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SYNOPSIS

On May 8, 1990, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Regional
Administrator, Region III, requested that an investigation be initiated to -
determine if the Detroit Edison Company (DECO) Fermi 2 Power Plant (Fermi 2)
senior management discriminated against Sam THOMPSON, Assistant Director of
Nuclear Security, for reporting concerns to the NRC. The alleged discrim-
ination for contacting the NRC allegedly occurred when the licensee failed to
promote THOMPSON to Director, Nuclear Security (DNS), and instead reassigned
him to a special project of rewriting nuclear directives in the DECO Corporate
Headquarters Office.*

The Office of Investigations investigation substantiated that-THOMPSON had
not been promoted to the position of DNS and had been reassigned to a special
project of rewriting nuclear security directives in the corporate office;
however, the investigation did not substantiate the allegation that DECO
Fermi 2 senior management had discriminated against THOMPSON as a result
of his contact with the NRC.

.

? Case No. 3-90-009 1-
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APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Allegation: Alleged Employment Discrimination

10 CFR 50.7(a)(d): Employee protection

(a) Discrimination by a Commission licensee . . . against an
employee for engaging in certain protected activities is prohibited.
Discrimination includes discharge and other actions that relate to
compensation, tenns, conditions, and privileges of employment. The
protected activities are established in section 210 of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and in general are related
to the administration or enforcement of a requirement imposed under
the Atomic Energy Act or the Energy Reorganization Act.

(1) The protected' activities include but are not limited to:

(i) Providing the Commission information about possible
violations of requirements imposed under either of the-

above statutes;

(iii) Testifying in any Commission proceeding.

(d) Actions taken by an employer, or others, which adversely affect
an employee may be predicated upon nt 4criminatory grounds. The
prohibition applies when the adverse act.un occurs because the employee
has engaged in protected activities. An employee's engagement in
protected activities does not automatically render him or her immune
from discharge or discipline for legitimate reasons or from adverse
action dictated by nonprohibited considerations.

_

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as Amended (42 U.S.C. 5851):

"Sec. 210.(a) No employer, including a Commission licensee , , . may
discharge any employee nr otherwise discriminate against any employee
with regard to his compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of
employment because the employee . . .

"(1) comenced, caused to be commenced, or is about to commence
or caused to be commenced a proceeding under this Act or the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, or a proceeding for the
administration or enforcement of any requirement imposed under
this Act or the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended;"

,

Case No. 3-90-009 7
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DETROIT EDISON COMPANY (Deco)
FERMI 2 POWER PLANT

July 1984

ORGANIZATION CHART

Frank AGOSTI
Senior Vice President

Jim OLIVER-

Vice President /
Employee Relations

Robert LENART
Plant Superintendent

'

James PIANA
General Director / Administration

Stuart LEACH
Director / Nuclear Security

Sam THOMPSON-
Assistant Director /Huclear Security

' Michael CANDELA
Supervisor / Investigation

' i
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-
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DETROIT EDIS0N COMPANY (DECO) |
FERH1 2 POWER PLANT

January 1985 j
i

ORGANIZATION CHART
t

Frank AGOSTI J
-

Senior Vice President
,

'

Jim OLIVER
Vice President /;

Employee-Relations-

Robert LENART I

' Plant Superintendent

James PIANA
General Director / Administration

Wayne HASTINGS
Director / Nuclear Security

' Sam THOMPSON
Assistant Director / Nuclear Security

Michael CANDELA
' '

Supervisor / Investigation

Todd MAIRS
. Consultant

-Vince PIERSANTE
Consultant

.

,

4
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DETROIT EDISON COMPANY (DECO)
FERMI 2 POWER PLANT

September 1985

ORGANIZATION CHART

Frank SYLVIA
Group Vice President

Jim OLIVER
Vice President /

Employee Relations
_

Robert LENART
Plant Superintendent

James DuBAY
Superintendent / General Services

Robert KELM
Director / Nuclear Security

Sam THOMPSON

Assistant Director /
Nuclear Security

Michael CANDELA
Supervisor / Investigation

Todd MAIRS -

Consultant -

Vince PIERSANTE
'

Consultant

*
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LIST OF INTERVIEWEES

EXHIBIT

AGOSTI , Frank E. , Senior Vice President . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

CANDELA, Michael S., Supervisor of Investigation ................ 28

DuBAY, James , Superintendent of General Services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

HASTINGS , Wayne , Di rector of nuclea r Securi ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24.

LEACH, Stua rt , Di rector of Nuclear Securi ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

LENART, Robert S., Plant Superintendent ......................... 30

MAIRS, Todd, Consultant, Erin Group ............................. 39

OLIVER, Jim, Vice President of Employee Relations ............... 47

PIANA, James, General Director of Administration ................ 22

PIERSANTE, Vincent, Consultant .................................. 37

SYLVIA, Ralph B., Group Vice President .......................... 46

THOMPSON, Sam, Assistant Director of Nuclear Security ........... 5

Case No.' - 3-90-009 15

. .. . - - .- , , , , . , , , - , -.



. . . - _ .-..... _ _ , _. _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . . . . . . . _ _ _ _ . . _ . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ ._ . _ _ ....__. _ . _ ... _ _ _ _ . _ . _ .

,

ei
,

!
. . S

,

-,

,

?

-Y
.

i

t

t

t
!
t

t
t

,

;
,

r

i

THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY ,

,

s

t

.

t

.
..

->
o.

v

f
E

2

,
,

,
,

o

-y.

Case No; 3-90-009- 16 a
t
+

M

=& uwN mw ws , r ,-+,eNwr,-m. mgm.s_,,,,ew,_w,. _ , , , , _ , , , _



[ Qj(5[P;g,

.

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated to detennine whether Sam THOMPSON was

Plant (Fenni 2) gainst by the Detroit Edison Company)(DECO) Tenni 2 Powerdiscriminated a
senior management when he (THOMPSON was not promoted

to the position of Director of Nuclear Security (DNS) in September 1986,
allegedly as a result of his making allegations to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory -

Comission (NRC). Further, this investigation was to detennine if THOMPSON
was also discriminated against by DECO senior management when he (THOMPSON)
was reassigned to a "special project" for up to one year rewriting nuclear
directives, again allegedly as a result of his allegations to the NRC.

The U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) concluded that DECO had discriminated -

against THOMPSON by removing him from the assistant director's position
because of THOMPSON's alleged cooperation with the NRC in November 1985.

Background

On May 8,1990, the NRC Regional Administrator, Region 111 (Rill), request-
ed an investigation (Exhibit 1) to determine the facts and circumstances
surrounding DECO Fenni 2 senior management's alleged failure to promote in .

.

August 1985, Assistant Director of Nuclear Security (ADNS) THOMPSON to the
position of DNS. Another individual, Robert KELM, from outside of Deco, was
hired as the DNS (Exhibit 2). THOMPSON was reassigned from Fermi 2, Newport,
Michigan, to DECO Corporate Headquarters, Detroit, Michigan, and tasked by
Fenni 2 senior management with a special project of rewriting the nuclear
directives for the Fermi 2 Security Department.

On September 30, 1986, THOMPSON filed a written complaint with the DOL
(Exhibit 3) alleging that he had been " blacklisted" within DECO. _

On October 18,1986, the 00L Assistant Area Director, Valeria 50 BECK 1, _,,

notified DECO Vice President, Nuclear Operations, Ralph SYLVIA, that " THOMPSON
'was a protected employee engaging in a protected activity . . . and that

discrimination as defined and prohibited . . . was a factor in the actions
which comprise his complaint" (Exhibit 4, p.1).

"

Interview of Alleger (THOMPSON)

THOMPSON was interviewed on March 11, 1991. He provided a sworn statement .

(Exhibit 5) discussing his being placed in the position as ADNS at fermi 2 in
May 1984; Wayne HASTINGS, a senior manager with no security background, being
appointed as DNS in September 1985; the disagreement with HASTINGS over the w
"drywell incident" and his JTHOMPSON) notifying the NRC of he incident after
; .

. ." - . . jhis (THOMPSON) (3 g
#eing " blacklisted" within DECO by senior management by not .)eing selected

as the DNS when HASTINGS was reassigned in July 1986 because he (THOMPSON)

t". . . .. ..- .- , <
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. .

notified the NRC of the above incident; and his (THOMPSON) transfer _ from
Fenni 2 to corporate headquarters where he was assigned, without super-
visory responsibilities, the "special project" of rewriting nuclear
directives, a position he deemed to be a menial task.

Coordination with the NRC Staff

On March 21, 1991, the RIII referral (Exhibit 1) was discussed with
James CREED, Chief, Safeguards, NRC:RIII. CREED provided the Office-of
Investigations (01) with the NRC:RIII SALP Board Report (Exhibit 6) and
Security inspection Reports from November 12, 1985, through August 20
1986(Exhibits 7-15).

Allegation: Alleged Employment Discrimination

Summary

The following individuals were interviewed by 01: Rill on the dates indicated
regarding the allegation that DECO Fermi 2 senior management discriminated
against THOMPSON by not promoting him to the position of DNS and, in fact,
reassigned him (THOMPSON).to a nonsupervisory, menial task of rewriting the
nuclear disectives for the Fermi 2 Security Department.

The pertinent testimony provided by these individuals is documented in the
evidence section of this report.

Name Position Date of Interview (s)

THOMPSON, Sam ADNS March 11,1991

MAIRS, Todd, Consultant April 26,1991

CANDELA Michael S. Supervisor of Investigation May 7, 1991 -

PIERSANTE, Vincent Consultant June 11, 1991

HASTINGS, Wayne DNS June 27, 1991

LEACH, Stuart DNS June _ 27, 1991

DuBAY, James Superintendent / Genera? Services July 31, 1991

'PIANA, James General Director- Aly 31,1991
of Administration

AGOSTI, Frank E. Vice President of Nuclear October 1, 1991
Operations

LENART, Robert S. Plant Superintendent October 1, 1991

| OLIVER, Jim Vice President of Employee October 1, 1991
Relations

SYLVIA, Ralph B.- Group Vice President October 23, 1991

I
o
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Evidence

1. THOMPSON was hired by DECO as ' senior investigator in the Corporate,

Security Department on November 3,1980 (Exhibit 16; Exhibit 5, p. 4).

!- 2. THOMPSON was transferred to the position of Training Coordinator in the

}
Corporate Security Department on November 10, 1980 (Exhibit 16;
Exhibit 5, p. 4).

1 3. THOMPSON was promoted to staff supervisor of security at Fenni 2 Nuclear
; Security Department on January 9,1984 (Exhibit 16; Exhibit 5, p. 4).

oe Ex bi 7,

c-

JHOMPSONreceiveda@f
_

9%gfgWM N~
sporaisal for 1983 from LEACH who wrot.

? } i

- -

" 6. THOMPSON received a gpraisal for 1984 from LEACH who ireed i

s}.( with the stateme zh-,, ,

$3Q@@iQ xhibit 19, p. 6; Exhibit 2 , pp. J. ;
A

"_ 7. THOMPSON was promoted to ADNS at Fermi 2 on May 14, 1984 (Exhibit 16;
_ Exhibit 5. p. 4).
_

.

8. THOMPaon stated that the positic.. of staff supervisor and assistaat
director were "the same job functions" (Exhibit 5, p. 6) and that there;

was no reason why the assistant's position was created except that it
was on the organizational chart from the beginning (Exhibit 5, p. 7;
Exhibit 21).

9. ' CH stated that NRC inspectors reccmended that he (LEACH) should -

...ve an assistant director position. LEACH also stated that he believ-
ed .0MPSON was pushing for that position to be created; that THOMPSON
apparently mentioned the position to .EACH's boss, Dr. Wayne H. JENS, at
meetings that LEACH could not attend ind THOMPSON substituted for LEACH. "

LEACH said he " thought it [the positian'l would relieve some of the burden
on me" (Exhibit 20, pp. 6-7, 48-51).

10. LEACH stated that the main duties of the assistant director was to
oversee the clerical staff, those who were writing procedures, and-

| to oversee the training instructors (Exhibit 20, pp. 7, 40-41).
'

11. THOMPSON stated that in the absence of LEACH, the position of assistant
director was the same as the director, which included reporting to the
NRC (Exhibit 5, p. 8). LEACH acknowledged that the director's position %included liaison with the NRC and that the assistant's position ". . .
also would have that responsibility" (Exhibit 20, p.10).

Oc ' No. 3-90-009 19 /
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12. LEACH stated he selected THOMPSON for the ADNS position because "At that
time I felt that Sam was the individual that was best suited for that
based on some of the interviews and things that occurred" (Exhibit 20,
p.8).

