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ABSTRACT

COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION:
ALLEGED CLIMATE OF INTIMIDATION
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT

September 1985

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
contracted with EG&G Idaho, Inc., to continue its
investigation of the work climate at Comanche Peak Stean
Electric Station (CPSES), and to update its opinion
concerning intimidation of Quality Assurance/Quality
Control (QA/QC) personnel based on data reviewed from
September 1584 through August 1985. The resulting expert
opinion, developed by the same Study Team that produced the
original EG&C report, is presented in this supplement, The
original EG&C report, dated September 1984, is entitled
"Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station: Alleged Climate of

Intiaidation."

The Study Team assessed depositions, prefiled
testimony, hearing transcripts, NRC reports, survey data,
and other available information, Using a broadened
definition of intimidation, they formulated opinions on
individual incidents of intimidation and the overall work

climate.

Key findings were that some incidents of intimidation



did, in fact, occur., The overall pattern of incidents,
including the numbers of alleged incidents, allegers, and
named intimidators, does not support a conclusion that a
¢climate of intimidation exists, or existed, at CPSES.
Certain management practices, while not constituting
intimication, may have negatively impacted performance of

QA/QC personnel.

This investigation resulted in findings that support
the conclusions in the criginal report. In the judgment of
the Study Team, the data reviewed do not indicate that a
climate of intimidation did, or does, exist at Zomanche

Peak Steam Electric Station.
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COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION:
ALLEGED CLIMATE OF INTIMIDATION

SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT

1. INTRODUCTICN

An EG&C Icaho initial report entitled "Comanche Peak

Steam Electric Station: Alleged Climate of Intimidation,"

on the issue of intimidation of Quality Assurance/(uality
Control (QA/QC) personnel at Comanche Peak was writtan by
this Study Team in September 19384,

Conclusions in that report were based on information that
had been received and analyzed by the team up %o that time,
This report is presented as a supplement to that initial
report and is based upon the incorporation of all

information reviewed prior to September 1985,

The numbering of the sections in this Supplementary
Report generally follows the ocutline of the original report
to facilitate the comparison of related sections between
the two reports, This report is not intended to stand
alone. It is a supplement to the original report and must

be read in conjunction with it,

This Supplementary Report is divided into a numbter of

sections as follows, ZSection 2 presents listings of the




additicnal data received and reviewed since preparation of
the original report. Section 3 presents the analyses

based on the additional data and includes conclusions based
on the entire data set. This section is divided into
subsections dealing with transcribed data, the 1979 and
1983 surveys, NRC Reports of Investigation and Inquiry, and
observations concerning management practices at CPSES.
Section 4 presents a summary of the findings and the
conclusions reached in the study. Appendix A is an
analysis by David G. Bowers of the 1979 Management Review
Board Survey, and Appendix B presents brief summaries of the

alleged incidents of intimication.



2. DATA SOURCES

Information in addition to that used in preparing the
original report was received and used in arriving at tne
supplementary conclusions presented nere, This information

is listed in the following sections.

2.1 Depositions

Depositions of two individuals were received and
reviewed after September 1984:
1. H. Brocks Griffin, NRC Investigator

2. Evert Mouser, former QC Supervisor, Coatings

2.2 Survey Data

No additional survey data were obtained, However, an
adaitional analysis of bith the substance and pattern of
responses was performed on the 1975 Management Review Bcard
Survey data by David G. Bowers, the same expert in survey
methodology whe previously analyzed the 1983 QA/QC

Questionnaire Survey.

2.3 NRC Reports

Several additional NRC Office of Inveatigation Reports

of Investigation and Reports of Inquiry have been reviewed



since September 1984, They are listed below:

;nguirx Rogorcs ;nvostigation Reports
Q4-82-0005 4-82-012

QU4-82-0011 4-83.005
Q4-82-025 L-83-006

03-83-009 u-83-01 ’

Q4-83-011 4-83-016
Q4-83-021 4-84-008
Q4-83-022 4-84-012
Q4-83-023
Q4-83.025
QU=33-026
Qé=34-001
Q4-34-007
Qé=34.011
QéeBU-014
Q4-84-0156
QU-84.037
QUeBU-0U46

2.4 Prefiled Testimony

Prefiled testimony from the following nineteen
individuals was also received and reviewed:
1. Antonio Vega
2. Gregory Bennetzen

3. Neil Britton




5,6,7.
8.

