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April 5, 1894
1PP-94-102

1t was further sgreed that 20%

contingency
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be added 10 the estimatéd O&M Budget for
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of tha following three (3) 1964 1asks:
o Fire Hazard and Analysis Update
o  Emergency Batiery Lighting (EBL) Testing
o Updatoownﬂydrwﬁccwsﬁons

related.

Modifications resutting from EBLmsﬁngdsohaveuaddedrlsdeblybﬁngmgo

The foliowing action ems were committed t0:

Besponsible Person
J. Dube

F. Blolse/J. Balla

encs,

RV\disc 2\IPP-102
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Pursue bids to install acomq\erclal suppression
system in the existing IP3
Building by 1894.

Revise t» 21 task eval to include a clear

statement of problem and hs associated risk of
completing task In agreed time frame.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW
WITH
ALAN ETTLINGER

On May 17 and June 1, 1995, ETTLINGER was interviewed by the reporting
investigator. The interview was conducted under oath at the New York Power
Authority (NYPA), 123 Main Street, White Plains, NY. NYPA attorney Amy LEVINE
represented ETTLINGER during the interview. LEVINE stated that she
represented NYPA and ETTLINGER in his capacity as a NYPA employee. ETTLINGER
stated that he asked LEVINE to sit in on the interview, and was under no

ressure from his management to have LEVINE there. ETTLINGER understood that
e had the right to be interviewed without LEVINE present, but again stated
th:t it was his desire to have her the e. ETTLINGER provided the following
information: -

ETTL] was born on
is He r
teTephone numbér is His social security

He graduated from the City University o (CUNY) in

Science in Mechanical Engineering. In he graduated f the NY
Polytechnic Institute with a Master of Science in Mechamical En ineering. In
1982 he graduated from NY University with a Master of Business inistration

degree.

In May 1982 ETTLINGER was hired by NYPA. From 1990 until October 1994, he was
the Manager of Configuration Management and Engineering Programs (CMEP). He
is currently the Fire Protection (FP) Program Project Coordinator. ETTLINGER
said that CMEP was abolished in a NYPA reorganization, and its functions were
moved to the James A. Fitzpatrick (JAF) and Indian Point 3 (IP3) Nuclear Power
P;a?tsj bTo the best of his knowledge, none of the employees in CMEP lost
their Jobs.

While he was the manager of CMEP, Ulrich WITTE, Manager, Configuration
Management, reported to him, and was resgonsible for the development of the
NYPA design basis documents (DBDs). Included in that was the development of
the FP DBD. They were to collect all design basis docs, and issue the DBD,
and resolve any issues that came out of it. ETTLINGER said that the Safe
Shutdown Analysis is a separate document and descriped it as a licensee’s
compliance strategy with 10 CFR Appendix R. ETTLINGER added that a DBD should
not change over time, but the safe shut down analysis may change.

ETTLINGER does not know why Ken VEHSTEDT was transferred from the NYPA White
Plains Office (WP0) to 1P3. ETTLINGER did know that VEHSTEDT was uorkin? at
1P3 for Joe DUBE, IP3 FP Manager. ETTLINGER said that there was a transfer of
the FP design authority to DUBE from Frank BLOISE’s Nuclear Engineering Design
group. ETTLINGER was told that Paul BORER (former Vice President of Nuclear
Engineering) approved that transfer. ETTLINGER said that Gus MAVRIKIS (former
Director of Nuclear Engineering) and BLOISE did not agree with the design
authority being transferred from WPO to 1P3 undzr VEMSTEDT and DUBE. He added
shat there was no question that MAVRIKIS and "LOISE were upset with the
ecision.

