervisors lisundorstm
appligable welding procures or simply ignored them, '
an independent

-

The staterments b

, requested QA to hire _
investigator to review the facts. QA esployed
former GSU ermployee, to conduct the investigation. On October 17,
195, oD 7 i led his report. GEMEER interviewed those involved
in the welding incSlllt and found disparate evidence as to vhether
the velding supervisors had misunderstood the applicability of GSVU
welding procedures for non-ASME Code work to the fabrication of the
tool reeded for RCIC testing, or had circunvented those procedures
in an effort teo save tipe during the outage. ¢ nferred that
the two experienced supervisors presunlb}y new the applicable
rocedure, which theyWhonetheless ignored.

Dispesition of CR $0-1008 and Related Quality Concerzs

At the time CR $0-1008 was undergoing disposition, the
GSU Quality Assurance Department was investigating anonymously

¥ ’:-’report of investigation {s available for igspection
at the Site. This report was prepared by Wl :t the
request of GSU management to determine the need for corrective
action. Therefore, GSU has asserted the privilege afforded
self-critical analysis to oppose production of this report in
the pending DOL proceeding brought b{:._oldon against GSU.
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filed Quality Concerns $0-10-022A (alleging that velders possessed
uncontrolled welding material) and $0-10-0228 (alleging that the
recrganization of Welding Engineering within Maintenance had
adversely impacted the Welding Program). These concerns vere
received anonymously on October 30, 1990, and vere investigated by
r who would subseguently
“Peccne invelved with the dispcsition of CR 90-1008.

It was during the course ot(/ ‘ﬁinvesgjqatianﬁor

Quality Concerrs 90-10-022A & B thaty nforzed SENNEENR ne

_had initiated Ci' 50-1008 after discevering the welding violation.
MRS - -1 SR because he was congerned about the different.

“dispesition of CR 50-1008 drafted by Gl Becausd_P_
alsed by

deered this issue pertinent to the nmanagement {ssue r
Quality Concern $0-10-022B, the dispesition of CR $%0-1008 becanme
tied to that of the quality concern. .

-

The closure of Quality Concerns 90-10-022A/B {s explained

in & pezmorardum of August 4, 1992 {ssued bym
: This nrmemorandum provides the

chronology of the earlier actions leading to the clogure of the
Quality Concern, It states that ;
discussed with\ , the results of the
investigation conducted b ’into the differences of cpinion
as to how CR $0-1008 should be dispesitioned.¥ Among other
thirgs, the GNNERUEEEE -2 requested to respond in writing to
indicate the acticns taken or to be taken, including any
disciplinary action:

a) Te insure procedural cormpliance to the
welding progran procedures.

b) To insure an atmosphere that condones
deceitful responses to QA no longer
exists or is tolerated.

c) To insure that responses to adverse
conditions can be truthfully prepared

e c——————— e O e A S

¥ In view of the need to preserve 8 claim of privilege for self-
critical analyses in the pending DOL proceeding, a copy of the
August 4 memorandum and attachrments thereto are available for
inspection at the site. Maintaining these records on site is
also necessary to protect the confidentiality of concerns
ancnynously filed with the GSU Quality Concern Progras.
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even when supervisicn . . . does not
agree with then.

additionally, the TIN5 asied to provide any evidence
supporting the concern of the that the final

disposition of CR 90-1008 was deliberately delayed.

By memorandum dated Apr:;,l 1992, t
responded to the questions from th T e R
acknowledged that the standards and expectations
established at the plant in pursuit of excellence, including
"forthright, truthful comnunication to QA and all other
organizations, internal and external®™ had not been met in this
instance, where "schedule pressure apparently ([led] to a bad
decision,™ requiring written reprimand or oral counseling °f the
Maintenance ranagement perscnnel involved. The *
stated his intention to meet « .th each of the individuals to
iscuss the poor Jjudgnment exercised, appropriate standards of
~-.i0rmance, and the need to exercise integrity and escalate
disagreenments to higher management. In that regard, the
expressed his opinicn that Maintenance Engineering had
provided an accurate response to CR 90-1008, but had failed to
escalate the situation to higher managenent when its proposed
disposition was rejected. Finally, the P stated that
he was unable to find any evidence of a deliberate delay by

Maintenance in responding to CR 90-1008.

Following this action, the w persconally
assumed responsibility for disposition o = 0-1008. He

reinstated the analysis of the welding incident originally prepared
by Maintenance Engineering, except to delete the statezents in the
final paragraph that the procedural viclation was & planned and
deljberate attempt to circunvent the GSU welding progras.
identified the root cause and corrective action to
p.event recurrence (Block 13) by reference to his pemor2nium of
April 8, 1992. On this basis, QA Engineering closed out CR 50-1008

with the folloving notation:

This CR {8 closed based on the revised
disposition preovided in correcti.e action

taken by w
action) is by judgment o

of a personal nature and wvill
not be made part of this CR. This QAE {s in
agreenent and recommends closure based on
block 13 and revised block 10. No additional
action {s warranted.
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Eolden's ¢laim of Discriminatory

Terminagtion Because of the Envelope Incident

As this chronolegy of events makes clear, Holden had no
perscnal invelvezent whatsocever in the preparation or disposi.ion
of CR 90-1008. His second-hand knowledge of the matters described
in CR $0-1008 stemzed completely from his discussions with other
irdividuals. Wnile Holden sided with JSNESN® in the difference of
opinion which developed between Plant Maintenance managezent and
welding Engineering over the disposition of CR 90~1008, he had no
real part in it. Our investigation also shovws that the responsible

supervisors’ |

their differing versions with the ®
for the closure of CR §0-1008 after
occurred.

' had freel y discussed
responsible

he welding incident had

None of this involved or atfected Holden.

| was aware of Holden's generalized

“rezarks that he might "go to the NRC,™ but thought Holden was

referring to problers the Flant was experiencing with the Service

water System (SWS), which had already been the subject of various

condition Reports. He knew that the NRC was aware of SWS problens,

and that the NRC had either seen or had easy access to whatever

condition Reports had been logged. His comment to those who

nformed him of Holden's threats to go to the NRC was that, if
Holden wanted to go to the NRC, he should "have at it.”