13. LEACH responded, "No," when asked if he had any training in any nuclear
regulations prior to taking the position of DNS at fermi 2 (Exhibit 20,
p. 6).

14. THOMPSON stated that when he (THOMPSON) was assigned to Nuclear Security,
he (THOMPSON) had no training of the nuclear regulations. 1110MPSON

work with the NRC (given the 10 CFR as a guideline and directed to
--stated that he was

Exhibit 5, pp. 4-6).

15. LEACH, when asked about his professional working relationship s .th
THOMPSON over the following year (1984), replied that they had a good
working relationship; that he and THOMPSON got along well together
(Exhibit 20, p.12). -

.[li

(Exhibit 20,pp.12-13[.
y-

r M January 1, gIQhe(LEACH)17. LEACH stated even though THOMPS --

i

would still have rated THOMPSON
1985, through Auoust 1985 (Exhi t 20, pp. 24-25). ,

18. The NRC released a SALP Board Report for DECO Fermi 2 performance from
October 1, 1984, through June 30, 1985. The Security Department was
rated ' Category 2." Some of the deficiencies that were identified by
the NRC were fermi 2 Security middle management's program implementa-
tion and technical solutions (Exhibit 6, p.15).

b)19. In July 1985. PIANA removed LEACH from .tte DNS position- 7

Esq@iwgG3EFggyM7r$pM'3g (Exhibit 22, pp. 3-4). .

20. AGOSTI acknowledged that he AGOSTI) was part of the decision to
remove LEACH as DNS because PC f)s%! AgN - 14

'

#
s

.

'

( xhibit 3,
pp. 6-7).

21. PIANA acknowledged that he selected HASTINGS, an individual with no
security background, to fill the DNS position due to HASTINGS' exten-
sive management and supervisory skills, not only at fermi 2 but at other ,

facilities at DECO. PIANA also felt HASTING 5' computer knowledge and
experience, especially with the security _ computer system, were an
important factor (Exhibit 22, pp. 4-5).

22. AGOSil acknowledged that HASTINGS position was not a permanent position,
stating that it was an " interim measure to determine where the area of
need were [ sic] at . . . to problem solve and solve the problem

|. icentified" (Exhibit 23, pp. 13-14).
l
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23. HASTINGS stated that he felt his assignment to the DNS position was
temporary, and that his mission was to have the Security Department
up to a SALP 1 rating (Exhibit 24, p. 10).

24 HASTINGS acknowledged that when he took over. as DNS, his knowiedge of
nuclear regulations, as far as the security field, was limited a-J in a
general way; and that he (HASTINGS) relied on his staff as w 71 as to
work to increase his own awareness of reporting standards (Exhibit 24,
pp.5,12-13).

W ]C -25. When LEACH learned that HASTINGS was to reslace him, he (LEACH) stated /'
. . ; ya ) L ,,g.'. "7 1 3

-

4.o.-

Exhibit 20, p. 31).U yd e ; | .M . . F 3

26. THOMPSON stated that when he heard that LEACH was being replaced, he
(THOMPSON) went to AGOSTI regarding his own promotional opportunity.
THOMPSON stated that AGOSTI told him that he (THOMPSON) had done nothing -

wrong, that there was a political issue, and that HAS11NGS was being
placed in the DNS position for only three or four months (Exhibit 5,
pp. 17-19).

27. AGOSTI acknowledged that he did talk to THOMPSON and informed THOMPSON
that HASTINGS' position was only temporary. He also acknowledged that
he told THOMPSON that he (THOMPSON) was being considered for the DNS
position (Exhibit 23, pp.14-15). .-

28. AGOSTI acknowledged that THOMPSOf' g
hat was why HASTINGS was placed in

position Exhib , pp . -9,15).
..

29. LEACH acknowledoed that he felt THOMPSON 1 'D .1 ' *

[ [ f . C [ [:? I f y * ? t .a Y ' i .[ . ;.
* ' &lp

. . .

&n ,
~

'

.&.
$Q[J ( '~'

.: .. a - <- .. - ?. ;. . ..
. . . ,

f " ? j.1 7- ',, 'xhibi t 20, pp. 26-28, 8.- 56)._

'

30. THOMPSON stated that prior to LEACH leaving the Security Department, the
general working conditions were strenuous and that the relationship with ~

upper management was only " fair." This was-because of the push by upper
management to get fermi 2 on-line and that everyone was working up to
14 hours each day, six days a week (Exhibit 5, pp. 11-12).

' - 31. THOMPSON stated that he (THOMPSON) had two previous conflicts with
HASTINGS before HASTINGS became the DNS. THOMPSON stated that one ,

incident created a minor disagreement betweer them, but the other
incident which involved THOMPSON revoking a number of security key
card inserts that HASTINGS issued, caused HASTINGS to becune "very, w .-
very upset on that one" (Exhibit 5, pp.19-20).

32. On September 2',1985,- HASTINGS became the DNS- (Exhibit 25)..

33. Prior to-becoming the DNS, HASTINGS ad received the following comments hj N
on previous annual ratings: 1981 -
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34. THOMPSON stated that approximately one week after HASTINGS started
as the DNS, he (HASTINGS) told THOMPSON to just keep running the show. ~

THOMPSON further stated that he didn't see HASTINGS that often, nor could
he renember HASTINGS holding a formalized staff meeting (Exhibit 5,
pp.23,26-27,32).

35. CANDELA acknowledged that he didn't recall HASTINGS having a staff
-meeting to give directions to the staff, or of his (CANDELA) having any

meeting with HASTINGS to explain his (CANDELA) function to HASTINGS
(Exhibit 28, pp. 17-18).

36. CANDEL A acknowledged that he felt PI ANA was really running the Nuclear
Security Department. CANDELA understood that HASTINGS maintained a
desk at the Nuclear Operations Center and spent a lot of time at that
facility. CANDELA didn't feel that HASTINGS did a lot of work directly .
related to security (Exhibit 28, p. 21). .

37. THOMPSON stated that for the next month af ter HASTINGS started as tr.e
DNS, THOMPSON felt no anamosity toward HASTINGS, and that he (THOMPSON)
felt that eventually _ he (THOMPSON) would be promoted to the DNS position
(Exhibit 5, pp. 33-34).

38. HASTINGS stated that he did discuss with THOMPSON his (THOMPSON)
responsibilities and duties, and those duties included training the staff
and writing adjustments to the security plan (Exhibit 24, pp.15-16).

,

.

39. On Wednesday, October 30, 1985, the drywell head of the Fermi 2 reactor '

was removed for maintenance purposes. According to the physical security
plan of Fermi 2, when this happened a guard or watchman was to be posted '

24 hours per day to control personnel and material into that area
(Exhibit 5, p. 35; Exhibit 29, pp. 2-3).

40. A guard was posted at 2:53 p.m. on October 30, 1985, however, the
guard was inadvertently removed at 6:44 p.m. by a security supervisor.
A guard was not replaced until 11:14 a.m. on Friday, November 1,1985, by ,

a security supervisor. The decision to replace the guard was made not
because of the drywell head being removed as per the security plan but
due to the exposure of some ventilation holes in the reactor (Exhibit 29, ,

pp. 2-4).

41. At approximately 4:00 p.m. ' -iday, November 1,1985, NRC Securitys

inspector Terry MADEDA notii' x IHOMPSON and HASTINGS that the NRC had

hh
Case No. 3-90-009 22
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received an anonymous phone call stating that fermi 2 Security had
failed to control access to the reactor containment for a period of
time (Exhibit 29, p. 4).

42. HASTINGS stated that at the time of this incident, he still didn't have
adequate Fnowledge regarding the drywell head, ~ so he relied on~ THOMPSON
to provide the technical expertise (Exhibit 24, p. 53).

43. THOMPSON stated that over the next few hours a number of meetings
were held to determine if the lack of pos',ing a guard amounted to a
" reportable event" to the NRC. THOMDSON stated that HASTINGS, PIANA, w
AGOSTI, and Bob LENART were involved in the discussion. THOMPSON stated--

that their focus was on the size of the ventilation holes, until LENART-
correctly pointed out that the drywell head was removed, so the ' size of-
the ventilation holes became irrelevant. THOMPSON-then became adamant;
that the incident was a -reportable event (Exhibit 5, pp. 38-41, 43-46). .

a
44. THOMPSON stated that AGOSTI directed getting the verbiage together so

that a call to Bethesda, Maryland, could be made regarding the one-hour -
reportable event (Exhibit 5, pp. 41-42).

45. THOMPSON stated that HASTINGS, instead, called Jim CREED, Chief,
Safeguards Section, NRC: Rill, and, with PIANA listening, HASTINGS advised
CREED that there- wasn't a problem, but that they, the Fermi: 2 -Security
staff, were continuing to examine the ventilation hole' sizes. _ THOMPSON

,

acknowledged that HASTINGS never mention to CREED that the= drywell head
'

had been removed, exposing the reactor-(Exhibit-5, pp. 42-43).

h,D
,

46.

47. LENART acknowledged-that notwithstanding his inability to recall' certain
statements he allegedly made, he didn't disagree with- a report written - .

by Vince PIERSANTE of an interview he had with PIERSANTE.on Octcher 21, "

1986 (Exhibit 30,1p. 43). According to that report, LENART recM M that
removing the drywell-head was a breach of the containment, makic . the ~

discussion of the open ventilation hole concern moot- (Exhibit 31, p. 38). X

48. In that report it also was indicated that LENhRT's. impression was that at.-

the end of_ the meeting (involving THOMPSON, AGOSTI, HASTINGS, and'PIANA),_ ,

the NRC was going to be called regarding the-breach of a vital area
' - (Exhibit 31, p. 39).

-49. AGOSTI stated that there were two schools = of thought; so a call was made-
'

to Leo LESSER, consultant from Management Analysis, who'also did not' come..
to a resolution. LESSER told them that the wording (ofL10 CFR) didn't

~

*-make sense as it seemed that they (NRC) were describing a:PWR,(Pressure :
Water Reactor) and Fenni 2 was a BWR (Boiling Water Reactor) '(Exhibit 23,
p.18;' Exhibit 31,_ pp'. 37-38). AGOSTI acknowledged that he believed
THOMPSON's position was adamant that it was a reportable event, but
that no one agreed with THOMPSON (Exhibit 23, pp.19-20).- =i
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50. AGOSTI stated that they did not have the security plan in their hands
at the time of the November 1,1985, meetings (Exhibit 23, p.18).

_

51. According to PIERSANTE's report, AGOSTI told the group "to make sense of
the 10 CFR, get to its meaning, and then decide if it fit our situation."
AGOSTI also understood that a call would be made to CREED before any
fonnel report was made (Exhibit 31, p. 38).

52. PIERSANTE's report indicates that PIANA stated that he thought
HASTINGS had told CREED everything they knew about the incident,
but that THOMPSON, after the call, stated it was a "one hour report-
able." When PIANA challenged THOMPSON to show why it was a "one hour
reportable," THOMPSON supposedly said that it was his (THOMPSON) feeling
that it was. PIANA also believed LENART wasn't convinced that it was a
reportable event (Exhibit 31, pp. 35-36).

53. When AGOSTI was asked why they didn't take THOMPSON's advice, he
stated, "Well, he [ THOMPSON] could not explain it to me or tn Mr. Lesser,
who had at that time, 20 years, whatever, in the nuclear industry. Or
Bob Lenart, who was longer involved with Fermi than 1." When asked if
THOMPSON tried to get the security plan to show exactly where it was
stated that the event was a "one-hour reportable" event, AGOSTI said,
"No" (Exhibit 23, p. 22).

54. When AGOSTI was asked why no one obtained the security plan, he said he
didn't know why. He stated that a copy of the plan was in his safe, but
"it was not deemed required" (Exhibit 23, p. 21).

55. On Saturday, November 2,1985, THOMPSON, at approximately 12:50 p.m. ,
consulted with Greg OVERBECK, Plant Superintendent, regarding THOMPSON's
interpretation of the drywell head incident. OVERBECK then advised a
member of the security ctaff to notify the NRC and report the drywell
incident as a "potentially reportable event" (Exhibit 29, p. 4; .

Exhibit 5, pp. 48-49).

56. THOMPSON acknowledged that the reason for waiting until Saturday to
report the incident was because he was angry over the confrontation with
his superiors; that he knew he would be committing suicide to report it;
that his actions would have repercussions; but that he knew it was the
right thing to do (Exhibit 5, pp. 49-50).

57. PIANA acknowledged that he (PIANA) was onsite at Fermi-2 on Saturday,
November 2, 1985, when he was told that THOMPSON had caused the inci-
dent to be reported. PIANA stated that it was the right thing to do,-
but. acknowledged that he was taken back when he (PI ANA) learned that
THOMPSON hadn't informed him of his reporting the event-because he
(PIANA) believeo nothing had changed since Friday night (Exhibit 22,
p.13; Exhibit 31, p. 36).

