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PART LB -- INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE

No agency records subject to the request have been located.

Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from disclosure pursuant to the exemptions described in and for
the reasons stated in Part il

This determination may be appealed within 30 days by writing to the FOIA/PA Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
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NRC FORM 464 Part Il (6-1998) PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER This form was designed using InForms



Re: FOIA-2000-0207

APPENDIX A
RECORD BEING WITHHELD IN PART

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)/EXEMPTIONS
1. 05/27/99 Report of Investigation - Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power

Plant: Discrimination Against Shift Foreman by Management
for Reporting Safety Concerns. (137 pages) EX. 5
(Attorney-Client Privilege) and EX. 7C



CASE No. 4.1998-029

United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

" Report of Investigation
DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT:

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST SHIFT FOREMAN BY
MANAGEMENT FOR REPORTING SAFETY CONCERNS

Office of Investigations .
RIV Information in this record was deleted
" Reported by Ol: in accordance with rtihe fe_e!dg/m of Information

exemptions
lp\gtﬁ\. Y0o00- 0201)

B



Title: DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT:

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST SHIFT FOREMAN BY MANAGEMENT FOR

REPORTING SAFETY CONCERNS

Licensee:

Pacific Gas and Electric Co.
P.0. Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120
Docket No.: 50-275/323

Reported by:

Senior Special Agent
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region IV

Participating Personnel:

Jonathan Armenta, Jr.
Senior Special Agent, OI:RIV

Dennis Boal
Special Agent, OI:RIV

David H. Thompson, Physical
Security Specialist, NRC:DRS

Case No.: 4-1998-029
Report'Date: May 27, 1999
Control Office: OI:RIV
Status: CLOSED

Reviewed and Approved by:

G e

E. L. Williamson, Director
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region IV

WARNING

DO NOT DISSEMINATE, PLACE IN THE PUBLIC DOCUMENT ROOM, OR
DISCUSS THE CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT OF INVESTIGATION OUTSIDE
NRC WITHOUT AUTHORITY OF THE APPROVING OFFICIAL OF THIS
REPORT. UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE MAY RESULT IN ADVERSE
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION AND/OR CRIMINAL PROSECUTION.



SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (0I), Region IV (RIV),
on June 23, 1998, to determine if a shift foreman (SFM) at
Pacific Gas & Electric’s (PG&E) Diablo Canyon Nuclear Pow Lont
(DCNPP) was discriminated against by management for reporting
safety concerns.

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation,
documentation, and testimony, the allegation that an SFM at DCNPP
was discriminated against for identifying safety concerns was not
substantiated. :

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Allegation

Discrimination Against Sh’“t Foreman by Management for Reporting
Safety Concerns

Applicable Requlations

10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection (1998 Edition)

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (0I), Region IV (RIV),
on June 23, 1998, to determine if Neil J. AIKEN, Shift Foreman
(SFM), Pacific Gas & Electric’s (PG&E) Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant (DCNPP), was discriminated against by management for
reporting safety concerns (Exhibit 1).

Background

On June 15, 1998, Howard WONG, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch E,
NRC:RIV, was contacted by AIKEN, who stated that his protected
area access was revoked on June 12, 1998, by the licensee pending
medical and psychological examination. AIKEN stated he believed
his access was revoked as a result of his raising safety
concerns. AIKEN also speculated that his participation in a
security test [successfully getting a gun through the search
train at DCNPP] and subsequent discussions with personnel about
potential “insider” threats may have been taken out of context
and misconstrued by the licensee as his persconal intentions.
AIKEN stated he had discussed this with James E. MOLDEN,
Operations Services Manager, DCNPP, who stated his access
revocation was unrelated to the security test. On June 22, 1998,
the NRC:RIV Allegation Review Board (ARB) requested OI:RIV
interview AIKEN and obtain details regarding his concerns.

AGENT'’S NOTE: AIKEN's safety concerns and, in part, his
employment discrimination concerns, were the subject of two
previous OI reports: 4-96-013 and A4-97-030.
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on June 25, 1998, OI:RIV spoke with AIKEN who agreed to an
interview on July 8, 1998, at 5:00 p.m. (Exhibit 2).
Approximately 15 minutes later, ATKEN telephoned and left a voice
mail message stating he had changed his mind and did not wish to
pe interviewed by the NRC at this time. He called a few minutes
later and told the reporting agent that he was not interested in
being interviewec¢ = “*e NRC on his access revocation issue. He
believed his access woda.. e reinstated following his interview
with a psychiatrist, so thi. would be a “moot point and a
distraction” from his significant technical and safety issues.
AIKEN said if the NRC wanted to investigate anything, the
reporting agent should read a document he prepared called “Going
critical” which outlined his significant concerns. The reporting
agent asked AIKEN to contact her if additional action was taken
by DCNPP regarding his access revocation, but he did not commit
to doing so.

On July 6, 1998, the NRC:RIV ARB recommended no further action be
taken by OI:RIV. On July 9, 1998, the NRC:RIV was informed by
DCNPP that a forensic psychiatrist nad conclucded SRR N

g and his access would not be restored.

On September 1, 1998, Russell WISE, Senior Allegations
Coordinator, NRC:RIV, received a copy of a petition signed by

42 employees of the Operations Department at DCNPP in support of
ATKEN (Exhibit 3). This was followed on September 4, 1998, by a
letter from Gregory M. RUEGER, Senior Vice President (VP), PG&E,
to the NRC:RIV, stating PG&E had received a copy of the petition
[without names] and intended to review and evaluate the issues
raised in it (Exhibit 4). According to RUEGER, PG&E would
provide the NRC with the results of their review and actions they
would be taking to reinforce DCNPP'sS safety culture. On
September 8, 1998, the NRC:RIV ARB recommended the NRC respond in
writing to PG&E’'s letter and review the licensee’s response to
their culture survey when received.

Oon October 22, 1998, WISE spoke with AIKEN, in response to an
inquiry from Dave LOCHBAUM, Union of Concerned Scientists, who
stated he had been contacted by AIKEN and told that the NRC had
not addressed his [AIKEN's] concerns (Exhibit 5). AIKEN told
WISE that PG&E had used the Fitness-for-Duty (FFD) process as a
means of retaliating against him for reporting safety concerns.
AIKEN further stated he had been contacted by a quality control
(0C) inspector who told him his [AIKEN's] access revocation had
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created a “severe chilling effect” at DCNPP, and employees were
afraid to report safety concerns lest they be subjected to
similar retaliatory actions.