3.

10.
11,12,
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
9.

William Darby

Liford, Johnson, and Callicut
Richara Simpson

Gordon Purdy

Robert Duncan

James Zwahr and Daniel Wilterding
Ronald McBee

Alan Justice

James Brown

Witness "F"

Samuel Hoggard

Arthur London

Davigd Ethridge

2.5 Hearing Transcripts

The following listed transcripts of nearing testismony

were received and reviewed:

RAIT
$/09/84
9/10/84

9/11/84

9/12/84
9/12/84
9/14/84
9/18/84

EAGES SUBJECT
14,40314,771 in Capera Session: Witness "F©
14,772-15,17 M. Spence, A. Vega
15,172-15,573 Vega (contd), B, Clements,

C. Thomas Brandt

15,574-15,951 Brandt (contd), I. Golastein
15,952-15,389 Brandt-Travelers, G. Purdy
16,390-16,647 Tolson, Downey on Travelers
16,648-17,008 Tolson, Vega, Brandt (contd),

C. Allen



R
!

9/19/84

§9/20/84
3/21/84
10/C1/84

10/02/84
11/19-84
11/20/84
11/21/84
11/26/84

11/27/84
11/28/84
12/03/84
12/04 /94
12/05/84
1/07/85
1/08/85
1/09/8%

17,78%-18,168
18,159-18,504
18,505-19,028

15,029-19,262
19,586-19,346
19,847-20,179
20,180-20,450
20,451-20,774

20,775-21,091
21,192-21,408
21,406-21,748
21,749-22,006
22,007-22,254
23,112-23,422
23,423-23,734
23,735-24,032

Allen, Brandt (~ontd), Liford,
Calicutt, ete.

G. Bennetzen, D. Chapman, Duncan
In Camera: two witnesses

D. Hunnicutt, J. Norris,

T. Matheny

Norris (contd), G. Purdy

0. B, Cannon: J. Lipinsky
Lipinsky (resumed), R, Roth
Roth (contd)

G. Chaney - Handwriting Expert,
Srandt

Brandt (resumed)

Brandt (resumed)

Srandt (resumed), Roth (resumed)
J. Lipinsky

Lipinsky (resumea)

J. Norris (resumed)

J. Nerris (resumed)

J. Norris (resumed), R. Trallo

2.6 Qther Information

Two additional documents received in response to NRC

requests to Texas Utilities for specific (1formation were

ravieved,

. The Responses of Texas Utilities %o the NRC's

Questions Concerning the 1979 and 1983 Surveys of



Quality Control Inspectors at Comanche Peak.

A series of organizational charts and a summary table
(dated 2-16-85, 2 pages) indicating the company,
organizational unit, and position of alleged

intimidators.

The Atomic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB) Memorandum

(Concerning Welding Issues) LBP-84-54, dated December 18,

1984, was also reviewed.




3. ANALYSIS

The analysis which follows presents upcated findings
of the Study Team. The conclusions reached are the result
of a review of the materials received subsequent to the
drafting of the original report, analysis of those
materials, and integration of that analysis with the work

previously done.

The final conclusions in this report are based on the
several different types of data availabdle for analysis. Of
central interest was whether the analyses of different
types of data (e.g., depositions, survey data, etze.) led to
the same conclusions. Similarity amcng conclusions derived
from cifferent data sources would enhance tne reliability

2f the overall 2onclusions.

The following sections of this report deal
successively with data from the depositions, prefiled
testimony, and hearing transcripts; survey data; and NRC

investigat.on and inquiry reports,

In addition to dealing with intimidation, the report
2130 addresses other climate factors al.ecting the quality
of work at CPSES that would not be classified as
"intimidating." These are discussed in Section 3.4 of this

report which deals with managerial practices.



3.1 Analysis Using Depositions, Prefiled Testimony,

and Hearing Transcripts

3.1.1 Organization Climate

This section analyzes the extent to which a climate of
intimicdation existed at CPSES. (This concept is defined in
detail in Section 1,3 of the original report, pages 3-5.)
In making this deteramination the Study Team not only noted
the frequenrcy and distribution of incidents of alleged
intimidation, but also made some judgments regarding the
likely impact of the incidents on individuals in the work

setting other than the alleger,

In the original report, the Study Team defined
intimidation as a process involving three major components:
(1) the incident, action, or statement inducing the effect,
(2) the resulting feeling or emotion experienced by the
recipient, and (3) the ensuing action on the part of the
recipient who, because of fear, isg forced into dahavior
that otherwise would be rejected, or is deterred from
actions that would otherwise be taken, Intimidation was,
therefore, treated as an incident, action, or statement
that caused an employee to act contrary to, or refrain from

acting in compliance with, written procedures.