58. The drywell incident was cited as a potential violation during a
i November 12 through November 27, 1985, NRC inspection: " Compensatory

Measures: Failure to implement required compensatory measures for a
degraded vital area barrier (Section 10.b)" (Exhibit 7,- p. 4).
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59. The drywell head incident being reported to the NRC on November 2,1985,
resulted in a "Five Day Report" being created by the Fermi 2 Security
Department to be sent to the NRC no later than November 7,1985, which
explained the incident (Exhibit 29; Exhibit 31, p. 6).

60. During the draf ting of this "Five Day Report," HASTINGS had the report
typed into the word processor known as the Comprehensive Electronic
Office (CE0)(Exhibit 31,p.7).

61. THOMPSON acknowledged that he and Kate LARRY, a security specialist,
advised HASTINGS before HASTINGS had directed the report to be typed
on the CEO, not to use the CEO for the report. THOMPSON stated that ---

he advised HASTINGS that the report was classified safeguards material
and that the CEO was not secured for safeguards naterial (Exhibit 5,
pp. 54-56; Exhibit 31, pp. 7, 48).

62. A subsequent investigation of this incident conducted by PIERSANTE for
DECO concluded, ". . . HASTINGS . . . should have known as much about --

offsite line capabilities (of the CE0) as anyone onsite. The May 15,
1985, memorandum, his personal followup on specific items with 150
personnel, and his planning activities with Data General people [ sic]
leads the writer to believe that HASTINGS knew about the CE0's offsite
capabilities" (Exhibit 31, pp. 50-51).

63. This incidet was cited as a potential violation during a November 12
through De. ember 27, 1985, NRC inspection: .

Physical Protection for Safeguards Information: One documcn: contain-
ing safeguarTs information was entered in a data processing sy; tem that
did not meet security standards required by the licensee's procedures
(Section 14) (Exhibit 7, p. 5).

64 THOMPSON acknowledged that his relationship with HASTINGS did not change
over the next two months, and that this relationship never developed into
a hostile environment (Exhibit 5, pp. 58, 61-62).

,

.

[
(Exhibit 24, p. 67;. *

D k [hE@y a e[ A m:y.wm . .. ~ ;g66. CANDEl.A acknowledm d that_ _aM
7$==r 7D=%* _ A um

ff .

; 17txhibi t 28, p. 26) .
'

67. Between November 12 and December 27, 1985, the NRC conducted a reactive
safeguards inspection of the Fermi 2 Security Department. Trie results of
the inspection identified 14 potential violations which included the CEO ,
incident and one licensee identified violation which included the drywell
incident (Exhibit 7).

68. hASTINGS stated, 'By the end of December, our performance was not very-
good because we had too many violations. All of us were somewhere
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between marginal and satisfactory . . . I thought the security ranagement
was doing a poor job, and I was part of a poor job" (Exhibit 24, p.16).

69. HASTINGS stated that he didn't remember giving THpMPSON a formal eval- /
uation for 1985, but he believe he ave THOMPSONld h n1NiiL N f/)EEEETPMEgygg; _ Exhibit 24,Ap.17-18).

h M

Vmwa.g,pg%nngQc|R. ,S,~%w!PmW]$%[N _
_

HASTINGS acknowledced thap A @ 5 W W Shd* [n
70. m ymp du y ggp qw m g . Qg,

acg@em$d3% h %;;zw D W% ~@ge g p t.apam@kundMcL kF A Exhibit 24, pp. 72-73).
,

, - -.

[PIANA acknowledg)ed that HASTINGS performance for the last half of 1985$72ZQl and in the formal evaluation for HASTINGS for 1985, that
71.

was
is how he (PI AhX) rated HASTINGS (Exhibit 22, pp. 7-8; Exhibit 32).

72. PI ANA stated that ie agreed with the verbal evaluation of HASTINGS for /
19e5 that stated. yTd y)
v meq [ W W Qb &m? % W C U/'I2PT M C TJ W W ONRf W2 %.g %uYfbf.;]jQS%%&oV Qi:- f

t x h1 Ei t t2, p . 8 ; Exh i bi t 32) . / - %.saun2id.gLg <w 4 m;w r
Q?pi
kw

73. When AGOSTI was asked if THOMPSON had received any type of performance
evaluation for the end of 1985, he replied that he assumed THOMPSON would
have sirce it was mandatory to do so. AGOSTI also acknowledged that an
employee's salary increase was based upon performance evaluation
(Exhibit 23, pp. 28-29). .

end of 1965 stated ggl,, as satisfied with HASTINGS' perforcance at theh/AGOSTI, when asked jf he w74.
Exhibit 23, p. 27).

-

75. A review of pay increases for 1985 performances revealed that HASTINGS
gQ M ;Wr%$"?RW _W?? u a _n% W pCCMS ,GDKWG ,?Q G,[392GT a s,-

(t>hibit 33).

76. On December 24, 19?;, JENS received a letter from the NRC that stated
in part, "The security organization has been unable to properly imple-
ment the previsions of the security plan as evidenced by the numerous

'

violations identified by both Detroit Edison and the NRC" (Exhibit 34,
p. 1).

-

77. In response to this letter by the NRC, DECO management established
an Independent Overview Cummittee (10C) composed of nuclear utility
esperts f rer cutside DECO, "to identify, evaluate and analyze pretlems
with menagerent , c1anagment s tructure, and managerent systems at the
f e n:. i 2 Pee r Plant" (E>hibit 35; Exhibit 24, pp. 27-28).

,

78. Or, January 30,195E, the IOC reccreended in part that DECO should
" Acquire an experienced nuclear security professional to improve the _#
oserali ef fectisercss of t' e security organization" (Exhibit 36, p. 5).

79. THOMPSON telieved that he first heard, and then read, the IOC report
which recom~er.ded that DECO gc outside the company to find a security

,
' prc fess unal fc;r Fermi 2 (E>hibit 5, pp. SE-59).

%A '
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80. THOMPSON acknowledged that sometime in April he met with AGOSTI again
and talked about the director's position. THOMPSON stated that AGOSTI
infonaed him that he (THOMPSON) was going to be put in the DNS position,
but now the Independent Overview Committee had indicated that DECO needed
to go outside and find a professional security person (Exhibit 5, p. 66).

81. Sometime after the NRC inspection in December 1985, Leon C0HAN, Chief
Counsel and Vice President, DECO, retained PIERSANTE to look at the
operation of the Fenni 2 Security Department to determine if managerial,

checks and balances were in place and to see if managers were functioning
as they should (Exhibit 37, pp. 8-9). ~

.

A82. PIERSANTE acknowledged that his recomendation to COHAN was

*'3E"5N -
- I}Q~_,

_

~

-

Exhibit 37,
' -

pp. 13-14J.

83. PIERSANTE stated that THOMPSON had a good rapport and "a great deal
of personal relationships" with a great number of security personnel
(Exhibit 37, p. 15).

84. PIERSANTE stated that initially he had the-impression that THOMPSON
[p h.knew and had a good grasp of the regulatory responsibilities. PIERSANTE

stated that this impres__sion o THOMP50t
i[Slig899BNrg[ (Exh101t 37, p. 15).,

3
_-

85. HASTINGS stated that he felt frustrated in not getting the results he ,

wanted, and he also wanted a nuclear professional who could bring _ the
Security Department in compliance with the plan and, therefore, get a
SALP 1 rating (Exhibit 24, p. 66).

86. HASTINGS stated that he didn't remember recommending the " demise" of
THOMPSON, but he didn't, later on, encourage THOMPSON toward the goal of
the DNS position. HASTINGS did recommend bringing in another assistant

,

who could advance rapidly to the director position (Exhibit 24,
pp. 56-57, 61, 66).

87. When HASTINGS was asked if he had any recomendations about THOMPSON-
being removed from the day to day operations at fermi 2. .he replied;

that he didn't recall any. HASTINGS stated that as long as he was.
'- DNS, THOMPSON was his assistant (Exhibit 24, pp. 46-47).

'

g%L 88. HASTINGS acknowledged that he felt THOMPSON's erformance as he

assista J director was{ brought in a consultant (Erin Group) to ' rewritey .

' -

.

Therefore, he (HASTING 3T ,;
' the security plan that had been written under Mr. THOMPSON's direction
I . . . the second thing I did was I personally interfaced significantly
|- with the security shift supervisors and relieved Mr. Thompson of that

function" (Exhibit 24, pp.' 40-42).

!

- [r/ 76
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89. HASTINGS added that he felt THOMPSON was doing the best he could and "the
way I could help him [ THOMPSON] would be to not have him as involved with
as many activities as he had been" (Exhibit 27, pp. 42-43).

90. In early March 1936, HASTINGS became aware that LARRY was the security
staff member who reportea to the NRC that he (HASTINGS) placed the "Five
Day Letter" (drywell incident) into the CEO. HASTINGS and PIANA decided
to demote LARRY in late March 1986. LARRY filed a discrimination com-
plaint which was eventually adjudicated by the DOL in behalf of LARRY
(Exhibit 38, pp. 4, 20).

_..

91. In the Decision and Order by the DOL regarding the LARRY incident, it
stated that "During this period, Hastings manifested frustration and
anger at NRC pressure. Complainant testified about Hastings' conduct at
a staff meeting tollowing an NRC visit. '[Hastings] was . . . angry that
the NRC did not understand [ Respondent's] staff positioning and . . .
organization. [He said] the NRC was too stupid to figure out and their m

[ organization] was hard to understand and he couldn't understand why they
couldn't understand ours. ' . . . General Director Piana concurred that
Respondent experienced difficulty in meeting NRC standards . . . Hastings
acknowledged that he preferred his employees not 'to be unduly helpful'
to the NRC, and he disapproved of employees reporting violations to the
NRC'' (Exhibi t 38, pp. 8-9).

92. THOMPSON stated that he felt he (THOMPSON) was a roadblock because
*THOMPSON's security concept was, if there were any questionable events,

call it immediately to the NRC and then "research it later on. If we're
wrong, we can call it back.' That is why, according to THOMPSON,
HASTINGS encouraged THOMPSON to apply for a position that THOMPSON
(according to THOMPSON) didn't feel qualified for (Exhibi 5, pp. 62-63). -

,

93. THOMPSON stated that- the Fermi 2 Securi officer $ 1

M U Mf M W 7422fS M fdll One intpaction ws3ch idiotveo
HASTINGS' safeguard cabinet (Exhibit 14,7 4) resulted in THOMPSON
removinc the egbinet from HASTINGS' office,ih6 -

( M M i$ 75 d M (Exhibit 5, pp. 65-66).

IFRIS M d @ E D E E d h g h Mp 7
1 N@M j j( ,94. MAlRS, one of the Erin Group Con 11 tan stated that @re was "a r

I schizm [ sic] in the organizatior g
Exhibit 39, p. 30).

i 95. In response to a DECO management request in March 1986, all nuclear
| security management, staff supervisors, and many DECO and contract

security officers were interviewed by Safeteam, an organization within
| DECO (Exhibit 40). *r

|

96. One Interviewee expressed the following concern:
"*'

$[? M MNM WW q|qmW' g L'hd
.

.k~ w q% Qyf- yyn% %fx,,
J. is~: V .~.

kM 6fhSN@4N-
g[qhNgbshb b *

Ayk .Nfkk kM .

umn&% v^ mw
d

e -
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97. Another concern was expressed as follows:

Interviewee stated that for at least the last three inspections, the NRC
has commented that management needed to improve in their relationships
with Security. Interviewee further stated that in those same evaluations
the uniformed security personnel received excellent ratings. Interviewee
questions managements' acceptance of unsatisfactory supervisory personnel

hj'h#and seeming refusal to listen to or care about the 1 level employes
[ sic). Interviewee sugaests that the problem could bewk p
Q W W q W W M G RLD2: n S C M t G 2 % 4 M & M $w f. ,
d xhibit 40, p.16). ~'

98. Yet another concern was expressed as follows:

Concernee feels there is a lack of confidence [*pik M' *
$99 MEW 350%NMUd?M@E53fES [JM%R +1@ bM6 gIy; ((| {

'

piu Q@W @@Mna%ydW@5 EYE %L@LEc:: /?6255$ GiL *

Ghipn his lack of confidence causes a decline in morale.
2 "a T M f @ i -!;aplaints have escalated and productivity has decreased
(Exhibit 40, pp. 11-12).

99. During the week of March 21-27, 1986, DECO Fermi 2 senior management
undertook the task to contact an executive search group to assist in .

hiring a nuclear security director (Exhibit 41). .