Inigrmation in this record was deleied
in accordance with the Freedom of Informatien

Act, exemntions _ 7§~ =

ETTLINGER said that he was informed by WITTE that there were problems that
arose out of the Deficiency Evaluation Reports (DERs) and Design Deficiency Q
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Open Items (DDOIs). ETTLINGER specifically recalls DDOIs 10 and 14 because he
was involved in their close out, but he did not get involved in the day to day
actvities of that resolution. WITTE was managing the day to day work on
those .ssues. He was told by WITTE that he and TARPINIAN were having problems
with VEISTEDT and other !P3 gersonnel in getting the DDOIs issued. ETTLINGER
described that as an abnormal occurrence because there usually isn’t any
difficulty in getting them issued. ETTLINGER said that the process should not
have been that difficult. ETTLINGER believed that part of the problem was the
pgrggga}ity differences between TARPINIAN, Andrew BARTLIK (FP Engineer), and
VEH ;

ETTLINGER recalls meeting one on one with DUBE, and DUBE proposed that the
money budgeted for the 1994 work on the FP Safe Shutdown Analysis should be
used to resolve other FP issues. ETTLINGER said that he did not agree with
DUBE's proposition because he believed the analysis had to be done, and that
any outstanding FP issues could be resolved by completing 1t. ETTLINGER said
that NYPA senior management had previously approved of the analysis.
ETTLINGER said that he and DUBE have a pretty good relationship and the
meeting was not adversarial. He added that there was no resoluiion on DUBE's
pro?osal. but his (ETTLINGER’s) group continued working on the Safe Shutdown
Analysis.

ETTLINGER was informed by WITTE that VEHSTEDT, KLEIN and Roger LAURACELLA
believed that the Safe Shutdown Analysis did not need to be done, and that if
it were done, VEHSTEDT wanted it deferred from 1994 until 1995. ETTLINGER
believed that if it was deferred, TARPINIAN and another contractor, Jim
STRAUSSER, would have lost their contractor jobs at NYPA, but would have been
rehired when the work began. ETTLINGER said that he has seen no evidence that
would lead him to believe that VEHSTEDT, KLEIN, or LAURACELLA wanted it
deferred because they wanted TARPINIAN to lose his contract with NYPA.

ETTLINGER recalls that after he became the FP Project Coordinator, he and
VEHSTEDT had discussions wherein VEHSTEDT expressed his opinion that people
were not looking at the 1984 Appendix R (safe shutdown) analysis correctly.
VEHSTEDT told him tnat if people looked carefully enough in the IP3 *vault,®
the documents would be located that would answer the issues that were being
raised. ETTLINGER said that the documentation that VEHSTEDT spoke of was not-
in the "vault.® ETTLINGER offered as an example, where VEHSTEDT and KLEIN told
him that a safety analysis existed, and that it was located in the "vault.”
ETTLINGER said that he went to the vault himself, and locked, but could not
find the analysis. ETTLINGER said that from his standpoint, if a document
can’'t be located, it does not exist.

As a result of the problems in getting the FP issues resolved, ETTLINGER met
with NYPA's Chief Nuclear Officer, William CAHILL, the IP3 Resident Manager,
Les HILL, and NYPA's Vice President of Nuclear Engineering, Tom DOUGHERTY.
That resulted in ETTLINGER bcing named the FP Coordinator and head of the Task
fForce (TF), and being given the complete authority to do what had to be done
to resolve the FP problems. ETTLINGER developed a procedure which identified
a forma)l process to resolve the issues, which eventually numbered fifty eight.
Consultants were brought in to assist in the resolution. They reviewed every
jssue, and had the final say on whether to approve or reject the resolution.
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ETTLINéER said that if there was a differing professional opinion (DPC) on an
issue, this process created a method for it to be resolved. .

ETTLINGER said that Kill decided to not include VEHSTEDT in the FP task force,
and that he agreed with that Jecision. HILL told him he believed that if
VEHSTEDT were included or the TF, it would cause problems between VEHSTEDT and
BARTLIK, and would negatively impact the resolution of the issues.

ETTLINGER was also interviewed regarding allegations vhat TARPINIAN was
harassed and Jiscriminated against because of his work on FP {ssues.

ETTLINGER said that TARPINIAN worked directly for WITTE. ETTLINGER did not
know TARPINIAN before TARPINIAN was hired as a contractor by NYPA in 1992 to
work on the James A. Fitzpatrick (JAF) Nuclear Power Plant and 1P3 FP DEDs.
TARPINIAN worked first on the JAF DBD, and ETTLINGER is not aware of TARPINIAN
experiencing problems similar to those he experienced on the 1P3 DBD work.
ETTLINGER said that TARPINIAN is a good, and conscientious worker, who is not
unreasonable in trying to get issues resolved.

