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My letter of March 12 forwarded information provided by
Bechtel relative to the portion of Supplement No 5 dealing with
alleged harassment of Mr. Parks and requested that it be reviewed and
considered by the Staff.

Shortly thereafter I requested Mr. Stier to review that
subject and identify for me any additional information on this matter
on the public record which had not been cited in Supplement 5 and
thus might also have not been considered.

Mr. Stier's memo to me of March 29 is enclosed
consideration and by copy of this letter for
Office of Inspection and Enforcement review
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TO: Philip R. Clark

FROM: Edwin H. Stier

DATE: March 29, 1985

SUBJECT: NUREG-0680 Supplement 5

BACKGROUND

At your request I have reviewed the portions of NUREG-0680
Supplement 5 (Supplement 5) that deal with the alleged
harassment of Richard D. Parks. I will describe in this
memorandum the evidence that is not cited in Supplement 5, but

is relevant to those issues. The portions of Supplement 5

dealing with harassment of Parks are Sections 10.2.1 entitled,

"R. D. Parks Investigation Results" and 10.3.1 entitled, "R. D.

Parks Staff Findings."

Section 10.2.1 discusses four specific allegations made by
Parks and cites two sources of evidence: the Parks affidavit
dated March 21, 1983 and the report of a U.S. Department of

Labor (DOL) investigation of Parks' allegations. Section 10.3.1
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Staff Findings in Supplement 5

The following is a list of the findinc in Supplement 5

relating to Parks' harassment egations Each is followed by

a summary of relevant evidence that believe was not

: " 1
the NRC Staf

considered by

"The Removal by Thiesing of Parks as Alternate Startup and
Test Supervisor at TMI-2 on February 23, 1983, was
inappropriate.” (emphasis added) (Supplement 5, p. 10-17)

was dealt with




informed him that he had issued a memorandum
replacing Parks as alternate Startup and Test
Supervisor. The implication is that Parks' removal
was an act of reprisal for issuing his comments on
the Load Test procedure. Parks also alleges that his
replacement was unqualified to act as alternate
Startup and Test Supervisor.484

A review of the relevant documentation and
testimony indicates that Parks' allegation cannot be
supported. AP 1047 establishes the Startup and Test
group and designates the Startup and Test Manager or
his alternate as the chairman of TWG.435 ap 1047,
Section 2.1, defines an "alternate" as someone having
the same "responsibility" and "authority" as the
permanent member of TWG. Therefore, since the
chairman was from the Site Engineering Department,
his alternate should also be from that
department.436

According to Kitler, who served as Startup and
Test Supervisor and Chairman of the TWG prior to
January 1, 1983, there was no one within the TMI-2
organization other than_Parks who was qualified to
act as his alternate.487 He testified:

1 needed an alternate, mainly to
review and approve return to
service forms, during my absence.
Rick Parks, who was assigned to
Site Operations, was qualified and
had acted in that position on
occasion when he worked for NUS
Corp. at the Island., I requested
and received approval from my
supervisor Dave Buchanan and
Rick's supervisor Larry King, to
appoint Rick as mx alternate on
December 6, 1982,488

As a result, Kitler initially designated Parks
as his alternate out of necessity even though Parks
was not from the Site Engineering Department as
required by AP 1047.489

Kitler testified that in February, Parks
insisted on verbatim compliance with AP 1047. At
that time, the way TWG membership was constructed,
Site Operations would have had the majority vote,



during Kitler's absence. In order to correct this
imbalance and to maintain a system of checks and
balances and ensure Site Engineering had a voting
member, Kitler Cecided to update the TWG membership
to corform to the requirements of AP 1047.490

Dwight Walker, Startup and Test Engineer, had
commenced employment at TMI-2 in January 1983.4°1
Kitler believed Walker was qualified to be his
alternate. He has been a Startup and Test engineer
since 1976. Prior to that, he was a design

engineer. Furthermore, Walker was from within the
same organization as Kitler, Site Engineering.
Therefore, Walker was more appropriately qualified to
be the Startup and Test Supervisor's alternate, 492
Accordingly, on February 18, 1983, Kitler issued two
memoranda designating Walker as the alternate Startup
and Test Supervisor and alternate TWG Chairman,493

Kitler stated that the decision to designate a
new alternate chairman was his alone.494 This is
confirmed by Buchanan and Thiesing.495 Kitler
cleared the decision to name Walker as his alternate
with his supervisor, Buchanan, head of Site
Engineering, and a GPUN employee. But the initiative
was Kitler's,496

Parks has also alleged that Walker admitted to
him at a TWG meeting that Walker had little or no
knowledge either of the Testing Manual or the
Modifications Control Program.2%27 wWalker denies
ever making such a statement but indicates that,
prior to a TWG meeting, he once told Parks that he
had never attended a TWG meeting and asked Parks how
the meetings were conducted.

Thus, according to Walker, Parks has completely
mischaracterized the incident and conversations
referred to in the affidavit. (Footnotes, excerpts
from transcripts, and documents are attached hereto
as Attachment A).



2)

meeting between Parks, Hoffman, and Wheeler because the meetling

“"Although there may have been, initially, a valid reason
for Bechtel to investigate allegations that Parks might
have been involved with Quiltec, because of his friendship
and close working relationship with King, the March 14,
1983, interrogation of Parks by Wheeler, his administrative
supervisor, and Hoffman, Bechtel internal affairs, was
improper and constituted intimidation of Parks.

(Supplement 5, p. 10-17).

Our report did not specifically cover the March 14, 1983

involved only Bechtel personnel and was therefore outside of
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Chawastvk then drafted the letter replacing
Parks with arother Site Operations member, Marshall.
The letter reads in relevant part:

This action is considered appro-
pr.ate for the present situation
and is not considered a negative
reflection of Mr. Parks' ability,
conduct or performance.