100. P'ANA acknowledged that he had irput into the criteria for the selection
of the new director, et.phasizing the point that the successful candidate
must have had primary responsibility for security at an operating nuclear
f acility that had achieved a SALP rating of 1 (Exhibit 22, pp.14-15;
Exhibit 42).

101. AGOSTI also stated that he (AGOSTI) was "looking for an Assistant
Director who was definitely promotable in a short period of time"

.

(Exhibit 23, pp. 24, 30).

102. AGOSTI stated, "I was dissatisfied with h[MIthat I had a party toh558%N3h2[hnidQ
'

$@%5M@{" ][MMETF"FMEWs
"

ma hrector (c.xhibit23,p.$D. --

103. AGOSTI further stated that the femi 2 Security group was not working in b/ pconcert; that issueswerebrouchttohimthatwerenotsecprity issues,
but rather tearm ort issues; and that when conflicts arosegdry[qq

*

jpg [@j g g Exhibit 23, pp, 25-27 .k ffh b h ,

104. AGOSTI stated that the decision to retrove HASTINGS as DNS was made at
the time when "all the issues came up in the computer use . . . computer %
problem" (Exhibit 23, p. 30).

105. On July 1,1986, HASTINGS was removed from the day-to-day operations of
the Nuclear Security Department (Exhibit 43; p.1).
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106. On July 21, 1986, a Fenni 2 senior management meeting took place at
DECO Headquarters, Detroi t, Michigan. Among those presenc at this
meeting were SYLVI A, AGOSTI, DuBAY, and PIERSANTE. Part of the meeting
centered around the performance of and future of THOMPSON. According
to notes by PIERSANTE, it was decided by those present to offer the DNS
position to "the man from Pennsylvania" (Robert KELM, Sr.) (Exhibit 44,
p. 1),

meetina perceived THOMPSON ? Q M s W $ca m s
. /h107. PIERSANTE's notes indicate that those present at the Jul 21 1986

P M ! T M T A E % M N d@ M M M W h a ~
~ yff.

. ML-s
M@MDNGh(Exhibit 44, p.1).

-

N108. PIERSANTE, when asked what he meant %mW#%hl

y$$m- e$$$myw=mn- mmmN hhhMkb 3 |U(Exhibit 37,pp.k5).S[$n .

$$ !$
3/-38

109. puBAY, when asked about the wordh3(p qp5,kp;h:n.agMhk h
r mp %

mmcymmnsam,y> m ~ m p yrn + :.w % gw? % p%npp;p$g
qqqg 3w n

e % ,a% (.9: sf05q d

j @dM@MEMM@a%?N@M[&g%wM dhjd MTNd P- [ jg
# I

d k %
(Exhibit 45, p. 16).

'

110. PIERSANTE, in his report, stated that he (PIERSANTE) suggested to
DECO senior management that THOMPSON be at least considered for an
interview for the DNS position so that there would be a different
perspective on the problem in the Nuclear Security Department
(Exhibit 44, pp. 1-2).

111. DuBAY both stated and wrote that PIERSANTE, who was aware of the
problems associated with the Fermi 2 Security Department, agreed with -

the cpinion that THOMPSON should be removed from Fermi 2. DuBAY also
stated that PIERSANTE agreed that moving THOMPSON would allow senior
management to get a solid perspective of the nuclear security through
the new DNS (Exhibit 43, p. 1; Exhibit 45, p. 12). -

.

112. AGOSTI stated that he had specific intentions of taking THOMPSON off the ,qf,/,

site at fermi 2 and allowing LELM to establish his own procram. AGOSTI (p | IGROWC Qstated that the reason for his decision was thabhat if KELM, af ter
C f f l d S E M E S $ 5 % ss}istant, then THOMPSON would be aAGOSTI adde
establishing himself , wanted'Ifi o
candidate (Exhibit 23, pp. 32-33),

t

113. SYLVIA stated that even before he (SYLVIA) was hired by DECO in May 1986,
he was aware of the IOC recommendation regarding the hiring of a new DNS.

*Regarding THOMPSON's position, SYLVI A felt that there wasn't a need for
an ADNS position. Therefore, SYLVIA stated that even though others may
have reached the same conclusion, he made the decision to remove THOMPSON
from the ADNS position so that the new DNS had a " clean slate" to work
from (Exhibit 46, pp. 4, 8-9).

W \
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114. DuBAY stated that f rom that meeting it was decided to move THOMPSON
to the Corporate Security Department-(located in Detroit, Michigan).
THOMPSON, however, would _ report to DuBAY who was still at Fenni 2.
DuBAY also stated that he and AGOSTI then developed the work assignment
with'which THOMPSON wculd be involved. THOMPSON was to research, write,
and review the nuclear operations program directives associated with
security for Fenni 2 (Exhibit 45, pp. 4,19-20, 31-32).

115. DuBAY stated that there were ' individuals at varying levels of management,
equal to and even above THOMPSON's supervisory level, who were writing
the nuclear operation procedure dire;.tives for the Fermi 2 facility
(Exhibit 40, p. 43|.

116. OLIVER stated that M MPSON's assignment to the Corporate Security
Department was permanent in that there was no specific time limit for
thatassignment=(Exhibt.t47,p.11).

117. DuBAY, when asked if THOMPSON while on special assignment would be
involved in the day-to-day operations of the Fermi- 2 Security Department
or the Corporate Security Department, replied that THOMPSON would-not-

be involved. DuBAY, when asked about THOMPSON.being involved in any
supervision or other activity requiring overtime pay, replied that, no,
THOMPSON would not be involved in day-to-day supervision nor would be
required to work overtime (Exhibit 45, pp. 25-26).

118. DuBAY stated that THOMPSON's special assignment "was initially) intendedto be about a two to four month assignment" (Exhibit 45, p. 24

119. DuBAY stated, "No," when asked if he had plans for THOMPSON after the
speciai assignment. However, DuBAY insisted that THOMPSON "was always
the assistant director of nuclear security. That was never changed"
(Exhibit 45, pp. 24-25).

120. On July 23, 1986, an offer of employment was made to-KELM to be the new
Fenai 2 DNS (Exhibit 48).

121. -HASTINGS was officially transferred on: July _28, L1986, from DNS to
Assistant to Vice President of Nuclear _0perations:(Exhibit 49).

122. A short time af ter KELM was offered the. DNS position, TH0F * re-
quested and was granted a meeting with SYLVIA. : THOMPSON s. I that

he (THOMPSON)g to go through all the stuff with hi_m" but adx.
he was "tryin that

felt SYLVih had to make a decision and that was why he
(SYLVIA) took the IOC's recommendation (Exhibit 5, pp. 80, 83, 84).

-123. THOMPSON stated that he indicated to SYLVI A that he (THOMPSON) would doc
his utmost to help the new DNS, but SYLVIA told him that he (THOMPSON)
would not be there. In fact, THOMPSON was told that he would~be gone

i before the new DNS started (Exhibit 5, p. 84).

124. SYLVIA stated that he remembered the meeting with-THOMPSON. SYLVIA
stated that THOMPSON tried- to " convince me he should run security . .
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h)(11 the focus was on h< rnself and how he was and how much he knew.

g Exhibit 46, p. ID . O g gg 1;g (. % 2 K 3:
'

mRM
'

-

125. SYLVIA acknowledged it was probably true that he told TIIOMPSON that
THOMPSON would not longer be at the site when the new DNS arrived.
SYLVIA again stated his position; T110MPSON needed to leave and KELM
needed to start without an assistant (Exhibit 46, pp.10-11).

126. THOMPSON stated that he was notified on a weekend of his official
transfer; however, he stated that he was packed and ready to go on
the precading Friday (Exhibit 5, p. 84). --

127. On August 25, 1986, THOMPSON was relocated to the Corporate Security
Department on special assignment for up to one year. He reported
administratively to Robert DUNGY, Director of Security, but received
his work assignment from DuBAY (Exhibit 50).

T128. AGOSTI stated that at the time of THOMPSON's transfer, THOMPSON h[FMMER$Wp;M5Fjp4Ye@ ] . As far as I was con erned
.

he had no future at Femi Exhibit 23, pp. 35, 40).

129. THOMPSON stated that af ter his reassignment, he had little work to do
and that he met with DuBAY on approximately three occasions (Exhibit 5,.
pp. 94-95).

.

130. According to DuBAY's notes, he met with THOMPSON on five occasions
between August 25 (date of the reassignment) and October 13, 1986
(Exhibit 43, pp. 2-3; Exhibits 51-Ea'

131. In the memo dated October 3, 1986, DuBAY wrote that he requested THOMPSON
to do some additfonal work. THOMPSON allegedly replied that, "I guess I
could do more." DuBAY's written response was, "I said I don't think he
[lHOMPSON] is very busy" (Exhibit SS, p. 2),

132. DuBAY, when asked if THOMPSON's fomance duri the "special assign-
hment" was satisfactory, replied DuBAY stated be did

!?i n
(Exhibit 45, p. 29). ,

133. On September 11, 1986, THOMPSON filed an employee complaint with DuBAY
stating, "I feel that I have been unfairly by-passed for the position of
Director--Nuclear Security." THOMPSON requested a complete review of the
selection process for the DNS position and selection to the DNS position ,

or "the preferred offer of a position of similar status" (Exhibit 55).

1?1. On September 30, 1986, THOMPSON filed a complaint with the DOL stating ._ . "
that he had been removed as the ADNS and " Blacklisted" within DECO for
notifying the NRC of reportable events, rather than ' working it out' as
advised by my supervisors" (Exhibit 3, p.1).

135. On that same day, 00L notified SYLVI A of the complaint by THOMPSON
(Exhibit 57).
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136. From notes taken on October 2,1986, PIERSANTE wrote that THOMfl0N
told him that the reason he _(THOMPSON) was removed was because g
RMEMNESiWGM$$idsfy Supposedly, witnesses tor fhTHOMPSON, regarding the above accusat] Ton, included NRC inspectors and|f[l
PIERSANTE. PIERSANTE wrote that he informed THOMPSON that "the writer
[PIERSANTE] had not ever been told this by anyone in management and
that the term was more often used by him [ THOMPSON] than anyone ilse"
(Exhibit 44, p. 10).

137. In a written statement to the DOL on October 14, 1986, THOMPSON wrote
that PIERSANTE told THOMPSON the topic of the July 21, 1986, meeting,

becausehhp7.'VPIERSANTE allegedl told THOMPSON that THOMPSON wa

WWQ..%Q@@).ifL
!

b$$$1 s Wd he e,M
_

Exhi ,m
pp. 9-10

_

{ )[/138. In that same 00L statement, THOMPSON wrote that in his meetin with

1 h jj i k it 8

139. THOMPSON stated that "Vince [PIERSANTE] made the recommendation that I

V )h/,should get the nd Silvia [ sic] said or whomever it was now that Iwas EMP%Phgg%42 . . To the best of my recollection it was
.

Silvia [ sic] but again I hav" to . . . you know, I'm listening to what .

Piersante said" (Exhibit 5, 117).

141. THOMPSON stated that on one occasion, CANDELA was present and heard

h/g ~

PIERSANTE tell THOMPSON that management thought THOMP50t
Exhibit 5, pp. 114-115).

'142. In a written statement to 00L on October 21, 1986, CANDELA wrote,
"Af ter talk)ng awhile, Vince Pie sante said, 'They think that you J% -

J/[THOMP50N] g7mm@aM T(Exhibit 59, p.1).
/

| 143. When asked if he remembered PIERSANTE making that statement to
THOMPSON and himself, CANDELA replied, "Yes." When asked who
PIERSANTE was referring to when he used the term, "They," CANDELA

|
replied, "Mr. Hasting and Mr. Piana." However, when asked if PIERSANTE ,

| specified the two latter individuals, CANDELA replied, "I think it was
! just understood that thy 'they' [ sic] was [ sic] Hasting and Piana"

(Exhibit 28, p. 36). ,

144. PIERSANTE stated that the only time he eve $ N m e ? 6" b
was when he heard a consultant with the Eri broup (he could not r(mem-

| ber who) used the tenn to describe THOMPSON. PIERSANTE stated that he
challenged that individual in his claim (Exhibit 37, pp. 59-60, 63).
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145. PIERSANTE further stated that THOMPSON himselkg2?Mi%d5$ ht
to describe himself and then tried to say thathlERSANTE was the one wTio
told THOMPSON about the use. PIERSANTE added that he never heard anyone
from DECO management ever use that term when referring to THOMPSON
(Exhibit 37, pp. 59, 64).

