AFFIDAVIT OF R. W. CINK

I Ricky W. Cink, being duly sworn, say as follows:

1.

L ~92=n

I am currently employed by Houston Lighting & Power
Company (HL&P) as a Senior Investigator in the South
Texas Project Electric Generating Station (STPEGS)
SPEAKOUT program.

The HL&P SPEAKOUT program is a confidential employee
safety concern program. Its purpose is to identify and
investigate employee nuclear safety concerns while
protecting the confidentiality of the identity of the
employees raising the concerns.

On the morning of February 20, 1992 Mr. William J. Jump,
Manager-Nuclear Licensing, requested me to interview
Mr. Thomas J. Saporito, Jr. concerning alleged safety
concerns at STPEGS which Mr. Saporito had raised with the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Mr. Don
Bohner, to whom I report, was present at this tixe.

Oon the morning of February 20, 1992 I arranged an
interview meeting with Mr. Saporito, scheduled for
12:30 p.m. that afternoon. At approximately 12:30 p.m.
I received a phone call from Mr. Saporito. He stated
that he did not wish to attend this meeting with me
unless the NRC also participated, and that he was waiting
for the NRC to decide whether to participate. I informed
him that I would be pleased to have the NRC participate,
but that if they decided not to I still needed to speak
with him regarding his safety concerns.

At approximately 12:50 p.m. Mr. Saporito arrived at my
office and informed me that he would not discuss his
gsafety concerns with me, that he had filed a 10 CFR 2.206
petition with the NRC, and that he could not discuss
specifics involved in the petition because he did not
want to interfere with an official NRC investigation.
He also requested a meeting with Mr. D.P. Hall, Executive
Vice President-Nuclear. I explained HL&P's SPEAKOUT
program to Mr. Saporito and stated that, with his
permission, I would report the contents of our
conversation, including his request to meet with
Mr. Hall, to my management. At no time during this
meeting did Mr. Saporito state that he had informed the
NRC of a Technical Specification violation at STPEGS
concerning work performed in the boric acid system. My
notes of this meeting are attached as Exhibit A to this
Affidavit.

1 next saw Mr. Saporito at approximately 4:15 p.m. on
February 20, 1992 in the elevator lobby of the Nuclear
Support Center building. I was leaving to go home from
work at the time. Mr. Saporitc asked me to attend a
meeting between him and Mr. Watt Hinson, Adminis tor-
Investication/ Comnliance. which I did. 777
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7. 1 was not aware that a meeting between Mr. Saporito and
Mr. llinson had been scheduled, nor was I aware of any
question concerning Mr. Saporito's access authorization
to STPEGS. I had not had any discussions with Mr. Hinson

concerning Mr. Saporito.

8. Upon Mr. Saporito's request and with the agreement of Mr.
Hinson, 1 witnessed the interview meeting between
Mr. Hinson and Mr. Saporito. I did not participate in
the interview. My notes of this interview are appended
as Exhibits Bl and B2 to this Affidavit. Mr. Saporito
requested that the interview not be videotaped, and Mr.
Hinson complied with this request (Mr. Hinson also at
this time asked me to witness the interview, and I agreed
to do so0).

9. At the beginning of the interview, Mr. Hinson asked Mr.
Saporito to sign an interview consent form. Mr. Saporito
voluntarily signed the form without any pressure Or
duress from myself or Mr. Hinson. Mr. Hinson then
explained that the intervicw was part of an investigation
related to Mr. Saporito's request for unescorted access
to STPEGS and that the interview would consist of
questions concerning the information Mr. Saporitoc had
supplied on his access authorization data form and
screening affidavit.

10. At no time prior to, during, or subsequent to this
meeting did I inform Mr. Hinson that Mr. Saporito had
raised safety concerns or filed a 2.206 petition with the
NRC. I do not recall any instance in which Mr. Saporito
informed Mr. Hinson that he had raised safety concerns
regarding STPEGS with the NRC.

