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| The Deposition of C. Neal Alexander is taken at the

{corporato offices of Duke Power Company, Charlotte, Nerth

{

' Carolina, on this the 7th day of July, 1983, in the presence |

fot Robert Guild, Attorney for the Intervenor; and Ronald L.

kclbson, Attorney for the Applicaat.

| All formalities as to caption, certificate and trans-

'mission are waived. It is agreed that Lynn B, Gilliam, Notary

|

/Public in and for the State of North Carolina, may take said
wDepouition in machine shorthand and transcribe the same to type-

wricing.

Said Deposition is taken subject alone to testimony Z
ffar conpatenc, Toloveancy and materiality; and all objections, }

Jsave as to che {urm of questions asked, are reserved until the |

|

Hearina,

C. NEAL ALEXANDER, JR.,

"having been first culy sworn to tell the truth, was examined
' and testified as follows:

i
f |
DIRECT EXAMINATION !

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Mr, Alexander, would you state your name and business
address for the Racord, please?

A C. Neal Alexander, Jr., Post Office Box 33189,

| U. S. DISTRICT COURT
i CMARLOTTE, M. C.
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That is the general offices of Duke Power Company?

A Correct.

‘ Q What capacity are you employed by Duke?

A Manager of Administrative Services in the Cuality

Assurance Department.

r
|
|
|
;
|
|
|
i
|
|
i

Q All right, sir; my name is Robert Guild. I am Counsel

for Palmetto Alliance, Intervenor in the operating license pro-

[
|
I
|
|

cedure for the Catawba Station.
I

I Are you generally aware that Palmetto Alliance has raised

iF“"t1°n' about Quality Assurance in Construction at the Catawba
EBtation? |
| A Yes. |
I

| MR. GIBSON: Pursuant to the Notice of Deposition

at the beginning of Mr. Grier's Deposition, we identi- i
L fied certain documents as follow up to Mr. Alexander's E
3 status memo written to Mr. Grier, the memo concerning |
the status of implementing the non-technical tocommonda;
tions. |

A fair number of those documents could be describ-
I ed as coming from Mr. Alexaander or Mr. Grier, dependingi
on who you took first. |

We want to make clear two items: One, you have th+

Step One recourse documents that were pulled tngether |

for people who work for Mr. Alexander. i

In addition Mr. Alexander has brought from his

files today his handwritten notes which I think we used

I U S DISTRICT COURT
i CHARLOTTE, N. C

| EveLyn S, BERGER
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BY MR,

| ated December 31lst, 1982, It is Duke Power Company's Responses

Q

GUILD:

to prepare the July 15 memo, and may reflect some other

items that you may want to question him about; but I

|

will hand you four pages of handwritten notes from Mr.

Alexander.

MR. GUILD: All right.

MR, GIBSON: And one other thing, it has been a
practice to identify the persons in the room. During
Mr, Grier's Deposition I don't think we did that.

The persons present from Duke at that time were
Mr, Bell and Mr. Henry; and for this morning Mr.
Ouellette from Licensing Division.

Present for Mr. Alexander's Deposition, Mr, Bell,
Mr. Grier and Mr. Ouellette. 5

MR, GUILD: And with me with Palmetto Alliance is |

Phil Jos and Betty Levitas, and they were both present

for Mr. Grier's Deposition both days.

MR. GIBSON: And we will proceed with the same

stipulations regarding objections; that is all objections

are deemed reserved except as to form, |
t
|

MR, GUILD: Yes.

Mr. Alexander, I will show you a document which is
i
!

{
|
!

EvElyn S, BERGER
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to questions asked by Palmetto Alliance in Discovery regarding

'this contention.

|

j I want you to review the text of Contention Six. 'rhat:j
ﬁil the Contention regarding Quality Assurance at Catawba. It |
Fbcgins at the bottom of Page Three and goes on to Page Four.

| If you would take a moment to review that I would
ﬂappzcciat. it.

I A You are talking about down to hera (indicating)?

Q Yes, and on Page Four down to the end of that single

fspacinq, down to the end of that quotaticn.

A I read that down to there.
I Q All right, sir; have you seen the text of Contention
i31x before? i
f A Yes. |

? Q All right, sir; I will ask you some gquestions, Mr. 1
'A1cxandar. in order to learn some information regarding Contantion
”813 for use in the operating license proceeding; and if I ask
' you a question and you are not clear in the way I am speaking

|or the terms I am using, ask me to clarify.

| answer is rasponsive to the question the way it is asked; so

|
| |
| Otherwise when I read the transcript I will assume you*
|
!
| please interrupt ms.

|

would you relate your job history with Duke Power

Company, please?

——

A T came to work June 5, 1967, I worked in a Field Party

| EveLyn S, BERGER i
,! OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S. DISTRICT COURT

CHARLOTTE N C
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. for three years at Jocasee Hydro Station. In September of '70,

}I went into the Federal Department at Occnee.

' I came to McGuire in May of '71, as rersonnel Super=-
%visor and stayed there until October 1st of '78, when I went

|
|
|
|
|
|

“into the General Office, Construction.

|

|
|
|

This is still, all this is in the Construction Depart-

t

'ment as Supervisor of Compensation and Testing. I stayed there

I

/until December lst of '78, when I went to Station Support Divi-

8ion as Personnel Manager.

}Dcplrtmnnt to help set up a personnel organization. I stayed

{th.ru until July of '81, when I went back to McGuire as Personnel

|
|
!
|

‘ !
ﬁ In March of 1982, I came to Quality Assurance Depart-
ﬁmnnt as Manager of Administrative Services, and that is the
jpouition I currently hold.

Q All right, sir; what are your duties as Manacer of

éAdministrativu Services?

ﬂ A I'm responsible for all administrative activities,
l
including Employer Relations functicns, employment, training--
|

Q Slow down a second; Employer Relations, employment,
%traininq--

A Employee safety.

B Okay.

A Purchasing and related general administrative functions|

|

In January of 1981, I came on loan to Quality Assurance

|
|
|
|

EvELYyn S, BERGER

|l OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
i U. S DISTRICY COURT
h CHARLOTTE, N C.
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as far as office equipment and office space, that type of thing,
purchasine for the department.
Q And the other functions are department wide in the

Quality Assurance Department?

A Yes, the only thing for the general office would be the

' office space and just that type of thing.

Q All right, and that responsibility in those other areazs,
other than the ones that are limited to the general office, would
include all persons that work in the Quality Assurance Program,
including in Construction at the Catawba Station?

A Including the Quality Assurance people at Catawba, I
an referring to Quality Assurance perscnnel.

Q And that presently includes Quality Control Inspectors?

A That's correct.

Q All right, sir; your responsibilities with regard to
persornel and administrative functions, were they the same with

respact to Quality Control Inspectors prior to the reorganization

of the department to include Quality Control Inspectors under the

Quality Assurance Department?
Do you follow that?
A No, sir.
Q I will try and make another stab at it: You are aware
J pf reorganization of the assignments of Quality Control Inspectors?

A Yes, I participated in that reassignment.

Q Anéd I want to understand before and after what the

EVELYN S, BERGER

33 AL JURT REPORTER
U. $S DISTRICT COURTY
CHARLOTTE, N C
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differances were in your responsibilities with regard to per-

sonnel matters dealing with Quality Control Inspectors?

A The first time that I was in QA?

Q No, sir; well, I mean help me understand what responsi-
bilities you had, if any.

A The responsibilitias as far as from the QC Inspectors ywyho
were in Construction is the same then as it would be now. It is
just z different department,

They are in a different department now., The relation-
ship would be the same.

Q
Quality Control Inspectors before they were transferred into the
Quality Assurance Department?

A Repeat that?

Q Sure; werae you responsible for personnel matters for
Quality Control Inspectors?

A Right, when I was at McGuire,

Q How about with regard to Quality Control Inspectors at
Catawba?

A No.
G But you do now?

A Yes.
Q And when were the Quality Control Inspectors assigned

to the Quality Assurance Department? When did that change?

N February 9, I believe, of 1981; maybe a week or sc there,

EveLYyNn § BeErGER
OFF AL JURY REPORTER
S. DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C
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! :

i
1 'but that is Pebruary of '8l.

| ,
2| @ All right, sir; now you are responsible for responding |

:: |
SFto concerns expressed by Welding Inspectors in lats 1981, and

¢ |early 19827
I

!
|
{

i
1l
|

5| A  Yes, but for technical.
6; Q Describe the nature of your responsibility, please.
7| A My responsibility was to raview the concerns and address

Scha concerns in a manner that would correct the situation that |

suhnd arisen.

|

10| Q@ Did you do that?

11 a A Yes.

12 ﬁ Q Tell me how you were assigned that responsibility. |
13 ﬁ A I was assigned that responsibility by the Corporate QA
14 ﬂunnaqar. |
15 N Q Who was that?

16 } A George W. Grier.

17 fﬂ Q  And when did that happen, sir?

18 : A That was in the last of February, first part of March
19 of '82.

20 ! Q was it after you became Manager for Administrative |

21 'Services? ;
|
|
|

22 A No, I was asked to come and give him some assistance

23 |prior to that, which was just a couple, three weeks prior to

24 |that.

25 Q That was when you were still at McGuire as Personnel

(| EvELYn S. BERGER
| OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

I U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C
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1§§Manaqur?

2!1 A Yes, right. :

3 ? Q All right, you worked with Mr, Grier befors that? |

+ ﬁ A Yes, I had.

5 ﬁ Q In what manner or capacity?

6 : A He was the Principal Engineer at McGuire and I was th.l

7 ﬂ?arlonnnl Supervisor. |

8 ﬂ Q And what were your instructionq from Mr, Grier? f

9 l' A I what regard?
10 f Q In regard to this matter, to responding to the wnldinqi
11 hxnnpcctor concerns? |
12 h .1 To take the concerns of the Welding Inspectors, to ;
13 Qidontify the non-technical concerns that needed to be addressed
14 uand develop and investigate those, and to make recommendations
15i#o correct those situations, E
16§f Q When did you receive those instructions from Mr, Grierﬁ
1’1 A The last of Pebruary, first of March. |
18? Q Was it in a written document? |
19 | A Verbal, !
20 Q You and he met face to face? i
21 A Yes, ‘
22 Q Describe the meeting.
23%@ A As I said, it was the last of February, first of March.i
24 %He explained the situation at Catawba. |
25 “ Q What did he say? Let me stop you there.

I

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U. S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C.




Alexander - Direct 12

1
|
1 A I can't remenber every word; he just said that there

!

2lvnr| concerns, that Welding Inspectors had given me the historyr

3 lof what had happered, and that they had asked, the Welding |

l
4 Iaspectors had been asked to turn in all concerns that they had.

i
l

5| They had done that, and a lot of these were technical
6lin nature, and that work had gone on-~that scme of these were

qnon-tochnicalr and he wanted those addressed as the technical

-3

[+ ¢

Iunro being addressed.

©

” We did not want to let anything go unanswered, that we

10 'were concerned not only about technical but also the other work-

11 inq relationships that the employees had down there with super-r

12 visors and management there.

13 | We provided them a copy of the concerns. I went throudh

W
14 lthe concerns, and I identified the non-technical concerns and ﬁ
15 i startaed from there. ;
k

16 Q In what manner did he provide you with a copy of the

17 aconcornl?

18 | A A Xerox copy.

19 | Q  Of what?
20 A Of the concerns that the Welding Inspectors had turnadg
21 in. |
22 Q Help me understand what document it was that Mr, Grier

23 |made available to you. What were the concerns stated, what

l
24 | documents? i
25 A They were stated in letters or memos that the 1nspcctoq

| EveLyn S, BERGER

| OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTE, N C.
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i
fthcnselvos, had turned in.

i Q Are those the letters or memos that are contained now |

|
| |
'in Volume Two of the Catawba Welding Task Force report, th- |

|

i
Jrachnical Task Force report?

; A I haven't seen that, but I would assume they ware the

' }
i Q I want to understand exactly what documents, l

A If you have a copy of them, I will be glad to 1denti£y%
,thnn for you. ,
| MR. GIBSON: That was Volume Two. |
J MR, GUILD: Let's try Volume Two of the Task Porc4
i report. |
“ THE WITNESS: I see some species in here that ;

appear to look like part of it. All this information,

ﬂ there is another piece that loocks familiar, ;
| There is ancther piece that looks familiar., I had
the entire set; I didn't have it, it was not cut up E
lika this when I got it.

* Q What I want to understand is what it was that you had

at different points in time to work from?

A I had a copy of the original letters turned in by the

'Mbldinq Inspectors at Catawba in order to review and bring out |

}tha information that needed to be brought out as far as dealing

with the neon-technical concerns of the Welding Inspectors &t

Catawba.

EveLyn S, BerGeEr T
CFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U. §S. DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C
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‘volume? 715 that what you are telling me?

Q@ You didn't have all the information that is in that

A No, sir; most of this is where technical evaluations

phavn been made of technical concerns. This appears to me to be

I
chn result of what has taken place in dealing with one of the

|
|

Jccnco:n- which wouvldn‘t have been completed at the time I was

i
|

|
i

ﬂ

antting a copy.

Q So it wasn't a copy of the Task Force that was made

ﬁavnilable to you when you met with Mr, Grier?

Il
il

)

I
|

I

A Oh, no; the Welding Inspectors, themselves, write down‘

‘carns.

il
I\

14 |

15

16

17

18

19

20
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i
I

‘pou are looking at forms and those forms were not what was availk

|

Q All right, sir;

(|l |
Jon a piece of paper or had typed out their individual concerns,

and they signed and dated them, and I had a copy of those ccn-

4
flip through that document, if you wculh.

|

%gblo to you at that time?