ETTLINGER said that TARPINIAN informed him that Ebasco (now Raytheon) employee
Walter WITTICH had inquired about who TARPINIAN was, and stated that TARPINIAN
needed to be brought under control. ETTLINGER does not recall the date when
TARPINIAN first told him this. ETTLINGER said that TARPINIAN did not say that
he viewed the incident as a threat to his job, but TARPINIAN was upset, and he
(ETTLINGER) believes that TARPINIAN felt it was a threat. ETTLINGER said that
TARPINIAN may have told him that he didn’t want te lose his job at NYPA,
ETTLINGER told TARPINIAN that he didn’t have to worry about that, and that he
did not view it as a threat to TARPINIAN. ETTLINGER explained that he told
TARPINIAN that he was the person who had the authority to terminate TARPINIAN,
and he had no intention of doing that. TARPINIAN asked him if he wanted him
to back off on his work, and ETTLINGER told him that he (TARPINIAN) wasn’t
being paid to back off. ETTLINGER told TARPINIAN that he was to continue
doing his job, and that if anyone had a problem with that, they should come to
see him (ETTLINGER). As a result of TARPINIAN’s concern, he met with
TARPINIAN and TARPINIAN’s supegvisor, Rocco CAMPANELLA, Cataract Corporation.
During the meeting, TARPINIAN expressed his concern over losing his, job, and
CAMPANELLA was concerned about Mis company losing a contract at NYPA. He
believes that CAMPANELLA asked him if TARPINIAN was performing his job well.
He told CAMPANELLA that TARPINIAN was doing his job well, and assured him that
Cataract had no reason to worry about losing the contract.

ETTLINGER said that he was not at the March 29, 1994, meeting where VEHSTEDT
patted TARPINIAN on the shoulder, and told him "see you later pal.* ETTLINGER
did not find out about this incident until after he became the FP Program

. Coordinator in October 1994. ETTLINGER said that TARPINIAN viewed the
statement as a threat to his job. ETTLINGER believes that TARPINIAN told him
that he thought that VEHSTEDT was going to try to have him laid off.
ETTLINGER said that he assured TARPINIAN that was not going to happen, and
that he was satisfied with his work. ETTLINGER said that he reminded TARPINIAN
of his earlier reassurance to him that he was not going to fire him.
ETTLINGER said that when he sat down with TARPINIAN, he told TARPINIAN that
what VEHSTEDT said may not have been intended as a threat. ETTLINGER said
that based on what he knows of the incident, and although things might point
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to it, he believes that 1t was not a threatening statement by VEHSTEDT,
because getting rid of TARPINIAN would not have taken care of the probliems
H

that VE

TEDT was having with BARTLIK on the FP issues. ETTLINGER s unaware

of VEHSTEDT taking any actions that would cause TARPINIAN to lose his job at

NYPA.

ETTLINGER said that he has known VEHSTEDT since 1986. He described VEHSTEDT

as sincere, although his action

s can be misinterpreted. VEHSTEDT's style is

that he will do what he wants to do, and won't do something just to :loaso

someone else. VEHSTEDY is opin

fssue, 1t will take a lot to convince him that he is wrong. ETTLIN

that VEHSTEDT has admitted to h
but not on any FP issues. ETTL

t on au
ER said
im in the past thzt he was wrong on an issue,
INGER said that, at times, VEHSTEDT has been

fonated, and 1f he believes he is rig

short and abrug: with him, but he never took it personally. VEHSTEDT has told

him that he be

eves that TARPINIAN does what BARTLIK tells him to do.

ETTLINGER said that Hugh GILMARTIN (uh6 f111ed EYTLINGER's old position) did

not ask him for TARPINIAN's and

STRAUSSER's resumes, and does not know {f

GILMARTIN conducted an investigation into TARPINIAN's and STRAUSSER's

backgrounds. .

Regarding Steve WILKIE's conversation with TARPINIAN about thz wobert POLLARD
letter to CAHILL, ETTLINGER said that TARPINIAM informed him of the
conversation shortly after it occurred. TARPINIAN was concerned with why
WILKIE asked him about the letter, but TARPINIAN did not tell him that he
viewed it as harassment. During that conversation, TARPINIAN informed him

that he feared that if his name

was 1inked with contacting POLLARD, he would

be "blacklisted” from further work in the nuclear power industry. ETTLINGER
said that he reassured TARPINIAN that he had a job at NYPA under his current

contract.