The only invelvement claimed by ifolden with regard to CR
30-1008 concerns the alleged interception of what Holden described
as "substantiating documents” by cc-vorhw:]
Our investigation of these allegations shows that & ), th
{nitiator of CR 90-1008, had placed a nusber of docuzents relating
te CR §0-1008, photos of the SWS, and a computer printout of
contract personnel with designated termination dates in_an

unsealed, string-tied envelope. He gave the env to
give to Holden for delivery to , who
was coming on the next shift. 1 1@ enclosures to
( who decided that he shoUld shov them to_ Hence,

epted™ any documents. In tact,',
to his office and showcdpth.

P

in no way "jinterc
imnediately called § y
docunents in the envélope.

Included in the envelope was a computer printout of
coentract erplcyees on uhichﬁhad marked up the names and

anticipated termination dates of certain employees, based on the
upcoming reduction in force. @ renoved this 1ist as vell as

“ll=
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photos of the SWS (which he had perscnally shot) Decause those
iters had been taken from his desk without his permission.| 7]
ras confirmed to us that this printout was among the {tens Tncluded
in the envelope. MthquH,_/' ne longer has the printout, there
is a strong inference that it Tontained Holden's termination date
of Novernber 15, 15950.

orts the inference that

bg;:ausc_‘ had

Nothing in our {nvestigation su
Holden wvas targeted for termination by
intended him to pass along docuzents to Holden vas used
orly as & conduit in delivering docunents t -« docunments
which he already had or (like the personnel 1ist) were of no safety
or gquality concern. Horeover(”—' vho conpiled the docuzents

for delivery tou;and who presumably knew the {dentity of
the person who nad illicitly taken the photcs and computer printout

fr :.mq:'esk, renained employed at the site continuously froms
RF-) until July 10, 1992. Holden was not terminated because of any

protected activity in which he engaged, but because poor
performance evaluated in the course of an ordimiry reduction in
force.

Our most recent investiga®ion also focused on KHolden's
legations in Ris letier of May 21, 1991 to DOL that managezent
pressured another co-worker to change the content of a
sndition Report to the point of threatening to fire his if he did
ot alter his findings to suit management. Holden is apparently
eferring to the welding incident which resulted in
\nitiation of CR $0-1008. As discussed above, our investigation
_shcwed that @emmllm the Codes & | andards p, had asked
g and:
to draft a response to CR $0-1008. 7 1 however,
rel.eved that the draft respcrse rade the unwarTanted assunption
that the welder and his supervisors had deliberately circuzvented

vell-understood welding procedures.

Y >

03

o I |

et T

- ~

- \perscnally redrafted the response in accordance

with his \‘Iﬁustmdinq of the facts. Our investigation showved that
< G crafted :}o revised response on his own, and did not
“Moressure™ eithe to revrite the response or to
redrafted response. -Thdeed, the day after the velding
incident, ° reguested Wil to prepare a mezcrandum
describing tThe incident and documenting his reasons for initiating
_the Co.dition Report (Reference 6). Contrary to any threat to fire
| ‘P‘xussurod__’w the incident (ss \GREASEE

“has 2 xnowledged to us) that ob was secure. As noted;™
ﬁtemined employed at tFe site TRtil July 10, 1992, when he
eft voluntarily. L

endorse his

/ﬁccn!imed to us that no one at River
Bend threatened to fire him cver this or any other incident.
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|

o 3 &

L

Rw fdenies that he told Kolden that "there vas
nothing they could do, that their hands were tied," regarding a
Quality Concern filed by Holdin. At the tize of his exit interview
on November 1%, 1990, Holden filed what was logged as Quality
Cercern 90-11-015. This cuncern asserted in broad terms a negative
attitude in upper managenent, unspecified problexs with the SWS,
lack of conpetent crafc perscnnel and other ratters. It was

ultinzately dispesitioned as ursubstantiated by
, in a memorandum dated April 17, 1591.

Both thr”U?? erployee who logged this concern,

deny having made the remarkx attributed to soxme GSU
erployee by Holden.¥

Holden's Re-Ezpleyzent at River Eend as &
Contract Faployee of General Ej] sctric = ADA Maiptenance

During an unscheduled outage from Decenmber 7, 1591
nrough January 21, 1992, cereral Electric ("GE") provided contract
sices at River Bend for generator repair. ADA Maintenance is a
sidiary of GE which provided workers and technicians to GE for
1d work at the plant during this outage. Holden was hired as a

ht by ADA Maintenance for work with GE, and reported with

L

r
-
-

-
e

fn

'-r:g

MO 3 W ot

SETTRENEEESee, o the turbine deck. In thelr conversation,

Holden told to ik ‘Ethat re was working overtizme on Christrmas.

sudging from H&lden's tcne of voice and choice of words, S

w Wiy Al

rel.eved that Holden was bragging about his overtize to taunt him.

5, _— -
Later; WA .as in the office gernRooieRimees o

, to discuss ongoing

e

W

welding

repairs. A1 th
. & GE subsidiary which per s administrative work

for ADA Maintenance, was also present. Hhilcfi!lllll"was on the
telephone , NN ent ioned to il Holden's conment about working
cvertime on Christmas. He alse rentioned that GSU had previousl
had a problem with Holden and had to let him go.

) our investigation shoved tha(: did not¢5h1nk that

T..-..ﬁqwantod GE to fire Holden. Rathor.L\— houqhtL!!I!E;waa
—— -

¥ Because the confidentiality of quality concerns lodged vith

the Quality Concerns Prograns is stringently enforced, Holden's
quality concern files will be made available for inspection at
the River Rend site in accordance with past GSU practice
acceptable to the NRC.