11. During the interview, Mr. Hinson provided Mr. Saporito
with his access authorization data form and screening
affidavit and asked Mr. Saporito to verify them and
determine whether they were the same forms he had
submitted for unescorted access. After reviewing both
documents, Mr. Saporito confirmed that the documents were
those which he submitted previously, and identified some
areas where the information he provided might be
inaccurate or incomplete. Mr. Hinson then asked Mr.
saporito if those items were the only ones that were
inaccurate or incomplete. Mr. Saporito stated that those
were the only areas that were not answered completely.

12. Mr. Hinson then asked Mr. Saporito to go through the form
with him "block-by-block". After being further
questioned by Mr. Hinson on each specific area of the two
documents, Mr. Saporito acknowledged that:

a. He had been employed by ATI Career Training Cgnter
(ATI) and was terminated. . --%312—
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b. He had been a complainant in a Department of Labor
(DOL) proceeding against Florida Power & Light
Company (FPL) and ATI and had been involved in other
legal disputes.

S He had been employed previously as a full-time
engineer at the Double Tree hotel in Miami, Florida
from January - April 1990 and had been terminated
"because he offered an opinion regarding the
location of a pool shower."

d. He had been employed previously as a full-time
engineer at the Jupiter Hilton Hotel for three
months in 1991 and was also terminated from that

position.

e. He noted various other respects in which the
information he provided was inaccurate or

incomplete.

He did not mentioned these items until questioned on the
form "block-by-block" by Mr. Hinson.

13. At the conclusion of the interview, Mr. Hinson informed
Mr. Saporito that the information he provided would be
given to the Access Program Director, who would make a
decision regarding the continuation of his unescorted
access. Mr. Saporito was told to report to work
according to his normal schedule and that his management
would inform him of any further actions.

14. At no time during the interview did Mr. Saporito indicate
that he was hungry, thirsty or in need of a break.

15. Following the interview with Mr. Saporito, I attended a
discussion at which Mr. Hinson, Mr. Richard Balcom, the
STPEGS Security Manager, and Mr. Jump were present.
Mr. Hinson reported the results of his interview with
Mr. Saporito to Mr. Balcom and Mr. Jump. The bearing of
the facts obtained during the interview upon
Mr. Saporito's access authorization was discussed between
Mr. Hinson and Mr. Balcom. Mr. Balcom then stated that
he had decided to withdraw Mr. Saporito's access
authorization. During this meeting, I do not recall any
discussion to the effect that Mr. Saporito had filed a
10 CFR 2.206 petition or had otherwise raised safety
concerns to the NRC or HL&P. Neither Mr. Jump nor I
counselled Mr Balcom as to whether Mr. Saporito's
unescorted access to STPEGS should be continued or

withdrawn.

16. On February 21, 1992 at approximately 8:55 a.m. I
attended an exit interview of Mr. Saporito conducted by
paniel P. Sanchez, Jr., Director of Maintenance at
STPEGS, and Mr. D. W. Bohner, Manager-SPEAKQUT py m.
Exit interviews are a normal practice at:' STPE
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17.

18.
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safety concerns the employee may have concerning STPEGS.
Mr. Saporito refused to describe specific safety concerns
unless several additional individuals were called to
attend, including the HL&P Vice President-Nuclear, the
STPEGS QA Manager, and several others. Mr. Bohner
informed Mr. Saporitoc that this was not standard
practice, that the individuals already present were there
to record and investigate his concerns, and that this
dumand would not be met. Mr. Sanchez infocrmed Mr.
Saperito that his unescorted access had been revoked by
the STPEGE Security Department and that following
standard practice, he was released from STPEGS to his
representing company, 8Sun Technical Services. Mr.
Sanchez further notified Mr. Saporito of his right to
appeal this decision and informed Mr. Saporito that the
exiting process included Mr. Saporito receiving a Whole
Body Count at STPEGS's Central Processing Facility. 1In
response to a query by Mr. Saporitc, Mr. Sanchez informed
him that he did not know why Mr. Saporito's site access
had been revoked. 1In response to a request for a written
explanation of the reasons for the revocat’~n of his site
access, Mr. Sanchez informed Mr. Saporito that he should
ask the STPEGS Security department for that information.
My notes of this interview are attached as Exhibit C to

this Affidavit.