The designation of Mr. Marshall
should not adversely effect the
Polar Crane Refurbishment
Schedule.511

Parks and Chwastyk reviewed it together and
Chwastyk claims Parks was satisfied with its
content. Chwastyk a%so indicates Parks may have even
edited the letter.5l Subsequent to writing the

letter, Chwastyk telephoned Kanga to explain Parks'
desire to be removed as primary TWG [representa-
tivel]. 513 Kanga substantially confirms
Chwastyk.514

According to Kanga, Chwastyk telephoned him and
explained that Parks was under pressure and exgressed
a desire to be relieved of his duties on TWG.515
Kangz and Chwastyk met w'th Parks in Kanga's office.
Both also agree that Parks approved of his
removal.21l® Kanga in describing his telephone call
from Chwastyk testified:

Parks was quite nervous that day
and that he felt that it would be
helpful to Parks if Parks was
replaced as primary member for TWG
the Polar Crane project only which
would reduce pressure on Parks.

Chwastyk then went to Kanga's office where they
reviewed the letter. Karngja testified:

I asked him [Chwastyk] if ... Parks
had indicated any objection to the
memo.

Chwastyk told me that he had not,
that Parks in effect welcomed that
memo P - 18
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24, 1983, placing Parks on

leave of absence with pay and prohibiting his entry to the
job site without permission from Bechtel was improper."

(Supplement 5,

p. 10-18)




.

5) "The comments by Barton (GPUN), during a GPUN and Bechtel
management meeting, threatening to fire or suspend Parks
for having publicly aired his allegations were improper.”
(Supplement 5, p. 10-18)

This matter was separately investigated at your request and
is coveizd in our report entitled "TMI-) Staff Meeting of March
23, 1983," dated November 1, 1984. Our conclusion was that
Barton had made statements "calling for the firing or
suspension of Parks. PBarton stated that Parks should not be
allowed back on the Island. These comments were spontaneous
personal reactions and were not treated as re rommendations to
be decided upon at the meeting." I understand the November 1,

1984 report was furnished to NRC and therefore it has not been

attached as an exhibit to this report.

6) "The comments to Parks by Kanga, threatening him not to
publicly state his concerns about the polar crane and
telling him that another employee who had tried to publicly
state his safety concerns had been humiliated, clearly
represented harassment." (Supplement 5, p. 10-18)

7) "Kanga told Parks that he had put Bechtel in a bad light
with a client (presumably by raising safety concerns about
the crane) and stood a good chance of being fired. This,
in the staff's view, was a clear threat of retaliation.”
(Supplement 5, p. 10-18)

Both of the above comments allegedly were made by Kanga to
parks at a meeting on the morning of March 17, 1983. We did

not investigate that meeting.



the morning meeting was attended only by Parks and

Kanga, it is not possible to find independent, direct evidence

of what took place. Kanga, n his statement to DOL
investigators, has denied making threatening remarks to Parks.
Two categories of circumstantial evidence might be
resolving this dispute. Fir the evidence described above
ing with Kanga's meeting with Parks and Chwastyk
on of March 17, 1983 indicates that Kanga's
-han threatening. Sec
contains a great deal of evidence
Anyone attempting t
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le as alternate startup and test supervisor I was still

current ¥O
responsible to identify potential QA audit deficiencies.

Jim Theising interjected to inform me that I no longer had to
worry about that., BHe had issued a memnorandum that day oOr the day
before appointing & new alternate, thereby relieving me. The new
man, Dwight wWalker, had been on the fsland less than ®ix months and
hsd little or noO knowledge either of the testing manual or the modi-
€ications control progr:;. Be later admitted this to me at a Test
work Group (TWG) meeting. Further, £d KRitler had

only been ptartup supervisor since September and did not have a good

working knowledge of the test manual.
Returning to the February 23 meeting, I suggested that the
issue was whether the polar crane load test procedure was a func-

tional test procedure OF not. A functional test procedure demon~-

strates the total, integrated capacity of a system OT component toO

o;e:a:ionally perform as designed, before releasing it for unlimited

Under AP-1043 and AP-1047, i€ it were a functional test, it

use.

would have to GO through the turnover process and through site opt-

ratsions prior to the test.

Manayement was visibly upset. I suggested that the polar

crane load test could be classified 2s 8 construction test, which

could be performed prior to turnover. Freemerwan asked if we would

still have to perform ar.other test after turnover to satisfy the

functional test gequi:erent. 1 said either we'd have to perform

another functional test, ©OT else have the Test work Group review

and approve the procedute prior to turnover. TWG could evaluate

the load test procedure as the eguivalent to & functional test.

rhe TV p:¢3r1,11y is 8 reviewv group utilized as a management
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FOH USE IN UNIT I ONLY

1047
Revision 0

2.0 TEST WORKING GROUP (TWG) emca
2.1 Members - TWG shall consist of one (1) member and at least one (1)

alternate from the following organlzaéions:

NOTE: Alternates shall be deemed to have the same
responsidbility and suthority as the permanent members.

a. *Startup and Test (Chairman),

b. *Plant Operations Dept.

€. Plant Engineering Dept. (E E)

d. *Recovery Engineering

e. *eSite Qua!i{SEEEE;rance Mod/0p.
<::::> Ry

*Voting member o

**Voting Member for 1d€5§§; to safety test on

2.2 Princi esponsibilities

a. Adm) ter the Test P%p licies and re irements through
use of detailed <;:3}ructions (TI's) ied in

)

Appendix A of % jual, w

b. Approve TIAgentified in Appendi nis manyal,

€. Rev.ew a ¢ ve test proce rior to performance (See
NS

o
d. Review d approve completed test procedure results (See TI-1).

e. Estadblish and approve the scope of the Test Program as

containead in the Test Index (See T[.2).
f. Approve milestone avent prerequisite lists (See TI1-9).
2.3 TWG Function
2.}.1 The Test Working Broup will conduct fts business through

meetings with the Startup and Test Representative as

4.0

EOR LISE IM 1R 0T gt /v v




FOR USE IN UNIT 1l ONLY

3.2

1047
Revision O

Control Center in accordance with TI-4 or AP 1043 as
applicadle.

3.1.4 sy and T is responsible for fdentifying, documenting and
obtaining resolution of problems encountered during test
performance (See TI1-7).