“13=

ner rew hires on or about Cecember 15, 1991. Shortly after he_
orted to work, he happened to enc::unte:“thc G S U ap——
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argry that Holden was bragging about his overtime at a tize vhen
GSU workers were having difficulty getting encugh overtize. In
fact, @Pmbemm was upset with Holden's boast of overtisze wvork on
Christmas because he believed that GSU ezxployees would not be
working on Christmas. Therefore, he sav no use for any GL vork
crews, including Holden or otherwise, to be working on Christmas.
At no point did’w report to any GE supervisor or other
personnel that WM of anyone at GSU wanted Holden to be fired,
nor di ake any such request on B cwn initiat®ve. Mor-over,
Holden did in fact work on Christmas.

In fact, Holden continued to work for GE until January

22, 1992, after the end of the outage on January 21, 1992. Our

investigation slows thac he was released by GE in accordance with

the normal r=4::tion in force toward the end of the outage. Our

investiga‘ion also shows that

e for Holden's group and Heolden's

wvas sacisfied with Holden's work as a millvright and had receive

ne c-mplaints regarding ):ic iob_por{ormncc from any GSU or GE

perscnrel. According tQ ¥ Holden's termination date wvas
de ermined by the end of the outfJe. .

—

At the tim/ _had discussed the
conversation betveen ad asked Holden to
state his version of what happened. Tbldgn acknovledged making
cimments of the sort attributed to hin by illlls but denied any
intention of bcasting about overtime. Apparently upset by his
perception t.*a/v:” ' was trying to have him rexzcved, Holden
complained to and stated that he wanted to file anciher
gquality concern. directed Holden to GndRENENTSEREINGEN ©
the GSU Quality Concern Frogram, who quqcrhis allegaticns as
Quality Concern 9$1-12-008A/B. This was the second quality concern
filed by Holden related to his zsployment.

On February 12, 1991, Holden had first filed allegaticns
with the Quality Concern Progras (logged as Quality Concern 91-02~
008) claiming that’__had damaged his reputation with bad
references to prospective employers. Holden stated that ie wvas
unable to obtain other employrent after leaving River Bend during
RF=3., He also alleged that' &

had overheard QulPW 5iving such Teferences. The next day,
February 13, 1991, 1den withdrew his concern and requested that
it not be pursued.

It was after his conversations vithw on
mecember 31, 1991 that Holden re-initiated essentially the saze
claim of bad references as Quality Concern 91-12-008A & B. Concern
A alleged that Holden was "get:ing bad references fronm River Bend™

.1‘-
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ard had been unable to obtain ezployment at other nuclear plants.
concern B related to the "envelope incident” discussed above.
Trese claizs have been held open pending disposition of the saze
claims in Holden's DOL corplaint.

Wem, vas advised of
Holden's allegations of bad references, he assigned @RS to
conduct a second investigation, which resulted in a Report of
Investigation on Quality Concern No. 91-12-008A/B, filed January
28, 1992. As part of the Quality Concern Progras files, this
document is also available for NRC inspection at the site. The
report found no evidence that any GSU personnel had given bad
references about Holden to prospective employers. Nevertheless,
wattemill concluded in his report, that it vas his "ippression® that
persons in the Codes & standards group, as well as SiW personnel,
Lad attenpted to cast Holden in the worst pessible light to destroy

his credibility.

% report did not itself contain evidence to
substantiste such an impression, but in view of the formal
allegations filed by Holden in his letter of May 21, 1992-to DOL,
GSU management authorized outside counsel to conduct a fresh
investigation into Holden's teraination of employment at River Bend
during the RF-3 outage in the Fall of 1990 and the outage for
generator repair in ODecember 1991. This nev investigatinn also

ncluded Holden's clairps thaW“
“j nad given bad relérences to prospective nuclear
erployers. No written report was prepared, but the results of this

investigation as reviewed and accepied by panagement are synopsized
in the findings below.

1. Frzployment history and work reccids estadblish that
Rolden was terminated during RF-3} for poor job performance in
anticipation of & routine reduction in force. As discussed above,
Holden was hired as an ASME Technician solely on the basis of his
resume. Yet, it bacame increasingly apparent during the outage
that Holden's knowledge of ASME Code Sections III and XI wvas
grossly inadequate. Moreover, his documented absences and
tardiness, combined with low productivity, fully justified his
terszination. Other S4W employees who vere retained, by comparison,
had exemplary attendance records and vere far more knovledgezble in
the application of ASME Code reguirenents.

Therefore, we have concluded that Holden's termination in
Novenber 1990 was justified upon grounds of his poor epployment
performance. Also, owing to Holden's lack of ASME Code expertise,
the inability of S&W to place Holden in a g¢imilar position at other
plants i{s unrerarkable.C , and
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o - -
W described Holden as a "fleld
~hand,™ Ya pachinist,® "a millwright," vhca they had "given a resl

break®™ in placing him at the South Texas plant as 8 "subject matter
expert® for mechanical maintenance training. These individuals
stated that SiW had tried to give Holden "the benefit of the doubt®
in placing him at South Taxas as an instructor inasmuch as he wvas
more aptly qualified as a "nuts and bolts guy."*

This has reinforced our judgment that Helden wvas siemply
not qualified to work as an ASME Technician at River Bend, and also
explains why he has bteen unable to achieve such a position at other

plants.

2. The sc-called "envelope incident" played no pazt in

Rolden's terminatiorn on November 18, 1990 during RF-3. Holden
claims that his termination during RF-) resuited from his receipt
of the envelcps which the initiat of , had
prepared for delivery to- the
respensible for approving its @isposition. ™ Our recent
investigation shows that those involved in the "envelope incident®
have responded truthfully concerning the -events, and that the
incident was unrelated te Holden's termination.

had spcken to Holden about his repeated absences
and tardiness and had made it clear in no uncertain terms that
further absenteeism would not be tolerated. Holden failed to
repert to work on November 13, 1590. TFor NGNS this was the last
straw, Novenber 14 was Holden's requlafT? scheduled day off. On
Neverber 15, Holden was notified of his termination, effective the
next day.