A That's correct,

it appears to be a piece here that

fnppoars to be a part of that. Here i3 another piece here

!
iﬁindicatinq).

I can go through here and identify what appears to be,

Q What I'm trying
MR. GIBSON:

of saving time,

MR. GUILD:

but what I got was in complete tact.

to understand is what the form was.
Do you want me to help you in terms

Mr. Guild?
That would be great.

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

L. 8§ CISTRICY COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C. |
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MR. GIBSON: We made available attached to his
July 15, 1982, memo, a set of the documents that Mr,

Alaxander workeda from,

I think in terms of your questions, it might be
better to hand him this packet. If you want to look at
that for a seccnd rather than Volume Two, which has |
some of the same items in it,

MR. GUILD: Counsel, what I have here appears to ;
be the same thing as I believe it is Item Number--it
appears to be ldentical to Item Number Ten of Attachmoﬁt
One to your April 12, '33, letter to me transmitting E
further documer :s. E

MR, GIBSON: That may be the same document. I :
believe it was transmitted to you, but I'm not sure i
exactly when. !

MR, GUILD: Well, it is identified there by you
as handwritten notes from QC and QA Inspectors which
set forth their specific problems and concerns; and 1té
is Item Ten, Attachment One to the April 12 letter that
appears to be in this bound stack of materials; but 1t§
is certainly not the entire set of matarials. |

What I would like to do, I can through you or Mr.
Alexander, get him to identify which specific materia11
were available to him.

MR, GIBSON: Why don't we have him do that? Just

EveELYyn S, BERGER
QFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C
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‘T

1 1 take time, Mr. Alexander, and look through that and seq
- ; if you can identify what was available to you. }
35: And if something else was available that is not !
4 | there, we will try to find that, If it is all there, |
5 | let us know as you look through it.

6 | THE WITNESS: This is what was made available to
7| me by Mr, Grier. |
- i
9;8! MR. GUILD: |
10 | Q All right, sir; by "this" you are indicating a stack. :
11 grhis was handwritten notes from Welding Inspectors at Catawba? !
12 } A Yeaah, there are a few typed ones in there. ;
13 Q This is a reproduction of an index prepared by your :
14 |counsel that I believe reflects those handwritten notes? The !
15 |title is "Handwritten Notes of Welding Inspectors," et cetera. *
16 ﬁ Look through this list (indicating). It has listed |
17 iznspectorn by name with letters "A" through "T". It begins wit&
18 Fboan Bentley and ends with J. R. Bryant in order. ,
19 ? Tell me, Mr. Alexander, whether or not that is the !
2n |extent of the documents reflecting concerns that was available ;

.

2l | to you?

22 A In order to do that I have to compare every one of .
23 Q Well, sir, whatever it takes, you can track through my;
24 || stack here, but T would like a clear understanding of the exten*
25 |of information available to you.

{ EveLyn S, BERGER
‘: COFFICIAL COJURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C.




Alexander - Direct 17

T
1%§ MR. GIBSON: Would it be sufficient if we turned |
- ? both at the same time, or do you want him to look at 1
|
3 % each one? 1
4 } MR. GUILD: I would like him to feel comfortable |
3 j with an answer these are them or not them. |
6%! MR, GIBSON: Let me go through your stack at the
7 i same time and help him. |
Sié MR. GUILD: That would be fine; take a few minute;
9 ﬁ off the Record to confirm those are the same set. I |
10 H believe it is. %
11 :i MR. GIBSON: Let's disregard the notes attached |
12 n and just look at the documents. ;
13 % MR, GUILD: Okay. Are you ready to go? %
14 ‘* '
I |
15 |BY MR. GUILD:
16 h o] Mr. Alexander, ycu have had a chance to examine the ;
17 'handwritten with some typewritten mixed in, but the notes from
13;@c and QA Inspectors reflec:ing their specific problems and
19E¥oncerns. Is that the same set of documents that reflected the
20 concerns that you had to work with when you did your investigation?
21 A Right, plus I had a printout of some of what they call
22 non-technical concerns that were identified by the Technical
23 Haak Force. ;
24 Q But before you get into that, hold one second, here. |
25 This was an index prepared by Counsel, and there may be a couple

{ U S OISTRICT COURT
|i CHARLOTTE, N C.

EvELyn S. BERGER
| OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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I
%of misspellings or names that are not correct.

MR. GIBSON: Excuse me, that is a transcription |

!
| from an index. That may be a portion that {s not the

|
|

document that was submitted from Counsel.

i MR, GUILD: Right, it is a transcription from what

i Counsel presented. If you will confirm that the notes

“ from the following individuals were included in the
q documents that you examined and were available to you-4

! .
'f Dean Bentley? f

A Yes.
T. A, Gardner?

|
\
|
|
5 A That is Bumgardner. |
|
| Q T. A., it should be Bumgardner; and he is a Welding !

hlnspector at Catawba, was a Welding Inspector?
‘ |

| A Yes.

F Q william B, Burr, BE-U=-R-R. i
I A Am I just saying those are in there? |
| o  Yes. |
t A I don't remember that one particularly, but if it is ii

the stack, yes; I looked at it.

2 I want to confirm you have Mr, Burr's in there, and

S =R

that you had it available to you.
MR. GIBSON: What we did, Mr. Gui.d, is take the |

two stacks of notes and documents and compared them,

the stacks are the same,

AJJL CHARLOTTE, N C,
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|
|
|

Q

BY MR. GUILD:

I want to know whether or not Mr., Burr's concerns were

available to you.

» O » O » O »¥ O P O »

0

>

Yes.,

Boyce Courthen?
Yes.

Crisp?

Yes.

Denton Eubanks?
Yes.

S. A. Gantt?

Yes.
V. C. Godfrey?
Yes.
Larry Jackson?

Yes.

MR. GIRSON:

out of order.

MR, CUILD:

MR, GIBRSON: Ours, I think, is different from youxis

in order.

THE WITNESS:

BY MR. GUILD:

Q

I think Mr. Jackson was one that is

I think we had them in order.

Okav, Jackson.

Okay, Richard Jones?

Look toward the end, Mr. Alexander.

EveLyn S, Beragr

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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CHARLOTTE, N C.




Alexander -~ Direct 20

1 A Yes.
B Q Kenneth A. Carr?
3 A Yes.
4 Q@ J. Rirkland? |
. A Yes.
' Q  John McCoy? |
7 |
A Yes. |
’ Q  John Rockholt, Ray Simmons? %
9 A Yes. |
10 Q  All right, sir; Mickey Standridge?
12 l
Q Lindsay Hobus? '
13 A Harris.
" f Q Lindsay Harris? 1
i |
15 A (The Witness nodded his head affirmatively.)
16 | g  Beau Ross?
I
17 | A Yes.
i
il
18| Q@  And J. R. Bryant?
19 | A Yes,
29 Q Now those documents were given to you by !Mr. Grier when
21 |he asked you to take on this task?
22 A That's correct.
23 Q Now you are beginning to tell me about another set of dpcu-
24 |ments, a printout that you had?
25 A Yes, the Technical Task Force had done some preliminary
EvELYN S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRILT COURT
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work in identifying some things that were non-technical: and
they provided me a list of what they had begqun working on, which
was not complate.

Q What wes the source, if you know, of the identification
of non-technical concerns provided you by the Task Force?

A The source or the person that gave them to me?

Q First, where did they get those concerns from,

A They were identified ocut of this stack that we
got through going through.
The same documents?
That's correct.
Who provided that printout? Where did you get that from?
I don't know, just a member of the Task Force.
Did it come from Mr. Grier?
No, from a member of the Task Force.
Q All right now, why, when the concerns segregated into
technical and non-technical--
A The Technical Task Force had the expertise in addressing

the technical concerns from a technical viewpoint. They were not

experienced in persconnel related activities.

That is my area of expertise, and that is why they were
provided, so they could be addressed thoroughly and we could

ddentify things that needed to be done that were non-technically

;elated.

EveELYyn S, BERGER
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10 |

11

12

13

14

i5

16

17 ||

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q And just rough shorthand description, as you used it,

‘those relating to personnel matters? i
| .

Inspectors, themselves, had identified with concerns with the

\actual work, the welding.

Q All right, you talked about engineering expertise. |
? A I realize I did.

I So if there is a better definition, give me one. What |
I ?
was your definition of technical and your definition of non-
I

Htachnical as emploved in the way you did your work, sir?

(
; A The definition of non-technical were situations such

&as communications, recourse, those type thirgs that wouid,

icould not be addressed by the Technical Task Force because they

/did not have expertise in those areas.

machnical would be as it relates to the Welding

&Inspectors going out and inspecting a weld or something that

iwould be related to that.

Q Is there a written definition of technical and ron-
technical that you can point me to, Mr. Alexandar?

A Not that I'ri aware of.

Q All right, sir; now your Counsel made available a copy

of four pages of handwritten notes; and tell me where those ;

came from and what the circumstances were for their preparation,

technical, those relating to engineering matters; and non-technﬂcal,

l A Technical would be relating to concerns that the Welding

I don't know that you would classify it all as engineeéinq.:

U S DISTRILT COURT
T T -~ ... % o e
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I
L |
|

1 | A After we completed the work on the Task Force and made

|

2 |the communication of the results of the Task Force, both the

3 |technical and non-technical, we met with the inspectors and re-
‘ ;
4 viewad their concerns individually:; and these were the notes

5{ f those meetings.

6 | They are very rough and very sketchy, and they were

7‘%806 to draw the final conclusions of the July 15 memo. I

S}bolicvt that is correct. !
{

91 Q All right, and there are some dates on there that reflect

10 ‘meetings that occurred when?

11 y A March 31st, April 2nd, April 19. é
12 | Q All right, sir; and with whom did you rmeet? t
13 § A Wwith the individuals listed and their supervisor.

,
14 ; o Did you meet individually with them? *

|

15 ; A and their supervisors, yes.
16?% Q One person at a time? é
17 f A Yes. |
18}‘ 0 The list of names of inspectors that we went through

19 |just a minute ago, you met with each of those? |
20 A Mo, only the ones that had non-technical concerns. |
21 Q I see; and who were they?

Ken Bentlev, Mickey Standridge, Larry Jackson--
Bentley, Standridge, Jackson?

Yag, Rarriker--

All right, sir.

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
) S DISTRICT COURT
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'l

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

b

c » O » O » O » O

e

? A
Q

A
Q
A

0

>»

A

Denton, Rirkland, “cCoy, Jerry Standridye--the cther

one was Mickey.

All right, sir.

Jack Bryant, Beau Ross, Boyce Courthen, Rick Jones.
R. A, Jones?

Yeah, Lindsay Harris.

All right, sir.

J. E. Hansen, V. C. Godfrey, John Rockhclt.

Yes, sir; is that it?

That is all.

How about John Peeler?

No, sir.

Cindy-~-Cumminger?

Yo, sir.

who is Cindy Cumminger?

She is an employee in the QA Department.
What does she do?

She was in the, I don't know exactly what her job was

at that time. I believe she was a Technician, maybe.

All right, and John Peeler?
He was a Welding Inspector, I believe.
Ycu didn't meet with him?

llo.
I am looking at the last page of your notes.

Right.

EvELYN S, BEnGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q And was that those notes of your conversation with Mr. |

Rockholt? Coes that follow Mr. Rockholt's interview?

A Yes.

Q Wha. are the references to Peeler and Cumminger?

A I believe Cumminger was promoted into a Technician job

that Rockholt felt he should have had or Peeler should have hadJ

1

Q Is that the one Peeler should have had:; is that your i
recollection? %
I

A No, I said that he was concerned about a promotion thaﬁ

Cindy Cumminger gmnt that lhe, Rockholt, should have had or Peeleﬁ
should have had.
Q I see, either cne?

A Right.
| Q All right, did you meet with "L-R-p?" Is that lLarry

Davison?

A No.

% Q How about Pat Childers? ’
“ A No.
Q Who is Pat Childers?
A Pat Childers was an Exployee Relations Assistant in the
Quality Assurance Department and also an Employee Relations
|Agssistant prior to that time at the Cherokee Station.
Q Okay, did you meet with Mr. Lee?
s Yo, air.

Q How about Mr, VWells?

EveLyn S. BeErGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U §. DISTRICT COURT
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10 ||

11

12

13 |

14

15

16

17 |

18

12 ||

20

21

22

23

24

I} A

Q

No.

Tell ne what you did then. You got the raw notes and i

1
ﬁmnmo- from the icentified Welding Inspectors, and you got the i

Iprintout that represented a partial analysis of non-technical

This

!conccrnl by the Technical Task Force; and what did you do then7‘
i A I went through the inspectors' notes and identified
‘aroal of non-technical concerns that they had identified.
ﬁ Q All right, do any of the markings of the documents on
jthosc notes indicate any assignment of yourself, for instance, |
Ealoignmnnt of letters to statements made, or is that from some-
jonn else?
ﬁ A No, those are all.

Q Let's take the first document in my stack here.
appears to be Mr. Bentley's on my stack, Ken Bentley.
| A Okay, just a minute, let me get to it.
{ Q Do you see Mr. Bantley's?
| A Yes.
{ Q It has a "-A" at the top.
| A Right.

Q Who put that marking on there, if you know?
| A Well, I probably put a "-A" on there, but I don't know.

%
|
i
i
l
|
The other document I did not, I think this was a code that was }
|
i
!
|
t
|

Okay, the coding was done by the Technical Task

!usod by the Technizal Task Force, and they just put it on there

80 we could correlate between the technical and non-technical.

Force;

.L :
l

EveLyn S, BERGER
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i

|
( s
i

1 |is that right, the letter coding?