ETTLINGER said that he and DOUGHERTY met with WILKIE to get his side of the

story, and based on what WILKIE
WILKIE to harass TARPINIAN. He

told them, he felt that there was no intent by
and DOUGHERTY also met with TARPINIAN to

discuss the incident. TARPINIAN was concerned with the incident, but did not
feel that it was WILKIE's intent to harass him. TARPINIAN teld them that he
didn’t want WILKIE to lose his job over the incicent.

ETTLINGER was also interviewed regarding WITTE's allegation that he received a

poor performance review and was

demoted because he and his group idéntified

and pursued the FP issuts. WITTE was hired by NYPA in November 1991, and
ETTLINGER was WITTE's supervisor until October 1994, when GILMARTIN became
WITTE’'s supervisor. ETTLINGER said that WITTE was removed from his position

as the Manager of Configuration
NYPA reorganization and downsiz
ETTLINGER said that in 1983, al

Management in December 1994, as a result of a
1ng, and his documented poor job performance
1 buv the FP DBD was taken away from WITTE and

given to Navine MATHER. That work was taken away from WITTE, mainly because
of a personality conflict that existed between WITTE and MATHER. ETTLINGER

viewed WITTE as the problem, be
that he was given, and WITTE wa
on other issues with other peo
intent to take away from him 2
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to that, and told him that he was making a Mngistake. ETTLINGER told WITTE
that they would see what happened and gave WITTE approximately one month to
improve his performance. WITTE's performance did not improve.

ETTLINGER wrote WITTE's 1992 perfoiaance review (attached) and rated him as
*Does Not Meet Expectations® (DNME&. ETTLINGER said that WITTE di¢ not object
to the rating or the contents of the review. ETTLINGER added that during that
review perfod, WITTE was not working on FP {ssues, cxceg% for some work on the
JAF DBD, or on any real safety issues. He said that WITTE was mainly working
on procedure revisions. During that review period, WITTE did not raise any
safety 1ssues, nor did he claim that he was being harassed or discriminated
against in any way.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: In the Reviewee Comments section of the review,
WITTE wrote, *Alan: s per our discussion, I will make adjustments in my
management style. I would 1ike to reaffirm my desire to have frequent
(monthly) feedback from you as well as others such as S. Zulla on
progress towards these changes.®

ETTLINGER said that on March 8, 1993 (attached), and May 13, 1993 (attached),
he met with WITTE to discuss his job performance. In addition to that, WITTE
received a mid cycle performance review in August 1993. That overall rating
was "Meets Expectations®, with a DNME for not leetina schedules. WITTE
received another performance review for the August through December 1993 time
period. That overall rating was “Meets Expectations.® WITTE received DNME's
in the "Meets Schedules,* "Planning and Resource Management,® and *Issues
Status Reports® areas. ETTLINGER pointed out on that review that WITTE did
not meet two (“"Complete CM Reference manual® and *Complete IP3 ECRIS®) out of
the four areas of work that were to be completed by the end of 1993.

WITTE's 1994 performance review (attached) showed that WITTE received a DNME
in eleven of the fourteen rated areas, with an overall rating of DNME.
ETTLINGER said that since he supervised WITTE for ten out of the twelve month
rating period, he wrote the draft review. GILMARTIN reviewed the draft, and
agreed with its contents. DOUGHERTY concurred in the review, but WITTE would
not sian it. ETTLINGER s2id that WITTE initia’ly refused to meet with him and
GILMARTIN to discuss the review, but eventually WITTE met with them to discuss
it.

ETTLINGER opined that it 15 curious that WITTE did not in alleging that he
was being harassed for raising safety issues until after he received his 1994
review. ETTLINGER reviewed the 1994 review, and pointed out that FP is not
mentioned at all. ETTLINGER said that throughout the 1994 review period, he
counselled WITTE on the need to improve his performance. ETTLINGER said that
Lori STEINMETZ, of the NYPA personnel department, met with him as a result of
WITTE's allegation. STEINMETZ reviewed the 1994 performance review with him,
and concluded that the DNME rating was justified.