In any event, our recent jinvestigation _found neo

individual invelved in this incident who clainms Lhat,ﬂ—_was
upset by passing documents to . Rather, all
involved in the cident |

agreed that Wameswmmg~2s upset that photographs of the SWS and the
contract personnel list had been taken from his desk without his

permi f{on. Morecver, Holden's only role in th{ incident was as a

courie. ‘[ the envelop: } had handed to ‘to give to
Holden to deliver to . We find nc plausible reason why
Holden would have been the farget of any discrimination based on

this very incidental {nvolvement. As noted, | hirselt
rerained employed at thg site until , -xhen he left
voluntarily. M@peuonany rgassure at the time
of the envelope inCiden thaq’*job was Secure, even though
obviously knew who “tad _aX®h the photos and contract
—personrel 1is fron (AR desk.
Sem—

-16~
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-

-

). UM ziie no request that General Plectric fire

Holdet and vas conderned conly about UDDECESSAT beliday overgtise.
our _Apy aticn has confirzed thn.“ T e

., had & chance encountar with Holden during the
gererator outage in Decermber 1551 for generator repair in vhich
Holden told § that he was working overtime on Christpas. It
struck @M ks Urusual that Holden or any contract esployee would
be scheduled for overtize on Christras inasmuch as he was unawvare
of any scheduled work. Because he thought no GSU personnel would
bte uorkinq,/‘sav no need for any stand-by crev of contract
erployees.

In mentioning thig cocncern to :
g rcpresentative, h}r‘.ed to zike it clear that he wvas
concerned about any contract crew working oysr Christzmas, not just
Holden. MNNEENN .s certain, however, that did not ask for
Holden to be fired. hameuiiiiiEEmme K Holden's

during the generator outage, confirzed thag_? did not teil hinm
that “NEgame wanted Holden flired. However, in_gdiscussions with
R c.cen apparently misinterpreted PGNP point.

S — - -

‘@Mmme v:s totally unconcerned with whether GE hired
en. In fact, Holden rezained esployed as a millwright for GE
11 January 22, 1992, after corpletion of the outage on January
1992, (IR :s stated that Holden's work as a millwright
ctory and that he would hire hiz again. Accordingly, ve

rice

trat GEPEREER :t2"erents to any GE representative

e
adversely pacted Holden's futire employnent with GE or any other
ontractoer.
¢. No GSU ezployee has given "bad references™ concerning

Rolden to any prospective ezployer. As discossed above, Holden
filed Quality Concern 91-02-008 on Februvar 12, 1991, which he
withdrew the next day, and Quality Conce /s 9° 12-008A & B on
fecenber 31, 1991, These concerns allege thatEy provided
prospective employers with bad refer.nces. Our recent
investigation hac found no such discriaination, nor have ve found
any reason why any GSU emplcyee would have discriminated against
Holden. He was not involved in the preparation or disposition of CR
$0-1008 or any other quality or safety-related document at issue,
except for the quality concern he filed anonymously at the tize of
his exit interview on November 15, 19%0. Because quality concerns
are filed and processed with strict confidentiality to the
concernee, no GSU employee cutside the Quality Assurance Departzent
and upper management even knew of this concern or its disposition
ss uncubstantiated., Also, we see nothing in Holden's history of
employzent at River Bend which would have motivated or any

e m———

p—
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other GSU exmployee to "get even® by giving bad references teo
prospective employers.

- As they did at the time of the earlier investigation,
bot X L aemeae e R R R R .«
GSU vigorously deny giving any bad
references toncerning Holden to prospective employers or anyone
else. Neither individual recalls any inquiries about Holden. More
specifically, neither recalls any conversation with any S&W or GE
representative about Helden's performance.

6 acknowledges that SiW periodically asks for
feedback &R soné enployees, but recalls ne conversations_withypumm
or any other S&éW employee regarding Holden hsnd he
vas reither surprised nor corcerned when he learned that Helden was
working for GE during the generator outage in Decenmber 1591. He
assured from Kolden's resume and the nature of the generater repair
work that Holden was employed as a millwright. He knew that the
work required a nuzber of millvrights and thoqut it_vas up to GZ
t- decide who it should hire for this vork. « received no
request for references regarding Holden from any representative of
the Arkarsas Cne plant or any other plant or contracter.

also denies giving any bad references to Holden's

o pective %-; oyers. He acknevwledges IP’t' :n discussing

Holden's bragging about Christras overtine wit

” he explained as background that Holden had been
previcus.y terminated during Rr-). ‘sl is ursure how he

characterized Holden's termination, bLUE may have attributed it
Holden's sulb~-par performance.

"

O 0

investigation fQgused sharply on the

Our
recollection of
since 1987, regs¥ding their contacts vith“Holden. ecalls he

inforzed Holden that he had been terminated as of November 16,
1990, based on a telephons call trcn,‘“
representative of if\tho site, tollovcd
up by & letter to that effect. Both he and I described this
process as very routine. Holden calle & nonth or tvo after
he had been terminated. Holden tol ) that he had been
terminated because of problems he had {dumtified, and that he vas
going to file a Quality Concern with GSU. /— told him to "make
sure your facts are straight.*®

recent

_L second time and spoke with him and

During this seccnd call,

that he had been unable to find work _
had given bad references. < agmeel

b e

Holden tol '
elsevhere, claiming that

(i
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says that Holden offered no proof of any bad references, but had
apparently drawn the inference because he could not (find
exployment. "WMMMM categorically denies the statezents Holden
attributed to him ih his DOL conplaint, f.e., that Holden's pursuit
of his quality concern on alleged "bad references” vould jecpardize _
Holden's career and possibly compronise position. e
further denies saying anything about

I
as Holden claimed in his DOL copplaint. also omphaticauy_ﬁ
denies Holden's contention that had told hiz that he
had cverheard giving a bad reference concerning Holden to a

the Arkansas One plant, %’%eniu being

representative ©
present | office at the tire Holden claims, or overhearing

any conversations from somecne from Arkansas One.