2{ A  Righe. |

i |
3 ? Q All right, sir; the note at the top says, "Discussed %
4 |3/31/82." |
5 j A That is my handwriting; it corresponds with my memo of

6 13/31/82, where I discussed that. The Technical Task Force also

|
7 'met with each of those, I believe.

j ‘
13 'wer, Neal, instesd of nodding. |

|
8; Q Now you prepared an analysis of the identification of
9[non-tnchnical concerns? |
10| A (The Witness nodded his head affirmatively.) |
11 % Q And where is that analysis contained? S
12 é MR. GIBSON: You need to speak, to give your 3“";
|

i

|

14 L THE WITNESS: Okay, I haven't given an answer to
1 “ that one yet. Prom that a list was made of the general
16 L concerns which are non-technical concerns, and they |
17 | were then categorized by individual and broken down 1nﬁo
18 t several different categories.

19 % Q All right, sir; I am looking at some pieces of graph !

20 |paper with handwritten notes on them. |

21 A That's correct. ;
22 . Q And those are your identification of non-technical i
23 Lconcernn by indivicduals?

2“ ;: A Right. i
25 “ Q Let's go back one step and let's identify Mr. Alexander's

1 EveLyn S, BERGER
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10

11
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14
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20
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24

25

hnotou, the four page document reflecting interviews as Exhibit
i

iuunber One. i
; (Whereupon, the document referred to as fouri
j page handwritten notes of Mr, Alexander were |
é marked and received by the Court Reporter as |
3 Alexander Exhibit One and entered into the Record;)
| |
| |

|BY MR. GUILD: |
| |

ﬁ Q Now you are referring to your analysis of those non- .
ﬂtechnical concerns, and that is a two page document?

I t
| A Correct. |

MR, GUILD: Let's identify that as Number Two, anq

i

|

1 is this the firat page right in front of you (indica-
1

| ting)?

i THE WITNESS: Yes.

'BY MR, GUILD: |

|

| Q I am going to paper clip those since it comes from a

|

| |
larger dccument, and we can copy those during the break. We asﬁ

that those be included as exhibits to Mr. Alexander's Dopositioﬁ.
MR, GIBSON: I may have missed his identification

. of what thosc are. Could you repeat that?

THE WITNESS: Exhibit Two is where I went through

each of the concerns and identified the non-technical

concerns at each of the periods.

J U S DISTRICT COURT
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11

12

13

14-

15

16 |

17

18

19

20

21
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23

24

I
BY MR. GUILD:
i

i
i

Q Now on the bottom of the second page, Mr., Alexander,
%&ou have the heading, "General," and then some items that fall
iinto that., What is the significance of that note?

ﬁ A Those were some general topics that seemed to run
ﬁthrouqh all of these, and some areas that we knew that would

|
I
iravo to be identified or addressed,

|
| It was a summary of the areas.
1

‘are indicated by the named individuals?

|

é}concernl that we came up with here, communication was one that
f
Meoded to be addressed.

[Hhat one we felt like would have to be addressed.

Q So you don't have communications listed up top a3 one
'that would run through each of the individuals generally?

A Right.

|
|
|
(l
|

|
|

second itom, "Advancement." Is that similarly run through all

the concerns?

that as an area in which they were able to progress,

Q What do you mean by "Advancement"?

Q Your note says, "Communication within QA and QC." Tha;

A Not necessarily, but Welding Inspectors had identified

‘ A Technical jobs, moving ahead, getting into better jobsw

ﬁ Q Are those areas in addition to the specific areas that
10 |

@ A From reading the documents and identifying the 1ndiv1du§1

|

It was just more or less a jumps out at you type thinq.

|
|
|
}

a
l
I

{ EveLyn S, BERGER
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17 |
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25

f
I
I Q What is the significance specifically with regard to

|

Iublding Inspector concerns? f

|

| A Well, I don't remember exactly, specifically; but what
'l

uit meant was that we needed to address how people progressed

“within the department or within a classification like Welding

| Inspectors.
I
ﬁ How do you get from learner to inspector and the time
H limits and those things. That was identified, but it was not
I

 communicated as well as it could have been how you transfer from

[
Qono area to another area.

Q Did this relate generally to the reclassification of

|the Welding Inspector positions?

I

|
I
I
: A Not necessarily.

Q And a third item, "Harassment."

f A Yes, that one is a category we knew we would have to
'develop, a harassment procedure,

Q Would that run generally through the complaints that
]you got?

J A No, sir; it only ran to the ones that I listed.

Q Why did you list it down under the heading of general?

A I knew we would have to develop a procedure for harass-

imant in order to deal with harassment.

Q But not for the other spacific ones that are listed up

S RR———

|top?
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And that is the distinction?

Right.

Q "Wages."

A That was an issue from the beginning, and it was just

listed as part of a general area,

Q Was it a general concern expressed by the Welding

Inspectors?
A The answer to that is yes.
"Qualifications.”

Qualifications is a heading.

What does that mean; what does it mean first under the
general category?

A Well, it was mentioned by several in qualifications as
to what are the qualifications to be a Welding Inspector, what
are the, you know, qualifications are changed, and there was a
concern among the Welding Inspectors that these same qualifi-
cations should be there that were initizlly there before they
were changed.

Q That relates to reclassification?

A So to speak.

Q It relates to the concerns of a Welding Inspector?

A That's correct.

Q And it was the feeling that requirements ought to be
maintained?

A Correct.

EveLyn S, BeErcER
AL COURT REPORTER
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T
W

Q All right, sir; by some of the specific concerns you

ﬁhnvs little circled numbers. Help me understand what those
I |

‘numbers refer to.

{
|
|
l
]
|
|

|

I
|

yoxample, his Column One, Line One has a one beside it. Column

Do you see that; lock on Page One? Mr, Bentley, for

KTvo has a four beside it.

MR, GIBSON: Why don't you show him what you are

MR, GUILD: Maybe my copy has a different thing

on there; it looks like it might. {

i

l

|

| |
‘ taiking about. |
1

1

|

i THE WITNESS: It appears to have different--

|
i
|
i
|

BY MR. GUILD:

|
|
|
! :
il |
|

|

‘ Q Does your copy have these little circled numbers on it

Il 4
i v
| ]
hx am showing you my copy provided me earlier. Are those your i
l |
”notel, Mr. Alexander, the little circled numbers (indicating)? :
A Yes, I think they are. I necd to try to determine what

ﬂthey are.

I

|

MR. GIBSON: Mr, Guild, Mr. Bell has shown me a |
copy that has the numbers on it. It is his explanatio%
both sets were made available to you. !
J We don't know who placed the numbers on there, bu

both sets were made available.

e

BY MR. GUILD:

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
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33
.q |
1'2 Q Are those your numbers, Mr. Alexander, as best you can
- fr.call? ;
3.= A I can't say they are or aren't, either way. 1
4 i Q Take a minute and see if you can figure out if they
’ imnan something or if you can answer whether they are yours or
: inot. |
7 ” A It appears that these are just cross referance numbers;
BLaqainlt some other documents that have been numbered one th:ouqh
. ]‘thirty and identified back to the chart. |
10 5 Q All right; it is a cross reference to what document? |
11 i A To a four page document entitled, "General Concerns." t
IZE; Q All right, is that your handwriting? :
13;; A The General Concerns document is what I'm referring to;
14 yes. |
15]% Q When did you produce that list of General Concerns? ;
16£I A These were produced from the inspector documents at tha;
17 lano time this was done. These go together (indicating). |
18 | Q I see, did you produce the list of Geaneral Concerns and%
19 %hcn put them on the chart? Did it work that way?
20 i A I don't remember how I got, you know, they both go
21 ltogether. Which came first, I don't remember exactly.
221 Q All right, hand me that list of General Concerns there
23 ||(indicating), Were all those concerns transcribed verbatim onto
24 the two page chart?
25 A Not necessarily verbatim from that, bu* the contents of

EveLyn S, BerGeERr
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q

ﬁtha concaern, yes, to categorize them.

Il

|

J

|
Let's do this, if we can; let's exchange Exhibit Two. 1

| |
‘Let's mark a copy with the cross reference on it so we can follow

|
‘that, if we can, please, and then I would like to identify as

|

itho third document, Mr. Alexander's four pages entitled, 'Generﬁl

Concerns”™ that he has just identified.

That would be Number Three.
MR. GIBSON: Okay, just hold on a second; I'm try4
ing not to get this other set of dccuments aixed up. |
If you look over here, we have the same thing here, anq
we can mark that. f
That does not have the numbers (indicating). Do 5
you want these in separately or one exhibit right hereﬂ
MR, GUILD: Let's make them separately, how aboutg
that? As I understand it, Exhibit Two consists of the |
four page General Concerns document with a copy of tho§
graphed version that has the numbars on it; is tha:t t
correct? 5
MR. GIBSON: That isn't the way it started out, %

but let's do that. Let's make Number Two the graph |
|
with the cross reference numbers on what was previously

i

identified as Number Two and add to that what I was j

|
starting to identify as Three, but that is the four pade

list of General Concerns, all as Number Two, and I will

scratch through that. !

EveLyn S, BERGER
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E Mr. Guild, Mr. Bell is going to make a copy, but I
think we have the document in front of us. i
(Whereupon, the documents referred to as fouﬁ
page handwritten document entitled, "General
Concerns" with two page graph attached and two paéo
typewritten document entitled, "General Concerns"
ware marked and received by the Court Reporter a-j
j Alexander Deposition Exhibits Two and Three, |

respectively, and entered into the Record.)

|
/BY MR. GUILD: (

!

Q Laet's look at your document that is entitled, 'Generalé

l ,
QCOncernz,' please. Let's look for example at Item 17, “"Inspector
| |
'states that he was told ¢o 'slack up' on writing NCIs." {

H

i A Seventeen is Boyce Courthen, that is on the first page:

Lcorrcct? |
I !

|
k Q Correct. Eow about 18, "Inspectors have been forced to
faccept conditions that do not meet Code Requirements."

{
A I don't see that one numbered, but I think what haPPGHOPo

they were trying to cross reference and decided that it was not
necessary to cross reference those; but I'm sure that if vou 1oor
through there you will be able to find those exact words.

Q Okay, help me find them; that is what I want to do. :
You say I will be able to find those words?

A Or an abbreviation of that. That was determined to be

‘ EvELYN S. BeERrGER
i OFFICIAL COURY REPORTER
U. S. DISTRICT COURTY
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|

Vtochnical.

| Q How can you tell that?

|
|

j A Because I have another list over here that is typed thak

has the ones that were turned over to the Technical Task Force.
|

i Q Okay, how about showing me that list? Let's see what

you are looking at.

|
; A It is a two page typed list that hzs "General Concerns"
i

|

typed out. You also have a set. I will give you that back.
|
!

5 Q Let me see what you have there, Mr. Alexander, please.

}&ou have identified another document, Mr. Alexander. This is a
'pypewritten list of the General Concerns with the same code

‘ |
Pumbers by them? |

‘
|
!
|
|
1

|
i
i

A Right. i

I |

Q Let's identify this as Number Three; now, sir, I see

%idanti!led here a number of numbered concerns that have the
i |

fhotation, "Technical"” by them and have circles by them. ;
what is the significance of the notation that says,

"Technical"?

|

L

! A Those were turned back over to the Technic:l Task ForceL
Q All righ%; would you read, sir, the numbered items thaté
vbore turned back over to the Technical Task Force? i
" A Four, Five, Ten, Seventeen, Eichteen, Twenty, Twenty—on&.
Q How did you turn them back over to the Technical Task

|
]
|
|
|
{
!
|

Force?

A They were communicated back or determined they could be!

| EveLyn S, BERGER l
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i
I
|

1 |addressed by the Technical Task Force and were told they would

2 fbava to address those items.

i |

3 Q How did you communicate it back to them? f
4 j A I don't recall. |
5 | Q How are you sure that they addressed those items, Mr,

6 | Alexandor?

’ r A Well, a lot of them ieferred to NCIs; for example, Numnor
ei!bux, "Construction Welding Technical Support is not qualified uo

9 resolve nonconforming items."

10 ﬁ That is an NCI.
i Q Yes? :
12 | A They wer. reviewing NCIs, and they would have in theiri

I
13 Qreview, whether or not the resolutions that they had were not qqod

14 ‘ones.

!
15 } Therefore, they would be able to determine whether or

|

|

|

|
16 <not they were qualified to resolve the issues. :
17 T Q So you kr:w what the subject of the Technical Task Force'

|
I

18 study would be? You knew what concerns they had listed as Q
19 utechnical concerns, and you knew that was already being addressqd

20 |by the Technical Task Force?

21 A Or would be; I didn't know whether they had gotten int

22 |the NCIs at that point or they would be at a later point.

. __._D. =

23 Q How do you know they would at a later point?

24 A A lot of concerns that the Welding Inspectors had

25 || referenced in the NCIs.
EveLyn S, BERGER
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1

I

J

!

Q So you assumed they would get into the NCIs as a tech-
ln.tcal concern?
: A I knew they would because of the concerns that the
inalding Inspectors had.
! Q You knew you weren't going to pursue them because you
;viowed them as technical?
A That's correct.

i Q So you presumed the other Task Force would handle tham
|

b.causa they were responsible for the technical concuerns; and you

knew that the matters had been raised?

‘ A I knew that the NCI process, as a whole, was being

;addresaed as a result of the Welding Inspector Task Force.

}
|

i |

| Q Let me ask you this: Did you ever make a cross referenﬁe

|

|
of the numbered concerns that you have identified as technical

with the technical concerns identified by the other Task Force

Lto determine whether or not they had addressed and resolved tho

itochnical concerns?

|

ones that are identified here relate directly to NCIs, and the

NCI process was being reviewed as a whole by tha Technical Task

'Porce.
Q And that is true of all the cones you have listed?
A As technical, they all fall uncder that general
description; that's correct.