The February 21, 1992 interview concluded at
approximately 11:00 a.m. I then followed Mr. Saporito
to his car. I asked Mr. Saporito to accompany me to my
office so that we could arrange for him to go through out
processing, including receiving a whole body count.
Mr. Saporito agreed to do so, and came to my office. At
about 11:15 a.m., I called D. Bohner to arrange an escort
to take Mr. Saporito through outprocessing, and
Mr. Bohner agreed to arrange it. After about 15 minutes,
I called Mr. Bohner again to ask where the escort was,
and Mr. Bchner said that Mr. Sanchez was arranging one.
Shortly thereafter, at approximately 11:30 p.m.
Mr. Saporito said that he was going to lunch, and that
he would leave if there was no escort to take him through
outprocessing by the time he was through with lunch. I
followed Mr. Saporito to the cafeteria. At approximately
11:45 a.m., he abruptly finished lunch and exited the
station. When I returned to my office at about 11:45 or
11:50 a.m., Mr. Sanchez was waiting there with a foreman
to escort Mr. Saporito through outprocessing.

On February 27, at approximately 12:00 noon, I received
a telephone call from Mr. Saporito, who said he needed
to me~t with me. He arrived at the STPEGS site and we
not at approximately 12:30 p.m. At that time, he
presented me with a list of financial and other demands,
and told me that if these demands were met, he would drop
his labor complaint and would not participate in any
activities with the news media. He also requested a

e
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meeting with the Director, Quality Assurance. I told
Mr. Saporito that I would pass on his demands to STPEGS
management, and that I would try to arrange the requested
meeting. I then informed Mr. Saporitc that he really
needed to get his whole body count and go through
outprocessing, and accompanied him to the Central
Processing Facility, where he did so.

19. I arranged the meeting that Mr. Saporito requested. The
meeting commenced at approximately 2:00 p.m. on
February 27, 1992, with Mssrs. R. J. Rehkugler, Director,
Quality Assurance, R. A. Delong, Division Manager,
Instrumentation and Control (I&C) Maintenance,
Mr. Saporito, and myself present. My notes of this
meeting are attached as Exhibit D to this Affidavit.
During the meeting, Mr. Saporito raised various concerns
regarding alleged inadequacies of STPEGS work processes
and procedures, and procedural and Technical
Specification violations. Mr. Saporito stated that he
had no specific examples of instances in which cperation
of STPEGS was unsafe or operational Technical
Specifications were violated.

STATE OF TEXAS )
)
)

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and for
the State of Texas this Qv day of . , 1992

MINNIE GONZALES

Notary Pudke., Sate of Texas okary lic for

the State of Texas

S
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LAP 1COBA (5-91) t bt hibit A to
| Houston Lighting & Power Company —f»& ;.

OFFICE MEMORANDUM R. W Cink

To W.J. Jump February 25, 1992°

From R.W. Cinke

Subject 10CFR2.206 Petitioner First Contact

Per your request, on 02-20-92, I scheduled an interview with
the 10CFR2.206 Petitioner who recently registered problems relating
to Security, Technical Specifications, and Work Process/Procedures.
1 scheduled the interview through P. Travis, I&C Technical
Supervisor, at approximately 10:45 A.M., with a request to Travis
that I interview +he individual at 12:30 P.M. Travis called back
to indicate that the individual had been informed that he was to
meet me at 12:30 P M.

At 12:30 P.M., I received a phone call from the individual.
The individual indicated that he was currently at the NRC Sr.
Resident Inspector‘s Office awaiting a phone call from the NRC
Region IV office. He indicated that he did not wish to attend this
me.*ing with me unless the NRC participated also. He was waiting
for a phone call from the Region to ascertain their positian on
allowing the NRC to participate in the meeting. I informed the
individual that I would wait to hear from him.

I then told the individual that even if the NRC did not wish
to participate in the meeting that I still needed to speak with
him. He then indicated that he was hesitant about speaking with
me after he had read one of the recent concern postings relating
to an individual (contractor) who claimed that he had been
terminated for registering problems with SPEAKOUT. I then informed
him that I was aware of that particular case and that 1 wished to
speak with him to clear up any misconceptions about the case.