On November 2, 1998, the NRC:RIV ARB recommended OI:RIV recontact
AIKEN and interview him regarding his access revocation. On
November 3, 1998, OI:RIV spoke with AIKEN who agreed to be
interviewed on November 17, 1998, with the proviso that the
reporting agent read a document he had prepared called “*Going
Critical” prior to the interview.

On November 12, 1998, WISE received notification that AIKEN had
filed a complaint of discrimination, under Section 211 of the
Energy Reorganization Act, 42 U.S.C. 5851, with the Department of
Labor (DOL) (Exhibit 6).

On November 16, 1998, A. Alene ANDERSON, Attorney, Project on
Liberty and the Workplace (Project LAW), sent a letter by
facsimile to OI:RIV outlining a list of demands to be met before
Project LAW would consent to allow AIKEN to talk to the NRC
(Exhibit 7). This was forwarded to the reporting agent who was
in California for the interview of AIKEN scheduled for the
morning of November 17, 1998.

Interview of Alleger (AIKEN) (Exhibit BL‘

AIKEN was interviewed on November 17, 1998, by OI:RIV and WISE.
A. ANDERSON was present, representing AIKEN. This interview was
preceded by a lengthy discussion about OI's projected
investigation into AIKEN'’s concerns; whether or not A. ANDERSON
would allow OI to interview AIKEN, and if so, with or without a
court reporter; and Project LAW's request that the NRC’'s Office
of the Inspector General (0OIG) handle this investigation.
Following a 2-hour discussion on policies, procedures, interview
scope, conditions, etc., A. ANDERSON said she would not allow
AIKEN to be interviewed with a court reporter, but she would
allow him to present some “general” information in a limited
interview.

AIKEN said he began working for PG&E at DCNPP on November 13,
1974. He first reported safety concerns on Ssptember 16, 1935,
when he attended a meeting about scheduling work and moving
transformers past a power source. AIKEN explained his concerns
about this issue which was previously reviewed by the NRC.
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AIKEN said after 1995, his supervisors and managers began holding
him responsible for negative events and placing comments about
them in his performance appraisals, when others involved in
similar incidents were not held accountable. As an example,
ATIKEN said a l-hour surveillance was not completed, and he was
held responsible. Several months later, a friend [NFI] of

Steven A. HIETT, former Operations Director, DCNPP, now ~u loan
to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations, failed to pe “orm a
similar surveillance. AIKEN claimed this failure was not
reflected in this individual’s performance appraisal, although he
admitted he had never seen the performance appraisal.

ATKEN said the next position he could be promoted to was shift
supervisor (SS). Until approximately 2 years ago, the SS
position required a college degree, which he [AIKEN] lacked. He
said during the last 2 years, senior reactor operators (SROs) ,
with less experience and no college degree, were promoted to SS,
and he was not promoted, at least partially because he had
reported safety concerns.

ATKEN said he had WMV oo formance appraisals
until 1996. He said he did not keep all of his performance
appraisals, and when he recently asked PG&E for copies of them,
he was told they were missing. AIREN said@ he was the subjecrz of

supervisors were required to complete annual psycho ogical
evaluations Sixfmplcyees, and ARSI A . oo i

AIKEN said in the beginning of 1998, he was movad from C Crew to
what was characterized as the “F Troop.” Although ail crew
shifts were rotating shifts, the “F Trocp” changed rotation every
5 weeks, and you never knew which rotatlon you would be on from
one shift rotation to the next. AIKEN said his transfer to the
“F Troop” was solely because he was "not supportive of management
directives.” This was not the first time the "F Troop® had been

used as

disciplinary tool. According to ATEEN,,
',Ihad been placed on “F Troop’ because management
had been unhappy with him. AIKEN admitted the other RO on the
“F Troop” liked that crew because he did net have any

administrative duties but drew the same pay as other SFM. AIKEN
said HIETT failed to provide him with specifics as to why he was
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being placed on the “F Troop” nor did he provide him with any
criticisms of his performance. AIKEN commented that, although he
initially viewed his transfer to the “F Troop” negatively, it was
snot so bad” because he got to work with all the shifts and got
to know all Operations Department personnel.

ATKEN said he met with MOLDEN in March 1998 abcuz a throttled
condensate valve that caused the loss of a unit. A7FX said he
told MOLDEN he was disappointed that “the system” had not worked
and he [AIKEN] had to “take on” this issue. AIKEN discussed this
issue, which was previously reviewed by the NRC.

AIKEN said MOLDEN told him he [AIKEN] was transferred to

“F Troop” because he failed to support management directives.
ATKEN claimed MOLDEN told him he [AIKEN] failed to support moving
the SFM’s desks into the CR, saying this would be a distraction,
and he [AIKEN] was against using two “super crews” during outages
because breaking up Operations Department crews would distract
from teamwork.

AIKEN said that on June 11, 1998, he met with MOLDEN; Melanie J.
CURRY, Human Resources (HR) Advisor, PG&E; and Wwilliam F. RYAN,
Access Authorization (AA) and FFD Supervisor, PG&E. AIKEN said
MOLDEN read from a prepared statement and told him, effective
immediately, his access to DCNP? was being revoked, pending a
psychological evaluation of him. He was told RYAN would guide
the process. AIKEN said despite his repeated questions, MOLDEN
refused to tell him why an FFD evaluation was required. AIKEN
said he agreed to submit to a psychiatric evaluation, as well as
to a physical examination, although he was *bhothered and
worried, ” as anyone would be. AIKEN said he did so because he -
had no alternative, other than resigning his position at DCNPP.
Also, he believed any psychiatric evaluation would find him fit-
for-duty and his access would be restored. AIKEN said during
this meeting, he asked MOLDEN if his [AIKEN's] participation in a
security exercise, in May 1998, had anything to do with his
access revocation, and MOLDEN said that incident had nothing to
do with his access rsevocation.

ATIKEN said he had repeatedly asked for feedback regarding his job
performance and was told nothing negative; the June 11, 1998,
meeting came as a “complete surprise.” He had no clue there was
any question about his FFD. AIKEN said at the time of this
meeting, he was unaware that Threat Assessment Group, Inc. (TAG) ,
had evaluated certain “evidence” to determine if an FFD
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evaluation of him should be undertaken. Approximately 6 weeks
later, during the appeals process, PG&E provided him with a
letter from Park DIETZ, M.D., Ph.D., TAG, dated June 9, 1398
recommendlng that an FFD evaluatlon be conducted because o

ATIKEN sald shortly after the June 11, 1998, meeting, he went for
a complete physical examination and received a

1 AIKEN said about 2 weeks after the June 11, 1998,
meetinig— he met with S. Miles ESTNER, M.D. forensic psychiatrist

and PG&E consultant, for 1 % to 2 hours. AIKEN .said ESTNER later
declared him [AIKEN] not fit-for-cduty.