Q Is it falr to say, Mr. Alexander, that you lcoked at

|
*

A I don't recall doing that, but in the case of this, the

EveELyn S. BERCGER
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}those, and you knew what the Technical Task Force was going to \

be covering, and you felt confident they were going to address

|
those areas?

l A I'm sure there was some conversation, at least, about
items that were identified here as being technical, and they
Quould identify those as being technical whether there was a
memo written, or not; but there was some communication about

them.

| Looking at the NCI process, I would not have known theﬁ
I ’
were going to look at the NCI process.

Was there a memo?
I don't recall a memo.
You don't have one with you today? '

Not without going through everything I have here.

o » O » 0O

T hate to force you to do it, but if there is somethinq

' that reflects those specific concerns were transmitted-- |

I A I have a note here 4/10.
| Q Is that the communication you are talking about? ;
|

|
i |
{ A It is a note where I referred it to them; whether 1
referred it to them verbally, which I probably did, there is al&o
another document here that is non~technical Welding Inspector

concerns.

That talks about the NCIs' resolutions that lists each

of the areas that we just talked about with a summary there thaﬁ

reads, "A review of the NCI resolution process conducted were in

EveELYyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER |

‘ U S DISTRICT COURY
| - CHARLOTTE, N. C.
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ﬂ

rgene:al correct."”

*A few should have better explanations or been more

Eexplicit in the resolution. There was no procesas other than a |
consulting role as tc the process that may or may not work in
] i
fcarrying out the NCI resolations.”

| |
| So in fac they were identified, they were reviewed by
l |
che Technical Task Force, and this is a summary of that; so they
I |

'were in effect reviewed by the Technical Task Force.

A It does not have a date on it:; but it would have been

\

5 Q You preparad that notation when?
f

'during the course of the investigation.

Q It would have been after the Technical Task Force pre-

'pared its report?

|
|
|
|
|
|
i
|
|
l
1

|
|
|
|

A Or during that same period of time they were writing

their summariaes I was writing my summaries.

l
|
|!
y Q What I'm trying to understand, earlier you said you
adid not know what they were doing because they had not done it |
yyet. J
ﬁ A Now I have refreshed my memory as to the documents:; an%

]
f i

yes, it was done.

Q At that time you prepared that writing, you did have

available to you some work that the other Task Force had done t

NNCH N - e

assure yourself they addressed the NCI issue.

A I felt comfortable in what 1 wrote here, either by

|

EveLyn S. BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

| U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N. C.
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| meeting and discussing the NCI I proposed or some type of
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2 | these issues had been addressed by the Technical Task Force. ;
3 Q All right, sir; is there any other cross reference thaé
4 |you are aware of that takes the specific identified concerns aa?
5 |you have numbered them and listed them on Exhibit Two, and crosq
6 references them to the Technical Task Force's recommendations?
7J A Not that I am aware of. |
|
Si Q All right, sir; how did you imply the term ”harassment%
9”:3 used there?
10 ﬂ A The term harassment, as written on Exhibit Two, refaxs;
11;%0 picking the word out of the Welding Inspectors' concerns. Ié
12 ivas taken at face value. :
13 | Q You attached no meaning to it other than the meaning
14Iused by the inspectors in expressing their concerns? i
15'[ A That's correct. i
1655 Q All right, sir; now I am looking at a document that is g
17’;ntitled. "Non-technical Welding Inspector Concerns,"” and this
18 4s the document you just had reference to a moment ago.
19}; It is your findings, is it not? ;
20 A Okay, I have that one here, let me get a perspective. :
,
211 Q Sure.
22 A I would agree with that,
23 Q That is the conclusion, and when was that document pre-‘
24 &ared? g
25 A It would have been prepared sometime around the first o%

q

|

idiscuasion with them to make myself feel comfortable, saying that

l U. S DISTRICT COURT
TS, MARLOTTE, N. C.

EveLyn S, BERGER |
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l
March, 1982.

1

Grier would not have, even though he got a copy ©

|
f

I
I
I
)
|

I

|

:you say that term is a term that they, the inspectors, used; «

hright?

|
I

|
|

|

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

For some reason it does not have a date or the la:t

sheet. ‘
,

! Q I have two cover letters, one to Mr. Owen and one to

%r. Crier?

; A That's correct.

;‘ Q Did one of those cover letters transmit that document?‘

If so, tell me which one.

The March 24th letter would have transmitted that clmm-|

ment through Warren Owen; and the one on March 15 to George

|

£ the 24th lettfr.

Yes, I understand; all right, sir, and this represents |

ﬁthe results of your findings regarding the non-technical concernb?
i |

Yes.

Now identified is a category of concerns by Welding

ﬁInspectora that you categorized in Exhibit Two as harassment, %

That's correct.

Now where in your final report did you reflect your

firdings on the subject of harassment? |

A

enough to talk about the situation.

Let me get some of this together so I can get organized

MD. CUILD: Let's mark this as the next exhibit

while you are getting ready to go through that. This }

would be Number Four.

Evelyn S, BeErseR
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U. $. DISTRICT COURT
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|

mana¢ement or others whose work they are inspecting. The con-

|
|

employeces.”

(Whereupon, the document raeferred to as non- |

|

technical Welding Inspector concerns, seven pages,

was marked and received by the Court Reporter as
Alexander Exhibit Foc.r and entered into the

Record.)

BY MR, GUILD:

Q On the fifth page, Item C, now that falles under recourse?
The major heading, Four, recourse; that's correct. |

|
]

A
Q Item C, and read Item C if you would.
A

"QA employvees feel that they are harassed by Construction

Q What is your finding-? ;

A It is understood because of their responsibility of

1

inspecting work and finding defects, that inspectors are in aomn%

“what of an unusual situation. |
| .

This should not lead inspectors to be harassed by

clusivn was to adopt and implement a harassment procedure to

give employees an avenue for airing harassents; and this was

done.

Q And I think that procedure has been previously identified;

and is this document reflective of the department harassment

procedure that you have reference to (i.idicating)? .

A It 18,

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S. DISTRICT COURT
- M-SR R
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MR. GUILD: Let's mark that as Exhibit Pive. |
Exhibit Four is the final report that is entitled, E
.
"Non-technical Welding Inspector Concerns," and Five ii
antitled, "Harassment of Cmployees." |
It is the Quality Assurance Department procedure.i
; MR, GIBSON: Four again is the final report,
| roughly five, six, seven pages? Put a clip on that so ;
we can make another copy. i
(Whereupon, the document referred to as i
’i Management Procedure, Harassment of Employees, wasi
|
.i marked and received by the Court Reporter ar !
’ Alexander Exhibit Five and entered into the Rocord')
BY MR. GUILD: |
{i Q Is there any cother corractive action that you are awarei
ibt that addresses that concern, the concern of harassment? E
\
;g A Not that I'm aware of. ?
| Q All right, sir; let's go back to our list of General
| ncerns, !Mr. Alexander. Do you have the list? |
A It is entitled, "General Concerns."” It is Exhibit Two,
t of Exhibit Two.
Q Looking at the third page, Item Number 22, "Craft supers
bision does not know procedures; therefore, inspectors have to

|
direct the work and Craft asks for direction.,” ‘
|
L

flelp me understand where first, Item Number 22, relater

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
L. §. DISTRICT COURT
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|

' to the list of non-technical concerns on the chart.

A On the chart?

Q Yes, let's go to the chart, please,

|
i
‘Also it ccmes und~r Page One-=-

l

|

i

|

} A It comes under the column, "Direct Craft," on Page Onog
|

i Q "Direct Craft," will you, sir, do you have Item 22

listed there?

A Well, it says, "Craft supervision does not know pro-

'cedures; therefore, inspectors have to direct the work and Craft

|

Pasks for direction.” .
| i
I It says, "Has to direct Craft, they don't know pro- |

' |
cedures, Craft still asks for direction.” }

i
|
g Q That is Item 22?7
|
|
|

|
|
' A Yes. !
i

Q How come it is not numbered? Is there any reason for
Vthat?

|
1

A Earlier we started numbering them and then later felt

illka it really wasn't necessary to number them. |
“ Q Twenty-four, "QC Inspectors are concerned about per- ;
forming work that is not their responsibility." Help me find tﬂat
on the chart.
A Number 247?
Q Yes, sir.

|
|
l
|
|

A Okay, that comes under "tiork Direction," or "Directing

Craft.” If you will look at the other typed sheet, this may

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE. N.

|
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TLave come out of the same thing. It was just abbreviated there |

l

1
under "Directing Craft,”

|
} Q But on the page 1 'der "Work Direction,"” on Page 4C at

#ha top of the page there, "QA Inspectors are concerned about

rforming work that is not their responsibility."”

,?

And it says, "There is no clear indication that

'Poes not violate the nrocedures."”
l
|
gether in a team effort to complete the job." Conclusion,

"We all work for Duke Power, and we should work to-

|
"Communicate to inspectors that in performing their work there

is a potential for conflict with the Craft.
I

i "Provide appropriate training to inspectors that will

nspectors are performing work outside their responsibility. It

hould not matter what they do to aid productivity as long as it

|

|
i

Pllow them to deal with these s’tuations. Develop a 'team work'|

program for QA--Construction--Design that brings the departments
H {

1
i&ogether with an attitude of cooperation for the common goal of ;

Productivity and quality in building nuclear plants.”

} You are saying that it falls where on the handwritten

|
khart of the concerns?

A I+ is probably under the "Directing Craft," or it is
possibly the second one there that relates to John Bryant,
"Craft still acsks for directions.”

0 It i3 not anywhere else?

A No.

| EvELyn S, BERGER
| OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
{ U §. DISTRICT COURT
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T
1 : Q Okay, Number 25 on that handwritten list?
2 | A "QC Inspectors feel that too much control is exercised
I |
3 lover what they are doing--procedure should be the control.” %

|
|

i
4 That would be under Procedures under Jackson.

5’ Q "Told to interpret, strictly told to be liberal on

7L A Right, just a minute and I will find that on here.

|
8 | Q T am talking about 25 now.
I
91 A Well, that is what I'm looking for. On Page Two under

10 ﬁproceduran, A3, it is Number 25, and it was addressed in sumuum1
il |

11 iform at the top of Page 3, "In all procedures there are gray

|

12 ﬂareas that call for judgment decisions on the part of an
I

13 finspector. The intent and purpose of the procedure must be
| ‘
I '

14 understood before dealing with gray areas.”

|

I
18 ﬁ "Thece gray areas are sometimes addressed through !

16 fmamos or word of mouth instructions as to exactly what is meant

17 |py a particular procedure.” %
18 % "These memos and instructions are then incorporated into
19  the next revision. There is no evidence that toc much control g

|

20 |has been exercised over inspectors rather than procedures beingi
i

21 |the controlling factor."

Evewyn S, Berger

2 | 0 Okay; it is clear that Number 24 is not on the hand- }

23 Lwritten chart, is it? !

24i A No, it world be. i

25! Q I mean Number 25, 25 is what I'm talking about. The :
r

QOFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
Ch LOTTE, N C.
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It
1ﬂnumber is not there?
2‘1 A The number is not there.
3 ’ Q And you are saying it falls under 25, 25 is under

4%Jacklon'l Procedures?

|

5{@ A Correct.
6| Q How about Standridge responsibilities?

i |
71 A "M, Standridge."” It says, “too much control." Ytow what

i
{

8”1- your question in reference to that?
|

9?‘ Q Which one is it; is it "too much control,” or is too
10 :much control "told to interpret, strictly told to be liberal wh;n
11 ;problems--
12 H A Okay, that could be either one of those. i

13 | Q How about 26, could 26 be either one of those?

14 | Twenty-six on the handwritten list, "QC Inspectors feel they

|
15 |

16 up and the next time lighten up."

|
|
|
|

receive inconsistent direction from supervision--one time tiqhtqn

17 f A That could be Jackson.

18 | MR, GIBSON: Mr. Guild, it is almost 20 after.

19 & Would continuing for about ten minutes allow you to

20 | finish up Mr. Alexander? %
21 MR, GUILD: We will finish this list, anyway. é
22 | |

»[ |
23 | BY MR. GUILD: |

24 | Q Number 26 does not appear on this handwritten chart;

25 || does it, the number?

Il EveLyn S, BERGER
1} OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

; U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE. N. C. ol
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10

11
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13
14 |

15 |
l‘

16 |decisions on NCIs.”

17 ||

inconsistent.”

A Yes, it does.

Q Okay, it appears by the blank?

A Right, which would be "Manager Support Division is

Q Oh, it goes along under Management Support? |
A That's correct. |
Q "pDirections inconsistent; inspector not trusted,
respected.”
A Yes, which would be 16. ;
Q Twenty-six and Sixteen are the same? ;
A "Inspactor not trusted,"” is 16. E
Q All right, sir:; I see. How about 27? 1Is that an NCI i
matter? ?
A It could have been. i

Q "QC Inspectors feel that OA Manayement overrides their

{
|

A "Overrides their decision on NCIs," 27 is under Manage=

{
18 |ment Support.

|:
19 ||
|
20i

21

22

23

|

24‘

2

|trying to cover up his mistakes while he was at Catawba."

Q All right, and where does 27 appear in the final rcporq?

A On the bottom of Page One, Number 1C2, "QC Inspectors
feel that QA Management overrides their decisions on NCIs."

Q Number 28, "QC Inspectors feel that Larry Davison is

A ilow about under Career, under Management Support?

That is probably it.

I

U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, M C. gl Bl

EveLrn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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T

1i; Q Number 28 does rot appear on the chart?