In this supplementary report, intimidation is defined as

incidents, statements, or other actions that are reasonably




likely to influence employees to refrain from performing work
in accordance with requirements or identifying or reporting
quality discrepancies or safety problems. The Study Team

has thus broadened their definition of intimidation to include
the impact the incident could be expected to have had on

reasonable individuals in the work setting who experienced,
witnessed, or became aware of the event, regardless of their

actual responses to the alleged intimidation.

3.1.2 Extent of Allegations of Intimication

At t'e .ime of the original report, September 1984,
the analysis, and therefore the conclusions reached, was
based on the data the Study Team had analyzed up to that
point in time. This Supplementary Report Incorporates |

analysis of all information reviewed through August 1985,

This section analyzes the extent of allegations of
intimidation based on depositions, prefiled testimony, and

hearing transcripts.

The depositions analyzed were taken from 83
individuals up to September 1984 and from two additional
individuals after September. A summary list of these data

sources .s shown in Table 1 of this section.

In addition to the depositions, 19 individuals

provided data in the form of prefiled testimony, and

10



rumerous individuals provided testimony at the hearing (as
li:ted in Sections 2.4 and 2.5). For the most part, these
individuals supplemented or repeated information provided
in the depositions. In some cases these were new data-

providers elaborating on incidents identified in the

depositions.

1



TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF DATA PROVIDERS FOR DEPOSITIONS

Iotal Data Providers: 86

A/QC Hana;ora: 17
avid pman

Gorden Purdy

Mark Welch

Thomas Brandt

James Patton

G. S. Keeley
Richard Kahler
Robert Spangler
Billy Ray Snellgrove
Ronald Tolson
Robert Siever
Dwight Woodyarad
Antonio Vega

Jack Stanford
Billie Ray Clements
Myron Krisher

Evert Mouser

Freddie Leon Powers
Perry Brittain
Richard Camp
Jiamie Green
Thomas Locke

Ray Yockey

Joe Georgse
Robert Messerley
John Blixt

Louis Fikar

Doug Frankua
Michael Spence
Ronald Dempsey
Kenneth Liford
Fred Coleman
John Hallford
Charles Tedder
Hollis Hutchinson
Carmen Baker
Michael Hall
John R. Johnson
Samuel Hoggard
Boyce Grier

103 Sos aaats, 2

Robert Taylor
Frank Hawkins
H. Brooks Griffin

/QC §nglo§eoa: )
arlene ° ner ;'
Meddie Gregory
Jack Pitts
Joe Xrolak
Debra Anderson
Susan Spencer
Albert Boren
Houston Gunn
Deborah Anderszon
Sue Ann Neumeyer
Curtis Biggs
Creg Fanning
Randy Whitman
James (ehlein
William Dunhaam
Jimmie McClain
Wayne Mansfield
Larry Wilkerson
Kenneth Whitenead
Marvin Coates
Linda Barnes
Michael Rhodes
William Sinoms
Melvin Todd
Sherry Burns
Cecil Mananing

Mark Wells
Kenneth Luken
Lester Smith
James Scarbrough
David Ethridge
Ivan Vogelsang
Dennis Culton
Sobby Murray
Stanley Miles
Gary Krishnan
Ronnie Johnson
James Keller
Larry Howard
Witness "gv

12



The Study Team reviewed the specific incidents of
reported intimidation. This analysis had two purposes:
(1) to aiscern how the incidents were dispersed over time,
and (2) to identify which instances appeared o be
"legitimate” incidents of intimidation according to the

definition used in the study.