Our recent investigation also locked into the problens
claired by Holden in obtaining new =mployment. |
explained that SéW tried to find new work for Aolden after his
termination at River Bend. SiW submitted a packet of approxizately
£0-7% resumes to Arkansas One, including Holden's. About 20 S&W_
enployees were hired, but not Holden. ¢ ‘
categorically deny any "blacklisting® of Holdd¥W, or that any GSU
erplovee ever asked S4W to exclude Holden from future applicaticns.
Attempts by SéW to place Holden at Arkansas One and other plants
were ronetheless unsuccessful. peinted out that a
ma uaity of SEW applicaticns are generally rejected, and SiW never
asks prospective employers why they had not selected particular
applicants. Fegarding Holden's qualifications to perform other
than crats work, QMR :ckncwledged that SEW had given Holden a
"real break®™ in-Placing him at South Texas as an ASME Code
instructor and further acknowledged, in retrospect, that Holden's
technical qualifications for the ASME Technician position at River
Bend vere marginal.

The sum of the evidence leads us to conclude that Holden
is not & skilled ASME Technician, and that it is not unexpected
that Holden would experience difficulty in obtaining work above the
craft level at other nuclear power plants., We find no evidence
that his inability to obtain such employnent can be attributed to
any "bad references™ or any other statements by GSU enployees to
prospective employers or job shops regarding his alificaticns.
Morecver, contrary to the "impression® stated in th copetil, - cport
of January 28, 1992, our recent investigation uncovered no reason
whatever why any GSU employee or S&W representative would consider
Holden a threat or have any reason to discredit him.

-19=
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Acticns Taken to Preclude "Chilling Effecta™

Mr. Milhoan's letter of July 31, 1992 also requests a
respcense which:

- P Describes the actions, if any, taken or
planned to assure that this ezployment
action doces not have a chilling effect in
discouraging other licensee or contractor
exployees from raising perceived safety
concerns.

Fundazertally, GSU's termination of Holden in November
1990 during RF-3 vill have no chilling effect in discouraging other
erployees from raising perceived safety concerns because the
termination was rade for 'egitimate, performance-related reasons.
Moreover, both GSU and contractor employees who worked with Rolden
understood the reasons for his dismissal and, at least to sonme
degree, shared managenment's opinion of Holden's job performance.

With regard tc Holden's subsequent employment by GE
during the generator outage in Cecenber 1991, GSU tock no
employment action against Mr. Holden wvhatsocever. Holden conmpleted
his scheduled term of exployment with GE, which ended just after

the completion of the outage. To the extent that’” the GSU
, questioned Holden's wo

‘ kiR verticze on
“Thris§trmas, the GE _representatives who hurdd&’ comzents

understood t.‘.at”ﬂ: merely questioning unnecessary cvertize,
not seeking Holcden's term.nation.

With respect to Holden's claims thatﬁ the GSU
w gave bad references to prospective
enployers, no chilliing effecf will occur because no such action vas
taken. Moreover, Holden's quality concerns vere processed

confidentially within the GSU Quality Concern Frogram.. On.y
Quality Assurance Departrent and management personnel were avare of
those claims. Other GSU or contract employees would have no
knowledge of Holden's quality concerns or their disposition.
Accordingly, their willingness to report safety or quality matters
would be unaffected by Holden's unsubstantiated claims of bad

references.

Nevertheless, to provi added assurance against the
potential for such claims, the 65U NN has reinforced
existing GSU policy vith oxplicit“rhstructions that any references
for contract personnel are to come only from the contractor. Any

references for GSU personnel are to come only fyom the GSU Fuman
Relations Departzent (Reference 7)., Also, th

«20~-
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has scheduled a full presentation to be made this Fall by the Ruman
Relations Department on compliance with requirenents under Section
210 of the Energy Reorganization Act and 10 C.F.R. § 50.7 for those
engaged in protected activities.

GSU managers encourage GSU employees and contract
erployees to resclve any gquality or other safety concern through
the GSU Quality Concern Program, including concerns of harasszent,
discrimination or retaliation of any kind. The anonymity and
confidentiality afforded employees who submit such concerns help to
assure the continued success of the program. Based on the number
of concerns filed since Holden's termination in November 1950,
taking into account the nurnber and duration of outages, the
allegations in Mr. Holden's letter to DOL have not had any
"chilling effect™ on the willingness of employees to come forvard
with concerns. -

Finally, notwithstanding our finding that no adverse
acticn was taken against Holden for nis filing of quality concerns
or engaging in any other protected action, GSU managenent vill not
hesitate to take disciplinary and other personnel actions necessary -
to preclude any violation of 10 CFR 50.7. We sincerely believe
that such personnel actions taken to date have successfully
deterred harasszent and fostered an environzent in vhich employees
feel free to raise any safety or quality concerns. Additicnally,
concerns involving any implication of misconduct by managezent are
reviewed by , Wwith
representativeé¥- of the Nuclear Review Accordingly, GSU
ranagezent s confident that, following the NRC's review of
Holden's employment at the River Bend site, your conclusion will
corroborate our findings that there has teen no vicolation of 10 CFR
$0.7 nor any chilling effect on the willingness of GSU employees to
raise safety concerns.

I111. Cenclusien

For the reasons discussed above, no epployment action wvas
taken against Mr. Holden in retaliation for his having engaged in
any activity protected by federal lav. The only employment action
taken against Mr. Holden by GSU was his termination con November 15,
1950 for bona fide, performance-related reasons of absenteeism,
tardiness, low productivity and an {nability to demonstrate a
ynowledge of the ASME Code conmensurate with his position as an
ASME Code Technician. No evidence of bad references to prospective
enployers was uncovered.

Because no employment action was taken against Mr. Holden
in violation of federal law, no chilling effect in discouraging

21
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other licensee or contractor ermployees from raising perceived
safety concerns is likely to result. GSU has nonetheless taken
affirzative steps to help assure against future claims that bad
references have been given to prospective expleoyers, and also plans
to retrain GSU staff on the importance of ceempliance with federal
lav protecting those who engage in protected activities.