2!; A No, 28 does not appear on the chart that I saw. It may
3%@. like 26 was a moment ago. ;
4@! Q Take a moment and see if we can find it here. |
5}} A I can speak to that under Recourse on Page 5E2, El,

6 Q Okay, ves.

7‘; A There it is. |
8 !! Q  Yes, what did you £ind? |
9% A That there was no specific instance given in "A" above;
10 Htwo concerns, summary, "There are no specific incidents given id
11 htha above two concerns and no summary or corclusion can be |
i3 H:eached.' |
1352 The recommendation was to "talk to each of the inspectq:s
14 Ethat had the concern of cover up or scapegoating for additional%
15 ﬁ-pecificl before addresesing these concerns.” ;
16 E T 444 talk with them, and there was no specific infor-i
11 mation that I could give. It was more or less a feeling that
18 %they had from Larry Davison. |
19 | 0 wWwhat else did you dc about it? |
20 A Nothing.
21 Q Nothing, no further action? é
22 A (The Witness shook his head negatively.) t
23 Q when there were no specifics to investicate or to look;
24 | into, who did you talk to? ;
25 A I talked to the two inspectors about that. i

EveLrn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S$ DISTRICT COURT
 CHARLOTTE N C.
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Q Who?
\
A MR, GIBSON: He is getting Exhibit One. {

i THE WITNESS: Rarriker was one of those, I believa
we are talking aboat--which item now, sc I don't get

confused here?

1
!

BY MR. GUILD:

| Q Well, I asked you first about Item Number 29, and you |

”rntorrod me to findings El, it is under what, Recourse?
H A Right.

Q Okay, El and E2, both relate to Larry Davison? E

ﬁ A Yes. é

I Q Okay, sir; tell me what you find. i

| A Just looking back at the chart and trying to identify,i

i

D

isince Items One and Two you are referring to both of those, one
|

|

'of those would probably have come from John Bryant and the othaﬁ

|
|

;frcm Rarriker; and both of those individuals were interviewed, |
ﬂxarriker on 3/31, and Bryant on April 2nd.

i Q Refore vou go any further now, we will get down to the

|

last one, Number 30 on your handwritten list. Are you saying

30 cross references with Mr., Bryant's under the Management

3
}
|
i
Suppcrt chart? |
|

A "rarrv Davison suggested that an inspector resign and

l
used inapectors as scapegoats when NRC found work that didn't

conform to standards.”

EveLyn S. BERGER
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bﬂe did not give me any specifics about his situation either. i
|

Well, I am saying that 28 is probably Karriker, Cover :

Up; and 30 is Brvant.

Q

OO0 O » 0O 9 9»

()

A

Under Management Support?
Right.

Go ahead, I'm sorry; and you know who Mr. Eryant meantf
No, on 4/2. |
And Rarriker on 3/31?

Right.
Continue. |

On Page Three you can see where I had written down just

l
some notes of intimidated threats and lack of trust, and Larry |
|

|Davison's scapegoats, your fault in not giving directions to them;

he could rnot give me any other information other than it was hid

feeling of that,

On Karriker I did not make a note, but it was dilcusocﬁ.

xIt was more or less a feeling that he had, but no specifics.

i
i
"
)
H

Q

A

Q

A

Q

with tham were open to allowing us to implement the things that

we had completed, and if they were not satisfied, they would come

back later and they have not come back.

Did they tell you that they no longer had those concorn??

The inspectors at the time of the discussion that I had

Put it this way; what choice 4id they have?

They could have filed another recourse.

All right, sir; on this specific matter, did either Mr,

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURTY

|
|
|
!
!
EveLyn S, BERGER ‘
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|
I
iBryant or Mr. Karriker tell you how they were no longer concern=-
‘ed as they described relating to Mr. Davison covering up his |
|mistakes or using, Davison using inspectors as scapegoats when |

the NRC found work that did not conform?

|
A They did not tell me that they were.

f Q They felt good about the Task Force and the explanation

of it and were willing, with the changes that were being made

|
Hand implemented as a result of the Task Force, to allow this to
il )

|

ﬁbo implemented.
|
f

1

In your notes of your meeting with Mr. Bryant, you

isaid, "Larry Davison--scapeqoats--your fault--give direction.®
|

t
!Did Mr. Davison, did Mr. Brvant review his concern? 1
|
[
!

A He was relating in discussions that he had had with ?

1
I o |
erlt that he was being the scapegoat for it. ‘

I Q So Mr., Bryant renewed his concern?

A He was relating his feeling, I don't know that he was

?renewing his concern.

| o} Okay, and then the General Concerns, I am back to the |
handwritten list of concerns down at the bottnm, the handwritten
list of concerns, another heading, General, one, two, three, fo ’,

A They are addressed in the Welding Inspector Summary

|
i
s |
Q What do you mean by the "Summary Report"? rThat is }

it EveLyn S, BERGER
| OFFi_IAL COURT REPORTER
U §. DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C.
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I

'Exhibit Four here?
A Yes. {
Q The non-technical Welding Insrector concerns? :

|

l

|

; A Communications is identified as Item Six. "While thori
|

is no specific concern in the area of communication, it is clear

&that this is an area that needs much attention.”

And we list conclusion items here.

l Q All right, sir; you identified that as a primary area

'for corrective action?
|
z

H

|

Q But the inspectors did not identify it as a specific

|
Foncern at all’
i
|
|

|

A That's correct.

Q Okay, how about advancements? :
| |
| A That would come under "General," under Item Five under

{t
%'Qualifications.' And there are about three iltems that are Q

laddressed there that talk about employees being unquall fied;

!Qmployeea were over qualified; and then education and prior

experience were not taken into consideration like other organi-
zations, which i3 a general thing which talks about advancement

and that type of thing.

It is a general thing like the "communications.”

Q Okay, and harassment,

A We have identified harassment.

Q Okay, help me identify that again.

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

U S DISTRICT COURT
B M RS b l B on CHARLOTTE, N C.
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it talks

» O »

0

It is the top of Page 5Cl, under Item 4, "Recourse."

Okay, wages?

That would be under Al under the conclusions there whe

about the position analysis for Welding Inspector.
This is under "Qualifications"?

Yes, sir.

All right, and Qualifications?
It is Itrm Five.

By the same name, "Qualifications"?

Correct.

Okay, let's break for lunch.

would not allow you to finish him?

MR. GUILD: YNo, I have 12:135.

(Whereupon, the Deposition adjourned for a

luncheon recess at 12:35 p.m., and reconvaned

2:02 p.m., and the following proceedings were

|
i
s
|
|
l
|
|
i
MR, GIBSON: Proceeding for another few minutes 1
|
f

at

hadzb

EvELyn S, BerGer
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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BY MR, GUILD:

| Q Mr. Alexander, when did you complete the work of the

non-technical concerns review?

A The review of the concerns?

Q Yes.

A It would have been sometime orobably in esarly March of
'82.

Q Okay; reflected in the cover correspondence that you
earlier identified to Mr. Owen and Mr. Grier?

|

|

p

| A Right, it is in that stack.

Q That is all right; we need it in a moment. I am tryini

l

to get an idea of the time and about the work of the Task Force |
in recommended corrective action of these concerns.

A The recommended corrective action?

Q Yes, as far as what was going on when.

l

1
| |
| |
I A I wrote a letter on July 15 on the status of the wgldiﬂg
; |
lInspector non-technical concerns which outlined the status of the

jrecommendations.

Q All right, and is there a more racent status report on
tha implementation of recommendations from the non-technical

concerns review?

A Well, if you want to take them item by item, the first
work is work direction to train inspectors in their role and

responsibility.

l

| EveLyn S, BeERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U. S. DISTRICT COURT
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|

|

|

|

| Q Le* me ask you this: Is there a document that reflecta
|
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& more recent status other than July 15, 1982?

No, not that I'm aware of.

|

Q Can you give me updates from this document of current
status? !
A That's correct; that is what I can do. :
Q Let's go through the specific points on your July 154

1982, memo.

i
A Item One was couplete during August of '32, the i
|

presentation of The Inspactor, inplememtation of the Team Work

Program -- while we haven't impleminted a full Team Work Program,
i
certain things have been done; and this is using the department |

logo, the department newsletter, the uniform department color;

and therse was a laundry room list included as part of the
things that could be done as far as team work things.

I don't have a copy of that before me, uniform hard

hat color.
Q What are you referring to?
A A laundry list of things to be done as far as team wo;y

|

Q It is a single sheet, it says, "Team Work Program,"” ]
at the top? |
A The purpose of this was basically just to outline |

some things, welders, indentification of the inspectors, and to the

QA organization and to improve the unit of the department.

Q Standard hard hat, department logo, department news-

letter, use of bulletins, meetings with employees to explain

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES. STENCTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE. NORTH CAROLINA
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1 |management procedures and emplovee forum procedure, Quality

2 |Circles Program, increased training in safety and first aid

|
l
|
3§d.velopment, train emplovees in ccmmunication skills and bullet#n
| |
|

4|boards--

| |
5{ And those are in process? f

1 | |
5 A Yes, the hard hat has been completed, the department
7

logo, the department newsletter, we've identified a bulletin
8 |board tc use for departmental communications; we have new manag

9 pnnt procedures,

10 Yo are meeting with employees to exrlain those. |
11 i Q What are those? E
12 A Management procedures? i
13 | Q Yes.

15 |those administrative tvpe vrocedures.

i
i
i
14 | A That would be procedures like the harassment procedure%.
|
16| Q  Are there others? :

17 A It would be reqular work nrocedures which would be jusﬂ
18;hand1ed on a raquired training list, 3

1

19 | 0 Are there any management orocedures that represent

20 |corrective actions recommended by the Non-technical Task 'orce?
21 A Are there nanagement procedures?
22 0 Are there any new or changed management procedures that

23 ||represent corraective actions recommended by your Tas% Force?

24 A vYes, Imployee Pecourse, Quality Recourse and Harassment,

|
25 |las well as Employee Forum,

EvELYN S, BeErGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U. §. DISTRICTY COURY
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1 Q And they are referred to further on? i
2 E A Cn the July 15 memo.

3 g Q Okay, will yvou get to those?

4 A Yes. The Emrloyee Forum is a management procedure,

5 |Quality Circle Program, training in safety, first aid--all

’

7 |and we have bulletin boards in place at Catawba.

|

I .
6 supervisors at Catawba have been trained in communication skillﬂ
I

i

|

a

8 Q Tell me what the EPmplovee Forum is, please.

1

A The Employee Forum is a procedure that allows employeoq
10

to meot with a Second Level Manager, not their first line, but

:
|
i
|
|
i

|
11 ESQcond Level Management Supervisor and discuss questions, con- i
12 }cerns that they may have, just an informal type settiug. i
13; Q Group setting? ?
14 h A Yes. !
15!? Q So it is more or less a two way type communication !
16%brogram where employees can ask questions and the supervisor wil#

i
17 lanswer the question.
I

18?! How froquently are those conducted?

%

ui‘

lﬁii A There will be two of those per y=ar, That is the way it

|

20 |45 scheduled now. |
|

21 Q That vehicle has not been available befora? L

22 A Not in that form; there was some of that being done, bu
|

)
|
|

23 4+ was not in that €orm.

24 Q And in the instance of wWeldine Insnactors, that would b%
25 Pr. Davison?

EveLyn S. BERGER |
| OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Il

i

Q

A

[ ——
E A No, not necessarily; it would be the Second Level
%upcrvisor.
I Q Who would that be?
! A Art Allum or Fred Bulgin, now, would be who the super-
visors report to. You have first line, second level. Do yor |
Lant me to go through this list?

Q Yes, please.

A Recourse, Employvee Recourse Prncedure was implemented

July 1, '82. Quality Recourse was implemented July 1, '82; and |

Harassment Procedure was implemented Julv 1, '82,

How many times have emplovees used the departmental

Harassrment Procedure?

lLet's see, I believe it has been used ornly one time that

I can think of right now.

» O

o

A

When was that?

I, the last few months.

Is that the Max Reen?

Right.

Is that consistent with vour expectations?
Of thoe use of the procedure?

Yes.

T guess the inspectors were saying if they were being

|
|
|
{
i
|
I
|
!
|

harassed as much as they said they were, I would expect the proﬁ

cedure to have been used more.

Q

How about the Fmplovee Recourse Procedure?

|
|
|
{

EvELYN S, BERGER
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.

1 A The ®rmplovee Recourse Procedure has been used quite of%en.

2 | Q By inspectors? |

4 A Yes. %

4 Q Give me an idea of how often is "quite often." | 1
5 A At Catawba I think we may have had, T can only think oé

6 lone instanca thcre. We have had several at some of the other |
|
7 |locations. |

8 Q What was the one instance at Catawba? |
9 A It was on--let me think a minute--I don't know what the
|

10

guy's name was; but I need to put it in perspective in my mind.

1
11 ¥t was on a promotion. E

12 Q Was it for an inspector? %
13, A Yes. |
14\ Q Who was that? !
15 A It was not a Welding Inspector, a Radiographer. !
1655 MR, GIBRSON: Mr, Guild, I am not sure we will tele#ae
17?% that information unless it is r~learly inveolving Wbldingf
1a§% Inspection at Catawba. |
19 | I think I need to confor with Mr. Alexander unless|
20 you do not plan to ask him anything further. !
21 MR, GUILD: Yes, I would like to know who the |
22 insrector wase,
23 (thereupon, the Witness and his Counsel zzn-
24 ferred off the Record.)
25
' | o
CHARLOTTE, N. C.
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10
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25

16 |

R, GIBSON: He will answer vour questions, Mr.
Guild. TI believe this involves Mike Bring, whose

documents have already been made available concerning

his recourse.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Bring is a Radiographcr?

A Right,

Q And how about the departmental Quality Recourse

rocedure?
i
i i

|

A It has not been used to my knowledge,
Q And is that in essence a technical recourse procedure
in the QA Department?

That's correct.