AGENT'S NOTE: A. ANDERSON stated she would not allow AIKEN
to provide the NRC with specific information regarding
ESTNER’s findings or a copy of ESTNER’s written report,
which PG&E had provided to AIXEN. A. ANDERSON reiterated
that AIXEN would not provide the NRC with a waiver allowing
them to review his medical files at DCNPP? if such a waiver

was required.

ATKEN said, after he was notified by PG&E that ESTNER had
determined him unfit-for-duty, he filed an appeal by letter dated

June 23, 1998. AIKEN said ne requested that the review
psychiatrist not be a forensic psycn&atvlat or closely assoc1a:ed
with PG&E. Shortly after filing this appeal, he was provided

with the TAG letter and ESTNER's evaluation of him. He said when
he read those documents, he became more concerned about his
situation and contacted Marietta “Cindy” JOHNSON, Employee
Assistance Program (EAP) Counselor, DCNPP. AIKEN said he
subsequently met with C. JOHNSON and asked her if he could get
another psychiatrist to provide an independent evaluation of him.
ATKEN said C. JOHNSON seemed sympathetic, but 2 days aZfter their
meeting, she telephoned him & and asked to be dlsassoc1a*ed from
his case because she was = o R ~

-
/

—_—

AIKEN said, following receipt of his appeal, Joseph S. DeMARTINI,
Senior Labor Relations Representative, PG&E, asked a PG&E
manager [NFI] in San Francisco for assistance in locating
another psychiatrist. AIXIN said he was referred to Steaven
RAFFLE, M.D., a forensic psychiatrist, who interviewed him in
early August 1998. He was subsequently nocified by DeMARTINI
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:g“‘,,_,;hat RAFFLE deemed him unfit-for-duty, and DeMARTINI provided him
. - with a copy of RAFFLE's evaluation report. :

AGENT'S NOTE: A. ANDERSON stated she would not allow AIKEN
to provide the NRC with specific information regarding
RAFFLE’s findings or a copy of RAFFLE'S written report,
which PG&E had provided to AIKEN.

o AIKEN said in late August 1998, he met with CURRY who told him he
could go on long-term disability, at 50 percent of his pay or
seek a job elsewhere in the PG&E system. Long-term disability
required reevaluation of his situation every 6 months, wherein he

- would have to prove continuing disability. AIKEN said since

- DCNPP was currently downsizing and with a question about his FFD,

. he was not optimistic about finding another job within PG&E.

* - CURRY told him she would provide him access to a computer, help

- him with his resume and job applications. and keep him informed

. of PG&E job openings.

AIKEN said he also locked into workman's compensation, which

L would be 2/3 of his pay. However, he felt uncomfortable with

i that option because he had to swear under penalty of perjur that -
B he had this disability, and he did not believe he had any‘k | —
SRl Therefore, he did not f2el this was a viable opEion

T because it would reguire him to commit perjury. He said early
LT retirement was not an cption because the earliest age that was
R allowable was 55, and it would be 18 months before he reached 55.

ATKEN said he recently went to another psychiatrist who was

o recommended to him, whose name he could not recall. He met with
— her and asked if she would write a letter for him authorizing
long-term disability. She refused, saying long-term disability

SEL S e R

M :—:: - . . P
= AIKEN said he had keen cn ~
:gptﬁpét full pay. However, nis ) ~

- 55 Fe was hoping for a resolution of his situation by that time.
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AIKEN said he was aware of a petition circulated at DCNPP by
John PAULSON, SCO, and someone else [NFI]. According to AIKEN,
PAULSON asked him to review the petition, but he [AIKEN] had not
instigated it. When PAULSON initially showed the petition to
him, it contained four items. He said he and PAULSON discussed
it and the petition was revised, incorporating his [AIKEN's]
input. AIKEN said he kelieved many Operations employees refused
to sign the petition because they were afraid of repercussions,
but he provided no names.

AIKEN said if PG&E was using the presentation he made to the
shareholder's m—;glng in April 1998 as a basis for gquestioning

, . I that was improper. He said he only went to
the meetlng because he had been unsuccessful in getting PG&E or
the NRC to adequately address his concerns, and James D. SHIFFER,
former Vice President, PG&E, recommended he [AIKEN] address

the shareholder’s meeting since those were the people who could
influence PG&E. AIKEN said he was allotted 5 minutes to speak,
and he read his letter to the shareholders. He said about

20 others spoke at the meeting, but they were probably not PG&E
employees.

AIXEN provxded a l st of rnames of individuals he believed would
support his position that he lsmaPQ/O” that DCNPP
is using the FFD program to get rid of him because he repcrted
sa;ety corncerns.

Documentation Review

AIKEN PC&E EFmployvment Apolicarion, dated August 13, 1974
(Exhibitc 9)

e

_The»a:p;iqatiqn‘showed AIXEN wasfqgilﬂ.‘l[ e ',”'f”:_;jfi\\jj7

- - and was a001y1“g for an aux1;la*y ooeraror
p051 ion. Adécording to the application, AIKEN’s highest level of
education was an A.A. in Liberal Arts conferred in 1971.

E-mail from James 3ECKER 7o File, dated Novemper 17, 1993
(Exhibit 10)

BECKER noted :that a team of five members, including AIXEN, was
tasked with improving DCNPP's supervision of on-crew operators
and evaluating the division of supervisory responsibilities.
Several recommendations were made by the team, including moving
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SFM into the control room. Several items were considered by the
team but not adopted, including deleting the degree requirement
for the SS. '

E-mail from HINDS to BECKER, dated November 7, 1995 (Exhibit 11)

_HINDS stat... =-: input to AIKEN's merit rating, AIKEN was a

cv_}althgugﬁ he sometimes aisplqyed a

! -

E-mail from BECKER to AIKEN, dated May 20, 1996, and Response,
dated May 26, 19386 (Exhibit 12)

BECKER asked AIKEN if he was still interested in a rotation to
training, as he had expressed earlier that year. AIKEN responded
that he had never actually requested a rotational assignment, and
it was important that he continue on watch to address his
concerns and work on other projects.