23~



DAILY WORK LOG

BOLDENS

week SUR [MOR [TUES |WED [TEUR |FRI |SAT | comanrs

Ending

9/29 sorr | 10 - 9| 8 ¢ |sorr [TRAInTNG

1076 ory 8 | 12 lorr | 12 | 211 | 12 |12 ER/SP

10/13 12 | 12 | 12 lorr | 12 3 _|1.s

10/20 12 | 12 | 12 lorr lorr | 12 |12

r_zp/zm 112 |12 | 12 Jorr | 12 2 |1

11/3 12 | 12 | 12 lorr jorr | 12 | 12 |miGETS TO
DAYS

11/10 12 | 12 | 12 lorr |22 |22 | 11

11/17 12 | 12 |orr |cr7 | 8 . LET GO
THR
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3LCCR 10 = -NVEST:ISATION & DISFOSITION

CNVESTIGATION: The irvestigation of "his event reviled that -re
Je.cer and his fcoremsan were sither =3zisinforsed or %“ad a
sisconceprion of the total scope and applicadility of River Sencs
amlding jprogras. Both individuals fatled to realized -=at
fadbricaticn of shop tools by velding vas under the sccpe of “he
Non-Code porticn of the 4welding program (spp-7011) and
censequently nust bYe perfnorzed by a qualified wvelder using
proparly leseued veld filler =zaterisl. This pisconceprian
resultad In the procedural viclaticns denotad in block 3 of :his
sonditicn repore.

“hae csar fixtire vhlca vas idrizaved <sas 83 fo5r “he #CIS cage

rin and  vae repoved Iorm the ovar Tlock slter the tast “aus

aiizinating & 2lant saferly :perit.cnal concers.

DISFOSITION: N/A

BLOCK 13: ROOT CACUSE AND CCRRECTIVE ACTION TO PREVENT
RECCRRENCE

“he root cause of his event vJas he velder and velder ‘crezan
9% reccgniiing “he relaticnsnis tovtuaan sncp =00l fadricaticen by
<a,3.%8 e “ne requireszents f 3Fiver Sends YNon-Code veldirg
FTIATID regquirements. Training sn “Nis event w“i.l he provided Z:r
vl. 330 waicers anc their fcrezan. Tacn G30 wvalder and :he:ir
Iire=an snall e required t2 read and sign “he attached letver
Ligniiving “hat “hey have teen race svare of “he requiregents “:r
Jaorizaicn 3f “on.s by vetding.



3LOCK 10
INVESTIGATION s ANALYSIS

A the nigat :f Sav 8. 1990 e approxizate <000 sours
A8 ccserved velding om a aluminum tool fixture by

5ue roght  1nift opleENERERREP. (v ... r
‘eterzineaq Mun not certifled to parfors alumines

<alding ana tha¥ - he vas fFerfcrming the task vithout any paper
“orkii.e. ¥WO. wveld data sheet or MWE) or ipproved filler
zaterial. To te spec:fic he vais vaxing his own filler vaterial

{rem small pieces of slumirum. The velding angineer contacted
“he velders fcresan and supervisor and inforzed thes of the
precedure viclation. At this tize no attempt vas rade to stop

'he vork or comply wvith the wvelding procedures Y either the
{crezan or supervisor.

The velding vhich vas ‘teing zerformed is ~onsidered non-code
selcding and f3alls uncer “he  ur:sdictica of SFP-7011. Cenerasl
Aalding Procecure ‘ar Nen-Code dctivities. This srocedurs
“iearly estabiishes -he rules for nocp-code valding activities
sucn  as tool fadbrication. truck repair and other 1Ictivities of
"his nature and the procedure has teen in affect since 1987. The
rrocedure specifically requires that:

Only vaicders qualiflsd .a sacordance with 330°2 ~vailding

srograz tnall jericre production waeiding, tegporary velding,

tack velding or repair valding and

All weliders for QA Categories I, II, III. and nen category
veldirg shall be qualified for the material and process o
sccordance vith G30° weiding program and

That wvelding snall e acccezplished using filler zetals
specifled by *he veldirng procedure specificaticn and

That “he valding forezan shall be responsible for ensuricg
that 3all 7elding perfzsrzed is accomplished by ecploying tte
requiresents cof SPP-701! and

That the designated velding foreean shall issue a veld daca
sheet for the wald data j;ackage Lefcore any valding s under
taken and the veld data sheet shall !(dentify the applicabdle
WPS to be ewployed for velding.

Contrary to the procedural requiresents dencted atova the valdisg
“A8 eing perizrzed:

Sy 4 valder “ho was not g3ualifled to the spacific process
and »ater:al and

The vald filler ~aterial “einrg used vag not ‘na ccaplliance
41th the APropr.ite -aic procedure spec:?i-ation ana

Y UHLERET PR ¢ e wnmEae S = v 28138 3TN 1299 'y ra.i iyt



yacerige and

The vaider vas u“orging “ithout 3 YWD avan througn a blansge
MWO f3r scon-ccce tnop 2aldin 2 2i8C “30iz -ad tee
\pprevea  Ing =ace avai.able %o il Meca. Zorasan ing ta
Seen sea ruzercus -.zes nefores and

The f:rezan ncr =he supervisor i(nsured the voldi:('wac el
perfsrzed iz accordance with SPP-7011.

Yiscussions with “%e valder and Zoreman reviled that ~Ney var
avare of the procecursl cequiresents for fabrication ~ige *sel
by veldizng and -hat a blanget MWO vas available for 4
activity. Hovevar =X individuals vare 1130 avare that “-he MW
requxrcd that the uoldiﬁ( be pcr‘ornod by 4 qualified velder an
hat 3 veider gquaiifle 0 2.uBiNUR Vas not available at B
*ize. ther=fcre N iec sion <“As zade to use 1A inquslifl
J1thout Ccsneuiting enginesring. This acticn resulted iz tne fir
7iclaticn.

530°s veldisg program dces not ailcov the insurance of veid %11

nater:3l te 3 valder who i3 not qualiz.od ©o the jrocess hoxn
ieed therefors the velider could not cotain filler sater:al. Ia a
Atterpt to get arocund this blockage the velder vas {astructed t
fabricate filler mater:al Zrome the 3luminus plate vhich resulte

-

‘R viclatien ne. ..

In addition both activities cenoted above wvas perfors with °X
¢navledge and consen: ¢f the veider's (foresan and superviser
This act vioclates the requireszent eetablished by SPP-7011 an
resuised i3 the “hird vioclatien. Viciavion numter Iour 2¢cs
Jnen “he fsrezan and superviscor “as 1nlorzed of “he procecurs
srocles anc :tney failed stop wors. This s ln direct 7i0latie
nt ADM-28.