Would you know 1f it had been used?

Definitely.

|
.i All richt, sir; you've gone throuch "Recourse" then.

|
!
l
|

» O 9 » O ¥

hone in August of 1992.

Q It is the training?

A Right. Communications was to train the supervisors in
hnspection and ceormunication 3kills, both oral and written. The
pupervisors have had the training at Catawba.

The ingpectors will get it in a training plan that we

have devised beginninag in late '83, and coing into '84. Written

Qualificationa, this relates back to Item lA, which was;

e ————————. S———————————————————————————

l
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18 ||

19

20

21

22

23 0 And what recormendation does that relate to? ]
24 A It is to a general recommendation on comm nication and
25 ||training.

P — m— — ———— —

communications will also be a part of this; but it willi also hoi
|

'a later date.
Emplovee Forum, we talked about, I can't remember

|
when that was implemented. It seems like it was February of '8#
Effective 'anagement Program, we have had 14 supervisors to f

'attend this program,

|
1

o) tthat is that?

A A comprehensive program dealing with management, plann#nq.

organizing, developing program skills.
Q What level supervision has been trained?

|
|
f
|
|
A Those that have been trained and probably will, this 1q
|
all that will be trained were the managers and Third Level ]

' Supervisors.
Q Third Level and ahove? ‘

A Yes, there may be some Second Level that were trained;

I don't remember right of?f,

I 1
| 0 In Catawba in Insrection who would that be? !
A That would be people like Third Level would be people

like Bob Mergan or Joe Willis,
Q And above? f
3 And above, and we may have qgotten some Second Level

people; I don't remember richt off,

EVELYN S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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Alexander = Direct 64

- ——— e e ——— _—
—

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

2%

25

I
” Q And you haven't recommended any corrective action in anﬁ

[bf the arcas hera or any other aresas with regard to Craft

— - ——

Q You don't have a specific recommendrsi:ion about manage-

ment effectiveness that that relates to?

A Mo, I don't believe so.

Q Now, Mr. Alexander, what, if any changes in those aroasL

work direction, recourse, qualifications or communications, have
I i
been recommended or effected for Craft emplovees or supervision?

A I can't anawer that question.

Q Do you knew of any?
A You have to talk to somebody from the Construction 1
|

Departmerit. I don't know what they have done or haven't done,
|

Q They haven't informed you of any; have they? i

|
|

l A We have a catalog of their training, but I don't know if

Lny of that training was implemented as a result of this or not.

Q You have not been informed of any?

|
| A I %now they haven't said we are doing this training
l

Pccause of this particular item here.

i
T caan't answer that question. 1
n

personnel; have you?

A Construction Department is aware of the things that we

are doing or have done. 1If you remember back to one of the thi

Mas to bring some unitv between Design Engineering, Constructio
and QA, and the personnel people have a menthly meeting in which

we talk about things we are doing and things we are planning on

EvELYNn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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| '

doing which would cover scme of these items: so they are aware

of what we are doing and we are aware of what they are doing.

But to say specifically they relate to this, I can't

|
|
I
|
|
say that. '
|
Q You are not aware of anyone who was charged with |
|
specifically taking corrective action outside of the QA Depart~
ment with Craft or Construction?

A Jim Grogan would be the perscn who would be charged viéh
that. He is the Manager of Construction Resources. |

o} Mr. Grogan would have known that?

l
i
|
A Right, j

Q Let's mark the July 15, 1982, memo as the next Exhibit,

'please.

(Whereupon, the document referred to as memo

dated July 15, 1982, was marked and received by thr

Court Reporter as Alexander Exhibit Six and entered

|
into the Record.)
BY MR, GUILD:

Q r, Alexander, beyond the completion of the recommenda-

ttions reflected in your July 15 memo to Mr. Grier and the update

fthat you have given us, do yeu have that continual responsibilitr
with respect to implementation of corrective actions from the
non-technical concerns?

A Yes,

EveLYn S. BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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"hat other responsibilities did ycu have in that regard?
A I'm not sure I understand your question.

|
|
%
Q Was there anything else that is included in your g
|
responsibilities with respect to {mplementing those recommenda-

tions beyord the items that you have mentioned?

A We developed additional training »lans and things of |
that nature,.

Q Did they relate to the recommendations of the Welding

Inspection?

10 ; A T don't know that thev relate specifically to this;
11 |but they could have been the result of th.s or the indication

12 | for adiitional training, and the others have training that were

13 |{dentified; yos,
14 Q what I want to understand is any and all corrective

15 |action that you are aware of and in this instance, ones that

16 lyou are aware of regarding their implementation of matters

i
17 {[1dentified in rosponse to :he Welding Inspector concerns, }

18 A Well, the training plan, 3/3 through 3/5 or 8/7, I i
19 [don't remerher axactly what :he date on that is:; I believe it iJ
20 (18/7.

21 0 Yoz, okav.

22 A A lot of other things that we have as far as communi-

23 |[cations, Pmmlovee Forums, all those things werec onaooing progr .
24 |A lot of those are ongoing, and they will continue to be ongoing.

25 We will continue to do other things not necessarily as

EveLyn S, BeERGER
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1 |a result of this, but because it is gocd management and good |
2 |communication skills and will make us more productive in the

3 | things we are doing.

4 Q Yle could take a long time about all those things, but

5 |what I'm interested in is things that relate to the Welding

6 | Inspection.

7 A I can't think of anything specifically other than the

8 |things we have talked about. Ther2 is no list of things we are
9 |doing as a result of that.

10 0 All right, sir; thank you. Yow what ia your responsi-

11 bility with regard to responding to recourses that have been
12 | filed under, let's take first the Harassmert Recourse Procedura?
13 A tthere harassment has been raported or suspected, it is
14 |[reported to the supervisor and to Emplovee Relations, which is
15 |one of my organizational groups.

16 Emplovea Pelations personnel will determine whether or

17 Jnot an investigation or further information is needed to ~ak« a
13}decision.
19 | If so, they will take care of this. I would be apprisqd
20 |of harassment situations in much the same way that other managers
21 |would be, except it would come through IDmployee Relations 1nltoid
22 llof through the lines crganization.
23 I+ would be involved in the discussion of recommendatidLl

24 ||to the manager as to what should or should not be done to deal

25 |with the situation at hand; basically ar advisory function.

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
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And you have had only one of those?

Yes.

And that was Mr. Reep?

Correct.

Q Will you tell me about Mr. Reep's harassment charge?
6| A If I remember correccly, he had gone down to do an

|
7ﬂinspoction and found a welder asleep and not in control or

a&pOOlOllion of his welding rods.

9” He went back and got a Senior person or lead person in

10 'his crew, in the inspector's crew; and they came back down and

11 took control of the welding rods.

ol About this time the welder woke up and an exchange of

13 words resulted from that; and Reep filed an harassment charge
I

14 fas a result of that.

153} We investigated from the QA side. Construction investi-

16 gated from the construction side, and it was determined that was

17 not really harassment, but more or less an sxchange of words during

18 a heated argument.

|
|

19 | Both were counseled. The welder did receive a disci- |

i

20 plinary action because he was not in control of his welding rods.

21 Q And what did you do to investigate or review the f
|
|

|
22§harasnmant charge?
|
|
‘

23 | A Debbie Ensley, who was Employee Relations Assistant at |
24 Catawba, did the investigation cn that from the QA side. Faye |

' r
25“

4
Fowler, Employee Relatione from Construction, did the investigation

EveLrn S, BERGER |
| OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER |
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18
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20
21
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23
24

25

M
|
< was the Supert .sor of Employee Relations, and her people did

hn investigation I believe from the Construction side.

I Q Yes; and what was the result and what did you do?

! A I think there may be one or two or a memo that I wrote

I
'to the Personnel Manager at Catawba. I would have to look at

ﬁthat information to be able to refresh my memory as to exactly
i&uat I d4a and did not do.
I Q Sure,
I MR, GUILD: Counsel, will you make a copy of that
I available?

MR, GINSON: We do not have an extra set of the
Reep docvments at hand. If you want us to go a few

offices away and get one, we will,

MR. GUILD: I would appreciate that, I only have
P this one set. i
| MR. GIBSON: Why don't we break while we get that.
(wiierreupon, the Deposition recessed at 2:35

p.m., and regumec at 2:41 p.m.)

]

|

| |

! { |
! |

|

THE WITNESS: What is your question?

|
BY MR, GUILD: }

Q I want to understand what the conclusion of the harass-

ment charge was and what your involvement in it was, Mr.

N T——

Alexander?
EveLrn S, BERGER
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I A March 29, Steve Alexander, who was Personnel Manager at

iCatawba. wrote a letter and stated, "Enclosed is a copy of the
|

jrlcont investigation of the Welding Inspector complaints against

kbnnt:uction Welder J. R. Jones."

| "The investigation did not reveal evidence to support

;;mp'l complaint of harassment.” I wrote him back a letter on

|
:hpril 6 and stated, "While the investiga“ion revealed that a

iconfrontation did take place, both the welder and inspector are |
i%nsponniblo for their actions in this incident; recommended that

&&ocp be counseled on carrying out their jobs in a calm, collectoh

1hnd rational manner." '

So that was, so to speak, the analysis of all the

|
|
i |
]

ignvaatigntivn material that was provided by QA and Construction.

|
|

v Q Did you find for or against Mr, Reep in his complaint
%pt harassment, Mr. Alexander? i
? A There was a confrontation, but I did not see it as bein§
harassment.
| Q So you rejected Mr. Reep's claim of harassment?

Now the department Craftsmen procedure commits the
investigation to the Employee Relations?

A Personnel, correct. i

g A Yes,

|
|
| Q Debbie Ensley?
i
|
| Q Didn't Ms. Ensley conclude that Mr, Reep's harassment

hcharqo should be sustained, that there was evidence supporting

| EveLyn S, BERGER
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il
Jhil harassment charge?

V A She had written a letter on March 30 to J. C. Rogers |

I
'uhich was never sent stating that the harassment charge should

Ib‘ nph.ld .
|| |
H Q She is saying that he felt threatened and intimidated,

‘vnrbally abused by Jones' statement that Reep would not leave

th- in-core pit with the welding rods in his hand.
I
;: It goes on to say that one of the Witnesses that was

dopouad said he hear. Jones make this statement and the fact that
Ubnal denied making the statement shows that he realizes the

‘po:ioua implications.

u "An employee should not have to wait for a physical

|
‘ l

action to take place before he can claim to have felt threatened

#vntbally abused) ."

: "Clearly there is no need for statements such as the ono;
Rnop and Barkley say that Jones made. It is recommended that Z
éon.o be counseled about not making such statements again and ab&ut

the consequences of making such statements again."
A While she said that the statement of harassment be uphaid,
r cenclusion was the same conclusion that I came to; that Joned

hould be counseled about making such statements and the conse- l
ences of doing this.

She does that in the last paragraph of her letter. |

Q You recommended that the complainant be counseled? ;

A Both be counseled, the Welding Inspector and tha welder.

EveLyn S, BERGER i
QFFICIAL COURT REPORTER |
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T;T

1 g Q and you rejected the claim of harassment?

2 i A I rejected it on the fact that I did not see it as |
3 jharal;n.nt; I did see it as a confrontation, but not as harass-;
4§m.nt.

5ﬁ Q Who wrote "no," on the face of Ms, Ensley's March 30
6“m.no7

7 ‘: A I don't know.

B# Q Did you?

9%? A Not that I know of; I could have. I don't think so,
10 ﬁthouqh.
11 H Q You got a copy? ;
12 ﬂ A Do I have a copy? |
13%? Q You've got a copy; you received a copy? ;
14 * A  Yes. I don't know if this is my copy. i
15ii e Your name appears at the bottom; right, along with Stev;
lsialoxandor and lLarry Davison. Is that Mr. Davison's handwriting?|
17:: A I don't know. |
133' Q Is that your handwriting?

19;, A I don't know. ;
201! Q You don't know whether it is the other Mr. Alexander,
21;btove Alexander's? }
22? A  No, I don't know where this documant came from. g
23% Q You got one from Mrs. Ensley; didn't you?

24 A I don't know if--I don't recall the circumstances %
25 ?urrounding the letter., I said that we did not want to send thiL

I
|4
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T—

I

I
ﬁlotter to John Rogers.

i
]
4

|

|

!
i
!
|
i
l
|
|
|

|

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
\

Q@ You told her that?
J A Yes, or Larry Davison, one; I don't remember which one.

Q One of you, you or Mr. Davison, told her not to send
it?

J A I told her one of them, either Debbie Ensley or Larry
Davison, that we did not want to send this letter to John Rogers.

Q It was your decision not to send the letter? |

? A Yes.

ﬁ Q You just don't know who wrote "no" on the face of it?

i A That's correct.

ﬁ Q Did you reject Mrs. Ensley's factual conclusion that
Jthis reflected in this letter concerning the actual events that
rocurted?

“ A What part are you referring to?

k Q Arything, I want to understand whether you rejected heﬁ
ffactual conclusion.

I A I rejected tie fact that it was harassment.

Q That is what I understand; ycu did not agree it was
harassment, but did you reject the facts that she concluded
occurred?

A No, because there are statements to substantiate what
Bccurrod.
| Q You don't reject her factual conclusions; you just rej

lher conclusion that it was harassment?

i
]

EVELYN S, BERGER
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2 | Q We come back to a question that was asked earlier: Hod

3Hdo you define harassment? I think you said with respect to tha?
| |

4ﬂut1d1ng concerns you took it at face value; correct?

5H A Right.

6& Q How do you understand the term harassment?