Analysis of the incidents over time indicates that
31 incidents were reported, spanning the period from 1979
to 1984, (See Appendix B, Table B1, for a complete

listing.) The dispersion is shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2. DISPERSION OF INCIDENTS OVER

Number of Incidents

1

b

- (3 from one alleger)

L) (5 from one alleger)
(5 from one alleger)

(6 from two allegers)

Table 2 shows the reported incidents were concentrated
from 1982 through 1984, In 1981, four incidents were
reported by two individuals, one of whom provided three
reports., In 1982, five of the six reported incidents werse

4l30 from the same i(ndividual who reported %hree incidents

13




in 1981, 8o, of these ten incidents in 1981 and 1982,
eight inveolve that one individual. As a result, for the
years 1979 through 1982, only four different individuals

alleged intimidation.

In 1983, 1! incidents were reported by a total of five
allegers. Of these 11 incidents, five were reported by one
alleger. 1In 1984, nine incidents were reported. Six of
these incidents were reported by two allegers. One of the
nine incidents involved the termination of three
individuals, and another involved eight electrical
inspectors wearing nit-picker T-shirta. Over the period
1979 through 1984, the 31 incidents were reported by a
total of 13 individuals, excluding the eight T-shirte
wearing inspectors. Overall, twoe-thirds of the incidents

(21 of the 3') were reported oy only four individuals.

In using these data to assess the CPSES climate, the
Study Team noted the number of QA/QC personnel omployed at
the site from 1979 to 1984 was between 150 and 250 at any
one time., If approximately 200 inspectors had worked 250 days
each year doing an average of two inspections per day over
the six-year period, then 600,000 opportunities were available
for conflict or intimidation to occur. Given the normal pressures
created by scheduling and economic considerations, the natural

conflicts between craft and QA/QC, and some inevitable

14



perscnality clashes, there was a large number of
opportunities for probdlematic interactions during the

course of the work.

Viewing the situation at CPSES from this perspective,
the Study Team concluded the small number of incidents, the
limited number of allegers, and the few alleged
intimidators are insufficient to establish the existence of
a climate of intimidation. Relatively few incidents of
intimidation were reported over the six-year period
involved, with a substantial majority of these incidents

being alleged by four individuals.

The September 1984 report indicated relatively few
allegations were made and relatively few intimidators were
namre, Having now reviewed all the transcribed material,
the conclusions of the Study Team do not differ from those
original conclusions. The findings fail to substantiate

the existence of widespread intimidation at CPSES.

Nevertheless, the small number of reported incidents
cannot eliminate the possibility of such a climate,
Depending on the nature of the incidents reported, a
conclusion that an intimidating climate existed could be
reached even with few reported instances., If, for example,
the reported incidents were perceived to be of a serious
nature, and widespread knowledge of the events existed, and

that knowledge persisted for some time in the organization,

15



then a conclusion of intimidation might be reached based on
a relatively small number of reported events. This
approach to the analysis of climate is considered further

in Section 3.2.2 of this report,

3.1.3 Review of Specific Incidents of Intimidation

The analysis presented thus far has made no judgment
regarding the validity of the allegations themselves., Each
alleged incident was simply counted without judging whether
it actually involved intimidation. The Study Tean
subsequently reviewed each incident according to its
definition of intimidation and made a judgment as to its
validity., These judgments were based on: (1) wnether the
data supported a clear conclusion of what actually
occurred, (2) the extent to which a clear threat was made
or implied, and (3) the likelihood that a reasonable person
directly or indirectly involved would have been intimidated
in the given situation. A conclusion concerning any one
specific incident, in and of itself, would not lead to any
conclusion about the climate of intimidation. The overall
pattern of the incidents must be considered to assess the

climate,

Analysis of the 31 incidents led to nine incidents
being Jjudged as cases of probable intimidation, These are
listed in Table 3. In performing this analysis, all

available data were used, including depositions, prefiled

16



testimony, Ol reports, hearing transcripts, and the ASLB
Memorandum on welding issues. Each incident evaluated is

listed and briefly discussed in Appendix B.

TABLE 3. DISPERSION OF INCIDENTS JUDGED AS INTIMIDATING

Year Number of Incidents Description

1979 0 cmeemm———

1980 0 D —

1981 1 D. Stiner - Weave Welding

1982 1 D. Stiner - Circuit Breaker Article
1983 6 Dunham - Intimidation of Coatings

Inspectors -« Nitpicking
Dunham - Terminaticn
Neumeyer - Liner Plate Traveler
Allen - ALARA and DCA Reviews
Allen - Detergent on Painted
Surface

Allen - Cigarette Filters

1984 1 T-Shirt Incident

When judgments about the legitimacy of the incidents are
made, the case against a climate of intimidation is even
stronger. Few incidents, in the opinion of the Study Team,
could be classified as "intimidating." Of the incidents
included as probable acts of intimidation, some were not

clear or were counted only because they fit narrowly or

17



technically within the definition of intimidation. These
cases were, however, included in the listing above. The
nine incidents invelve four different allegers, excluding
the T-Shirt Incident which involved some eight "targets" of

potentially intimidating actions.