146. MAIRS stated that theD 4 'may have been used, but he'

.! , nor did he remember other people / %didn't remember nami ayqq

within the Erin Grour NewN ~ MMWWF{J j%gifX 7 much lessLMAIRSfurther UIT
stated, "I can't reme fer anybody saying MD
affixing it to any individual, including .fhompson." Wtith asked if
he heard HASTINGS or other management personnel ever use the term in

*

his presence, MAIRS stated, "He [HASTINGS] may have used the term as a
result of possibly our using the term in bringing it up in conversation"
(Exhibit 39, pp. 27-28).

147. On October 16, 1986, DuBAY notified THOMPSON that as a result of re-
view of the selection process, DECO's position was that THOMPSON was '

not unfairly by-passed for the DNS po2ition in that he did not meet
the selection criteria established (Exhibi* 60, p. 2).

148. On October 28, 1986, the DOL notified SYLVIA that as a result of
the DOL investigation "the weight of evidence to date indicates that
Samuel L. Thonpson was a protected employee engaging in a protected
activity within the ambit of the Energy Reorganization Act, and that '

discrimination as defined ar.d prohibited by the statute was a factor .

in the actions which comprise his complaint." Relief sought was the
reinstatement of THOMPSON to the ADNS position; payment of lost over-
time pay; and attorney fees incurred (Exhibit 4, p. 1).

149. On October 29, 1986, DOL Compliance Officer John HORGAN signed his
official investigation report of the THOMPSON complaint (Exhibit 62).

150. On November 21, 1986, a Notice of Hearing and Pre-Hearing Order was
issued by the DOL Administrative Law Judge MUSGROVE regarding the
THOMPSON complaint (Exhibit 63),

'

151. On November 25, 1986, Attorney Billie GARDE filed an Amended Complaint
~

with the DOL for and in behalf of THOMPSON (Exhibit 64).

152. On December 10, 1986, AGOSTI notified THOMPSON that THOMPSON's second
step hearing was denied "since you did not meet the requirements of the
job, you were not unf airly treated and remedy sought will not be granted"
(Exhibit 65, p. 2).

153. On March 25, 1987, DuBAY notified THOMPSON that an agreement had been
reached between DECO's legal counsel ard THOMPSUN's legal counsel
(Exhibit 56). #

154. On April 1,1987, n aareement was reached between DECO and THOMPSON. b_j % i37 /ggy )]3gfQ{g@gpspTHOMPSON receivcd A; W h & :he.hjf a

bb $ f hkw '*
,

1
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155. When CANDELA was asked if he thought there was a chilling effect on the
Security Department af ter THOMPSON's removal, he replied, "I don't think
so" (Exhibit 28, p. 41).

156. CANDELA stated, "I think it was humorous . . . if Sam [ THOMPSON] had
something to say to the Commission, he'd call them or talk to them right
. . . you know, he wouldn't do it anonymcusly . . . if he didn't like
something, ha'd tell you" (Exhibit 28, p. 41).

'

157. When questioned about T S0 pd forthright in dealing with
the NRC and, therefore 3 not applying to him, CANDELA ~

stated, "I believe . . Tyes, that's trueF(Exhibit 28, p. 41)..

Investigator's Analysis

The initial problem with the treatment of THOMPSON by DECO Fermi 2 senior
management started with LEACH failing to notify THOMPSON that THOMPSON's -

perfomance was not at a level for promotability to the DNS position. This
problem was apparently then compounded by AGOSTI who advised THOMPSON that
THOMPSON was being considered for the DNS position, when, in fact, AGOSTI
viewed THOMPSON as part of the cause of Fermi 2 Security's poor performance.
HASTINGS, who admitted a t the time he became the DNS that he had a limited
knowledge of nuclear secyrity regulations (the same deficiency that LEACH
stated THOMPSON had which is why LEACH felt THOMPSON was net promotable),
relied on THOMPSON to provide the technical expertise. Yet, on two separate .

occasions (the drywell incider.t and the CEO incident) HASTINGS chose to ignore
THOMPSON's advice. These two incidents eventually did result in NRC action.

HASTINGS, as supervisor tasked with identifying problems in the Security
Department, never gave THOMPSON any written evaluation wherein he identified
THOMPSON's weaknesses so the latter could improve. Instead, HASTINGS either
assumed some of THOMPSON's responsibilities or delegated a portion of
THOMPSON's responsibilities to consultants.

PIERSANTE, an outside consultant, in January 1986 immediately recommended hINbo DECO Femi 2 senicr management that__HASTJMS, be removed du to HASTINGS .

M"W8wMIEffani$dd$$dh% yet this
dvice was not heeded until Juiy 1,1986. ,

Insofar as the drywell head incident, THOMPSON, in his capacity of ADNS,
never once consulted with the Fcrmi 2 security plan to support his argument
in frorit of his senior rnanagement that the event was reportable. Furthe r ,
he never nntified his senior management., and specifically, AGOSTI, that he
(THOMPSON) had decided unilaterally to have the drywell incident reported
officially to the NRC.

THOMPSON was part of the management team that received 14 potentially #
identified NRC violations between November 12 and December 27, 1985.
This performance led to an independant committee of nuclear experts to

J recommend DECO seeking an " experienced nuclear security professional."
|

THOMPSON stated that his relationship with HASTINGS never developed into|

hostility, yet there is testimony from THOMPSON that ori at least one occasion

s
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Also, there-is. testimony that THOMPSON t i
n front of other employees. This discord eventual y

reac 1 who sta d that he had to deal-with issues within the Security
Department that were' teamwork issues and not security issues'.

'

In April, AGOSTI again appeared to add to THOMPSON's misconception about.
his promotability when THOMPSON learned of DF.Co's search .for a DNS. THOMPSON'

approached AGOSTI who allegedly advised THOMPSON that he (THOMPSON) was going
to be the director while in reality the IOC indicated a.need to look outside.
the company for a candidate. AGOSTI should have advised THOMPSON of his
perceived deficiencies in becoming the director and given THOMPSON a course _

of action on which to improve. This never Seemed to have been done by DECO
Fermi 2 senior management.

THOMPSON apparently created more problems for himself when he was given
an opportunity to meet with the new vice president of nuclear operations,
SYLVIA. According to SYLVIA, rather than focus on the needs of the security _,

department, THOMPSON focused on-himself and his past problems. ' SYLVIA stated
that he felt there wasn't a need for an assistant director's position. He
further stated that even though others may have reached the same conclusion,
he (SYLVIA) made the decision to move THOMPSON away from the Fermi 2' Security
Department so that the new director, KELM, could organize and run the
department with a _" clean slate."

AGOSTI, in his testimony, appeared to have contradicted himself when he
stated that if KELM, af ter establishing himself, wanted an assistant, then *-

THOMPSON would have been andidate. Later, AGOSTI stated that when (HOMPSON |
was transferred THOMP50h g ..

As far as I was concerned had no future at Fermi, n eres ing.y, MPSONs

carried the title of ADNS at Fermi 2 up until his resignation on April l',
1987.

Finally, DuBAY indicated that THOMPSON's performance while on "s tal
. l'

Both parties are culpable. But, THOMPSON's relocation away from Fermi 2 on- -

August 25, 1986, was not due to his notifying the NRC of a reportable event .

on - November 2,1985.

Conclusion

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, it is con-
cluded that while THOMPSON was not promoted to the position-of DNS, Fermi 2-
f acilities, and was, in fact, transferred to DECO Corporate Headquarters
to research, write, and review the -nuclear operation! program directives
associated with security, he was not discriminated against by DECO Fermi 2
senior management for his actions .of notifying the NRC of various reportable *

cvents.

47c #

Case'No; 3-90-009 36



.. . . . . , . . . . ~ . . . . - _ - . . - . . . . . . . . - ~ - . - . . . . . . - .

- -;\
.

~

~ i!.. p .

4 -

. ,~ n. , .

w. o
i

u

LIST 0F EXHIBITS i
; i

Exhibit-
!

| No .- - ' Description
.

J

J

, . . .

10
h.w:,

.

- ,

.-Q.

l .

. . :.

k

|

-

h

e

d

.

- ;

.

,

...
1

4 9 .

. h.
-

.

. i

.- .1. :

4
j

-

:<..
i.

-

t-

. i,
. .

;
...& .

,p
..

r . _. : .

1
| ..

.

1

t,

!

'

.\
E

H .x
- 1_.'

,.

,
,

. Case; No. -3-90-009 ^ m '

.'
. .

37-
s

. , , . 4 .- b .n -w.. - , y..w..-,....-..--,-----w,. m..-me_.v$,-....e.m.e._. _ ro e r , g sy-remeie erir www w e siec e,= ww'et"we'E Wa



m - - _ - _ - - _ - _ - - _ _ _ ._ _

|;;;. ; .s.

,!- -

- Ext.ibit-
No. Descri -

,.

\
'

I
,

-

..

-J

i

.,=

_

>_

N.
~'

...

.

.: .

, '&

r

-

,

,.

Case No. 3290-009- -38

---b_________.__.______________________



h. _?; ;
.

.:.
..

.,

,?'
'a. .

sj y 4 4_fg

|

-o.

. Exhibit'

: No.- Desc ription --
. -

~ :(-
_

_ ;-,

- ,1
.

'

.

4: l
.- , i

.

~ :,

J ,-
,

e ;' <-_ 3

'

,

,=

i

_w,

||

|

1

|.
1 ,

; -.

i-

p ,

...

o-
^

r' p - _- , f

t- )\,Mj AQ
-

-

: - 3

'
.

-

i

_.

-
s

'

.,I 8

u,
- _ , , . ,

9 ;
,

|2 - 5 ~
'

.- c

s ;j , ,

,,
l': i

|

' g' ' [p ,. ;_-

._

4 0
|-.

m w.'-

, . ,

' Case No.- 3-90-009: :.39.;; cv

r .;' .
-.

-

pz-
- .,

t

,_,,_..,g-___,.m .%. m m .m e m,.we ,',m, '..,m.,h.' ,,,,.g,. ..N,,,,,o,m_;-- ),[,,'g,.m * /-_.__.m___[_._.2_ __-,.____,m_ - _ ._.___m. _ ____,____m ,_ u_1.,.-- ,



ar_1.4._-..i;h- .a--da E ahA si..z.im ..a.. m. . e aL .* I_44.1--= - .-- a .A.s 4._e_ .4,, a A g,,an_,

I
I

$W

0

, . & . .- r+c1. ) ; e,, U' GIP &IiiJ

Edibit
tiNo. De sc ri- E on

-

y|}-R[n, y .,w.j. . mmmmv~m.mn W,M f . , $*$ ' +. l'g'g, *( 4'
w n.m

n_ n 7. .?~:~,,
-

z_k'Q,g_k yH
_ 's ;3 '.} p.~ : m ;-r7. p, q_ ;..*~,- f?

?[. >a

sg -., - ? ,J)U,..
''..Jt s i ( .t ' 4 /6 J

y My '. %. - p "i 'f + p* 5 "C.A .> f"%" i*f .-h. g^ 4 s . '. h.s , .y ,
4 ..,g+--.f.3 ' .e a. a ..'%s -.

>y - p= 4 g y
.,

.v-

3 -

O. 7. y. . p N( . ;_ g,, f
- yrpgp .4 *-y q g

3./. 'Q yW \s n WhgNp, cg4 n m 4pyh p3<( , i ['. . - J '@ ' y < 44: ..( ,j.m .
sy-s 7

f W 44%n .
yef, pgum p #A.x .._. ,

,gp wm. ;ap.m +s wy%q)3 y, pqp.genpj; gyn ytp4 n;.s
gn2ga , px; wp uy

g g@WW%y
,

, 3 .,p w g. .. g. . .ggn ' [3. .j m.b,%eba=

w r.'?,@3gg%.t p ?u;"'A 7 %.@v
, pn& t Ph" D4Q % , W%3yW}e.@.V gyu Qr ';*

', m m;Ma~m p%y %gy2 a u n w, m ,%e x m n m,sw n
~f.W Qp,@o x4, >,.mm ~, ea mas,t 6 %e%7._y4 o: -

fw a w M. ,N 4 .% . o
I

. :tch:v e4 '

s._ ,s. ,;# t w,k rm
m . . mu ap .

". % w p(- ~ww.,- ,M'' . $$ Mh' ' MYM:w.[q.%[m*'hh"Nh.~wy
.- w- r m

7 a. e .
* ,- I *[ \ . '. , .p . m, ]4 h D A ' Y#' bht' * . ykhm - um. [ '.

I) N y
#(, ,. d 4

ng g mb/gY $y
"O

s ,hi ,'I . .
. v.'

u#.wk_I NMO !i--M h *k@h |
,

NM /

W m n& G % y W. y,.w.4 +s*3., m y u %- Q 4,M. 4.n q.; 4_.im,4 ,f,7wR- c
y

ppu m< L y v g g . g u.
s '

.f
n u,-~,;.e p.