7q A We have harassment defined in the Harassment Proc.duro:
|

|
|
ehll any action that singles out employees to the employee's

9 lobjection or detriment because of but not limited to race, sex,
| |

1°1muligion, national origin, age, handicap or innate paersonal

I
11 characteristics.
I :
12 | It involves twc or more employees and may or may not |
41 |
lr |
13:ﬁnvolve supervisors, 1

|
|

14 || Q Ckay.

! J
15i; A Most of the times, especially in a verbal abuse type !
16 thing, it is a repeated thing.

17 | Q Calling someone short, shorty, when they object to that

H

18 land they have said, "Don't call me short or shorty, I don't like

19 |that." |
20 A That would be an example of it. E
21 Q Okay, why isan't this harassment, the Reep facts as founP

i
22 by Mrs. Ensley? |
23l A Well, it was a confrontation between a Welding Inspectok
24 land a welder. I don't think there was any intent of harassment;

25 |4t was more or less a disagreement.

|
|

EveLyn S, BERGER
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I don't think the intent was harassment. It was a mis-

|
z:
|
|
1
|

‘mt.
I
I It 18 just like you and one of your peop. - * agreeing
ﬂon a particular item and getting loud about the item, and .. -

Hoxactly what happened in this situation here.

H Q 'lay I see that copy of the procedure for a second, Mr,
iAlexander? j
H MR. GIBSON: Similar to our discussions about i
ﬁ objections, Mr. Guild. 5
| R, GUILD: Right. |
BY MR, GUILD:

Q You would agree, would you not, Mr, Alexander, verbal

fpbuse can represant harassment?
I

| A Yes, if it is a continuous or repeated action and the
l
lother person has been notified or said that I consider this as

harassment or verbal action. |
‘ i
; Q Did you understand harassment to require that the ‘

individual who is the victim of harassment is singled out becauur

££ a characteristic such as race, sex, religicn, national oriqinﬁ

ge, handicap, or innate personal characteristic, as you stated

| EveLyn S. BERGER ;
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in the policy?
|
A Repeat that again. |

Q Is your understanding of the term harassmant such that |

lharacteristics that is mentioned?

A Not necessarily.
& Q Then what other kind of personal characteristics would
| |

%be required in order to constitute harassment?

i; A Well, we state in the procedure where there is harass-

;pent or knowledge of something that is not correct, whether

i
zparaasmant or not, we are going o investigate the situation and
;Fako whatever corrective action needs to be taken.

More than likely had this situation come up and the é
E?mployeo had not come in and said I want to file a harassment i
i;harge, and we knew there had been a confrontation between a E
;Qelder and Welding Inspector, we would have taken action at thaJ
ftima recardless of whether or not the employee had filed a
&harassmant charqga,

E Here is what I'm saying: If we know something out theqe

is not right as far as an employee relationship, then we are |

going to lock into those situations when we have knowledge of

|
 them and get to the bottom of them and try to take some correct*ve
|
action or make the working relationship such that they can get {

|

t

their jobs dene.

We don't just sit back and not do anything until some Y
1

|I EveLryn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

| |
| U § DISTRICT COURT
N d CHARLOTTE. N C.
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cuppos.d--wh.n Icame up against a situation like that, instead

hot egging it on and continuing the thing, walking away and doalﬂng
Lwith it like that, no; I wouldn't feel threatened and 1nt1midatcd

Hby i,
ﬂ But where you stay there, I'm not so sure he was
?threatened or intimidated by the initial part, but the confron-
tation got worse on both sides.

To me, there is no way you can get harassment out of that,
HIt is more or less a verbal confrontation, not verbal abuse.
Q Did you conclude that Mr. Reep acted J wproperly?
j A Yes.
| Q On what basis?

ﬁ A That he did not walk away from the situation once he ;

saw it was getting into a confrontation, as he had been instrucusd

}ﬁo do. !
' f
' Q@ By whom?
I A In’Tho Inspector tape. |
f Q The film? |
I A (The Witness nodded his head affirmatively.) |
I Q Now, Mr. Davison, Mr. Larry Davison, received a copy |
of the resolution of this harassment complaint,. i
:
l A My resolution, ves. i
e
| Q Did Mr, Davison agree with your resolution? |
5 A Not entirely, {
Q What did Mr. Davison do, say? I am looking at an ;
i EVELYN S. BERGER ;
, OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER 1
U. S DISTRICTY COURT |
CHARLOTTE, N C. l
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[l
|

%April 6, 1383, memo, a note on your memo.

i 1
H A He says he talked with me by phone on April 13 and I |
|indicated, "He will discuss with Steve Alexander and make the |

‘point we think their report should be amended to clearly counsel
| ‘
‘Jones that action like he took in this case is not type expected

land will not be toleirated.”

This was communicated to Steve Alexander, and they have

|
ﬂdono this. We haven't received the documentation where they have
;done it, but it has bean done.

| Q Why did Mr, Davison disagree with your resolution?

A I think in the end he agreed with my resolution. Ajainﬁ

’h. had a concern about how I was looking at it as being a ?
H 1

|confrontation rather than harassment. f
I |
ﬁ Cnce we went through his concerns, then he was in aqreq-

i

1mnnt with my resolution or my recommendation, or we would have i

Vstated so on this April 6 memo. |

Q Well, is it his March 26 memo to you that reflects his |
éﬁosition?

I A Yee, right. ,
Q Saying that he disagreed with my recommendation is not
necessarily truly accurate? |
it, he and I concurred to the best of my memory.

Q My, Davizon states in that memo, the March 26 memo,

second page, "Therefore, I recommend the basis of charge of

A This was his observation from it, and after we discussed
l
L
|
:
i
L
|

,; EveLyn S, BERGER

OFFICIAL COURT RLPORTER
U. §. DISTRICT COURT
e A R L L
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1Farassmant be upheld and Jones be warned not to make such state-

2 %.nts again, and the consequence of making such statements againL'

3!§ He disagreed with you on the harassment conclusion.

4'! A  Yes, but not on the action to be taken. |
i :

5| Q pid Mr., Davison change his mind on his conclusion about

saiha charge of harassment?

A Well, my recommendation states the counseliang part, and
|

|
l
that is what he had recommended. It is more or less his inter-

|

|
{
9iPretation of harassment as he saw it versus my interpretation of

| |

10irarassmont as I saw it.

11 | I saw it as a confrontation. |
12;[ Q Right, but even Larry Davison saw it as harassment.

{l
13%: A I don't know if he would call it harassment; he would

14 [call it a confrontation. I can't disagree with what is there
I

|
1
15 |because that is what he says. }

16 | Q It is on a plece of paper in front of you?
17 f A Right, I can't say that if it is cn the piece of paper.|
18 | Q And beyond you recommending that both of them be

‘ \
19 counseled, in effect, finding that both of them did wrong and

;

|

20 |rejecting the harassment claim, Mr. Davison n>tes on the face of
|

21 |lyour April 6th memo, his conversation with you where he urges yéu

22 |to amend the report to reflect counseling Jones, that ouch beha+ior
l

23 |would not be tolerated; namely, the harassment?

24 A The behavior will not be tolerated, whether harassment

EveLyn S, BErGER

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S. DISTRICT COURT
CHMARLOTTE, N. €

|
25 |lor confrontation; the behavior will not be tolerated, but that ,
1
|
|
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|
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I
I

|
1

!Alexander and make sure it is part of the record," and that I

have done, although we have not yet received the documentation.

:Fonstitute- harassment, that you will ever sce another charge oﬁ

imaraasment?
1

imade; yes.

was already in my April 6 letter.

He is saying in his note, "I will follow up with Steve

Q All right, and this is the only instance where your

harassment procedure has been employed, Mr. Alexander?

A To the best of my knowledge, it is.

|

!
Q Do you have any expectation, given your reviews on what

|

A Yes, sir; I think we will. *

|

Q Znd this harassment procedure is your response to Waldibg
Inspector concerns regarding harassment? ‘

A (The Witness nodded his head affirmatively.)

|
|
Q You expect that you will follow the procedure in the !
1
|

{
\
A As far as investigating, taking statements from employees

and recommendations being made to managers and decisions being |
|

|
Q How about the standard that you apply? Are you confident

l
in the standard that you employed in the Reep case, your defi- #
nition of the term harassment? !

r
|

A Yes.

|
|
|

Q And you will apply those in the future? i

|
|

A I think it has to be on a case by case basis. If ther%

EveLyn S. BERGER
OFFICIAL COURTY REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
A OQTITE. N
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‘re:e some things, if Reep had walked away and the Welding Insgecfot
a
was persistent, then yes; I think it would have been harassment.

| |

| But where it was both parties, the Welding Inspector

|
became a part of what was going on and then he was equally as

guilty as the welder; and that was a confrontation and not
haraaamont.

{ Harassment, as I view it, is you doing scmething to me,

rut I don't do anything to you and you continue to do it back to:
e

% Q All right, what I want to understand is are you com- |
tortable with the Reep case being a precedent? By that, I mean z

|
|

thers on the job in the Quality Assurance Department who have |
?ookod at the one instance where the department harassment pro- |

ibedure has been employed, the corrective action for the Welding

Fnspectors, non-technical concern about harassment, should I

;‘ erstand they should look at this as representative and prece-

iﬁant of how your department will apply the standard cof harassmenf

!
dn the future? i

i;ANo. .
Q Why not?

A Recause each case is done on a case by case basis, All
the circumstances have to be investigated. We have concerns that
come to us that are not harassment that we look into, and we
follow up on, and wa take action on, whether it is an employee

hnd their supervisor or two employees that don't get along within

EveLYN S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT

CHARLOTTE, N. C. N _
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|
'Lame standard in another case. Each will be handled on a case b*

#ase basis.

|

Q

A

Q

the Reep case?

Q

And the standard employed?

And the standard in that does not mean we will use the |

a crew and that takes place.

There it is handled through counseling sessions.

What I want to understand is this: Are you going to

do anything different than you did in the Reep case?

What I'm saying is we will look at each case on a case

&y case basis.

Do you know of any policy you will make on a basis of

No, it states what we will do right there in the pro- |
I am comfortable with the Reep casa.

|
l
|
;
1
|
|

|
|
|

Very few Employee Relation matters are handled identicaily

#he same way.

Judges ray that kind of thing all the time, Mr. Alewand‘r:

pnd every case has to be on a case by case basis, but I want to |

ﬁnderltand you, sir, if there is a procedure, a written standard |

*f conduct, wouldn't you agree it is important that a standard be

rpplied on a consistent basis?

be applied to Joe Doe and Sammy Smith in a consistent fashion?

A

|
|
|

Don't you want it to say I can trust that standard will

If I felt like I was being harassed I would not hesitate

to talk to my supervisor d d that g

f

EveLyn S. BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N. C.
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|
|

I
cause you to question whethcr or not the Catawba Nuclear Station

Q

A

o
!ﬁaais of this case?

A

Q

That sounds fine, but is the standard that you applied

It is consistent with the procedure.

|
;in this case consistent with the departmental policy, first?
|

wfair and equitable decision would be made after investigation.

And that procedure is not going to be changed on the ‘

That's correct.

MR, GUILD: That is all I have; thank you.

CROSS EXAMINATION

|
BY MR, GIDSON:

Mr, Alexander, are you aware of anything that would

i3 safely built?

1
i
i|
I
|
|
|
I

|
(i
I
Il
i
iv

A

tlo, nothing at all.

MR. GIBSON: No further questions.
FURTHER THE DEPONENT SAITH NOT.

I, C. Neal Alexander, hereby certify that I |

to be a true, accurate and complete testimony of my testimony.

have read and understand the foregoing transcript and believe it

i

“C. heal Alexander

EveLyn S, BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U. S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N. C.
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' This Deposition was signed in my presence by C.

‘Neal Alexander on the day of July, 1933,

Notary Public

5 CERTIPICATE

STATE OF NCRTH CAROLINA

I
; cotNTY CF MECXLENBURG

|
|
I, Lynn B, Gilliam, do hereby certify that the ?
i
proceedinqs were by me reduced to machine shorthand in the
ipresence of the Witness, aftevwards transcribed upon a typewriteF
i |

‘Qnder ny direction; and that the foregoing is a true and correcd

transcript of the proceedings. |
| I further certify that these proceedings were |
taken at the time and place in the foregoing caption specified.

I further certify that I am not a relative,

Couns.-l or Attorney for either Party or otherwise intereited

4in the outcome of this action,

U S DISTRICT COURT
LT S— IR TYE, N. C.

EVELYN S, BERGER
QOFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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at Charlotte, MNorth Carolina, on this the

1983,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

day of July,

LYNN B. GILLIAM
Court Reporter

My Commission expires May 12, 1988.

EveLyn S. BERGER
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
U S DISTRICT COURT
CHARLOTTE, N C.
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General Concerns

| o/ New employees may be unqualified with new requirements.—
2.7 Employees were told that they were overgqualified for their jobs.

3.y Education and prior inspection experience not taken into consideration
| ke other organizations.

v'Construction Welding Technical Support is not qualified to resolve
non conforming items.

Technl.

v Quality Assurance Technical Support accepts Construction Technical
“Tecw&\. Support resclutions and they are sometimes wrong.

6.v Craft has too much input into resolutions of NCl's. Inspectors have little
or none.

7.v/lnspcctors were told that resolutions of NCl's were not their concemn.

8./ Resolutions to NCI's lean toward Construction and make the inspector
appear to be wrong.

9. VManagement wants a liberal intrepretation of procedures but then we

are told that procedures cembobimthat-Stacadeses are to be fol lowed

precisely. This is an inconsistent practice.

‘(\,t VQ A. Tech Support accepts reselutiens from Craft Tech Support that
are wrong.

Iln/An inspector was told that Larry Davison was as far as he could carry
his concern.