All of these incidents do not deserve equal weight as
significant events in creating a possible climate of
intimidation, The most significant incidents, based on
their potential to influence many employees, were the
Stiner Circuit Breaker Article Incident, the two Dunham

related incidents, and the T-Shirt Incident.

3.1.4 Conclusions Cn Intimidation Incidents

Review of the available information regarding the
nuzber Of alleged incidents of intimidztion ana their
dispersion over time, and review of the specific incidents
themselves, resulted in no change in the coriginal findings
of the Study Team. The data do not support a conclusion
that a climate of intimidation exists, or existed, at

CPSES.

18



3.2 Analysis of the 1979 Management Review Board Survey

The original report included a content analysis of a
subset of questions from the 1979 Management Review Board
Survey. Additional analysis has now been performed of both
the substance and the pattern of responses on an expanded
set of questions from that survey. This analysis was
completed by the same expert in survey methodology who
previously analyzed the 1983 QA/QC Questionnaire Survey,
and the results are summarized below. The complete

analysis is attached to this report as Appendix A.

3.2.1 1979 Management Reviaw Board Survey

To provide a more complete picture of findings from
the 1579 survey, a more extended analysis of the lata was
undertaken. In additicn to the five survey questions to
wnich responses were analyzed in the earlier report, 21
additional questions were included representing all
questions which seemed likely to contain informaticn
relevant to the issue of intimidation. Appendix A, pages
A-18 through A-24, contains a complete listing of these
questions. All 120 respondents were included. Their
responses were content analyzed into code categories
developed from initial inspection of a sample of
questionnaires. As in the case of the 1983 questionnaire
data, the responses were analyzed to determine whether

either their pattern or substance reflected possible

19



intimidation.

Concerniag the pattern of response, the principal
findings were:

O The nonresponse rate was quite low; on the average,
92% of the respondents gave usable responses to
any particular gquestion.

© The overall pattern was positive; 78% of the
responses were positive (favorable).

© Although the average favorability was quite high,
negative opinions were submittsd. Approximately
one response in four was negative,

© The most negative responses were to the most
threatening items, not the reverse (which one might

expect from a pattern of intimidaticn).

The conclusion, therefore, is the pattern of response did
not suggest any noticeable amount of intimidation. The

substance of response was ancther matter, hcwever,

Since the 1979 survey, unlike that in 1983, was not
focused upon the issue of intimidation, cne would expect
most of the responses would refer to issues other than
that. Indeed, such was the case. In general, on those
items tc which the average response was least positive, the
concerns were primarily those of money, lack cf formal
preparation, or "other" (a mixture of miscellaneous

concerns and complaints).

20



Perhaps an exception to this general pattern occurs

for Question 2A ("How would you rate management support of

QC?"): 28% responded marginal or inageguate.

Information which perhaps explains or amplifies these
responses on Question 2A came from an analysis of all
written comments conceivably relating to intimidation.
Thlirty-eight relevant comments of this type were submitted
by 32 persons. An analysis of these specific comments
indicated the acts of intimidation came almost exclusively
from craft/construction, not from QA/QC management or
supervision. A minority of these 32 persons also perceived
QA/QC management had toc often acquiesced to

craft/construction, rather than backed QC.

3.2.2 (Comparison of 1979 and 1383 Survey Results

Considera“ion of both the 1979 and 1983 survey results
jointly presents some interesting similarities and
contrasts. In neither year did the pattern of rasponse
reflect any indicaticn of widespreaa feelings of
intimidation. Indications of intimidation occurred with
any frequency only for the substance of response, and only
for the 1579 survey. Significantly, that survey involved
face-to=face interviews, rather than anonymous
questionnaires, and was generally focused upon issues other

than intimidation. If pervasive intimidation had occurred

21
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case, then one would expect to find pattern responses
indicating feelings of intimidation on the part of the
survey respondents and, particularly in the 1983 survey,
knowledge on the part of a significant nunber of
respondents of intimidating incidents involving either
themselves or others. This was not the case, however. A
minority of the 1379 survey respondents indicated knowledge
of intimidating events, and by 1983, even with a survey
format under which intimidation issues could be addressed
easily, such statements had all but disappeared. Perhaps
more significantly, neither survey revealed pattern
responses among participants that would indicate they felt

intimicated.