E-mail from BECKER to File, dated July 24, 1996 (Exhibit 13)

BECKER stated he met with AIXEN who told him PG&E and the NRC
were not adequately addressing his concerns. AIKEN told him that
he wanted to be told in a straightforward way if an investigation
did not support his concern

Memorandum from AIKEN regarding discussions between him and
David CORPORANDY, NRC, on September 4-5, 1996, undated
(Exhibit 14)

AIKEN said he told CORPORANDY he was meeting with his
congressional representative about his concerns because PG&E and
the NRC had not timely or adequately addressed them nor had they

let him be involved in the resolution process. AIKEN said he
would also be discussing the DOL's slowness in addressing his
letter of complaint. AIXEN said he continued to seek a “fair

hearing” on his “growing list of issues and concerns.” AIKEN
said he identified and discussed several concerns with
CORPORANDY .
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E-mail from Mark LEMKE, Emergency Planning Supervisor, to
MOLDEN, dated October 4, 1996 (Exhibit 15)

LEMKE stated AIKEN used; : ' FMQgring the

first 3 gquarters of‘19967—'0ther SFM used from
who had back surgery].  LEMKE stated no

. .. used over _ during this same time period.

E-mail from LEMKE to Robert J. MAGRUDER, ss, dated October 4,
1996 (Exhibit 16)

LEMKE stated DCNPP considered over/ T “use in
1 year to be excessive. He asked £Rat “Bob” talk with
- thus far in 1996.
—

F-mail from LEMKE to MOLDEN, dated October 23, 1996 (Exhibit 17)

(S

LEMKE stated that an STM on C Crew [AIKEN] was using an
winordinate” amount of shift time reviewing tech specs, FSARs,
procedures, etc., which did not pertain to running the power
plant. The same SFM had " (supposedly) demonstrated/ '

According to LEMKE, supervisors were reluctant to
point out this, T Also, the same SEM was trying to
encourage cthefs to &t in the same way. LEMKE s:zated he had
received this information third hand and had no perscnal
knowledge of these events. LEMKE said thi [ : was
becoming an area of concern and suggested atfempting to
corrororate these claims.

E-mail from HINDS to LEMKE, dated October 26, 1996 (Exnhibit 18)

— —
HINDS said he spoke with AIKEN about his/ ~ i AIKEN
acknowledged he had. '

as a result of pursuing concerns.
pofise to an E-mail from LEMKE asking him

HINDS’ E-mail was in res
to talk with AIXEZN about

F-mail from HINDS to BECKER, dated October 27, 1996 (Exhibit 19)

HINDS, as input to AIXEN’s merit rating, stated that AIKEN had a

__ HINDS stated A;kEN was,
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ety
H

suggested working with AIKEN to
P
E-mail from HINDS to BECKER, dated October 27, 1996 (Exhibit 20)

“E;N§$! asiipput to ROLLER'S merit ratinq,»sta;edﬂRQLLERﬁgjﬁA

—

E-mail from BECKER to AIKEN, dated November 8,6 19396 (Exhibit 21)

BECKER stated that, despite AIKEN'’s concern about HIETT being
made C Crew’s SS, he was being assigned to that position.
BECKER stated AIKEN should not hesitate to come forward should
any work-related concerns arise. He also told AIKEN that his
[AIKEN’s] job assignment could be changed, if he so desired.

E-mail from AIKEN to‘Tim KING, Traininag, dated December 10,
1996, and forwarded to MOLDEN on March 3, 1997 (Exhibit 22)

ATKEN stated it was “business as usual” in obtaining exam banks
in advance, despite his expressed expectations about this.
AIKEN stated there was no excuse for this, but it was “the kind
of support I have come to expect.” AIKEN disagreed with a
trainer’s interpretation of a ‘mocking” scenario stating, . “Lets
(sic.) get this stuff scraignt.”

E-mail from AIKEN to KING, dated December 10, 1996, and
forwarded to MOLDEN on March 3, 1997 (Exhibit 23)

AIKEN stated he had done rothing inflammatory or out of control
[regarding a training sessionl, but he would “not misrepresent
the situation to suit some manipulative agenda.” AIKEN stated
it was approoriate to start the annual exam project in a timely
manner. He said, “Maybe we can come up with another excuse next

A

vear. I'1ll bet that’'s legall”

This E-mail was forwarded by KING to HIETT on May 31, 1997, and
by HIETT to CURRY on June 3, 1997 (Exhibit 24).

F-mail from HINDS to Record, dated January 21, 1997 (Exhibit 25)

HINDS stated AIKEN was responsible for three “attention to

detail type events” in 1996 for which he received/ ‘ ‘ 7 C_
' These were: (1) tailure to
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perform dedicated shutdown panel check; (2) clearing CCW HX
without meeting fast restoration requirements; and (3) failure
co perform reverse rotation check.

'AIKEN's Report to the Diablo Canvon Independent Safety Committee
(DCISC), dated February 5, 1997 (Exhibit 26)

ATKEN stated he was at odds with significant situations at
DCNDPP. AIKEN said he was concerned about the management and
operations of DCNPP, but it was important that he remain in his
position in the control room. He said he had been powerless to
affect the employee concerns process and shut out of having
successful input into DCNPP management'’'s ethical or technical-
ethical misconduct. AIKEN stated the NRC had not evaluated his
concerns and their position on them was an “example of the
[NRC’s] frustrating duplicity.” AIKEN talked about specific
technical or safety related concerns. He said he had reported
his concerns to the Employee Concerns Program (ECP) which was a
stravesty.” He believed they were “looking for criteria to cast
doubt on my statements.” AIKEN said he was precipitating a
crisis by communicating about his issues publicly, and he might
not “be able to guide this crisis now that it is set loose.”

AIXEN admitted he intentionally viclated procedures during a
problem with a centrifugal charging pump breaxer. EHe had tried
to get managers to acknowledge the procedural acherence problem,
but “again denial and avoidance pehavicr craracterize PG&E

io

management’s and the NRC’'s reactl

Supervising AIKEN, dated Februarv 20, 1997 (Exhibit 27)

This document, written by HIETT, stated AIKEN had expressed a
concern about being sugerggggd by him [HIETT) since one of
AIKEN's concerns involved/ ' gl AIKEN also
stated some members of C Cvaw were concerned about HIETT being

' ) AIXEN had used a meeting as a platform to
exolain why it wWas§ necessary to go to extrIeme measures against
PG&E management. HIETT s-a-ed C Crew members appeared
supportive of AIXEN and were influenced by his comments that
PG&E management could rnot pe trusted. HIETT also believed AIKEN
had helped cultivacte i R ol
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E-mail from BECKER to MOLDEN, dated February 24, 1937
(Exhibit 28)

BECKER stated he met with AIKEN, ROLLER, and HIETT about
training issues raised with C Crew. BECKER stated he and HIETT
_later discussed AIKEN's disparaging « mments and failure to
model management expectations.