Responsibilities of Individuals Within Startup and

3.2.1 Startup and Test Manager.

oup
3.2.1.1 Has overall responsibility for the Jeég® gram. The

Startup and Test Manager repoa& plant Engineering
eney 6217

3.2.0.2 7 %T Manager or his hate is the Chairman of/]

TR

3.2.0 ¢ responsible for t orts of SU and T Engineers in

formance of tesg :rogram documents

mitment documgnts S as the Unit 2
Recover . Regulatory Ggg:iiésggz.. to assure that
test thnts are include% t procedures.

3.2.1.% % nd obtain res q“\DOf problems arising during

Etgzibuction testing th3;§;53bse of Field Questionnaire

( 1043) and Startup Problem Reports (See T1-7).

he prepa'atio

3.2.1.4 Review appla

. & 55 Startup Test Engineers

3.2.2.1 Prepare generic test packages and individual test
procedures.

3.2.2.2 Inform the shift Supervisor/Shift Foreman of testing to
pe performed. obtain his agreement with the test to be

performed.

9.0




EDWARD KITLER STATEMENT



misunderstanding. The March 23th meeting was to goO ahead and

document the resolution and have everyone agrec to them at

ime. The March 28th TWG meeting did not result in any

changes to the load test procedure.
BY MR. FRECH:
Can I ask Y did Mr. Parks indicate any

efusal to sign the TWG minutes of February 25

A I believe s comments we concerning
testing done to the load test I'm not really
Prior testing done to the load test?

A well, some of

I think be believed the

™ -
Did he ever
L

WG miuutes?

NO.

GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING TERVICE INC 1000 MARXET ST MWBG 17101 WBG 2342109 PA 1.800 222GLR5




KITLER 19

—

| | referring toO alternate start up and test supervisor?

2 A Right.
3 Q 1s that a correct statement?
4 A No, that is not a correct statement, I issued a

5 ;memorandum on February 18, 1983, designating pwight Walker to

6 ' act in my pehalf as Startup and Test Supervisor during periods

[

|
| of my absence.

) Q 1s our document number 48.02 that memorandum tO which
9 you are referring?

\

6 | A Yes, that is it.
|

11 ; Q what was the reason for the replacement of Mr. Parks

12 | as alternate start up and test supervisor?
!
13 A In December of 1982, there was no one, other than

4 myself, assigned to Site Engineering that was qualified to act

15 as gtartup and Test Supervisor. I needed an alternate, mainly

\
1

16 | to review and approve return to service forms, during my

17 | absence. Rick parks, who was assigned to Site Operations, was

B qualified and had acted in that position on occasion when he :
19 iworked ¢éor NUS Corp. at the Island. I requested and received \
2 ?approval from my supervisor pave Buchannan and Rick's

21 supervisor Larry King, toO appoint Rick as my alternate oOn

2  vecemoer 6, 1984. This was an gnusual situation 1n that you
a3 have the Startup and Test Supervisor assigned to Site Engineerin
%A

|and his alternate out of Site Operations. Really, both these

2 ipeople should be in the same department. In January of 1983

— GFEIGER & LORIA REPORTING SERVICE INC 1000 MARXET ST WBG PA 17101 MBG 234 2709 PA 1.800-222GLRS ~
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KITLER 20

Dwight Walker, who was gqualified as a test engineer, was

assigned to Site Engineering at TMI. In February Mr. Parks
started insisting on verbatim compliance with AP-1047. At
that time, the way the TWG membership was designated, Site

Operations would have had the majority vote, during my absence.

|a system of checks and balances and ensure Site Engineering had
a voting member, I decided to update the TWG membership and
designate Dwight Walker as my alternate.

Q Is there any document or procedure which sets forth

the requirements for membership to TWG?

A Yes, AP-1047.
E Q And I believe that document indicates that TWG members
ishall be from a number of different departments on the Island?

A Right.

Q Is Section 2.1 of 1047 the section to which you are

referring?
' A Yes, it is.
Q Did anyone direct you to replace Mr. Parks as

l alternate for yourself or was this your own decision?

A This was my own decision. I checked with my
{supervxsor, pave Bucnanan, and ne agreed.

Q Mr. Parks intimates at page 25 that Mr. Dwight
walker had been on the Island less than six months and had

little or no knowledge of the testing modifications, testing

In order to correct the aforementioned misalignment and to maint

—

— GEIGER 8 LORIA REPORTING SERVICE INC 1000 MARKET ST HBG PA 17101 WBG 2342109 PA 1.800 222GLRS




JAMES THIESING STATEMENT




THIESING

comments that have not been resolved, most of them in his favor,

though they were 1lssues of form and format more than substance.
Q Mr. Parks has also alleged that at a February 23rd,

meeting, you remov i him as alternate Sta:

replaced him with a less experi

MARKE ST. MBS




DWIGHT WALKER STATEMENT




10

11

2

13

14

16

17

18

19

AP-1013 was used.

Q AP-1013 being the electrical jumper and the lifted
lead procedure?

A Yes.

Q Mr. Walker, to your knowledge, has the TWG reviewed

the load test procedure?

A I pbelieve so but I wasn't involved in it as a TWG
member.
Q Mr. Walker, moving to a different area of guestioning

at the moment, your appointment as a startup and test alternateJ

I believe, who is it that determines that you would be

appointed as startup and test alternate?

A E4d Kitler. !

Q nid Mr. Kitler give you any reason why he was 1
|
appointing you? ;
A Not at the time, I don't think he did. s
Q Has he ever explained to you why he appointed you? \
A we've had some discussions about it, yes, since then.
Q And what has he related to YOUu concerning that?
A That the startup and test oosition is a Site i

Engineering position and now that I am at TMI in Site '
Engineering and have the necessary cqualifications, I would be
the logical one tO be Ed Kitler's alternate.

“wad = ol aw 2ss
g &hy prill &

2 flad you w4

test engineer?

. GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING GERVICE INC . 1000 MARKET ST WEBG PA 17101 WBG 214 2109 Pa 1.800 222GLRS —




WALKER 15

e —
\
1 A Yes.
2 Q And where would that have been?
3 A I have essentially been a startup and test engineer
4 | since 1976. For three years prior to that I was a design
5 | engineer. pefore that I attended Penn State where I received

6 !a B.S. Degree in Nuclear Engineering.

i Q Did Mr. Parks discuss with you your appoin*=2ment as

startup and test alternace?

A No.

Q Did you ever make the statement to Mr. Parks that you

lacked knowledge of the startup and test manual?

A Not directly.
Q Indirectly?
A N6, The conversation I had with Rick Parks was

. concerning chairing the TWG meeting, that it was my first TWG
i
| neeting I had been to and I had felt uncomfortable about it.

' That's essentially all that we talked about.

Q Just to clarify that and correct me if I'm wrong, |

iwas +he nature of the conversation then your unfamiliarity with

' TG meetings as opposed to the duties of the startup and test

‘enginee:?
A That was all the discussion was about, yes.

Q Going back for a moment to the TWG meeting and your

re £ that neeting of Harch d4th,

w

ponsibility to ReeEp the minutes ©

did anyone instruct Yyou as to what criteria you should follow in

i

\- GEIGER 8 LORIA REPORTING SERVICE INC. 1000 MARKET ST .MBG PA 1710} HBG 2142109 PA 1-800-222GLRS ~
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inter-Office Memorandum

£1345-83-0002
February 18, 1983 m Nuclear

startup and Test
personnel Coverage

Buchanan Lacaro~  Adminfstration Building
J f

Chwastyk
Fornicola
King
Kunder
Mun-ert

. Warren

€. €. O
voMMmP VOGN

LA ER N A N A

~.ring periods of my absence, D. Walke- will act in my behalf® ¢s
S-artup and Test Supervisor of Unit 2.

f 1l

J Yitler
Startup 8 Test Supervisor
Unit 2
Site Engineering

rﬁgzdl/jaa

cc: J. W. Thiesing
D. D. Walker
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inter-Office Memorandum

s e m

February 18, 1983 N |
procedure AP1047 uc ear
startup & Test Manual
TWG Membership
Buchanan ~-3van  Administration Building
Chwastyk

Fornicola

ring

runder

oML 0

= — -
y—tert

O >

warren

ai::':a':e with paragraph 2.1 of the subject procedure, Start
and Test membership on TWG will be: ‘ -2

£ J. Kitler (ve-ber)
D‘ D. “31&9" ":K:err:te\

£ )Xt
S £

£. J.%kitler -
Startup & Test Supervisor

Unit 2
Site Engineering

Thiesing
Walker




DAVID BUCHANAN STATEMENT



o A T Buchanan 3

1 please.

2 | A My name is David R. Buchanan, B-u-c-h-a-n-a-n. ‘
|

3 | Q Mr. Buchanan Dby whom are you employed? E

l

4 l A G.P.U. Nuclear Corporation. 1
|

5 1 Q And how long have you been employed by G.P.U. Nuclear+

‘ 5‘ A slightly over three years.

- 0 what is your current capacity with G.P.U.?

8 A The Manager of Site Engineering.

9 | Q And how long have you held that position? {

10 A csince the date of organization which is September I |

| |

1 | 1982. ‘

12 Q My . Buchanan, are you familiar with the Start-up and

13 Test Departme &

14 A Yes, I am.

15 Q And do you know a mer her of the Gaithersburg; Start-up

16 and Test Department, Dwight Walker?

17 A vyes I do.

18 Q Do you know how Dwight Walker became an alternate on

19 the Start-up and Test Department?

20 A Dwight walker came to work in Site Engineering some tine

2y | during the fall of '82 as the Supervisor cf my Pacility and

2 Liaison Group. Sometime I think a_cer the first of the year,

A although I'm not sure of the date, Ed Kitler a;;roac¥€d me with |
| g F |

1
|

24 | the general topilcC that he was the Chairman of the Test Working

25 | Group, and his alternate was Rick Parks, and he wanted to know

GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING sgmvICE INC 1000 RARKET ST WBG PA 17101 WBG 234 2109 PA 800 222GLNS
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25

if I had any concerns with Rick Parks being the alternate
pecause Rick is in another department, and his availability
would also depend upon his workload from his own supervisor,
and did I think it would make better sense to have Dwight
Wwalker be the alternate since he is qualified, and since he
works for me I control his time.

And I said it sounds like a good idea, why don't we
do that. That way 1 have better management control. So then,
as I recall it, I got into a discussion concerning who gets to
make that decision, who has that responsibility. Ed felt since
he was the Chairman he had the responsibility, and I said fine,

you have my agreement, let's go do it. I saw no reason to

bother Thiesing with it, the subject is something Thiesing did

not need to get involved with, and it seemed like a pretty

minor thing to be doing.
Q would it be accurate then to state the decision was
£
made between you and Mr. Kitler?

A That's correct.

Q Did Mr. Kitler discuss Mr. walker's qualifications
for the position?

A vyes, he did. 1 questioned Ed as to what were his

qualifications and what are the requirements. He had gotten
from Dwight, 1in anticipation of my question, his resume,
and EQ ard I sat down and looked it over and compared it

with the rules, and I was satisfied that he had

L GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING SERVICE iNC 1000 MARKET ST.NBG PA 17101 NBGC 234-2109 PA 1.800 222GLAS -

Buchanan 4




the prerequisites.

Q pid this replacement of Mr. parks by Mr. Walker in any

way reflect upon Mr. Parks' performance?

A No. It was just wanting to be in a better position

| of controlling the man's time.

Q pid Mr. Parks ever complain to you about he being

| replaced by Dwight Walker?

A Rick Parks never talked to me about it.
Q Are you aware of Mr. parks' allegation in his

|affidavit that Mr. Thiesing was responsible for it?

1 remember reading that.

To the best of your knowledge, is that an inaccurate
by Mr. Parks?

It is inaccurate.

My . Buchanan, are you familiar with the Modifications

Control Group?
A Yes, I am.