These two sets of survey data, taken together, reflect
70 indication of a pervasive climate of intimidation on the
part of, or fostered by, nmanagement or supervision., At
most, less than 10% of the respondents perceive management
often did not take action on intimidation by

craft/construction strongly enough or soon enough.

23



3.3 OI Investigation and Inquiry Reports

In addition to the three NRC Office of Investigation
reports discussed in the initial EG&G Idaho report, seven
investigation reports and seventeen inquiry reports have
since been reviewed. Most of the events triggering these
investigations and ingquiries were touched on, and in some
cases covered in depth, in the depcsitions, prefiled
testimony, and hearing records. Some useful information
related to the issue of intimidation was gleaned from these

reports,

3.2.1 Iaguiry Reports

Seventeen inquiry reports were examined by the Study
Team. Of these, 15 reports were not useful in evaluating
the climate. 0f the remaining two reports, cne described
an instance where the climate was not intimidating, and one
described an instance where it was. The 15 inquiry reports
that were not useful and their subject matter were as
follows:

Q4-82-0005 Alleged Improper Weld Practices

Q4-82-0011 Alleged Improper Termination of a QC
Inspector

Q4=-382-025 Alleged Radiographic Irregularities

Q4=83-009 Alleged Inadequacies in As-Built QC
Inspecticn Program

Q4-83-011 Alleged Poor Construction Practices

24



Q4-83-022 Alleged Improper Implementation of Technical
Procedures

Q4-83-023 Alleged Poor Management Practices

Q4-83=025 Alleged QA Supervisor Discouraging the Use
of Nonconformance Reports

Q4-83-025 Alleged Deficiencies in Coatings Progranm

QU-384-007 Alleged Violations of Construction Practices

Q4=-84-011 Alleged Intimidation of a BOP Inspector

Qi4-84-014 Preserved Tes".mony of a Witness

Q4-84-016 Alleged Improper Construction Practices

Q4-84-037 Alleged Threat of "Blackballing"™ a Former QC
Inspector

Q4-84-045 Suspected Harassment of a QC Inspector
The two inquiry reports which contained useful
information for evaluating whether a climate of

intimilation existed at CPSES are discussed belcw.

Q4-83-021, Alleged Intimidation of Electrical Craft

Persconnel. A former Electrician's Helper contacted the NRC
with several concerns regarding practices in the CPSES
Electrical Department. His primary concern related to the
lack of training provided to Electrical Department
personnel for fabricating and installing electrical conduit
hangers. These personnel are alleged to be required to
read a 400« to 500-page technical manual, S-0910, the first
day on the job and sign a form stating have read and

understand Manual S-0910. A fortyehcur training course is

25



given on the manual. However, since reading the manual is
voluntary, unpaid, and off-duty, the alleger estimated that
less than 3% attend the ccurse and that most electrical

personnel have inadequate working knowledge of 3-0910.

The alleged intimidating aspects of this training
problem are the TUGCO Work Sampling Group considers
referring to S-0910 as idle time, so electrical supervisors
tell the electricians they should not get caught reading

the manual, thereby discouraging its use.

Ancther concern was pocr morale of electrical ~caft
workers resulting from threats of firing and harassment by
the Electrical Department superintendent., As a result of
this, some electrical personnel were alleged to have
ccamented that they might commit acts of electrical

equipment sabdbotage.

These allegations, although not specific to QA/QC,
indicate a climate of intimidation may have existed in the
Electrical Construction Department. In the opinicn of the
Study Team, the inquiry did not delve into the specific
allegations sufficiently to confirm or deny their veracity.
However, the alleger sounded credible. Even though the
facts did not support a conclusion of intimidation, the
allegaticns point %o poor supervisory skills and management
practices in training, work sampling, and personnel

relations.
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Q4-84-001, Alleged Improper Construction Practices.