Note from HIETT, dated February 27, 1897 (Exhibit 29)

HIETT stated he talked to AIKEN about the crew’s attitude in
training, and AIKEN agreed to keep his allegations out of the
discussion. HIETT said AIKEN missed a survelllance due to
——— AIKEN had to complete about this
as we as another event relate to a clearancé”—XT?EN
commented to him [HIETT] that /NN . )
at him. HIETT notedLEH*E dld not seem to be the case,
but AN T ) ;, . HIETI~§tated when
he t&Id AIKEN there was nothlng he ccul&—ao about . ATKEN
began swearing and said he would no longer tell him anything,
but AIXEN later apologized.

Memorandum Irom EIETT to CURRY, dated March 5, 1997 (Exhibit 30)

HIETT providiad CURRY Nl:h ~xn;b*t 29 and adaed AIK=EN had stated, ,} -
"I'd like to _shove this right up Wi g, | 1= TT said B
AIKZEN was e iy s ;regaraeng

future commun*catﬂon wich him

"HIETT] . S —

E-mail from BECKER to HIETT, dated March 13, 1997 (Exhibit 31)

BECKER recommended g*vw’ng AIXKEN an Mfor the I-1C 7 C

incident, which was consistent with similar incidents involwving
other SFM.

-

E-mail from AIXEN to BEC datad March 15, 1997, with Comments
by MOLDEN and HEIETT ( 32)

RS [9]

-

Ui

L
xn ol

AIKEN asked to be paid overtime during his days off to discuss
his concerns with the NRC and others. MOLDEN stated AIKEN'S
participation in these interviews had already been disruptive to
the crew and he should be off-crew or attend such interviews as
part of his 40-hour workweek. HIETT stated AIKEN's special
assignments resulted in a stream of reliefs which was
detrimental to crew performance. In addition, it would be
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unwise for AIKEN to work a significant amount of overtime and
still be assigned the responsibilities of an SFM due to errors
caused by fatigue.

E-mail from HIETT to BECKER, with Comments by MOLDEN, dated
March 24, 1997 (Exhibit 33)

HIETT Sald ATKEN

AIKEN Tad used
5 quarters, as well as 4 days of vacation during the last
: ©7" 7 HIETT said AIKEN had been|’

e

HIETT believed AIKEN was
setting a poor example for the crew, ana there had been no
__change in AIKEN' s; R :

 HIETT asked™ . .
4 7 SUCh that he shoula not be on shwct and he
asked for help fﬁfaee‘lng with the situation. MOLDEN responded
by asking how ”“”’compared to that of other
SFM. He also Stated since Operations nad to approve vacation,
if they let AIXEN schedule vacation in conflict with the plant,

“ii

trhat was management’s prcoblem.

E-mail from AIKEN to MCLDEN, wich HZINDS' Comments. dated
March 28, 1987 (Exhipi=z 34)

AIKEN withdrew his request for overtime for NRC and other
interviews, stating he would conduct them during his time off.
HINDS stated that was probably the result of his [HINDS] telling
ATIKEN he [HINDS] believed AIKEN should not be paid overtime for
interviews because that conflicted with PG&E overtime policy and
was inconsistent with the way other employees were treated.

E-mail from ... 239987, forwarded
) )

by HISTT to BeCK=

that
ried to brle | AIZXEN said in a loud
voice, he “didn’ct have t‘me fo* this sort of thing.” Mﬂﬂﬁ#sald
this occurred during an 1nadveree“_ boratiocn, and AIXEN later
“apologized for yelling at me.’

=
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E-mail from AIKEN to BECKER, dated April 27, 19987, forwarded by
BECKER to MOLDEN, and by MOLDEN to Bruce TERRELL on April 28,
1997 (Exhibit 36)

AIKEN declined to participate in the “committee,” stating he had
wasted his time with his involvement n rhe ECP and had no more

time “to waste on nonproductive activities. AIKEN said he
would “monitor [the committee’s] progress and =ffectiveness in
dealing with plant problems.” MOLDEN stated he did not

understand why AIKEN was declining to participate and asked
TERRELL, ECP Supervisor, if new issues had caused this reaction.

E-mail from HIETT to MOLDEN, dated April 29, 1997, with attached
E-mail from Glenn LeBLANC to HIETT, dated April 27, 1997

(Exhibit 37)

LeBLANC stated that one of his journeymen made a reguired call
to the control room, and the person answering the telephone was
unprofessional and hung up on him.  [NCTE: It is unclear from
the E-mail how they determined the person who answered the
telephone was AIX=EN.)

MOLDEN asked HIETT if he nad discussed “these two events” with
AIXEN. 'NOTE: Information rela:ed'_o “he firstc event was
aooareﬁ;WY racdacted by attornays. HISTT responded to MOLDEN,
saying he planned to discuss Vonmun ‘cations with ALKgN dur’ng
the PMP discu 551on.' h:?TT sald AIKAN was Cﬁ '

. l

b e HIETT stated they should See some 1mprovemen
in AIKEN by Auguat or he would not be on shift.

E-mall from LEMKE to HI=TT, dated Mav 9, 13997, and forwarded bv
HIZTT to CURRY on Jurne 3 1937 (Exnhibit 38)

LEMKE sent an E-mail to SFM explaining thay should receive call
from craft in a professioral manner In the E-mail to HIETT,
LEMKE said some craft had complained that SFM were m
;’When they {craft] wers simply trying to do thelr jobs.

E-mail from EIETT to ATXEN, dated May 16, 1397 !(=xhibit 39)

With this E-mail, HIZTT attached AIKEN's first trimester PMP
review to provide him feedback to help the C Crew management
team assure high performance.
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E-mail from RUEGER to HIETT,6 dated Mavy 26, 1997 (Exhibit 40)

RUEGER stated WARNER would respond to his (EIETT's] concern, but
they had to be “VERY cautious” in reassigning AIKEN. AIXEN
could only be reassigned for valid reasons, which must be well
documented. The positive discipline should be fully used, and
ATKEN should be treated lii.. a y other SFM with job related
problems. The only other way:s & reassignment could be affected
would be at AIKEN’s request or as a result of an FFD evaluation
pronouncing him unfit-for-duty. RUEGER stated the consequences
of not guarding AIKEN'’s rights would be “far worse than working
with him to address his shortfalls cn crew.”