Q what is the Modifications Control Group?

i A It's a group within Site Operations that is respon-
|
lsible for handling the paperwork associated with Plant
‘modifications. They receive ECM's from the engineering group,
get them approved, get them issued to the Construction or

‘.

‘,
1take care of the software associated with getting the modifica-
l

ition turned over to operations.

Maintenance Department. Then upon completion of the job, they

GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING SERVICE JNC. 1000 MARKET ST WBG PA 17101 WBG 24 2109 PA 1.800-232-GLRS -~
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Bechtel North American Power Corporation

Engineers — Constructors

15740 Shady Grove Road
Gaithersbu’g Ma'Wand208774454
30L—25&3000

CONF 1DEN TIAL
March 4, 1983

robert C. arnold, presicent
GPU Nuclear Corporation
ost Office Box 480
poute 441 South
viddletown, Fennsylvania 17057

Arnold:

with Mr. Kanga's LnstructiOns, enclosed you will
opies of two (2) sets of notes to record an in-
ch 3, 1983, with ROSE Rittle. One set of notes
Troebliger and the other set 15 mine.

interview was set by Mr. Kanga by indicating
that she was not being 1nvcﬁt1qated and that
ting details ¢rom her with regard to L. P. King's

1ict of interest.

Rittle was open and cooperatiVve with us.

available tO discuss th-.u€ notes with you at

ver anC e
senience.

Yours truly.,

Larry G. Santee
Manager, program Controls

(W/CnC\.)
(w/(‘rml ®




Date

Subject

To

H‘l’Ch ’o 1983

INVESTIGATION REGARDING L. P. KING
INTERVIEW WITH ROSE RITTLE

83/053
Location TMI - Human Resources

Memorandum for Record

On this date, Larry Santee of Bechtel and myself interviewed Rose Rittle,

a Bechtel employee who was involved in the typing of zesumes under the
direction of Rich Parks. During the surmer of 1982, Ms. Rittle was requested
by Mr. Parks to type resumes of a number of individuals on the stationary

of Qiltec. Ms. Rittle was instructed to type these resumes during non-
working hours and to keep everything she was doing very confidential.

Ms. Rittle remembers typing at least 2% resumes, most of which were resumes
of GPU employees. She specifically remecbers typing the resumes of Larry
King, Ben Slone, Mike Herlihly, Ted Rekart, Bill Austin, William Henry, III
and Ken Lionarons. Ms. Rittle was paid $75 for typing the resumes. She
believes it took her 15 to 20 hours and that she did it using company

eguipment.

Ms. Rittle stated that she did not view this as unusual at that particular
time because she had been asked in the past to type resumes. She said that
she had notified no one of this assignment until yesterday, March 2, 198]
when she asked Bill Austin what was happening with the Larry King situation.

Bill stated that it involved Larry's efforts with an outside consulting firm,
Quiltec, that may cospromise his effectiveness with GPU. Ms. Rittle stated
to Bill that she had rerenbered typing resumes on Quiltec stationary and that
Bill's resure was one of the many that she typed. Rose stated that Bill
Austin was quite surprised and stated to her that during 1982 Ben Slone had
rej.ested a copy of Bill's resume but Bill was uncertain of the disposition

of 1t.

Both Larry Santee and I recorded a written transcript of Ms. Rittle's answers
to our questions and had her sign both written transcripts at the end of our
interview. We also requested that {f Ms. Rittle had any resumes of the
individuals mentioned or had any stationary belonging to Quiltec, if she
would please provide that information to Larry Santee.

ANSOELS




’ Lo 'o nnq
RoSe€ Rittle

xnvcszigction Regardin

Int¢tv1¢w with
page 2

1t is the writer's opinion that Ms. Rittle made an error in judgement when

she was asked to tYPe the resumes, specifically her utilization of company
property. Before Ms. Rittle was interviewed by Larry Santee and myself, Mr.
xange gave Koo ebmgioe brief overview of the Larry King situation and stated
to her that we were seeking her cooperation. I believe it was quite clear
that we were not investigating Ms. Rittle, but solely seeking her cooperatiion
on {nformation relative to & fair and conclusive evaluation relative to Nr.

Kking.

esources
ee Mile Island

JT/plr
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{xmold 32 ARNOLD
|

Q Did you tale any further steps to deter~iJ

the motives oOr the specific finding of Thiesing's

investipation of ing’

L r did not at that tinme pursue directly
Thiesin~'s motive oOr ticinz. I did azree someti
probably tae ool of “ebruary 28th vithh Cacrles
n-£-0-r-d, vice president at Bechtel's
to

Bechtel corme TO the site

have been

-
-

»latin

1idn't change the accour ability that

tever ris concuct haad peen

L
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Q Did you ever get any feedbach from the

auditor's investiration concernine linz's association

i ol . v
with Ouiltec? -
A 'ell, as I indicated in =y larch 21, 'C3 zmemo,

1 was told on llarch 15ta orally by lir. Kansa that the
internal auditor was told by !ir. Lichard Parks, C-a-r-iid
that Per':is had arransed for about a dozen resures tO

be tvped at the request of x. Xinz.

I éon't recall receivinz any other infori:ctiou
ssout winz's involveent wi h Quiltec as a result of
the zuditor's eflorts.

Q Uid you malie any independent checl oZ the
tirin~- or circuistances u~der which the GPU liucleer

e sloyees left G7

C “uclazi to ~o to worl: for Nuiltec?
- 3 Yes. I had .xr. *'ilson and the Human Tescurces

people develop the chronology of, the tir.in~ of tle

cazonolosy of the last £n:; weelis of ernloyment ol each
ol several foruer CPl. e-nloyees that went to 4, - 7

with Quiltec.

~aat informetion, along vith information that I
~eceived Irou Pollzcx, led me toO conciuce tnat at lezsti |
r. fekart and .Ir. ierlihy, H-e-r-1-i-hy, hec HYeen
recruited Iron GPU." b Bechtel.