-

-, s S..
a n y 3u ma._ -, ny >et :ns Q;&up p+ , 6p'TQ i a m,b-W.,y| 8u - + 7 im&% e c ye ., c. w ; -u!

1 J- -a wc~ . m ~ 4 qw Wc y ; u, i g ,9 y. m. ,, .- 4 s y a. ,.v.x
gd< spp,u .Rh

w;,jQ y 4 qf t p , * t. ce"p , , . . m'.- ,

b h@p? e %%y%M 'Q%we jg[?qh&$|WQWM[ &.gh. p &yifQ% } aW.9 i*

[ W: .J ,;'?,.:;.. = , ' , ( Y &m #
, y. . ,

2 ns s .wm w. : w,a . , , , ,

.h W ?? Q M ?' &,W.W%%
'

t u.
_ m,~ . y , .; sf%.w&n.p.y.v -pp ,,n ~.y 'p..-o .. ,.,

- w&.e. -t i
n;

i - . ** .-kL ; '{ .f ' % .{ 'n *+
w

W.w Q' W Q d h? '' ^ ', Q ' f~ , *%r .

.ky- j . , .p y .n -. .m
'nx

. .% . ,m .
y.n n yQq _ p A,pm.y.;;y - .Q. m . v 7.

-

e . y.g y:,. 3 yg g.s- , . - . , < <e . o.6 p ; ,_y y y;
_ mp. ; G,, .g[.y.w% c w,.sy; . aw

%. - p, h. o4u y. - ,r.1yye.x . s w:w > -.-
4 :. s . 4 2

e
~ .?'- ,.

, s m + , si y

,f if'4 qQ+AQ q > s V fayL ?

s 3m

. ,, w! M i . . W..y g g %. mw')b **
gj;y 'w x y

. .
, ,m

,a$'- 34"

'hm w[

, w .,.m g w[.

. - (f'gg]Y"' w ^ d .** .[M . M Q W @K[
m c

[k('*' da-m m. h j
.

I' f |o ^ Q & ;Q f
Y - 10 hWb.I[ < .<l r- F '.A h 4 t*

? x ~ p ;; *V[ i _ b y.g
\ NQR'Q' ' .f-' q.

' f [: A+.4 6
a

!.p k Q^

w ; y m m t g g @% wW 5 2 @h y; d,i M G Pd y @- @n w . a
~

Z
4m---g 3- . .s. , O. h vg:a ;y%:m; m c

t:
, ;

%, g> [:< yv n u . p,n e . g,

. E s .r@fm .R h ._o i y , . #
. g-- ,. t 9 7 9*

g

%gM $W.sMakt * , .
,

n 3 &; W ~i <& r @M. , )~ .:;, +
d'-

s M c'AL QAgn@m* HW
'

TEb
ff. .htf*%.. a;php} mm _py

,,n < Mb:gw .,ndW ws
.c a.x & - na

e v, ,-. , -4gn
. e %y % g%mA..,e,Qy?pr

.g,,,s g4 ~,a v-r. wm: p-p. s . o. 7w

' Y. Q,; hjp;g )~ [y, p[n .
. m- w,,-. a .f- n

- " ' ', N , *w;k
s

7
g~,oqQQn*%. g*:, 'c

, .

, nJ s; g . = Q-. )a
W,pM|9 $n L r 3-

n: . v
. m -Ac+. w '1. 3w ey w <wwvx v w. - c&w

.

- qn
m q:4 (4' h r m. y i. .g4,y$

1

, f . : .. m*q n. M.-
n

, w . o y %, y.9, . * < [** b %d A. 7: , g. q 'h ; 4,'= ' y . ' gy
i; >-

h , | ym?. J e;r e vw . . _ .

a,;w w g.cy+m - m y. 7 .p,y m.c.3.P> n myt
.

_y . - e : s, e - - n.,. . y .s.

. . . .

{W 1. m;. >g , Z .. ~ '9t.a g; 3 M > c'.vi, sp < v v -

ne . . ,e mw 4*w a dMA%.g

q ^ fw.y gg;ppmp&}0@"QQ&qf(Qs>|W.: % Q"gO,APAg$- gQn[Q 'i
)DO@fMM4M .

-1
.- '

- sn; g u ;'

Q g' *'* @. , tjy," % : y' % *kA%WQ'b ;pw% J f
w4

n m ? n ' %w y'l.
E8 d2 ctD~ V'i'Y M P 7

i - ?@M
QR *g, ' e'pfgg'n

4: i

^
R% . "WWMu

(

g Q Q,p Q~gdi.

~ n .i Nu~ .. - ..

-c WiW 3(m% . ,n.
.

a(j',.!M~"<
p m' G|s $%ua$,,,g #7vAD ,(g #.g)ag .w-j(wn.S). n'' W

. . $Af j

"',
- 't' m.M yi M. +:; vg,.gf. y #,m

u e.e.:' = m c

Q&nw$w-f
.- n

Qg( jw ' m._ ,
.

y
.Qhy 4y & a? N Q ? . Q.' .p . .'_ , e

whyw;M m e m &qw<; y,ya,e r.e %pc %p#n 4 %s w,a
wew- ,~>.p n em

c-

2Q Wj|$s , ~ ~ % k.&,4,u.an :& Q$$ N&f&y s.r}zwy m pn
s

- ,
p: ~4:n w p - y

,-

e w r m. n rv ,jp q vv

hy%{hdf "u.~w
.

o , , p;w. w b.k WGRO
;A.j 4'% % h

+ -
La c pg u n x&we.s shn w g y wh vq< ndyW.!

> w
ot

wwc nm' , N. %w a , ;q,q,n --ms s.

e. .a
' we ge

..,: N, tD''- ''w- O e 1,u
, .u..-.

W )5p%Ng r%.. %. m,. W p y 4('m sg y ,..3, . u.d9-

. =,. g' N uf4ai- OF-' % 7,Jh#
.

by g e g g'd- j-

y" 2 w % g^ , gt
3.y g g' I. d f $ 'g *-^?)'j f /-| 5,4 , * D" wg jM l

4

5p 4.'' , j'ppyy -.y t

i m F M G W %a w+&@4 w.4 @@k@pWy:-Q@W g #p.o
, ..

%*
,

Of M.Mygy'y? g 'd |..,;V ' u
p 7.": f g

h. , y" n 6;--
n' f f,.

x

f

. @@G
Q

, ' * - 4 p w : W Q ?.
.

esV " -- p A 4 e -

b y _ x; w -.. O , Q+ *:; m ,w@' W n :
'g k 8W ~

u..a. , .

; A i g
_P. - X

-

4

= m v %aM m N.My +.- .,
)

n , m gaim er r ww~ a q sw -

t www .

pg_ Ayv Rp].g@pgp@fg r.gh.Mp.e p
mwn. n. w

yg gg;- > c y:m 4 + 4.Q, n W4 7 Wm&e - AMy. g AQ -
a

M W W:W e % @nghm#WQM'n_MMn@p@nN ;w@__m W_Q. W_
,y . , yy gW QQn:( ~ ' T G_ . f K. L 4, y y;m[ Qg,;&yp A m m - -

"-

a m, .Xp.-
m ; ; 3,. w -c.a-a. M t y :p g(y; % ge; %x m m-m m a s '% c

m Whyg , tjy - + - hgg y[= -- p,g ,4
< , O-
. ,' y m p ; y m , y _,L q - g:nag-+ us <

> . +

g%qqaq>w w)g:ug y ggw [ ;m: a v + bV.mkim ,n
m , ;~g , r. g* p, m , ; p: p :; y. , s .,. ,co- nmww .y

qygpy .y .yt,; 3;;%.7 2 ' 1. & ..yp : y y g+
.

u);v,j ,,; Q 4 n : f.. v.w y n.n m.~ , wg,_w,,.
w nN' %:::'%yr-:,Jy M g n

ps. . ,a e m m.. ,
:1 . -

.. , f h G'f f.s- j:QfQ&k
,my ,m

(^
-

- s ' N.w Og w* . , ..

re ~ _ ;h Y'% $ 1? '

' '.; w
'

., ,

o 'a, g;w> .wg , u* yw m. 4- ;&ng> , s , w ,
.

.

, ,'v.
.

..v,
. O, s., x w , ~,w[.mTN,! y,t-

, , , y -; u rn ' mn.
r +>s-%, L,&w=a**r* ' '

e
y , ) .: . * J N_ '4 Jah* . , ' pp,. |+ @t.sy-

] h , a ' rY' N; &c+ [!hkh: q ?g ; 4 hkkh&h&
, ,

.. W Q''[n ;2- -.Y ' f Y@y p?? :QR(m ew-.-|s - . '1 - _e.s %
, A,

e.
.

-< y:e - .p y x#9,-. ,c.m
,

g
W0 N' ,s ,a +

i. ,w y s e
. -8 . n.wm m A;.m2 ,- p

e . . m ey_ ..~ &.n
z,e. :. , ..n.. n

~ Sk|%c ,
,., m--. e mw y, a.

.,

mt- m.
~

.os. 11 .7, .b -$''*' 'A [ | f W*\i Nf | r W '
b q3 43 .

, f.
A 'E 4N.

.!. $&, p & , . ' ~ {,N.Y?' Q O, . M.u,.,- yA;p n a
. m ze

cq w m f{{is TM M W w &y ?gg& Q W =4:g,hpNy
> m.

1
~,; :

M M ,M-w,-N ' /b .IL'" " h D M \M*T Dfi4 M %, Mkd M.#i # M,* Ep+

.; m %N % ; y % $, & f h S4 @ Q Mmz%w&%g m kTQxQ %W r

L , _ D w %p &s.
-

i''_y. - &. < >
g % q,m 4 p p g g pw g - #gw

~ L nnipM n w agugMMet jnn g wW7et mmwAmy&W % q;n myt , my+Mr ,

|y .~ ,; py..g %y p;;=wp .p g p y y % m ,h n p q v ;.a g gr
.- bily sm;g,g, c mpp ah. . tw

- 3a 3 3 9yy g g g.g 4 9

w m% a d . g , W 4 ; m d 9 . g y . p % , @4_t y g g y p .>nw w w % yn n wa[ Q ~Mvg,ff;g2-4Wm ghgge%+ 4h-g
q URE q. . ym my mmy$,M

h 5. k t. E.[h. ; Yhf; s a.h h[ swma},

m a . nys w. am~,4 p. .mm. f 'V ; f. . .& .,1 y.f q c a <- xw , ,m.. .,u,wu~a, a- u;.- -
gwmwn ,,.

,

s

c nn eL tynm w n n. .a a n - s-4,
9 h ?m.n 5 + ..@, ,d g)t. v vu m 3

.

e, . pyN

e-
u gyp 's._)%(g._

nwpc ja , .- qpy
- - :

y Q
.

j gV

-
. 3 ,% g ,9, s4'e, . Y <

g 7Q vp gQ~: . ' .
+ ,~, t

c - t4. gm.4j4y 3 , , ww . . -
_

w/-.%mg~ m. m.. f . p.m:u .x,v--a% v m& w m. u m.9
n m, a .., < , 2 ,..

> < . : -r exa*w
maay .e . m.N. >s, % .s f - s e-w we. m w w2 s ., l amm.y ;;%. .p.gjQg -

-
.

..

.- e 1-kg w wd -dw w uw :m

_

-_ g,. . [ 4.m .
_

~ . .m

- --.v . -< ,y o --.-w-.. ~ v--- - - , , - . - - - - . . _ _ , , - , . . , . --....---w- % --, .-- - - - - . . v...--, .--.--



. . . . .

et g

0

i

[ .3 g,
, t

.

"
r riN< * * tr

,.

t

f ?S-
e

,-_;_1
~- - _-.-,. _. - ,_ y, p -S + ''

-

4 >v-+= c,_ _

-

' '

} ,
_

p' i - ^ + - * i m- t dr
[.f 9, f' { ' 1g jb I"%

~ -

,
1

r

"|*r ^
, _w.- , ;

yyy_;y- -- f ,3
e

g-- .9 ..'
n

+ ;r ' y**,*,, m .m u ,[p.g.
!__

-

< > ' -
t y*; -.R , rye WW 4,

\
s1 +

_ . - . ..,

n .v

y-- ; _ _ . x-w , ? -~.
8~- m, . <-# / wr .y og.g - g_my. g ,,/ -a, .

t _n . e. . . +
,

&

.s_,_ r u y 3Vy,- g ;__ w;c, y,,,s ., _ %v, ((g;3
_

:
. w_-- -

; > > - ;3 ~. % - p_y
~

4 _ p g_N % f.L 7d, d.,;gg.W ._ g. -Dhh,O + w~ - * .~~
N4 icj U _- q|, .(m3.'

p % .
'A. ' >~ ,g, . , f Q-L.g.