Facsimile Cover Sheet to Dr. [Dennis] JOHNSON from VARNEY, dated
May 28, 1997 (Exhibit 41)

Attached to this fax was a copy of AIKEN’s February 5, 1997,
presentation to the DCISC (Exhibit 26).

F-mail from [Ronald G.] TODARO to [Robert T.l POWERS, dated
Mayv 29, 1997 (Exhibit 42)

TODARO stated, (i@l soent 2 % hours talxirg apout AIXEN
with his supesVisor. On May 29, 1997, D. JCHNSON stated he did
not believe there was enougn information at that time to
indicate AIXEN was SINERSESNGENE SR st
suggested that the BRG
accerdance, gather documentacion regarding proplem o

areas, and forward it to him. The BRG agreed to that course of
action.

focus on performance, conduct
s

c-mail from HIETT to C. JCHNSON, dated May 31, 1997 (Exhibitc 43}

HTETT stated an individual placed two calls to the control room,
and AIXEN was the person wno would have received those calls.
AIKEN let the telephcne ring three times, picked it up, and hung
up. HIETT stated ne was concerned that “Neil may not be

ul

—

E-mail from RN to EI=ETT, dated Mav 31. 1997 (Sxhio.t 44)

- -

in response to a regquest from HIZTT, stated he had noted
“several instances during the last 2 years when AIXEN's behavior
was S i ki ' # said he believed
AIKEN' s| BniER Sl o
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—
stated he had been keeping a record of AIKEN's

behavior and job performance for guite awhile, but he had
stated, “My hope in writing this is that Neil

deleted it. @ ,
might get the Heélp that I believe he needs.”

E-mail from CRAIG to E_ETT, dated June 1, 1997, and forwarded by
HIETT to CURRY on June 3, 1997 (LXhlblC 45)

CRAIG stated he had found Work Order C0152474 attached to an
incorrect Tech Spec Tracking Sheet. CRAIG stated, although he

could not prove it  he believed AIKEN was responsible for that,

‘E-mail from CURRY to Kenneth YANG, Chief Counsel, HR, PG&E,
dated June 6, 1997 (Exhibit 46)

CURRY sta;ed@ andm had recently become concerned
about AIKEN's b and nad spoken with D. JOHNSON about his

D. JOHNSOV aid

[AZKEN's] o §
not believe Thers was
E-mail from TODARD to POW=RS, dated Jurnes 6, 1997 (=xhibit 47)

TODARC. stated that he, C. JOHNSON, and RYAN spcke wit

D. JCOENSON cn June- 5, 13937, who recommended addressing the ilssue
with AIKEN through the performance and disciplinary process.

The BRG agreed to review the situation with company attorneys,
provide coaching to AIXEN's supervisor, and have AIKEN's
supervisor review performance concerns with AIKEN and offer him

r—
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t

eviderce 'was ever offered to AIXEN.

R3]

Memorandum from TOIZARC o File, undated xhipig 438)

T92~wﬂ_§$aued he met with Pﬁw?RS on May 27, 1997, to discuss an

- expressed by about AIKEN. TODARO spoke
by te pr’;Qn\ w:.:n who sald !conce ns were based_on
~.

/
s

- - ~ - e i - TP USRS

TODARO said he; C JOFNSON H VARNEY Access
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Coordinator; CURRY; Karen HEWITT, HR Representative; and BECKER
held a BRG. On May 29, 1997, the BRG called D. JOHNSON and he
and C. JOHNSON discussed’ ‘concerns after they faxed
a brief overview of concérns about AIXEN and his presentation
before the DCISC. D. JOHNSON stated there were valid reasons to
be concerned about AIKEN’s@iS!gand requested documentation
regarding AT¥EN'’s performance, conduct, and attendance. These
items were sent to D. JOHNSON, and the BRG held a conference
call with him on June 10, 1997. D. JOHNSON said, in his
opinion, this matter could be handled as a performance issue and
AIKEN's supervisor should be counseled on how to address conduct
issues.

E-mail from Joseph M. HAYNES, Training Leader, PG&E, to HIETT.
“dated August 1, 1997, and forwarded by HIETT to MOLDEN on
Auqust 3, 1997 (Exhibit 49)

HAYNES staced he had come to work on July 22, 1997, at 0430 and
found AIKEN walking through the training building. HIETT told
MOLDEN he had received this and one other E-mail [the second one

apparently redacted by Legal and not provided to O :RIV]  —

o

that, if he discussed £
to perform plant observatcions with AIKEN, he needed to disc
it with all employees failing to do them. MOLDEN also said
“Chris gave me... advice about how to move people around in
shift management...” tha- he wantad to discuss with HIETT and
BECXER.

-~

E-mail from MOLDEN to E7zTT, dated 2ugust 13, 1897 (Exnibic 51)

LTER and AIXEIN regarding
R and AIXEZN told him

MOLDEN said he had spcxen with Pa C
=
ormance, seemed utnaple to
b

[

read procedures error ility in his position, and

should be assigned to a
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E-mail from MOLDEN to HIETT, dated August 23, 1997 (Exhibit 52)

This E-mail was written following receipt of AIKEN's second
trimester PMP review, which HIETT stated was il§ » than
the former one. MOLDEN told HIETT to put more detail in his PMP
regarding AIKEN's providing field supervision, being a positive
role mcdel, and improving his communlcatloqs/y;th other
departments. MOLDEN also asked if AIKEN'’s
| were challenged when they occurred.”

E-mail from /il e )| to HIETT, dated August 24,

1897, and forwarded'bv HLETT to MOLDEN, BECKER, and WARNER on
August 25, 1997 {(Exhibit 53

rm stated his overall assessment ?IKEN s performance

believed SFM

as an SFM wasg‘ ”

should handle a “command and contzo ecisions on their

units, but he had to prompt AIKEN to perform routine actions.
believed AIKEN was immature, not self-directed, had

‘high standards for everxone but himself, and wanted decisions to
be “spoon-fad to him.” ' NSJMNEERE:z1so stated AIKEN had

excellent writing and speaking abilities, handled shift briefs
well, and support she maintenance schedule. HIETT responded

by stasl*-g" assessment of AIXEN's job performance
matched hi3 own.

forwarded bv HIZ co WARNER, MOLDEN, and BECKER on August 26,
1987 (Exhibit 54

T-mail from Jim DVE (NFT)! to HIZTT, dated Aucust 25, 1987, and
AUy N
)

DYE stated that on June 3, 1997, he told AIKEN to audit 1 month
of risk assessments in preparation for an NRC audit. DYE said
AIKEN never turned in the signment, and on July 14, 1997,
after completion of the VRp auditc, he [DYE] asked AIXEN for the
package, whnich AIXEN re-urned to him with no work done on itc.