At approximately 12:50 P.M., the individual arrived at my
office (NSC, Room 4215). He immediately informed me that the NRC
would not participate in the meeting. He then indicated he had
filed a 10CFR2.206 Petition and that he could not discuss specifics
involved in the Petition because he did not want to interfere with
an official NRC investigation.

I then explained the concern posting that he had
reservations about. I then explained that I wanted to investigate
the issues identified in the Petition but could not because the
issues were tos generic in nature. Once again he reiterated that
he could not provide specific information regarding the issues for
fear of interfering with an official NRC investigation.

He then indicated that the problems identified in the
Petition were still occurring today. He commented that he would
volunteer to meet with mr. Hall and discuss the issues but felt
that he (Mr. Hall) would not discuss the 1issues because he (the
individual) had, through someone within the NRC, requested Mr. Hall
to be present when he met with the NRC to discuss the issues. He
then indicated that he was in the process of writing a letter to
Mr. Don Jordan, and informing him of his problems. The indivjidual
indicated that he was disturbed because Mr. Hall had ndt'thke%ﬂﬁny
action related to the Petition.

L=92=007% b A5



AP 1008A (5-91)

Houston Lighting & Power Company

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

To W.J. Jump February 25, 1992
Page 2
From R.W. Cink

Subject 3 0CFR2.206 Petitioner First Contact

I inquired as to what action the individual expected Mr.
Hall to implement. The individual indicated that he expected Mr.
Hall to implement the requests found on his petition. I then asked
the individual if the really expected Mr. Hall to implement the
requests based on the brief information supplied on the Petition.
He then indicated that the Palo Verde Plant directed a Maintenance
wStand Down" with even less information than identified on his
Petition.

The conversation was then concluded with the individual
indicating that he would not send the letter to Mr. Jordan until
he heard back from me regarding his request to meet with Mr. Hall.
I then told the individual, with his “permission", that I would
report the contents of our conversation, including his request to
meet with Mr. Hall, to my management. The interview was completed
with the individual at approximately 1:30 P.M.

RWC/jkf

cc: SPEAKOUT Concern §$12266

4~92-003
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OFFICE MEMORANDUM R.w-Cink
To NSD File $92-1271 February 21, 1992

From J. M. Hi%?)%’l(. W. Cinkw‘/

Subject Adjudication: Thomas J. Saporito
i

On February 20, 1992 an interview was conducted with Saporito by
J. W. Hinson and witnessed by R. W. Cink. This interview commenced
at about 1615 and concluded at about 1730. The interview was
conducted in the interview room of the Nuclear Security Department
Investigations Section.

Prior to commencing the interview Hinson explained to Saporito that
the interview was part of an adjudication investigation regarding
his request for unescorted access to the STPEGS and that the
interview would consist of guestions concerning the information he
had supplied on his data form and screening affidavit. Saporito
did sign a Preliminary Interview Form.

puring the interview Saporito was provided the data form and
screening affidavit from his nuclear file and was asked to verify
that they were the same forms as he submitted for unescorted
access. After reviewing the two forms he stated that they were the
same forms that he had submitted for unescorted access.

Saporito was asked to review both forms and determine if any of the

requested information had not been answered completely. After his
review he stated: o

o He was not sure if he had provided the correct dates for
his employment at RCA. (data form)

o He was not sure if he had been denied access at FPL. He
had been injured while repairing his house and was
prescribed a muscle relaxer. Upon notifying his

supervisor FPL had him remain in training for awhile,
during which his access may have been suspended or
denied, but he was not sure. (data form)

o) Prior to his list2d previous address in Glendale, Arizona
he had resided for about one month in Avondale, Arizona.
(data form)

o He was not sure if he had answered Questions §2 & 3
completely in light of his information about the muscle
relaxer. (affidavit)

0 He was not sure if he had answered Question #6 correctly,

but had indicated on Question #4 that he had been
arrested and the charges were dismissed. (affidavit)

Having provided the above information, Saporito stated those were
the only areas on either of the two forms that were not answered
completely.