ETTLINGER then discussed the NYPA reorganization and downsizing. ETTLINGER
said that, as a result of that, ihe Configuration Hanlgonent group
disappeared, and many of its functions were moved to IP3 or JAF. Previously,
there were three supervisors reporting to him. The reorganization eliminated
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the Manager of Confiquratioﬁ Management position. ETTLINGER said that WITTE
was not chosen to be one of the two other manager: because of his poor job
performance.

ETTLINGER was also interviewed concerning allegations that BARTLIK was
harassed and discriminated against because he {dentified and pursued FP
deficiencies at 1P3. ETTLINGER said that he became BARTLIK's supervisor after
BLOISE wrote 2 draft mid cycle performance review for BARTLIK (attached).
ETTLINGER understands that BLOISE and MAVRIKIS wrote the review. ETTLINGER
wac shown a document written by BARTLIK, in which BARTLIK wrote that during a
meeting, Carl JESSEN (IP3 Technical § c1.1£st& referred to him as "scumbag
Bart1ik.* ETTLINGER had not previous { seen the document, nor had he heard of
the alleged incident. ETTLINGER was also shown a document in which BARTLIK'S
technical issues are referred to as *Bartlikisms.® ETTLINGER had not
previously seen the document. ‘

ETTLINGER said that BARTLIK and TARPINIAN see “eye to eye" on every FP issue,
and thought ihat was odd. ETTLINGER has not personally seen TARPINIAN or
BARTLIK being harassed by VEHSTEDT, but he has seen VEHSTEDT and BARTLIK
screaming at each other about the FP issues. ETTLINGER said that BARTLIK and
VEHSTEDT have the same opinions about each other, and they feel each other {is
suseless.” ETTLINGER added that, "they really hate each other's guts.*

ETTLINGER offered that he travelled to Baltimore Gas & Electric (BGAE) to
review their FP program in an effort to improve NYPA's program. While at
BGRE, ETTLINGER said that he was told by C 1€f SINOPOLI (phonetic) that
BARTLIK had encountered similar problems at the Nurth Anna Nuclear Power Plant
and at one of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) plants. It 1s ETTLINGER'S
and others’ opinion at NYPA that it is BARTLIK’s philosophy that it is his Job
to raise issues and not to resolve them. ETTLINGER explained that BARTLIK
defines a concern that he has, and when that concern {is resolved, BARTLIK
brings up a different part of the same concern.

ETTLINGER added that he learned that by going to other plants and to NYPA
contractor EPM, that nuclear utilities were smarter now than they were when
Appendix R first came out. He said that EPM (a contract company) put together
1P3's first Appendix R Safe Shutdown Analysis in 1984 with VEHSTEDT's and
KLEIN’s assistance. He said that there is no gquestion that the analysis was
not kept up to date as it should have been. ETTLINGER opined that the
personality problems that exist between VEHSTEDT, KLEIN, LAURACELLA, and
BARTLIK and TARPINIAN, resulted from VEHSTEDT and KLEIN overseeing the
original IP3 Safe Shutdown Analysis. ETTLINGER ogtnes that VEHSTEDT and KLEIN
felt that since they were involved in the origina work, they knew more than
anyone else about 1t, and that they were the best ones to answer any questions
regarding 1t. ETTLINGER said that there were problems with the 1984 analysis,
in that it did not include things that 1t should have by today's standards. He
added that NYPA is not alone in that deficiency, and the inadequacy was not
fntentional on NYPA's part. He added that for the most part, the problems
with the analysis resulted from a lack of documentation.

ETTLINGER said that the revised compliance summary for the Safe Shutdown
Analysis was provided to the NRC in February 1995, and 1t was accepted. The

Case No. 1-95-019 6

AR

gL
PAGE _é OJE. PAGE(S)




final Appendix R analysis was submitted by EPM tn NYPA in early May 1995, and
needs to reviewed before it is signed by NYPA. ETTLINGER stated that NYPA did
not comm.t to the NRC to have the safe shutdown analysis completed prior to
the IP3 restart, but it was an internal start up commitment.

Jeffrey A. Teator, Investigator :

Office of Investigations
Field Office, Reg I
| |

144
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