Memorandum from RUSEER ©o N2G, dated Septempexr 1, 1597
(Exhibit 55)

This memorandum ou-zlined the roles and responsibilities of the
S5 and SFM at DCNPP. The SFM were responsible for the control
room command function.
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F-mail from BECKER to Shift Superviscrsz, dated September 2, 1997
(Exhibit 56)

BECKER asked for feedback on the performance of SFM on each SS's
crew. David PIERCE noted il ) were both
above average performers, “provided sbable crew irection, and
supported Operations’ goals and policies. Cary [NFI] noted

was an excellent SFM with great plant knowledge
who worked well with others and modeled management expectations.
Gary stated “ﬂ was a top notch performer, worked well
with everyone, and sup orted management expectations.
David PATTY statedy had answered his own questions about
(Bruce A.] LEWIS [NFI] by giving him an SS qual card. PATTY
sald* performance was excellent, he had a strong sense of
command and control, took Operations’ initiatives seriously and
accepted change. Bob MAGRUDER saldgiiiﬂmms an excellent SFM
who had shown “great improvement” in command and control.
MAGRUDER stated '“ was an excellent performer who was
decisive and conscientious?

NORTHNESS stated;m performance was below mediocre. He had
to be prompted to perform routine activities and was not self-
directed. NCORTHUNESS said iii.ﬂrengaged the crew in discussions
about the ignorance and sz §;dity of PG&E management, the NRC,
and ECP. NCRTHNESS belizsved I ocen contempt and disdain
for znhe people who were tr Lﬁgﬁib address his concerns was
“*inflammatory, untrue, totally unacceptablie,” and was damaging
to=ACrew’" command structure and mora;e. NORTENESS rscommended
"be reassigned “zo STM deep relief” because he “has .

severzly poisoned the command structurs and morale of Crew
and if he was placed on m he would have the oooorfunlty
to negatively influence all the crews. NORTHNESS stated
was an above average performer who was conscientious, self-

directed, and supportive of Operations.

Meeting Minut-2s of DCISC. dated Septemper 24, 1987 (Zxhibit 57)

-

AIXEN told the DCISC he was disappointaed that he had received no
reply from the DCISC to the concerns ne ral ised during the
February 1997 DCISC meeting. He stated nis issues had not been
satisfactorily addressed, and he would contln“e to seek avenues
to pursue his concerns. The DCISC members told him the DCISC
did not independently investigate concerns, but they had
addressed the ECP process at DCNPP. AIKZIN stated the NRC and
PG&E were not investigating procedural viclations
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E-mail from AIKEN to BECKER, dated October 26, 1997 (Exhibit 58)

AIKEN stated Glenn GOELZER said some things about his [AIKEN's]
conduct during training which he [AIKEN] believed were not true.
GOELZER accused him [AIKEN] of “mocking” the standard, failing
to support standards, and trying to divide management and the
operators, when AIKEN said he only asked for an explanation of
procedure applicability. AIKEN questioned forbidding expressing
ideas or discussion during training and said GOELZER's reprimand
was offensive and off base. AIKEN said he would refrain from
talking during training in the future which should please them.

Note bv BECKER, dated November 6, [1997]1 (Exhibit 53)

BECKER stated hetold AIKEN he would be placed on F Crew the
following year based on SS feedback on SFM's performance. AIKEN
was being placed on F Crew as a result of his supervisory
performance, the negative impact he was having on crew attitude
and morale, and his [failure to] support management policies and
practices. According to BECKER’s note, AIKEN stated he did not
agree with this, and his crew had high morale. AIKEN said he
believed his transfer to F Crew was “punitive.” BECKER said he
reiterated it was based on SS review of his performance and was
not punitive. '

E-mail from MOLDEN to WARNER, dated December 31, 1997
(Exhibit 60) ’

MOLDEN stated he had met with AIKEN on December 31, 1997. AIKEN
said he would be pursuing actions with outside agencies and
expressed his dissatisfaction with the NRC:IG. AIKEN said there
was an analogy between his current situation and the Vietnam
War, although he stated the outcome would not be as severe.
AIKEN discussed two technical concerns, and MOLDEN told AIKEN he
would look into them. MOLDEN subsequently referred these two
issues to William CROCKETT [NFI] by E-mail dated January 6, 1998
(Exhibit 61). AIKEN also discussed his reassignment to the

“F Troop,” stating BECKER told him this was a punitive action.
MOLDEN noted he later asked BECKER about this, and BECKER said
ATIKEN was the one who indicated his reassignment was a punitive
action. MOLDEN noted he set up a later meeting to discuss this
specific issue with AIKEN.
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ATIKEN'’s Report to the DCISC, dated Januarv 1998 (Exhibit 62)

In this document, AIKEN implied there was a conspiracy by the
NRC and PG&E to fail to address his concerns. He claimed the
NRC was inattentive to management misconduct, which implied they
condone it or were unable to correct it, and the NRC and PG&E
had “formed an inappropriately close relationship....” AIKEN
also stated his recent assignment to “F Troop” was unjust. He
stated the ECP report about the 4KV breaker replacement was
deceptive, inaccurate, and allowed "“political correctness” to
overshadow objective documentation. The consulting firm used by
PG&E to address this issue included two ex-NRC officials who
were part of the “too-close relationship” that existed between
the NRC and DCNPP. AIKEN also discussed two signs that had been
placed in a control room window, which he said the NRC first
laughed about, then falsified a report about that was harshly
critical of the operators involved, and omitted their [NRC'’s]
involvement.

AIKEN claimed he was intimidated during an NRC interview with an
investigator and inspector and when he asked to see the
transcript of this interview which had been taped, the “harsh
treatment” by the NRC had been deleted. The NRC IG also

. interviewed him, and the transcript of this interview “has
literally hundreds of dialogue deletions.” AIKEN stated the

. transcripts and tapes could be evaluated for tampering but that
might not be possible “in an environment where power is abused
-in [this] manner.” AIKEN compared his situation to the alleged
falsification of government and military reports during the
Vietnam War. AIKEN said the “cooperation and mutual protection

between the regulators and the nuclear industry... continues
except when circumstances force it to be breached.... deception
follows deception.” AIKEN concluded by stating time was working
against the NRC and PG&E and closing off options. “Dishonesty,

misrepresentation, and hypocrisy [by the NRC] are a total
violation” of the foundation of American government.