Several specific allegations were contained in this report.
In two instances, one involving disassembling pump
couplings without authorization and the other involving
work on an air accumulator without the proper paperwork, a
QC inspector caught the viclations and stopped the work
until the proper paperwork was obtained. These incidents
are examples of QC acting independently, with appropriate

autnhority, and without being intimidated.

Two other incidents alleged that workers were
threatened with dismissal if they did not meet production
demands, and were told they were not to come back to work
the next day if they did not finish a specific job. 1In
neither instance did anyone lose his job. In the final
incident, the alleger refused to violate prccedures in
signing off maintenance cards despite being instructed to
dc 80 by his superior. It was not alleged that the
supervisor made any threats in this situation, and no
adverse action was taken against the employee. In the
Judgzent of the Study Team, these three events do not

support a climate of intimidation.

3.3.2 Investigation Reports

The NRC investigation reports generally went into

considerably more depth than did the inquiry reports.
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These reports are discussed briefly below, together with

the conclusions drawn in each.

4-82-012, Alleged Electrical Deficiencies. A former

Electrical Department worker identified four areas of
alleged deficiencies, which had purportedly occurred in the
1980 time frame:
© Using a 750 MCM lug that was drilled to accept
a 1000 MCM cable in the circulating water systeam
motor control center.
0 Using the wrong size lug on a terminal block in
the Reactor No. 1 Auxiliary Building.
9 Using the wrong size lugs on terminal blocks in
the Reactor No. 1 Switch Gear Room.
© Imprcper cable splicing and wiring to the wrong
sice of lugs in the annunciator logic panels of
the Reactor No. 1 Control Room.
The NRC Senior Resident Inspector perscnally inspected
the adbove areas in August 1982 and found no improper wiring

in any of them,.

No implicaticns for intimidation were apparent to the

study team in this report.

4-833-008, Alleged Improper Construction Practices,.

A fcrmer CPSES supervisor provided allegaticns of improper

practices and procedural violations in several areas of
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mechanical and civil construction, including unauthorized
cutting of rebar, overtensioning main steam line, using a
cutting torch on hanger material, and failing to purge

stainless steel piping during welding.

Ten individuals alleged to have knowledge of improper
rebar cutting provided sworn statements to the effect that

all rebar cuts were made with proper authorization.

Four witnesses testified that the relocation of the
main steam line was done under the direction of engineers

to remove stress on the line.

Six witnesses testified to having no knowledge of
improper use cf cutting torches on hangers. Two witnesses
testified to the scrapping of a hanger due to procedural
violation, and with replacing the deficient hanger with an

acceptable hanger.

In addition, a former employee, who came forth in
January 1984 after reading of these allegations in the
newspaper, refuted several of the allegations as reported

in the Inquiry Report Q4-84-007.

In the opinion of the study team these allegations did

not involve intimidation and did not support the existence

of a climate of intimidation.
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4-83-006, Alleged Falsification of QC Records.

A QC inspector alleged that a signature had been forged on

an NCR that had previcusly been an issue before the ASLB.

The former QC inspector who had identified the
nonconforaming condition and a former Quality Assurance
supervisor were interviewed. They testified that the NCR
had been handled appropriately, and the investigation

disclosed no evidence of forged signatures.

This report contained insufficient evidence to

¥
indicate intimidation or a climate of intimidation.

4-83-011, Suspected Falsification of QC Records.

A QC inspector alleged that records of some of his
inspections haa been altered or falsified, He suspected
this had teen done by reviewing supervisors, 0Of three
other inspectors interviewed, two indicated that this
particular inspector was deficient in completing his
repcorts, and one stated that he had heard rumors that other
inspection personnel regularly helped this inspector by
completing nis paperwork. This paperwork situaticn was
confirmed by a document control center clerk, while two
clerks testified they did not know of any falsifications of
inspector checklists. GQA/QC supervision and management
denied knowledge of alteration or falsification of coatings

records.



Upon reinterviewing, the investigator found that the
alleger had been unaware that earlier inspection practices
peramitted records to be copied., The alleger knew that
making copies was now a vioclation of procedures, and he had
assumed that reviewing supervisors must have improperly

made the copies he originally alleged had been changed.

Much of the testimony developed in these interviews
related to various other allegations that have been
considered in other portions of this supplement and in the

original Study Team report.

As it relates specifically to the issue of
intimidation, the study teaam concluded the data do not
indicate intimigation nor support the possible existence of

a ¢climate of intimidation.