4 -92-003 i JV Qé_ A




or 10084 (5-91) H-uston Lighting & Power Company

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

To NSD File #92-1271 February 21, 1982
Page 2

From J. W. Hinson/R. W. Cink
Subject Adjudication: Thomas J. Saporito

Hinson then interviewed Saporito over each specific area of the
two forms. During this review Saporito indicated:

Employment Area

He was employed by ATI in Miami, Florida for about three
months as a part time electronics instructor. He could not
remember the name of his supervisor. He was terminated from
ATI because they were concerned about becoming involved in the
litigation he had initiated against FPL through the DOL and
ASLB.

He was employed by the Doubletree Hotel in Miami, Florida from
about January, 1990 to April, 1990 as a full time chief
engineer. His supervisor was Tom Goodwin, General Manager.
He was terminated from the hotel because he offered an opinion
regarding the location of a pool shower. No specific reason
was given to him as to why he was being terminated.

He was employed by the Jupiter Hilton Hotel in Jupiter,
Florida for about three months in 1991 as a full time
engineer. He reported to the chief engineer, but could not
remember his name. He was terminated because he could not
work a day shift.

He stated the reason he did not provide the above employers
on the data form was because these jobs were not full time,
even though he did put in forty hours per week. He indicated
he did not accept the jobs with the idea of remaining at them
forever. He stated when he was completing the data form he
copied from his resume, which did not list these jobs. He
stated he understood the data form was requesting all jobs for
the past five years.

General Information - Litigation, Legal Dispute, Claim Area

He stated he was a complainant in a DOL proceeding against FPL
and ATI, which is still pending appeal. He stated his
understanding was this proceeding was not a lawsuit, but an
Administrative Law Hearing.

He stated he filed a complaint against FPL in 1989 or 1990
with the ASLB regarding their license to operate the Turkey
Point Nuclear Plant. He stated he is not sure of the status
of this complaint.

He stated he was involved in a divorce in 1991.

4=92-003 . 1 3%
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HAP LOOBA (591

To

From

H-aston Lighting & Power “ompany

OFFICE MEMORAMNDUM

NSD File $#92-1271 February 21, 1992
Page 3

J. W. Hinson/R. W. Zink

Subject Adjudication: Thomus J. Saporito

He stated his daughter was injured at a neighbors house and,
while he did retain an attorney, he was not sure if a lawsuit
was actually filed. He indicated he received a settlement.

He stated he did not indicate the above information on the
data form, because he did not believe they were litigations.

General Information - Unescorted Access Suspension/Denial Area

He stated while employed at Turkey Point he began to
experience chest pains. He was examined by three physicians
who diagnosed his condition as severe gastritis. e was
prescribed Zantex, a stomach medication.

He stated upon reporting this to his FPL supervisor he was
sent to a company physician, Ur. Dolsey, for examination. - He
stated he requested an IBEW steward accompany him during the
exam. He stated Dolsey became upset during tbhe exam and
reported to FPL that he was not cooperating. He was returned
to the plant where he was questicned for three days regarding
information he had provided to the NRC. He stated he was told
that security had pulled his badge, but he does noi know if
they suspended/denied his access. He was told that he could
not go into the plant, but not because of a FFD violation.

He did not indicate this information because he was not sure
it was a FFD issue.

Organizat.on Membership Area

He indicated he was a board member of the Nuclear Enerqgy
Accountability Project for about one year.

He stated he did not provide information for this area because
he missed it. He did state that he is not sure if the project
organization was a social, civic, fraternal, or honorary
organization.

Previous Address Area

He stated for about one month in September, 1991 he resided
at the Avondale, Arizona.

Saporito stated the only areas on the screening affidavit he did

not

answer completely were those areas also addressed by the

information he provided regarding the data form.

4=92-003 1028



F uston Laghting & Power Company

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

To NSD File $#92-1271 February 21, 1992

Page 4
From J. W. Hinson/R. W. Cink
Subject Adjudication: Thomas J. Saporito
At the conclusion of the interview Saporito was informed that the
information he provided would be given to the Access Program
Director, who would make a decision regarding the continuation of

his unescorted access. Saporito was told to report to work
according to his normal schedule and his management would inform

him of any further actions.

JWH/ jwh

b
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PRELIMINARY INTERVIEW FORM .