*a  -onclusion “he acticns  ienotea  ‘oova indicates “hat R
proceaural viclation docizented Dy this condition reporT <~

47'P4¢4£45$~&&4—w404¢—08£20-A&-Jlﬂ‘———0T0+G6h;xagz__4§n_g_g;;3:;;‘..
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MEMORANDUNM

01 G50 Mechanical Mainterance Forerwn Novertar §, 990
and Welders L

v R AP 90 349

SURJ: NON-CODE WPLDING PERFURMED (UTSTIE
OF POER ELOCK, ie. TOOL FABRICATTON

Please be advised that all welding perizrmed #uirisg =hp Zabricasiss o
“cr—coce tools <hould te terlormed Lt accorsance  vith - SPPetAlY,
ETRAL 'ELDING FROCITURE FOR MCONCCOE ACTTTTTES, g work should be
“ocrented in accordancon “ith (5D RI4I6EY, “hich has been established

cr Wthis nurpose.

lon=Coce cwmlditg ig Cefired as ary welding which is performed that is
"ot sucTect o ASME, ANSI, ANS or other fabrication code requiretenes.
VorCcce wlding encoTasses suth activities 43 truck repalr, thon
tool fabrication and other miscellareous welding activities as dofi-ed
ov e Velding Incuneer. FABRICATION OF LIFTDNG DEVICSS ARE NOT

COVERED BY TYIS CEFINTTION. .
“ellers vho wish 10 lecore truiizient It anottar welding process or

tecrricce Ty cotaun weld  filler -aterial for sraciize/trarits
TTcses. Tha Malnterance Foreran is respersitle for determaning e
T 78 ¢ W»iding tt De perfirmed g e Fracile/tnaning actviTs.
“e .3 also respcrsible fIr enguring that <t activity is contsolled in
scooTiance wath Uie recuirerents of SPP-T009. All practice/training
activities shall te aporoved Ly thg Welding Encirser/Cesigree prier =o
.esuarce of weld filler mater:isl. )

I‘.‘
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' «1 No wvald material shall Be {ssued
; from this type station for mainta~
nance or production werk wunless
approved by the APM and Velding
Engineer for specific prejacts
outside the protected area. A memo
te the APN shall {dentify the
scope and extant of the project.

> +d Material Iissued from this type
station shall be {ssued by the APN,
\9 Welding Engineser, or designes.

1 .
)\ \ 7.3.2 The {ssuance and return of all veld filler
‘ paterial shall be controlled and docuzented
€ W™ 4 on the Weld Materiasl Requisitican (wim),
« t s Attachzent 8.1, o

7.3.7 ¥Wo waeald filler material skall Be {ssued
vithout & properly completed .and signed
KR, The lssuing attendant shall erzure
the WMR is properly coapleted, sigred :nd
the velder i{s qualified for tha WPS 1lsted,
¢xcept as notsd Delow:

.1 TFrom {ssue station(s)y as descrided in

paragraph 7.3.1.4, vhere parsonnel vhe

e training or qQualifying are not
to the specified WPS.,

«3 :20n special cccasions vhere a vender or
ey, - v m

i S A 6. pperator vho {spot-gualified 4in accor-
o ‘dancs with LSU's *Genaral-Maintanance

, +2 8 Prmall Jure i ssavthorisationsts

mﬂr folloving cond{tions deing

wat (prior to sany. velding or brasing
being pearforaed:

Cieel Mo RTLIAID Tk 0vess ag o%
. o M RUAR A SN SR 20,
4 dure tascbeed asubaitted - od. ap-
e "W'ww.uﬁug?g.iw:"

//——‘\\
. PROCIDURE NO{ SPP-7009 REV 7 PAGE 6 OF 20
——
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7.3.1.6  "Test Facility” remote {ssus stacion(s) shall
be established and located (on o taporary or
long texm basis) as ceemed necessary by the ARM
shall be used {ox papose of weld, braze or
Chermal  spray  procedme  qualif{cariom,
welder/brazer or welding/therea]. spray
muxa training and/or o
s {ncorporats all p fva of tixs
procedoe except as follows,

7.3.1.4.1 No weld paterial shall be {ssued
froma ods typse statiom g

H{ specific
xrojm the cw area,
ceco to the APM {dentify the

7.3.1.4.2 Materisl f{seued form this
b,mm

The issuarce and retiom of all weld filler meterial shall
be cmtrolleda\ddmmcdmdh%&w
Fequisition (WR) Attachoene 1,

¢ X

\D 4 ) (7.3.3
AN |

| |

sub s, 7.3.1.4 vhexe somel o or
R &xmu are mtqumuwm

No weld filler material shall be {ssued wvithout a
Pry«ley capleced and signed WR. The {smdrg attendant
$

esuce the WR (s properly leted, sigred, and
the welider {¢ qualified g!or the &?L&su‘.

7.3.3.1 *Cxcept from {ssus station(s) as descrided in

7.3.8 Mo ome shall have 1n his/her possession amy

7.3.3

1.3.6

welding/braz flller waterial or thermal y powder
without & copleted and signed WA, iy

Only the persormel on the suthorized 1ist supplied by the

Welding eer are peruitted o {ssue & to
wvelders/wel operators, brazers, or thermal spray
operators.

Electrodes {ssued to welders form stoTages ovens or
hmmt{canzd sealed containers d?:fld bcxzh;d in
portadble rod ovens upon {ssuance. portable rod cvens
are rot available or pracrical for the applicatiom,
eleccrodes may be {ssued {n leather pouches.

6 PAGE 3 OF 16
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‘cteoe” 2T, et

Subezt: Svents .escint te tre writine of S R, KO, %0003
WriDud.i"102 weicer ,

Sa the ~ight of Cctoder J6. 1990 at sccroviratelv 2CC
POLUrE. 48 ] was w=alling LRrougn  the colf macrine shee. | rearc
the soung ©f GTAW Dbeing performed using Migh freauencv. Since
thais L8 ROt & common welding orocess uses? at River Fend. ! wen:

"0 158 ~T4T ~48 CRANG w®lCeG.