“he recruitnent of ther had involved f£indin~ or

ootainin, emnloyent £or the ot LILCO's Shorenc” nlant

(1)

E ;
‘ ! "
d

b
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{ndividuals of orzanizations with which we typically do
business or individuals within other utility conpanies.
e instructed our recruiting ageﬂcies and

-
conducted - the advertising carpaigns that we éid
directly to =alie tnown ~enerally within the industuy
of the needs that we had, of the interests that we had,
and anvone that approached us, we would generally tall:
with taern.

“ovever, if they fell within th2 catezory o
current enoloyuent that you describe in wvour question,
it was =y pelicy to gain their pernission to let theiv
ranaszenent know that we were discussing with them the
possivble offer ol eoloyuent before proceeding and
_ai:ing such an offer.

2 Did you corrunicate that poliey by
recorandu.?

A .y recollection is that in 'S0 or ezrly ‘ol
e did put out such instructions in wwitin~.

0 At 2 nmeetins that you had vith Lin- vou
inouired z2bout Parie' activities in behclf of Culltec
to have sonie resuies preparecd.

Do you recall that inquiry?

i ves, sir.

nquirines about

e

Q that was your purpose in

Pari:s’ activities?




FA iy purpose vas to probe the completeness and

straisntlomrardness of the response I had. gotten Irom

v

“ing on .zrch 9.

Q Con you explcin that?
& Ta tue letter that I got Zvon !r. in; dated
iareh 9th, which is a=tachment C to the “.arch 21 remo
to file, .ir. “inj; states in respouse to question To. 15

as =o wat nana-~enent e->loyecs of ZPU or Bechtel were

aare o° his involvenent with NMuiltes, that onlr To

Bechtel enployecs ned such knowledze, a Lx. Jutin,

J-u-b-i-n, and _x. iiitler, W-i-t-l-e-r.

Taaw 18

;s incicatel in my llarch 21 re-o, on .

arenr

told about the activities o the part of .x.

in neving resunes typed. 1 was surprisecd zt

s

.o

¢z of identilication of :=. Parliis in lIr. lkin's

‘e

recollection is mno:r, nov is that 1 teliked

RV & o -3

because I thousat I ked Lis responss in Zrout ol me

and tas readin~ it and 25..ed toe question &t thzt tire.
That wrould not be consistent witih the

—~e:10 that I dicn't knou aoout until iizxreax 15tn, and

absent perheaos beirng able to o back and lool: further

at wlen so..e inforTation was available to me, I can't

be sure that iny recollection is correct rather than tae

meo of .arcn 21's account of it.
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#xrold 51 APNOLD

Put 1 did revezber querying . Kinz as to
tir. Parl:s' involvement with him and vhetner Pariis a2lso
kne:; about nis, “in~'s, involveneat witg Quiltec.

I certainly rememcer talliing wit; hir cbout it
for the purpose of secin~ vhether I should He confidert
that .r. inz had been completely straichtforivard vith
ne.

1 thinl: the explanation uay be that I linev
about i'r. Parls'’ involverent in developninz the resuras
as a result ol tue inforiation I zot on attaciuient
12 to ry neno of liarch 21, and as I thinl about it bacl
1 thinl: that the sequence was that i's. Riddle had
tac on Lizrch 3 that she hac preperec the resuies
at the regua2st ol T. 2ari:s, had been poic the i b1
2o+ doing it, but thct 1 dién'' have any inorniation
on ‘' Pariis' account o that incident oF of thzt
sctivity on Tiddle's part, bus tuet I -res oete
subseguent TO vlarenh & of thie prenaration o¥ s, DMicle
of the rasuses and that had been at tne recuest 07 ...
Pari:s and tunat .:s. f.idcle nad been peid for it.

1 tainl: that forred the brsis for my questionin;

' involvenent or

of .ir. Ning as to wnat . Parls
knowledze had been and vaich I think took plac2 on or

durin~ our meetins of .axch 9.

I tain': that subsequent to that and after havin
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Arnold 52
received wact w2s really a very u.satisfactory answe-
fron iir. ling on careir 9, I COt the informatior as to
waat Parlis told the Bechtel people had b;en the
circustances and vaich indicatel & clearer,more active
involverent by iiing in arranzing 0T having imou:ledze
of the crTanting of the nreparation of the resucs
chan ne nac acimnov:ledredl to &€ on i.zrch 9th and
tended tO strensthen Ly conclusion that 1 h2é nace the

rigat decision in deciding to to——inate nir.

C 1 realize that there is ¢ brief deszriptid

of ihat ind g2id to you on ‘1aren Sth about wis
s3sociatior ssich the pre;aration o those resuics,
but could o laccrive, a5 best you can, that he told

you in response toO vour question?

i

‘- *ell, let ne S&7y eat as I GIiscuss t'-e resno.sc

tc cuestion S Pl ;ene:ally had the izrression thet,

r

B8]

vvell,let e s&7 see . ning Vas sye:ifically scvins taat

€.> -a
’ - .~

ne wasn't really sure jao e and v..0 gidn't tmow vnat

and Lie was ver/ reluctant O jdentily snvbody by nae,

¢ éicn’ 0 positivcly know hard knowledge of the issue.

{
(

.-

e ©.ase tagt 1 got Zron the conversaticn tras
thet he t'1ou~ht there vere otiers within the
organiz:tion that very well ri~ht have kno'm and

provaoly ¢id tmowr, SUS that he wes reluctant tc nane

t-e

ARN OLW

n
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53 ARNOLD

Arnolc

"hile I con't recall his specific words, .’ sens?

in as:in- a2bout Parls was that he scid Parks miniit have

v
mo:T.. .e wasn't really sure. e was very noncor:i:;;%

-

about & when I initially brousnt up lir. Parks' natie,
and tnen 1 told nin about lr. Por'-s having arranced vit
~icdle to co the typing aacd to have the resures prelared

2o then he aclmor-ledgec that shat had talien place anc

.

t.at he reclly didn't nmow, oOr let —e¢ s2v it a lictle

Q
(§ ]
(a4
'J'
n
4]
[ 4
2
[
C.
1]
o

éi‘Zerently, tuat e acuno lecnac
so.c oney Zor navins sore resunes prepared, but taal el
was Cone that ussically 2t Slacne's instructions and &he
2 Som 1 - 3 - N 2 L2 an
Ciin't weally %now the circunstances O- the specifics,

sust zeco.ocating lx. Sloane in orovicint 2

Ha wes Je
Cailtec chec: to Parls.