12, /An inspector was told to forget the past and let ''by gones'' be 'by gones''.
He feels that violations of @Pcedures should be resolved.

i3. /Histakes made by inspectors are emphasised. Mistakes made by craft are
covered up. -

14. /One Inspector feels that the 2nd shift should have someone to assign
NC! numbers, sign off Ql-A forms and handle problems.
/

lS.V One inspector feels that QA tech support personnel should be available to
2nd shift Tech Support.

~{6 /lnspectors feel that their management does not respect or trust them.
K@ /lnspector states that he was told to '"'slack up'' on writing NCI's.

4‘\“ @\/lnspectors have been forced to accept conditions that do not meet code



l9.‘/QA employees feel that they are Harassed
by Construction Employees.

/(} \/ The decision for assigning NCI's numbers rests with their
Supervision, If they don't feel it (NCI) is justified, it is destroyed.

\9
k’@“(:oncern about having to work from memo's and word of mouth instructions

vs. procedures.

22.v Craft Supervision does nct know procedures, therefore, inspectors have
tc direct the work and craft asksfor direction.

23.v Does QC Supervision have the responsibility to question a resolution?

24.v QC Inspectors are concerned about performing work that is not their respon-
Sibi'ity. “'5 "‘w “&S-ﬁn‘(’\ﬂ

ZS.v/QC Inspectors feel that too much control is exercised over what they
are doing -~ Procedure should be the control.

26.v QC Inspectors feel they receive inconsistent direction from supervision -
one time tighten up and the next time lighten up.

;i Inspectors feel that QA management overrides their decesions on NCl's

‘ QC Inspettors feel that Larry Davidson is trying to cover up his mistakes
Vwhile he was at Catawba.

29.v/Sup¢rvlsion is concerned that resclutions are not explained after they
are arrived at.

30.V’Larry Davidson suggested that an inspector resign and used inspectors(Zi
scapgoats when NRC found work that didn't conform to standards.

General

Communication with/QA & QC
Advaricement

Harrassment

Wages

Qualiflcataons
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/ NON-TECHN | CAL

WELDING INSPECTOR CONCERNS

l. NC!'S/RESOLUTICONS

A. 1. Construction Welding Technical Support is not qualified to
" resolve non-conforming items.

2. Quality Assurance Technical Support accepts Construction
Technical Support resolutions and they are sometimes wrong.

3. Craft has too much input into resolutions of NCl's. Inspectors
have little or none.

4. Resolutions to NCI's lean toward Construction and make the
inspector appear to be wrong.

5. QA Tech Support accepts resolutions from Craft Tech Support
that are wrong.

SUMMARY

"A review of the NCI/Resolution process conducted by the Technical Task
Force indicates that resolutions to NCl's were in general correct, a
few should have had better explanatinns cr been more explicit in the
resolution. There was no evidence that the Crafts had too much input
into the resolution process other than a consulting role as to a
process that may or may not work in carrying out the NC| resolutions.

B. 1. Inspectors were told that resolutions of NCl's were ﬁot their
concern.

2. Supervision is concerned that resolutions are not explained
after they are arrived at.

SUMMARY

While the inspector has the responsibility to inspect work to ensure
compliance with procedures it is felt that resolutions shouid be ex-
plained, even through the inspector and in some cases the supervisor
may not be satisfied with the explanations. Supervision does have a
responsibility to question resolutions when a situation arises that
needs to be addressed to assure that the requiremements for completing
the inspection are met.

c. 1. |Inspector states that he was told to ''slack up' on writing
NCl's.

2. QC Inspectors feel that QA management overrides their decisions
on NCl's,



SUMMARY

From conversations with the Technical Task Force there were a number
of NCI's written that could have been corrected without an NCI

through other corrective means. It is understood that an NCI| be
written when specifications have been violated and the work needs

to be done over. There are other corrective actions for problems

found during the inspection process. QA management can and should
override an inspectors decision on NCl's when there is good reason

or the situation could be handled through an easier corrective meisure.

D. 1. The decision for assigning NCl's numbers rest with their
Supervision. |f they don't feel it (NC1) is justified,
it is destroyed.

SUMMARY

There seems to be some confusion on the assignment of numbers to

NCl's. Generally no number is given to NCI's until after techncial
review of an NCI. |f the person at the technical review does not

agree with the NCI! then no number is assigned. This doesn't mean

that there is no a problem but that it may be easier handled in another
manner.

CONCLUSION

The information gathered by the Technical Task Force, the recommendations,
and the Management Implementation Plan address each of the above concerns
and identify a means for taking corrective action. '

PROCEDURES

A. 1. Management wants a liberal interpretation of procedures but then
we are told that procedures are to be followed precisely. This
is an inconsistent practice.

2. Concern about having to work from memo's and word of mouth in-
structions vs. procedures.

3. QC inspectors feel that too much control is exercised over what
they are doing - Procedure should be the control.

4. QC inspectors feel they receive inconsistent direction from
supervision - one time tighten up and the next time lighten up.



SUMMARY

In all procedures there are gray areas that call for judgement decisions
on the part of an inspector. The intent and purpose of the procedure
must be understood before dealing with gray areas. These gray areas are
sometimes addressed through memos or word of mouth instructions as to
exactly what is meant by a particular part of a procedure. These memos
and instructions are then incorporated into the next revision. There is
no evidence that too much control has been exercised over inspectors
rather than procedures being the controlling factor.

B. 1. Craft supervision does not know procedures, therefore, inspectors
have to direct the work and crafts asks for direction.

SUMMARY

This is basically true. Inspectors do know the procedu:r oecause of the
extensive training and use of the procedures. Alot of time the craft
will do only what is good enough for the inspector after a ''courtesy in-
spection' and the possibility that the crafts may not be provided enough
direction to .erform the job.

“CONCLUSION

The recommendations of the Technical Task Force and the Management
Implementation Plan address each of the above concerns and identify a course
for taking corrective action.

WORK DIRECTION

A. 1. Mistakes made by inspectors are emphasized. Mistakes made by
craft are covered up.

2. Inspectors feel that their Management does not respect or
trust them.

SUMMARY

There has been no indication that inspectors mistakes are emphasized while
those of the craft are covered up. Inspectors are in the limelight and
their work is seen by all in the QC line organization as well as the craft
organization. Their job will always be questioned especially when they
make controversial decisions in the course of performing their job which
may give some the opinion that they are not trusted or respected.

B. 1. One inspector feels that the 2nd shift should have someone to
assign NC! numbers, sign off Q-1A forms and handle problems.

2. One inspector feels that QA tech support personnel should be
available to 2nd shift Tech Support.
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CONCLUS | ON § SR

The second shift question does not need to be answered since the.second
shift at Catawba is being reduced to only a skelton workforce.

= MY 5 o8
.- .. .

-

C. 1. QA Inspectors are concerned about performing work: that is not i
their responsibility. 3" s .

v W=

-

SUMMARY R .
There is no clear indication that inspectors are performing ;ori.ouzslde
their responsibility. It should not matter what they do to aid productivity
as long as it does not violate the procedures. We all work foir Duke Power
and we should work together in a team effort to complete the job.

CONCLUSION

Communicate to inspectors that in performing their work there is a
potential for conflict with the craft. Provide appropriate training to
inspectors that will allow them to deal with these situations. :

Develop a '‘team work'' program for QA-Construction-Design that brfngs

' the departments together with an attitude of cooperation for the
common goal of productivity and quality in building Nuclear Plants.

RECOURSE

A. 1. An inspector was told that Larry Davison was as far as he could
carry his concern.

SUMMARY

Through out the review of the non technical items it is apparent that
employees have no in-house recourse other than the Corporate Procedure
on employee recourse which brings their concern in the first step to
the Corporate QA Manager.

CONCLUSION

Implement an Departmental Employee Recourse procedure for addressing and
answering employees concerns at the lowest possible level.

B. 1. An inspector was told to forget the past and let ''by gones'' be
by gones''. He feels that violations of procedures should be
resolved.

SUMMARY

Answered through the Technical and Non-Technical Task Force to review
concerns of Welding Inspectors.




Ce 1. QA employees feel that they are harassed by Construction Employees.

SUMMARY

It is understood that because of their responsibility of inspecting work
and finding defects that inspectors are in some what of an unusual
situation but this should not lend to inspectors being harassed by
Management or others whose work they ar= inspecting.

CONCLUS ION

Implement a Department Harassment Procedure to give employees an avenue
for airing harassment of them.

D. 1. Inspectors have been forced to accept conditions that do not
meet code requirements.

SUMMARY

From discussion with the Technical Task Force there is some indication
that welding inspectors have been required to sign off welds that were
_inspecteu by someone else for various reasons.

CONCLUSION

Develop and implement a procedure for addressing inspectors technical
concerns. This would enable these technical concerns to be addressed
as they occur rather than being held back and brought up at a latter
time. :

(Specific Concern)

E. 1. Qt inspectors feel that Larry Davison is trying to cover up his
mistakes while he was at Catawba.

(Specific Concern)
2. Larry Davison used inspectors as scapgoats when NRC found work
that didn't conform to standards.

SUMMARY

There are no specific incidents given in the above two concerns and no
summary or conclusion can be reached.

RECOMMENDAT ION

Talk to each of the inspectors that had the concern of cover up or
scapgoating for additional specifics before addressing these concerns.



QUALIFICATIONS

A. 1. New employees may be unqualified with new requirements.
SUMMARY

There is concern among welding inspectors that the Company is relaxing

its experience requirements by not requi “ing previous welding experience
in a growing and complex program of Weldi g Inspection.

CONCLUSION

Review the Position Analysis for welding inspector to ensure that it

is complete and accurate and ensure the qualifications meet the QA
program requirements. (This has already been done when the Wage Program
was implemented.)

8. 1. Employees were told that they were overqualified for their jobs.

SUMMARY

This comes from a statement made by Jim Welis when an employee commented

" that Welding inspectors possess skills to direct the Craft and are
. more knowledgable than some Craft supervision.

CONCLUSION

Communicate to inspectors that work direction is not their job. They
should answer Craft questions on how a particular weld will be inspected
and could be used for the Welding Inspectors convenience. ;

(Specific Concern)
c. 1. Education and prior inspection experience not taken into
consideration like other organizations.

SUMMARY

This is a specific concern of an employee who worked at Cherokee from
May of 79 to March of 81 as a Welding Inspector and was laid off, then
recalled to Catawba in October of 81.

RECOMMENDAT ION

Review this specific concerns and explain the process to the inspector
for employing inspectors.
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COMMUNICATIONS

Whi'e there is no specific concern in the area of communication it is
clear that this is an area that needs much attention.

CONCLUSION

Implmﬁt training in Communication skills both oral and written fcr
Supervisors and Inspectors.

Develop an Employee Forum program for all levels of QA Personnel to
ericourage two way communications.

Implement the Effective Management Program for QA Management.
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STATEMENT:

The Quaiity Assurance Department promotes the equal treatment of all employees.
The harassment of any employee is contrary to this policy and will be considered
Justification for disciplinary action.

Harassment is any action that singles out an employee, to the employee's objection
or detriment, because of, but not limited to race, sex, religion, national origin,
age, handicap, or innate personal characteristics. Harassment involves two

or more employees, who may or may not include supervisors.

IMPLEMENTATION:
1. DEFINITIONS OF VIOLATIONS

A. Class A violations include any of the following:
1. Verbal abuse or ridicule.
2. Unnecessarily rough or repeated physical contact.
3. Interference with an employee's work.
B. C{ass B violations include any of the following:
1. Displaying or distributing pornographic or racist materials.

2. Discriminating against any employee in work assignments or job-
related training.

3. Intimate physical contact.

4. Demanding favors under threat of punitive action or promise of
special consideration. (The threat or promise may be expressed or
implied.) '

C. Class C violations include any of the following:

f 1. Demanding sexual favors,explicitly or implicitly as a condition of
employment, promotion, transfer, or any other term or condition of
employment.
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The Quality Assurance Department will not tolerate harassment or any
form of retaliation against an employee who has either instigated or
cooperated in an investigation of alleged harassment.

Each complaint shall be fully investigated and a determination of
the facts will be made on a case by case basis.

Of o

G. w—Greer
Corporate Quality Agzbrance Manager
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July 15, 1982

G. W. Grier -

Re: Status of Welding Inspector
Non-Technical Concerns

A1l specific action recommendations have been completed on Apr11 19, 1982.
General recommendation status is as follows:

1 - Work Direction

A - Train inspectors in their role and responsibility as it relates
to the craft.

Status
This program, “The Inspector”, is in the final stages and should
be ready for presentation by August 1, 1982.

B - Implementation of a 'team work' program.

Status

While a formal 'team work' program has not been implemented, cer-

tain things have been or will be done to create a more team effort
in QA. These include Department Newsletter, Department logo, and

uniform hard hat coior.

2 - Recourse
A - Departmental employee recourse procedure implemented July 1, 1982.
8 - Departmental Quality recourse procedure implemented July 1, 1982..
C - Departmental harassment procedure implemented July 1, 1982.

3 - Qualification

A - Communicate to inspectors the kind of instruction that can be
given to craft personnel by inspectors.

Status
This is part of the program on the Role and Responsibility of the

Inspector which is referrend to in 1.A.

4 - Communication

A - Train supervisors and irspectors in communication skills, both
oral and written.

Status
Supervisors at Catawba have had training in "Effective Commuri-
cation Skills". This program will be presented to all supervisors
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in the Department. An overview of comnunication skills that
inspectors should use are in the program on Role and Responsi-
"bility of Inspectors. Other communication programs for cr-wuni-
cation and writing will be used at a later date.

B - Employee Forum program in the Department has been delayed to
fully review how such a program could be fully beneficial to the
Department.

B - We have had fourteen (14) supervisors to attend the Tffective
Management Program.

Q: Ni Alexander, Jr

Sw