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT

The Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&F) desires to interview you relative
to an official investigation it is conducting. In that regard, HL&P expects your
full and complete cooperation in the investigation. Any refusal or failure by
you to cooperate fully in the investigation may result In your discharge from
the employ of HL&P. Fallure to cooperate on your part may -include out not be
limited to:

1) Your not answering cruthfully any question asked of you.
2) Your not telling the complete truth.
3) Your withholding any facts material to this investigation.

4) If a subsequent appointment is scheduled for future interview, your
failure to keep that appointment.

5) Your failure to respond ctruchfully to a polygr. ph examination
conducted in accordance with the Employee Polygraph Protection Act
of 1988.

6) Your discussing this interview with other employees.
Nothing herein is in any way intended to restrict you from presenting information
or concerns regarding nuclear quality or safety to the NRC or any other
regulacory auchoricy, SPEAKOUT, or any ocher person.

I have read and I understand che above.

. _L}— 25

4 =-92-003



ik zaek (06/20)

CONTRACTOR / VENDOR / UTILITyY

DATA FORM
(For Unescorted Access Authorization)
. YOU MUST COMPLETE THIS FORM CAREFULLY.

COMPLETELY, IN YOUR OWN HANOWRITING, AND
(N BLACK INK. Please do NOT abbreviate
Foilure to do so moy resull »w © delay or possible
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$1P 2468 (06/90)

EDUC ATION. YOU wMuST UST EVERY MG SCHOOL,

IRAGE SCHOOL BUSIHESS SOHOOL, COULECE AanD OTIER LOUCATION

RECEIVED AND GRADES SUCCESSFULLY COMPLENED,

NSTITUNIONS UIST ONLY DEGREES ACTUALLY
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OTHER )
it S NO WHEN WHERE

COLLEGE LEVEL

NAME AND LOCATION

INFORMA TION ONLY
P o . |oEGREE REC'D AND MAJOR

LEVEL
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ro 177

GRADUATE

IF YOU HAVE OBTAINED HOURS OR CREDITS TOWARD

FOLLOWMING INFORMA TION

NUMBER OF HOURS/CREDITS COMPLETED

A OEGREE NOT YET COMPLETED. PLEASE GIVE THE

NUMBER OF HOURS REQUIRED FOR DEGREE m

EMPLOYMENT, YOU MUST LIST EVERY JOB FOR THE PAST

PLEASE INDICATE ALL PERIOOS
AND NOTE THAT YOU HAVE DOME S0

FIVE YEARS START Wil YOUR PRESENT OR MOST RECENT JOE

OF UNEMPLOYMENT. ¥ NECESSARY, ATTACH ADDIMIONAL SHEETS OF PAPER

ADOITIONAL SHEET(S) ARE ATTACHED
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1 a6 (06 /90)

 ORGAMNIZATION MEMBERSHIP:

UIST SOOAL CMC, FRATERNAL AND HONCRARY ORGAMIZATIONS INDICATE WHETHER YOU ARE A PAST OR PRESENT
MEMBER. LEMCTI OF MEMBERSHIP, AND ANY OFFICE MELD  (YOU WEED NOT HCLUDE AN ORGAMIZATION VAUCH MICHT
EITHER DIRECTLC O BY WAPLICATION INDICATE YOUR RACE. RELIGION, NATIONAL GRIGIN OR SEX )

Al

CONVICTION RECORD

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN CONWCTED. PLED cunL Ty, "“ECCI\IO DEFERRED ADJRJOICANON, OR HAD A CONVICTION SET ASIDE
A CRBMINAL MATTER (WCLUDING Dwt OR TRAFFIC OFFENSE OTHER THAN NOW ~IHJURY TRAFAIC OR PARKING)? W YES
EXPLAN ALL O_CCURRENC[S N DETAR

A/ O

GENERAL INFORMATION:

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN REFUSED A BOND OR WAD ONE CANCEULLED? AZC
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AP OB (591)

Houston Lighiing & Power Company Ez_h_ft_ﬁz._tg__
ARidavt of
OFFICE MEMORANDUM R .. Cink
Yo W.J. Jump February 25, 1992

From R.W. Cinke
Subject 10CFR2.206 Petitioner Second Contact

At approximately 4:15 P.M. on 02/20/92, as I exited the
elevators on the first floor of the NSC, I met the Petitioner. The
individual had a yellow "sticky" note that identified J.W. Hinson,
Administrator Investigations and Compliance, and his (Hinson's)
room number. The individual asked if I knew what Hinson wanted to
speak to him about. I informed him that I did not know the purpose
of Hinson's request. He then asked if the meeting with Hinson
related in any way to our conversation earlier that day. I

informed him that I had no idea.