s also caid, as 1 -ecall, that he dicn

}

i vzs a Bechtel secretary that Lhad done the tyzirn

=

; . Bl vy
& sl LaouTide ie 733 <

0 In his responses to you King incicate

t~at he served as an advisor to Nuiltec and i-nlied

he .1ad no active role in rurnin~ the co~22on7.

s.g:in~ thaot that wveve truc, would taat hiave

o5
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pp 7374,

Chwastyk, 8/4/83. pbl.
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on Thursday, March 17, at 8:00 a.m., Mr. Kanga had me in for
a tgo-;nd-a—half-bour meeting about the letter I had delivered the
day before. I {nformed him that to date I still had not received a
satisfactory response to my concerns on the polar crane; that I
still had serious problems with it; and that I was being pressured
to approve the load test.

Kanga said his door was always open if I felt intimidated or
threatened, bit that any further reassurances would be up to Mr. San-
ford. Nevertheless, he wvarned me not to go public with my concerns.

Be said that once before things had gotten much worse for an employee

who had tried that and was *"humiliated.®" He ga.d it could be as long

as two weeks before any decision was reached on me about Quiltec,.
volunteered that it was unfortunate, but other individuals like
o1f had come to Bechtel without any indoctrination. He said
was a problem he would have to resolve. Ee gaid that he had
send a report to Bob Arnold describing how the issue with me had
hat 1 personally had put Bechtel in a bad light with

and that as a result I stood a good chance of getting

Kanga did, however, promise that the Licensing and QA depart-
nts would submit written responses to sa isfy my concerns On the
lar erane. 1 told him that failure to ensure reviews rejuired

by the QA Manual and applicable standards, procedures and regulations
constituted an unreviewed safety question. I s2id this was especi-
ally true, since we worked at TMI Unit II and had told the world

that publiec health and safety were our top priority. Mr. Kanga

was becoming openly nervous and agitated. We finished the meetinrg,




e Chwastyk that I

00 p.m. that day, I infcrmed Jo
because of the serious

Around 1:

polar crare load test,

approve the
1 added that I did not find

could not
that permeated the program.

violations

.nything tec
what it covered.

hnically wrong vith how the procedure was written for

put it 4id not address the majo
t been going through the motions.

r issues raised in

we had jus

the review cycle.
Around 3:30 p.m. that afternoon, 1 was called back to B:~_’——‘
xanga's office for 8 meeting with him and Chwastyk. The subject
Chwastyk.

0-83-147, dated that day ¢rom J.

he meeting was 10M 420
ly Mr. Marshall would replace me

of ¢t
ted that effective immediate
enber on the T¥S only

orandum continued,

It sta
for the Reactor Building

as the primary SO m

polar Crane project. The mem

ction is considered appropriate for the
guation and is not considered a negative

park's ability, conduct or per-

This a
present sit
reflection of Mr.

formance.

The designa
affect the polar C

should not adversely

tion of Mr. Marshall
huent schedule.

rane Refurbis

At the meeting Kanga asked me twice to agree that my removal was
*In my opinion, the

of intimidation. 1 responded,

not an ac t

intent is® wellvdefined.‘
room 1 told Mr. Kanga that

after speak-

As 1 left tl.”

They were too© late.
1 had teconsidered

a the procedure.
signed with the proviso
1 took this step because

1 had already signe
"basel ©On

ing with Chwastyk earlier and

ontent of the procedure only."

technical ¢
and

1 4id not want tO pursue 8 personal vendetta about the program,

wvas consistent with the substance of my

the approval in this form
'Apptoval pased

on technical content” is a

earlier position.
1t does not imply either t
ts have

hat all required topics

gc.eric term.
been followed.

or that QA requiremen

have been covered,
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CHWASTYK

156

1'11 show you another do2ument, our document numoer

M
\al
339 the second page which purports to letter from

Mr. Kitler dated 3/17/83. The subject

9 !

ship.

I'1l as you to take a lookx at it, ple

rememoer

e -
va O .

svtrment

EIGER & LORIA REPORTIN

.




CHWASTYK

Q "That"” being document 3397
~ Yes. Now, during this +ime because of Mr. Parks'

invalvement at that time directly with Mr. Kanga 1 thought

call Mr., Kanga and inform him of this. I did that, and

Kanga asked me toO come down and he wanted to review +he

ter first.

434
“ A Na




CHWASTYK

168
| B

kind of a reprimand of any sort of any kind of discriminatory !
|

action. Mr. Parks, like I said, was very quiet throughout
the meeting. When Mr. Kanga asked him directly if he agreed
snd does he understand, Mr. Parks said something I thou

.t the time was strange, but again my impression was ths

4id agree with it, That's when

med

-
d we discussed that,

inform




159
1 Mr. Parks ==~ means by approved pased on technical content
2 only?
3 A No.
3 Q I'm going to show you two documents, number 8 and

5 nunber 9, each of which purports to be a Unit Work Instruction
g | dealing with the Underhead Characterization. I would ask you
1 to look at those do-uments, please.

o A (Witness complies.)

a Q Having looked at documents 8 and 9, do you recall
10‘ whather you Saw documents 8 and 9 in the past?

1 A 1 vaguely recall B. Yes, 1 vaguely recall both,

2 and I signed both.

1S Q Document num>er 8, is that the document you indi- l
5 cated you recall? 1
15 A Yes. ‘
% Q Document number 8 was signed by SRG on 2/16/83 and 2
" sizned by GC on 2/2,/83, is that correct? !
18 A That's correct. 2
9 | Q Is that your signature 07 document 8? E
xn A Yes, it is. i
2ll G Is there any date bty your signature? i
2 ; A Ny, there isn't. E
b 1 Q Mr. Parks makes the allegation that this document, g

) 1 dazument 8, was reviewad by PORC SR3 prior to it being sui-

95  mitted to 5ite Operations or th2 ather review groups.

L GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING SERVICE INC 1000 MARXET GTRFET WARRISBURG PA 17,01 PHONE (7171 234 2109 J




BAHMAN KANGCA STATEMENT




if T could. And that is an alleg-tion raised by Mr. Parks that he was
replaced as a primary TWG menber for the Polar Crane and the sequence of
events that occmred there. So what I would ask you is first of all, was
Mr . Parks replaced as primary TWG member?

That is correct.

Q. And how did that come aboud

A Okay, look at the mero that was written by Mr. Qwastyk and

'l also there is a memo written or a letter written by Mr. Parks. Also. there

|
!

|is a Parks' letter Or Mo, 1 believe it is Sanford, same date: See

| Exhibits A ard B hereto, which are copies of a letter from Mr. Parks to

1

| Mr. Sandford dated March 16, 1983 and & memoravhm from Mr. Cwastyk, tu Mr.

‘!Kn‘xef dated March 17, 1982, I had a telephone call from Joe Crwastyk, and

“ he mentioned to me that he felt that Parks was quite nervous that day and

that he felt that it would be helpful to Parks if Parks was replaced as
| primary wecber for TWG for the Polar Crane project crly, which would reduce
 pressure on Parks.
1 asked him if he had disc yssed the memo or that action with
Parks ard he told me that he had, ard 1 asked him to bring the mero and
discuss it with me in SOme detail. Joe Crwastyk came TO Uy office and 1
“ looked over the meamo that he tad written but not signed. 1 asked him if in
his discussion with Parks, Parks had indicated any objection to
Cex Cwastyk told me that he had mot, that Parks in effect welcamerd
mero, and 1 asked Chustyk if he had made clear to Parks that this was
in any way a reflection on his wer formance, and that we were not in ary
vy downgrading Mr. Parks

And Crwastyk told me that yes, Mr. Parks under stood

L GEIGER & LOWA REPORTING SERVICE INC. 1000 MARKET STREET MARRISBURG PA 12101 PHONE (7170 234 2109 ~




that The reason why I was concerned about Mr. Chwastyk's
action was that that very morning, Mr. Parks had reviewed with
me a letter that he had written toO Mr. Sandford dated March 16,

and which he had brought to my secretary omn March 16 and

requested me not tO send it to Mr. Sandford until Mr. Parks had

a chance to talk to me. So I had a discussion that very
| morning with Mr. Parks regarding his concerms on how he was
being treated and regarding his concerns on intimidation.
{

1 did not want the memo from Mr. Chwastyk to be

interpreted as an act of intimidation. After discu.sing this

went over the same items as I described to you earlier to make

|

|

|

with Mr. Chwastyk, I asked Mr. Parks to come to my office and 1|
l

sure that Mr. Parks understood that this was not a reflection
on his performance, that it was not a step down for him and

that it was, I wanted to be a hundred percent sure, that it was |
not interpreted as an act of intimidation. Mr. Parks basical]yl

!
affirmed wy understanding that he understood what the memo sail|

‘
and that it was not being interpreted by Mr. Parks as being
intimidation or a reflection on his work.
After that, Mr. Chwastyk signed that memo in
presence of Mr. Parks.
Q. What was Mr. Parks' response to you as to whether
| was in agreement with his removal as primary member on TWG on

the Polar Crane?

A Firstly, he's not removed from TWG, all this does
A\

L GEIGER & LOMIA RIPORTING SERYVICE INC 1000 MARKEY STREET MARRISBURG PA 17101 PHONE (7'7) 21%4.2109




| to replace him from Q primary aenber tO cssentiqllg a secondary
asenber. 71his 18 not removing hi® from TWG, 1t 1S Just for that |

| pPolar Crane pro_ject. In the discussions that we had, Mr. quyS:

| gave me to understand that he understood the memo and he never
indicated to me any concern regardaing Lthe memo, never 1ndxcoted‘

to me in that particular seeting that he would consider that as |
a reflection on his performance or an act of intimidation by
ei1ther Mr. Chwastyk OF myself.

Q. Moving from that area, 1‘’d like toO ask you 2 questxon'

. concerning the underhead characterization if 1 could, and 1N

Thiesing discussed with you their, =-, Devine’'s preliminary

|

i

|

particular whether oOr rot Mr. Devineé, Jack Devane and/or Mr. \
|

assumptions concerning the character of radiation that the
reactor vessel nad and o memo that Mr. Devane issued indicataing
that the preliminary results indicaote 30 times mMOTe radiation
than the initial ossumptxons’

A. Yes, they did.

0. Did they di1scuss with you, either Mr. Devine or HMr.
Thiesing or both, that they would continue with Quick Scan
verify these preliminary assumptions and doO oddxtxonol
aralysis?

6. Yes, they did. 1 Tact, Lhey Hoed w shilen @ hEno
| me which was discussed among Mr. Thiesing, Mr. pevine and

nyself, and essentially I approved theair recommendation to

~
| continue the work as far as the removal of the head waS

. concerned on the original premise but to perform an evaluation J

L GEIGER & LORIA REPORTING sERvICE INC 1000 MARKET STREET MARRISBURG. PA 17101 PHONE (717 2342109
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Intor-Offlco Memorendum

3/17/83

™G uubeiship Na@[@ar

E. Kitler, Supervisor of Start U2 locazio-: 4200-63-147

s vest Bldg. 222

Effective immediately, please comsicer W. Marshall as tre
Primary Site Operations Depart-ert representative O the 7WG.
Mr. Marshall will replace lir. 7. 2arks as the >ramary me~=oer

oniy for the Reactor Builcding Folar Crane prc_ect.

This aztien 1is considered a--r--riate for the oresent situation
and is not consicered a negative reflection of Mr. Parc's

ability, conduct or perfornance.

The designation of Mr. Mars-a.i s~ould not ac.ersely affect

the Polar Crane Refurbishment Schedule.

"
7’
/ v

JJC/bjs

cc: W. Marshall
R. Parks
J. Barton
B. Kanga

File

IMI/ -2 Site Operatiors