1 cbservec's R Weld S,ebol Ne. RO11, welding on ar
aluminum ~ten wis alsQ cresent, h.:ﬁihq nie &3
recuired, Ae ] _JOCTed ar Cthe work arsa I reslized that™ Kore

of tre usual docurentation required for welding -n prount u !
spoke & f reggt m e
e Skt S o

H tnvodlatolv left the irea J.‘?M orocndod te Lthe Welc
Material Issue Station. ! was sure that «ibwas not qual if{ied tc
weld aluminum using tre GTAW Process, Butl ! wantee to verify it
by creckang the Qualified Welders List, A review ©f this docusent
srcwed that he wes rot cualified. 1 then aquesticned the wel:
iasue attencants about 1ssuang of aluminus weld filler rmaterial.
all scvised me that trev Pag not issued anv. ! Lhen searcrec
througr the Welc Matarial Feoulsitions issuee  for thne D4ty ef
Cctote”. this See”Ch SPowed no slusinue weld filler mater:as!
18" A WD

/ S —
~@n%t Tack tc the coli sro0 an@ talkeod te - the
Corversation t2 the Cest CF #v vACWIeCER was 28 TOl.0we:

—
. u»oo_F'-Nt are vou weloing on*™ He S810."8 clamsp t:
e Lsee fc~ RCIT test™. I ~hnem asked.” where 18 YyOL” CACErworr™"
He sai10.°] con 't Rave anv®. 1 then ssked,"where are vyou get

vour fillie~ material™™ He $81€."we are making it*. 1 saigdvol

Frow vou 478 Not Gualified to wele slusirua”, He 3816." ! know °

wat tolc ta weld it By mv fSreman”. 1 241d."whe 18 vour foremas
reeo to talk to his®, Me uu.bﬂ

= N —
- I then 101@!\6 &Nt into the foresan's office ano teic
I ree 8 tallk to PMie sbous the welding tRe" wes
cairg carforned VWA Tc tre bes: of av incwleoge the following
conversation Lransci’®e between usl

! uudb'du vou tonito do the welding jo> he i3

zeiny " T e 1T #8,03.73C QU +RCe @ 1B -3

sualsfied '.° ".le dlumirua~™ We gpic.” vet. DUt we CiC8" % Jriw ar.

«®lz =0%0”38" #r? "0 L1 I0'¢ ManifS ¢ 2@ LD S8 L99I  i° ey
TS T R L B T LT T T T se15. "1 e3ili tave ¢« 3rciie;
Wwite spge GURER L% LB 0% L% sCCLTIINCE wit™ TR ~@. 2.




SrIZRd LTy & I | T. 8@z 2 %3 s JC8v Slgars

- e s m - -n - e 5 ’. K= - .-.‘ ...-....-.' . N
w . wdg s8d 8. . .9 S° P "% 8308, =2 "0 o8- .
Aowlel20e re ‘TleTwWLITQ 18 %Te zorverys taS® raex o0 T.ace

B3, Jlev D TeeT I 3L T se. dozue TEW v @izt =
»B°*2 *i8e - .. * .4 . voboa'l B, . w8l bie it PO I
M8LING the ‘li.er mater:isl', He 241€."! now what OuU Are sa
TUT W@ #79T T NS LRt I RNV ECIRe St 19 SerSarerst." ' saa:

LWRCEretANE what vOu J7@ working on. DUt vou know tetter
_ATvena tRat it i N0t in aCCIrCAnc? with tmg welzing :rogri
tren seic Ml 2 VOU went me te - 11 ur a qualit

“welcer ‘s corolete the Joz“‘- then ma"- No comolete 3

.- . - . .

.
3 “ Lo & = 2 Senee Nt ] I T -

are ta.ing 4 Nit on Lt*,
I then :),u the ceold maghine sroe and returned ts av ¢
and callea you CenIRINENGR 2 nfcrrec You ©f the siWIES
I stateg at that tise that | 21t a C.R, should be written si
it was & procecural viclation. dqainst. the entire weldin
and vy Acvised ma to write It Afier ending our conversatibn
ccllo? ' 0.8.U.s ang advi
Rim of tre oroclem enc that 1 hac tallked to you ans that o C
wat% O U# writilen., and Me concurred.

tLiec




MEMORANDUM Sot

TO: Holders of Nuclear PS/MD026
~ Procedures Manual Effective Date: Apnl 20, 1992
Revision: §
Page L of 4
FROM: Senior Vice President - RENG (RENP020) $2gi 5
- Nulear Procedures Manual P9 2 &%
Policy SaiemenyManigeent Direcnve (PS/MD) SpC

SURJECT: Cosntract Employee Policles

A.  CONTRACT EMPLOYEE PROCUREMENT POLICY

In 1ocay’s environment at a ruclear powar plant, even rovtine employment decisions can
have sigruficant impact on the Company and oa he individuals involved in making such
decisions. This is parncularly true of contracwor employees who may be employed
River Bend for only a relagvely shon time,

To ensure the desired level of conuol and 0 minimize prodlems with potental
contacion, cuTenl contracwr wd conact employees, the following Srocurement
policies shall e followed:

(1) The Senior Vice Prendent-RENG's approval on 3 Purchase Requision is
required 10 authorize the use of contract employees.

(3) Al procurement-related communication, written and oral, for contact employees
shall be through the Contics and Procurement Services (CPS) Growp.

() The CPS Group will request resumes from contractors only after the Senior Vice
Presdent- RENG has authonzed the use of contract employees per item (1) above.

(€)  The CPS Crovp will obaun from the low com supplier resumes of qualified
wdividuals for the requesior’s review. GSU will accepx only resumes of contract
employees requesied by the CPS Croup. All firms submitting resumes at the
request of GSU will be dirucind © submit those resumes to the anention of the
Supervisor-CPS or designee. All resumes submitiad will be unpriced. The CPS$
Group will provide he requesting River Bend line Supervisor with copies of hose
resumes,