I then escorted thz individual to Hinson's office. After
introductions in the aisleway outside of Hinson's c¢fice, Hinson
asked the individual to proceed to the NSD Interview Room (Room
No. 4104). At this time, the individual asked if I would witness
the conversation, of which Hinson agreed. In the Interview Room,
Hinson explained that the interview was part of an adjudication
investigation related to the individual's station unescorted
access. Before finishing the introduction, the individual
recognized the camera installed in the room and asked Hinson if it
was turned on. Hinson indicated that it was turned on and it is
the normal practice to utilize the camera for interviews.

The individual insisted that the camera be turned off.
Hinson told the individual that he (Hinson) would have to get
authorization before he could turn the camera off. Hinson then
exited the roor to apparently get authorization from R. Balcom,
Manager, NSD. Approximately 30 seconds later I exited the room to
attempt to contact R. Stauber, SPEAKOUT Investigator, and inform
him that I would be a few minutes. (NOTE: I rode to work with
Stauber that morning. When I met the individual on the first floor
at 4:15 P.M., Stauber and myself were leaving for the day.) While
out of the Interview Room, I met Hinson, who indicated that he
could not find Balcom and that he had made the decision to turn off
the camera. He then indicated that he wanted me to witness the
interview also, and subsequently informed the individual of this
request. The interview was completed at approximately 5:50 P.M.

RWC/ kS

cc: SPEAKOUT Concern $#12266

S | )8
4=~92-003 E; J? 3-5



S a—— Houston Lighting & Power Company _EskikitC +o

At davit ofF
OF I ICE MEMORANDUM R-. W Cink
To SPEAKOUT Concern File No. 12266 March 6, 1992

From R.W. Cink
Subject  10CFR2.206 Petitioner Separation Interview (Third Contact)

Oon 02/21/92, 1 was contacted by D. Bohner, Manager, SPEAKOUT
Program, and informed that the Petitioner had c¢'led for me.
Bohner indicated that the Petitioner was in the NRC Office and
reguested my presence. Bohner requested that I ask the individual
if he would be willing to participate in an employee separation
interview. I then proceeded to the NRC office. I told the
individual that it was his right to participate in an Employee
Separation Interview and that an interview had already been
arranged if he wished to participate. He then inquired as to who
would participate. I then informed him that D. Bohner, (acting as
designee for T. Jordan, General Manager, Nuclear Assurance), and
D. Sanchez, (acting as designee for J. Sharpe, Manager,
Maintenance), would participate. He then indicated that he wanted
me to participate in the interview. I told him that I did not have
a problem with his request if Bohner and Sanchez did not.

The interview began at approximately 8:55 A.M. Present were
Bohner, Sanchez, the Petitioner, and myself. The following are
topics that I recall from the interview:

sanchez began the interview by explaining the Separation
Interview policy. He also explained that in accordance
with IP-7.2Q the Petitioner has the right to appeal the
revoking of his access within 15 days. The Petitioner
asked Sanchez what the reason was for his denial of
access. Sanchez explained that he did not know the
specific reason. Later in the interview the Petitioner
"officially" requested that he be informed in writing of
the reason for the revoking of his access and that the
15 day appeal time not begin until he receives the
written reason.

sanchez explained that he had the right to interview with
SPEAKOUT if he wished.

The Petitioner then requested that his tools and personal
belongings be brought to him and explained where they
were located in the I&C Shop.