#g, ~ .
^

<, i , r ;..a .s 3j, a4- -t- ,- p
. 3

V ;' P ,; m& _ %..;:.y ygg y y p:,
,

.

1

''.J...
s~. , | = Y ' p p.q =. q

i,i %rg , v mi,

,hr
;- - w w ,p, -p ---(. ,,

x - w.r: ik
' s ;- t m n,.p&y , 15y a c :w - \,r .s..,. -

r

^Q&Q Qn *Q& Qr~ M. - f; '.'. w-%pw.2 / n^+:: . . i Q' .?- N % I f '4
-, .

L~

v u %e| g d % g> f" @n*yg cc::41
, . , Q, i' R "4(:

-

_.y d.:

n .Aw 'r@< a, ' r ; ' p ,w, > ;f ?

q w% ; s's
* m ./."

c = y%c ..! ;i- ; w
--

+

,
s e ,m. . .op

- a e;go, -
., e s

6 e ,
;

o tw > M, m.. ,g"r. _W.r - r p. - a. mhq w a,% a h. .m 4 u s%s.
gw .t - -- ,6 w e w w

- ;e mM - . sym f.ges.;gs a %, % ,7 p
-

;

; .

o .. . . y,..;4 ..p - r a &w ; o, ay~
n_ t'. .g: a.,.,_ ?- , . s'; >*+

nt
.. . c 'w *

_M a s s w|? p u ', Pp%gts,.- g a r
. m w

e s, a j _ :, K (m+c r
.

w
. '' ,h.% - Ed% y ior he-g g Ap. p

.

'~-^'t -_'y
. .

P,".y 3 ' ,

_.k'* 'b""
m.,,

hh. f~$ - % h,p , ^ Nh,[y .Y[g A[eh.mp. I'ff, %'thb O h'u [,, _fg $4.. E~ -
e

- -+

i
[. . a. _> - a ,+ me; , :., ,

m m.q;_g,cW. . n t,tmm.u.W.t yum. , .

e: m - *? zw
,

' - ', a

j''''
>, r.,.~., t_s t Y y fy p ng

5 O. 3' Y}<r
' _.

}'
-

.,

,

f-nifk:Q.f f^'hyf f_n
*

im 4u ,
,

,

w, ,h,. #4,4 '

. , , -u.- %.o -

.:a; < p . p; - .: e n_ %w ;s ,* z ..- y w
[. , v

> a7 -g , t (p% 2, .m- a s . . , . =4 -. r s_-

],. ' J 5-
-.

, -nr , g

|m;E& 0 ,N V, b. . .NN,,- -

' " $. p * m^. ' J : -Q :- s +
y

^^ '
w .. x'A . e~ '^

>
' "' Q-

^

e? y
.x

.

ra

U" gs . +p--~ . ~
' ,' ~ '4 1

r.,,
n

. . r n * *- =

f.f
- t' -' Q? R..

, r <., 8 +. m:
- %a;A -r. y tv .

~

. [ ..
, .e

'
,',r

' G - s'

m Q .4 + N-T f . '' W'] f '_,3
e

5. ,-
~

" > . + "'( <sQg $$ \%;
m

,

f
,

y,,
_

7p m< g-
e p%,

.. w:
.-

m, , _

m''.|
, , 4. ,1. . w- , /

, q g' .- q..e' ;,. '

. -[q Qg.
_ s5. .h[- # _ -,. . C'K... A i'

j

.o. ~
, __ ' ~ { MM - ^a -m:.M ' . %yk5 -

g# mu m'
p,_n.~-,,...r _ - .ge .- - @OU,i N d;;, M3 .*

1t
>

, * * IS * *

~

'

,
:-4-''+

i. V, ; %
+

* s- 1 "
w:

-

. w -

+ - sto -

7;%_ g .,
-

; - - gV"*4 *
],

' ,
- - 4 h h. ' - $ rMy h'3h

-' q. yQ p sy;N @ gc Qpy
'

> R zw* -o pc

,t. ' -
.

*
. - }sg ;

,, s: s, -.-;.. pw - a gy. wy' ( y -"g._.-.4 *f
< m-

+ 4 1 , ,$Y_

, y' ,g?v '(wf_;N
,.

{
, , ,+ % . Ae _p:3 Q , *

g .,: hw
,%6.n- 4N,A N . * v'pA

-

*- ' , , * ~f W
-

.j. . 4 - _, %2- ..-M
-

%,n3 e '..
w , p. , O dy% '- - . . .s

.t y
'

es c ,
u", WW;p - , r+ < :,~ . g. o

1 , L * u- _- ; _-
.:.

2 ws-v.M.p~at : :ys . c. t
> ; e

-4 .

W.,w 'y s e _.
*1.

m.n_- . .s..+, s
- Apte t

a
i. Q

-

,

<#.
g,f.

5- , , +: * g -

+- m+r. 5.- -

. ~Q_
m-

q; q g.4 .p, g q-..4yt s - #. -c
,u - r . , - +

t

h ,~.x ,*-A
- 5- .g& + + . a e. 3 , s

-s.1,Q 44 ,,ji
- .

e ,
*

.
e > .s 4

,- u f %. 3 4{ n ..L. W e
,

,3 .|. * * .N )
'

> . . , . f. _3e

g 7..t
,

'

,

r * .O *
p

.i +4 a.- T dfh. . ~ . ~ ,.._4.-'M(
ni .h t - ? di,

n
-

ih 1 - , ( g, . 4i',.,*
s, % 4 my' r' n,ww ,--

t =

n n. . :J, :. ; M_ - 3+;4; u - -
-a - . .-3 1

jy% % , '
'+ r 9u

4 n. ;< ;j - , + a g? 3J' J, ,
,u, - - ,

.,29 a r. -: S :| '-?%-a,ww%y R , m g p" pe

>, - w, , W; .,

n,.ta -h
e

e>, v- 4y
:. > y 3,. .c- whe . _ . 7.wws -u-* -

...t,_3 t * + , ,+% &, a. ++--2 -q 3w
-

_

;a . . ,;y t JW geq: s v* q
; s "3H F, w%p4 W Q, 4n .( M .~ {f+MM.Q, }we ..; 3'1.W'Mwli sg.7' - m} .n. 4

3.,

u . - !N~
''

y(' '."?.s m x ;u
eu . s,. 9 y

. t

- n

~. A '.-Atv
.

fA a mf-.g' w < A '' 4 .. -
s. x,. s

9
p, 7ys: t ~7

, N j, ,
,O''' * . ~% Fe ', ,

y. j.g e_

e
_g

f, - .,
_n . .- ,. p,

*~f A '':..b~j
em -)t i ---

a' fyf .W %'.;% Fj ' g*1"7
[,,'"-

- QA , gh

*
- N?

. - . _ t

, .u a

, ^ * . ;e3 'k '4~ yZ sw . 1_.x Gy,_ ,-._4'. , ;f 48.'s:
^ * * ,p 4. . ~ , ,

4

t
.

y, [.|'c.| ~ f . S'&?
. ,- N% , -y

h~
,

'

j+
_

. .
,A f j$| +

,_ <a ;-pv
w

-

-

,

' g -[g,M,-.
. 'f ,;'s. . , u; e,.=;+q . ."pb Y

2^ r.., k i ( S p',4 . g
L A8;

-

_ , . 4. 4 e 'y.
.5

-v +*p
' g%.rw + h.-3 <

)
.

~ 'A''.h'NI u-

o -

- ) . 10 . vi
a -$ a

n'? " ?$ D;k..- -b | Q- *:A Y Ol % .
,

% '

s > w -

-

#.- . *- *
y , ,,_ , m e1. + cm usr, - ,

t 1,. * y ;w .

t-4 -' 43..
- 4* f,. .'. ',, . , J + , qg- j6 ;7 , .

$'{-L g,,.'{
" ; .*;

m
.hs_ . , " --,,y.'%

.

#"-

"'..n&# 4

*P
4

-
3

A v '' . ; sv , .

97 ,; + y % g , +1

,
- , ,

4 A p ,.,g-<<
-,.w =wr

e
.ss : :. 3.m. .__m.,,,., ~

& , ' + :g-
- *+ ~ ~) , , .y,

.__

~ >u 14vn -.. ,y a~ + . - , . , - ;w_ax mr 2,s..
#

.. - , v. d. . ? .;+-,*[d ",.-g.'@ ;g6',, C : s . ' _:
c.g,. %

- - . '? % ,p-
-- .

'

gt
s v Q ,*_y-yn' y' .

.

)+qq;. ' , - ,k ;-
: ~x _- s - ;

_-
j

.

e

1
, d'4 ' . . - . .

# ,
% v-_

-

'I-. ' . ' , - # k\. * b Y "' * ' . " y 'N~~
s

-I
..

J .-"[ } I

*-'['Q , ''- '

4

t r 4 - , * f . ., w
* , J g

*

,
-4 ..,e .m.

<N #f , .
i

s

s ,
* 5,

- 3-.- an . , .u. p ,
.

-

1. d4=.a.h, - '*

_ . . c. ;c +># w.' . . . my y .
. g

e4s
'

+y
.

.a eA.

g

. , . _

3,. p3~4i -
r

. ,x q_py
- - -y .,s.., ;

, n ,,,
m, %.aa. .

b'- '/ y'
' ' q'' '- ya- 4 -h..j p , ,' p+ g

P a

.' p s +p 4 %,.+.d,,y'E.4.e-"
'y f

" '* #
_ 5

7*.
4.a,.f -_4,( 4 " '' , ,,[gg,,, A.,?-+[ a.4|i:-

t 7 %s. ' . (
.A,.,.f-pi 5- ,n , .>

,

c?( y ..j ?g %, ,s 4

.','N_.
.

- Q ..y*,"*~,,.7 ,h etj'Q ;t.0 3
; : s

1
. ,3 g - *%__ ._s

f .A ;,!;,- gy ,
- - ,g ,A., g :, 4

f $ u, 'k ?
'.,h.5

#
n,,.h ,.g 1| ' h (,- r : D F

1: - _ - -
' '

.#' *i_' +
--W"'# g. y , - , 4 j,'h .#,./ '.-? e' [g*

'

==-h''.,.
+

r p w" ; e.. I f 'g [1v,''. u -
+ . .

d ,

-,.J. '3 e 4.-'' f'- |+'Y.:-m i- _- . ;p r ., wj

- . _, 9. . , ,x_ . ,.g
- n .g..~y 7 y ,y y ygm,d_c v w.9 *n 1ygryu ,

-

y ;7-
. .

r*,m4i- MN , .

u b ,3 r ,- t t. hw ,<

,-.mg v "+.x, , . y 4 :m;yp a , qp g-- % gm. e. sg, ggg.w%gJ< a.
, .

2,.-

.,_ ~v ,

4mm m s. ,

. ,yQ N %, M ' .;p3 w .w,. -
e JFy ,

-

c'-
. ,

#1 i. ~ . s, z %"j) y -e N yg3 v y,
_.w

- _g. 3 e t gy 4f <t w
t.t --

>

x, ..u~ # , . p% . ,, 2Qw y-
y y

W.=''. ipq.-

.g, ,
,.

.-*Mu 5 *
.

+=ma - h.! j,* Srs / O .r. a,e
F

-

7 s ....#4 , ' ' . ** ~: < - - < < - J ' g'
' Q. ' .

g : -.4-y' . #-[g+~ g;p ., _ R'_.,}4 h.a[r ' ~ ; ~*y' *- }'|' 1,

- - -

--
g p v' -

g

2s .
%. - ; Hj% .W M_~- ;v' s o : ;. : ,.

n,-* , , ,, , m. -

., p
,,1

,4. T g. .u. f w. v
. %. .

--._%-

. r + # y :
s,%, ,w '

M*, .4f*
3. .-3,w% --('c - m...

#.
; #f+a. f

1c

.f .s. ,, a u, 3 ,.3
5- - w.- .'

'h

+,e.%b i= *
2

. ,

k ,
-

-

*-c'
. , -k'- k J :-' $ ,' -gs. g. - p_,, ,

.
y * .fy / ., A , 5 hf g"

i

-
. .. mm ,.mm<

s sJ ^r ,g ;, ,
. ,

..e, g _, . ,r -,~ e ; .u yz.L km eu.2%K A1 ., , < ' '*
.s ,

=.i. aa .< , s < ,

s

g ] g
. ., _ ,

w_..,,

~ -

f f
I ,r e . -

-

- ._ - . _-
)



\

''
,, e

i d

~ g }I 5b i, i; f L n

---

-~, f } ! . )"fr |hih, ,'

. _n
'

a- _

, <:gu t _-. y ,

,y -

- r r 7. , ;~: ~, rp;mywyy , _
: #a -Q %.

s .. .. e v .w4
.

gggs t# gr.- ; ;.
. ,

'
+

. .;%V%QMb; --w@.Weil pww@ W |'
QW.S L s.