4-83-016, Alleged Discrimination Against QC Inspectors

The allegation was that a QC lead inspector was fired for

for complaining in a meeting about intimidation by a
supervisor and abcut lack of support for QC inspectors, and
that this teraination had an iantimidating effect on the QC

coatings inspectors.

Much testimony and many depositions relate to this
particular event with a clear difference of opinion between
nanagement and the alleger as to the reason for nis

termination.
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The Study Team understands that the alleger attended a
meeting of QC inspectors and supervision, the purpose of
which was to have two coatings experts explain proposed
technical changes in coatings specifications and
procedures. During the ccurse of the meeting, the alleger
apparently spoke out regarding intimidation of inspectors
and lack of support from supervisors. It is not clear to
what extent these or other comments by the alleger were
disruptive. However, it is not evident that any
management action was taken during the meeting to respond
to the alleger, to control his purported "disruptiveness,”
or to keep the meeting to its expressed purpose, if the

alleger was in fact being disruptive.

Subsequent to the meeting a counseling session was
arranged with the alleger to discuss his behavior in the
the meetingz. During this session the alleger's employment
was terminated, either by his quitting or being firede-it
is not clear which, This termination was considered by
z0st of tne QC coatings inspectors who attended the meeting
t2 result from the alleger's complaining about intimidation

during the meeting.

Cocnsequently, the Study Team concluded that the
incident coculd have had an intimidating effect on the
coatings inspectors by leaving them with the impression

that complaining about lzck of management support for
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inspectors could result in termination.

4-34-008, Alleged Intimidation of QC Personnel.
This report covered several instances of intimidaticn
alleged by a QC inspector. The specific allegations were
that the inspector was subjected to a series of eight
meetings intended to intimidate and discourage her in
perforaing her work following her appearance before the

ASLB.

Many management actions alleged to discriminate against
her were, in fact, attempts to accommodate her special
needs and produce a more agreeable work situation for her,
The company provided iaformation on maternity benefits six
weeks before her ASLB appearance as well as approximately
8ix weeks thereafter., Soon after her ASLB appearance, the
alleger's work duties were changed from field to shop
inspections. An office was arranged near the Fabrication
Shop, and special arrangements were made for parking and
transportation to and from her work area. Finally, at her
request, she was allowed to terminate by a reduction in
force rather than take a leave of absence, in order to be

eligible for unemployment compensation.

The Study Team feels that CPSES management gave her
more than normal consideration, perhaps because of the
alleger's appearance before the ASLBE. These incidents do

not support the existence of a climate of intimidation.
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4-84-012, Alleged Intimidation of Welding Crews.

An ironworker alleged that an ironworker superintendent
regularly threatened and intimidated his subordinates.
Interviews with fifteen individuals determined that seven
either had personal knowledge of intimidation or knew of

this superintendent's reputation as an intimidator.

In a specific incident investigated, the
superintendent allegedly forced the ironworker to chip
concrete in a room in which safety system welding was deing
performea. The study team feels this was probably a case

of intimication of the ironworker by the superintendent,.

Regarding intimidation of QA/QC personnel, a QC
inspector, when advised of the problem, shut the welding
job down until the chipping was stopped and the dust
settled. This shutdown occcurred despite its going against
the orders of a superintendent known to many as an
intimidator. This incident, while snowing intimidation of
a craftsperson, alsc is another example of a QC inspector
acting independently within the authority of his role and

without bdeing intimidated by the crafts,

3.3.3 Ce¢nclusions From Investigation and Inquiry Reports

Analysis of 24 NRC Reports of Inquiry and

Investigation resulted in four incidents providing some
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indication of intimidation in both craft and QA/QC at
CPSES. One of these incidents (4-83-016) involved the
termination of a lead QC inspector, and one (4-84-008)
consisted of a series of events involving one QC inspector.
These two events are included in Table 3 as the Dunham
Termination and the D. Stiner-Circuit Breaker Article
Incidents., The third report (3-84.012) dealt with a
possible climate of intimidation in a craft department; it
was also an example of a QC inspector acting independently
and using the authority of his role. A fourth report (Qi-
83-021) dealt with craft intimidation by craft supervision,
but did not provide enough information to determine whether

intimidation actually existed.

Of the 27 inquiries and investigations, including the
three used in the original report, a preponderance of
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