The Petitioner then indicated that he will pursue his
termination through the Department of Labor under
42USC5851 and explained his rights under this law. He
then explained that the access related interview of the
day before was a violation of the "Act" and that the
subsequent revoking of access was also a violation of the

Act. Later during the interview he indicated that he
felt his access was denied to keep him from identifying
more violations of NRC requiremrnts. qé

4=-92-003 R,



HLAP 1008A (5 9Y)

To
From

Subject

Houston Lighting & Power Company

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

SPEAKOUT Concern File No. 12266 March 6, 1992

Page 2

R.W. Cink

10CFR2.206 Petitioner Separation Interview (Third Contact)

The Petitioner then indicated that after he returned to
his residence in Bay City after the access related
interview the day before, he discovered that he was
missing personal documents related to what he had
discussed with the NRC. He indicated that he had
reported the "burglary" to the Bay City police. He
suspected that J. Hinson, Administrator, Investigations
and Compliance, had something to do with the missing
documents. He also indicated that TWC employs ex-FBI
agents that had the capability to break in and take the
documents.

The Petitioner indicated he was a "heartbeat" away from
calling a news conference.

The Petitioner then indicated that he was aware of a
Technical Specification violation relating to an activity
related to the Boric Acid Level Control. He indicated
that the Foreman and Craftsmen assigned to the activity
did not know they were doing wrong but were only doing
what they were trained to do. When questioned about
specific details about the activity, the Petitioner
indicated that he would not comply unless the following
conditions were satisfied:

1) He requested a copy of the work package,
OPGP03~ZA-0090, OPGP03-2A-0040, OPGP0O3~ZA-0010, and
a PMP that he could not specifically identify but
thought the last two numbers of the procedure ended
with "21".

2) He requested that Mr. Hall, the Director of OQA,
sanchez, Bohner, Cink, J. Springfield, (I&C
Foreman), R. Duran, I&C Technician, and Norman (did
not know his last name) attend the discussion.

After the Petitioner stated his conditions, Bohner and
Sanchez exited Bohner's office. When they returned they
offered the Petitioner that they would provide the
procedures and work package but would not arrange the
meeting the individual had requested. They explained
that we (Bohner, Sanchez, and Cink) were the three
individuals at this time at the Station that were
responsible for discussing his concerns.

The individual refused to discuss the issue then exited
(somewhat irritated) the office carrying his tools and
personal belongings. 1 followed him down the stairwell
to his car, parked on the north side of the Nsc?_b

4 -92-003 20 ag .



amtibecace i Houston Lighting & Power Company

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

To SPEAKOUT Concern File No. 12266 March 6, 1992
Page 3

From R.W. Cink
Subject 10CFR2.206 Petitioner Separation Interview (Third Contact)

I asked the individual to come to my office and arrange
for someone to escort him through out processing (turn
in badges, whole body count, etc.). The Petitioner
ayreed. 1 then contacted Bohner from my office and
informed him that the Petitioner was waiting for someone
to escort him through out processing. Bohner indicated
that he would arrange it. This was at approximately

11:15 A.M.

After approximately 15 minutes of waiting, I again
contacted Bohner to ask him the status. He indicated
that Sanchez was arranging for an escort.

During the waiting time in my office, the Petitioner
expressed (without much detail) a concern about a
violation of the Access Control Procedure. He indicated
that the procedure requires personnel inside the
Protected Area to have their badges clipped in two
places. He indicated that he could walk out into the
Protected Area "right now" and identify "violation after
violation" of this requirement.

At approximately 11:30 A.M. the individual indicated that
he was going to lunch and commented that if “they" would
have really wanted to "process him out" they would have
already been here. He then indicated that if someone did
not come by the time he was done with lunch he was

leaving.

I followed him to the cafeteria. Approximately 15
minutes later (11:45 A.M.), the Petitioner abruptly
finished lunch and exited the Station.

I returned to my office where I met Sanchez and an I&C
Foreman (identity unknown) who were waiting for the
Petitioner to return from lunch. I informed them that
he had already left the Stdtion.

At approximately 12:50 P.M., I received a phone call from
the Petitioner. The Petitioner wanted me to call
Attorney Billie Garde and gave me her phone number. I
informed him that I would inform my Management but warned

him that I probably would not call her. He then
indicated that he did not know why, "she was only going
to go through me to save" my "Company". He then

commented that he could not talk anymore because he had
to go contact the Associated Press.

4=92=003""" c ol o Il g
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