V;
~ *

.s ,y x+ , i ?y ,
a

1

f
p.e. 2 , a.wey. #g ;

nw .

w
,

,

.p..-
,

a-, . . c . s , .

h h $ .[n, an .,h[$ m,a[f,.s.)@r_N,m.A ,c .f.,/h /..

hfb j

f,f , ,' d %[ W .; g , " }m,. ,

~w ,.'

#
,'

. . n. 4, .f ;& g .~,, ,
.n,- g +g ' q . 3 a p_g{ .

.

, . . ,n,
,

.<- -- Xn >.<e .a ~ a' a w;, s .,-@,t.- ej .
3:|d }W14 q Mghg}Q.r*yg

> . < y p

' e.f; eQ'Q g >%-
5p

Q; 3Q.r g,-; y?*%
3 s - y

k y..

y ,g _
_ f

':,? %[y
m +=m

. . . v%

t ,

a29 r# d6%r.;A? %x
fy? q; Rg.C 'q'33 A y r HMW,; w: w. ,'

.M wj )* . , ; ." Ry , v
? ,# _ n

_
e -;*y 5 r,,.

g m d y? gy .v@-GMpre ,; a
y - N fg,,, r .1, e e r

w

pnQg h'%qw Ar %
m-hr .uN, mS A, a-,;y.- , %,ugg -g.gw g

'
,

2,z4
t

.. v ,A P R % W Y_ w@ W:
:

N q Qu Q w M K ..fn -~,
f.

r- x : ' M&Q,

.%
-. 4 7

m :e p & qm wh w i
s E.xt-z m :c+g-

< , 3~ g ,y ' a,w>;;w; s p m, M .pqn.|ks %.g g m ;_a,

?-, %,
,a,+gy-

n .

wv, , a,
, +r n , a., :. .v n

gQgy,

g_( : < g-f M_f. ; u*g&er 44,g%g$g%.y@s %g@g$_yg
-

.

7 y,ppL,f@@79gp93 gi
,

p|~L' yq r( .
1

< a

p@
p; h 3- . g .-* ,jy

'* *

| L 9*
m.

h. .+.P,g,m,Jg. ,a. , - y f.g g,
m

-
. - ,,

. A ,,;7 -7,
_

,7 g;i
f 3 .

_

-

' t .c m..#m .v 2. a s v -g *<- ,p%- ,
,. :y. L- , '" 2. -

s
r g -. y,

9 .ru.;.y,Q._t p.% . Q gg.993 n,.( ~ .Q
w ,' , gp , g. I!f. , ,g 9 3 s[.y'. ~ . @' q

'+ :

| .f
*

,
n ;

4
,,

,

h ., . pqe - w,

w% r %' c n.
4

.
. S e a m

: r w;h - w

I f
+ ~

v._ m . wa g. .'
n,,.-p _.My. (

J . . nn ._ s.mh : -n.
-a

ns ,
..

. . . . < a. ,.*'Is 'h ''" - _-
.''m'}

^,

v
. 'm** -m.

'' 4
,

. I d , A l'
m . a, . ' 9
3h=gi .y,

- p * , a .J;.sy; e,v - . M . > g rQe : p i> 4,,?,,u . , Asg . -

y:... m 4p . -

. f
.

2
'

w. .

3 Q- "2.'r '- %
-w. , m

'.
,;,. g nMn g .;^p Q Q t, m., , , C.;q;s 'e e

-M

. .,o v- 3
. , ^ %-; -

1 .,, m
,

~ ~ ;w epr

_, - :V 4' A N
'

H - e.wN;%. sty c,%
e e4r t QZ-' ;' . f,% *7 w .,

-

.

, ' -t' . ,4 '

' f fo p. W " y
F

- s %' ; > ,"%
* * ry* -

, a.
.Y i _

c
' jt

_}. ,, - R- : t.

'

_ ,+
,&a' o

.
\-

, 12 n : . . q..

' , . . % y y;y,p,i
-

:M4m . . ,f,-Q. 9
,

.

2

,

. -y
,

-
1,. s .

- ~- nys., - -

fe- ); _. g#* -'Y

.,[g mggggg;e yp.,

J.___ , . , ,t- ,
-

, ,
" kQ fQ,_ ,Q y f.. vy'r , 'h % y^ , g'; aev ,,o praf t.34,

} . , , 3 . ?}: .s,

T' ' s n - r A= u* pg ,

I

F ,
s . en g a ' , y; m a.gs?MWpt ;y %f _.

-
.- w-w wmy, .

-

ah+m.'W.pLs[* % , swy, , _ .
..,e }y 3A h., ., .4

. d'y{u'..r% - y-i . y waw a
,

,
, y a.

#

".y, ' -
.,

7 s
N- D ,td jy. f [ k-. *', pq y . }

Yp fg ,*w/ r. .f , (1 z -% s ., e* y{
. - . . y#m .

y ' H, * W 'f" t;&p 4' y f, r<
.

e a, . f ,

j;V'TW%c?N Maw
S @,e* C':$" % .,.,-.t.gw y-j

, ~: ;_pp - w 4 w ym 7- .mi

'. '#, ' , f yy &g@jQ&hy.f@RW}@&y&j?S^'kW
4 * , -

. m%-

, s: Y a),Li , C i ,
,n ac

| |Q.kJ. y' <

O bcvp%r y$w&W pMM6s , f
J 9 , % ,w%m. my+ o

n - - m,.y ,e- m .J%v. a, hp3:
.

, -
> s. , w wo.

n m.

f: .) -

|
4y ' |hr + - | dy y c..

n, / q g N /4 Xw, 4w wi7,$ m'te.-
-. ~~...,w .._ : $, 3,.x [ _ >. ,

,~~ omw-m ifh;m &,C-Q f Msm , {. s . m e~p%O. r
> g -

% rx s.C.p,,* 'w e .y# Mf ,F,;-y+.7
! $wNMgr -; ' i

+

- @w w.m.M , ' fp e 4}? *J. 1 ,
t

1

b_ Y- g_ ? ' t-.' ..

- ,nm+y. n, .:vm3, m.J >,%ng~a.M -

. ,r ,
w a w y.g,u.

w , g y .% 21 u;; -~ Y . q;n.w.,5@g% Q a * * ftte, -
,v. .. G .n _., ' , | .|

e 'p ,f, < , %
y 's 4qv gp p o+

[, L~
,

,
-

n: W. 3_w w w e I.~be*p ' , , f,
4 2

9 .> :q + %. w a m_

% wh *F

a v '." 3 ,.',.cs''.~N X, &db. -
w. n,

r
_

' ; s , S- , i

Hgyjg': +h;. un% - Cr g.n-
'

c.. f '> W .,- a1 -

.- t.A t; u# - ...' - -
'

f ,~ p.a1

w
s- --. g

, . w>>
-

nC :. . , . -x 1 q_,5 Mm @.~/%m e e g'A_ _ Mt
a d. ' $p

, J- sTh
< - . c%.y@,w. . 4u'

3 ,

w. .S r. 3 3[ ~ i, 3 a *r

i
~ ~ %.~ % ., :p.

, .. u

- 9 %n. r .., ? . y;%G,; .-$g"_e s g pf
hsg s7 06g%p.

e ; a%, .. p

:y y n-
> t. g. r, -. .e - 6 a. vs >.mt.y

s '' - _ gJ ' ' ^ $W*f .g tr@.% g%)f;. 'O'Y .g3 ui
I s . -

Q.r @
s

-e
t ,, c- M, ~_ s,4 - > ;7, ,3, g g y ? e.pgu _gg&gg, :m n.s .gg ;.m. .

i !-
* (- . 1,.

_

t n

,sa4y vpym.a m A. 5 4, -,i P- ng-
.. , - , n, s. .w ..; ..n .y

yar~%.'g &y n.,
m mk gi

_*

s:4' .Jz. n. g' > Hc , r

p 4 * : o,gH _ , sy, e % ** ;.;

-
n wg

. . .wy, :

:
; g >

s ;. .:m a 3,n~ .:;g- - ;,y qm . -

:n m. M"r, s m44.R >, w. .i-
, s, - e , m w

; ; m:-f.- , + ' . .' , q .r s.
-whwL+u :

-* M 4,a s% , WA" n yI
%...<

- , , wg ns*7* mMMs u- i4
- L D._ e-% . %-c M M 'gi_

wgg,g x Q gy 9~ ~ n (v.i,QM " d
. fj,

.7+ 4 - Jea. :
.

$ Y $p/ ** ~ .s e,

1 ,y ]
--

\ v .v+ k
e .;j

c - a.
*

.::7 ,.pp .

-

j -,,;.l

| L
.

e
+

5

,

1, wrt f ; ~ p p',y)y+ ., . +
*4D. Yk - d ,54 W , - |s ' ( , t=- c4

,
i ng

*
g

, a
. ;

.

ci,,_

+-.
, ,?.s,c y u -

, .. g
e

.c.+
a'f ^ k-=.'f.--n.-gm

,n. .n
-

s, m._'I y (
w'i_.C 4hu - . . . , ,

%.) (
1 % gyfqi

, 3 -a_..~
I

~

am
, q-

l #:y' b e. + : L *{ w; g . 9 ;s .+pry g;Q
!.ph.-> ye,, M.'W =

-

ye| m:
~

, wvs p* '=a

' 'fM w , h.'y q'
- ,,4 ..4

A1 = 3;PW j' Y ' -p*Q '.;,
I 5-

,

"
. "

k"'.
'

y ../%^|
. .y.WW Q& J~?' ']&Q Q g Q-Q~

'D,I * *1-
*' N *~ -- , ,,

,

*
. . '_b \' + ,' %

'
s

t

| 3? o @c w M_a-Q, e, . . ._%. . . r v.t ,- {4.J -

..
i,. --

i

, . ~My , {'' -_ 3 g. j --, g

~ %a| % L&N&my&w y!f;Wp'&&
i

4._,.
y

- v.s .,
- y a, y. g.+ 4.Q g' '4^

.

Ty cam nnyc;
i?- | y ,'h W u

,
, , . . ,

f ffh\ ' e? _h,%. .J J
' ' '~. W F

'
p.3 , j :v& % g

% e N g ;, tyd We@qd:Tg@pr :w%
/ q#7 ,g wm ,

| n W j - %~#
, . q =. 0 .7" ' <

, y e ,,A v e % g P f_:4te gy
%p%@'f ' Ty.A4,u #| m - %a% %. ~t 71 .O< . m- a yo,gamv.ag

, , w} N e.,. ,%, , ~ - p%. . .m%,g,an wp gy},. # ,
< . b .h

m' h f.f.g.y;,.
7.*' Qg,W~h _y. ;- &:*pQ~e q

!
,% ,+ , - ,

- u ; , m n wr '
(

-

,7 q
, ,

cpa 7
; F x gm. ,

,
,

[h '' N"WY EY g-

| M| . 2 , ' ' / E h.'. [n d_'' , . |J 'y. - )3 syj'- , c% \ ' ' &n,gniffQf. &{a?;+A,. . ,.r'f
..w_ :n

, ' $%v ,.a d' 3' .4 Y 5- i- +

b ,

,
'

;v
,n- -.M,i-? 9<

r , u -A a WG ._ w% r, g|
s

"a ;+,, ,,.m_,7
1c wp , %s

- . _J ca w}e, ,4
- "L <r

-

# e 5 -

.y .

|
--w y- _

3.*e,.5s.
u .**;Y.. * j f f -y .

%,
e + * u. 4z-- ' _.1 se wn g.ygqss

' *, y
n

. . - , ' . a" ^'2
s

wu a,+ am= , m .w _x

i i
| -e

'

i
I

. s.~ - iC
Lu4 t.. ei a4 ,_ ,.$ ,,._,J_- . )

i
-

. t
e

-sww r--s- r-. .a -- _ _ .- v- a m.,-,.e = *-w *' - -W' w w ' * + e's-' "e' 'r ~---P''wi- +- W.s= +--"3'.=v- e'"*="T*r



, . >. . -

,

Extibit -

No. Desc ription

,

-

: ? !t.'--

.

- . .

-ro '

.

--

.

|
!

I

I-
|

|

,
W

I

l

i

!

Case fio. 3-90-009 40