Handwritten Notes by MOLDEN, dated January 14, 1998 (Exhibit 63)

MOLDEN referenced a meeting with AIKEN where they discussed

“2 previous events” as well as why AIKEN was removed from shift.
AIKEN said BECKER made decisions and shut down debate, and HIETT
had spread rumors about AIKEN's bzing removed from shift. AIKEN
expressed concern about being in an administrative group.
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F-mail from HIETT to MOLDEN and WARNER, dated April 11, 13998
(Exhibit 64)

HIETT stated he had noticed AIKEN's name frequently appeared on
the m but he personally had noticed nothing unusual

about AIKEN's behavior or conduct.

E-mail from MOLDEN to GARRETT, dated April 23, 1998 (Exhibit 65

This E-mail was written in response to an E-mail from GARRETT to
MOLDEN stating he had talked with ATKEN who had given him a copy
of “Going Critical” and who, he believed, wanted to trust him.
GARRETT said he did not want to “blow it” if he was being
presented with a way to reach AIKEN. MOLDEN responded, saying
he would never discourage an open exchange with AIKEN, but
GARRETT needed to be aware that if he made a decision AIKEN
found objectionable, he may not be able to win him over.

o) from BECKER'S

L Dot o

e

ALKEN. - ——— "

This document reviewed events and comments, mostly ne ative,
A B - P . N\, . A { o
associated with AIKEN. The fill) Section listed;
with ATKEN'S SNilMele’ from February 10, 1997, to May 31, 1997.
. noted AIKEN used SN . ' :

“Dates of

- N Page 2 of this document stated:
Discussions 5 29 97; 6 4 97, 56 5 97 RPP.”
Review of AIKEN's Performance Aporaisals, Letters of -

Commendation, Pride Vo:tes, and Emplovee Performance Records

OI:RIV review of files at DCNPP failed to disclose all of
AIKEN’s performance appraisals. Testimony indicated there is no
requirement to maintain these appraisals. AIKEN stated,
although he had been provided with copies of his appraisals, he
was unable to locate all of them.

Performance Review for Control Ovexator, dated August 20, 1982
(Exhibit 67)

AIKEN received ” in all assigned job categories. It was
noted AIKEN was performing his duties very well and was training
to assume a senior control operator position. It was also noted
that ATKEN had used a relatively high amount of 4

Py
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AIKEN denied any &' land stated he would try
to improve in this area. =

Letter from James A. SEXTON, Director of Operations to AIXEZN,
dated January 31, 1983 (Exhibit 68)

——

This letter noted that AIKEN had incurred high rates of"

L

/berformance Review for Senior Control Operator, dated
April 26, 1983 (Exhibit 69)

ATIKEN received in four assigned job categories and
in the remaining five assigned job categories, with the
Thotation that he had been an SCO for 6 months. It was noted
tha: all SFM had been polled as to possible SFM candidates, and
ATIKEN’s name appeared on all SFM’'s lists. During the next
rating periocd, AIXEIN would Dbe considered for that position. It
was pnoted that AIXEN had been counseled for using excessive,
durirng his last review, and he had lmproved in this aTea.

a—ed Sepfemcer 10, 1885

Managemenz Periormance Summary for STM, <
(Exhibig 75
AIXEN was glven tn in four out of five

ra>l performance was rated,’

-

2
s noted that AIKEN demonstrated
d on a scale of *1, 1-, 2+, 2,

Job Expecrtatiors Worksheet Sfor AIKEN, catad April 21, 13986
(Exhibis 713

The SFM was responsible for exercising control over all power
plant facilicies in a professioral, diligent manner TO maximize
plant generation and minimize reportable occurrences.
“Management work” ccnstituted 35 percent of the total job

responsibility.

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-1998-029 40



Letter from SEXTON to AIKEN, dated July 1, 1986 (Exhibit 72}

SEXTON commended AIKEN on his work on the startup of Unit 2.

Management Performance Summary for SFM, dated January 9, 1987
(Exhibit 73)

ATKEN was rated . reting
in ¢ all flve categorles! and his overall performance was ratad

rating, out of six possibilities. No
addltlonal notations were made on this appraisal. AIKEN was
given a merit rating of"

Tndividual Performance Management Summary, dated May 15, 1987

(Exhibit 74)

This computer generated report showed that AIKEN'S overall job

resoonSLbllleles, management _skills, and technical skills were
all rated
Management Performance Summary for SFM, dated August 28, 1887

(Exhibit 75)

ATKEN was rated
in four out of five catsgcries;
rating in Supervising, Assisting, and Training
OPELdCOrS, and his overall performance was rated)
'ratlng, out of six possibilities. T It was noted
that AIKEN was an effective SFM, respected by all. ATXEN was
not given a merit rating on this appraisal.

Letter from SEXTON to AIKEN, dated Novemper 12, 1987
(Exhibit 75)

SEXTON commended AIXEN for nis work during a “disconnect in the
isophase bus duct due to arcing at the MOD contacts.” A letter
from SEXTON to AIXEN, dazed December 30, 1987 (Exhibit 77),
indicated AIKEN also recei ved” award for his actions
during this event. -

Individual Performance Management (IPM), dated Aucust 22, 1988
(Exhibit 78) :

d R -;ratlng, in three out of five
_ ¥ * ’ St )

ATKEN was rate
’ rating, in two out of five

categories,
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categorles, and his overall performance was rated a:
~rating out of five possibilities. AIXEN was not

given a merit rating on this appraisal.

IPM Summary, dated November 10, 1988 (Exhibit 79)

This computer generated report showed t. STEN'e overall
management skills, competitive performance skl nd technical
skills were all rated *

P

IPM Summary, dated December 13, 1990 (Exhibit 8Q0)

gln every category He was
recommended for senior coor@tmaror and supervisor positions.

Both PG&E and AIKEN stated they were unable to locate AIKEN'S
performance appraisals from 1991 to 1996. However, PG&E
provided Merit Increase Payroll Change forms (Exhibit 81) which
reflected AIKEN’s merit rating as follows:

1988 -

1988 -

1990 -

1991 -

1992 - o — .
1993 - s
1395 -

Fmplovee Performance Record, dated April 11, 1996 (Exhibit 82)

HINDS provided’ of AIXEN for
when performing STP reviews.

(03]

g
£
'y

First Trimestexr, 1997

Rev
3

s
- -

1 [

ew, sent to ATIXEN via ZT-mail from
8

3)

o

a4 i<

HIETT on Mav 16, 1397 (

This stated AIXEN needed =O

Second Trimester, 1937 PMP Review, undated (Zxhibit 84)

This stated AIKEN was |
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best year in so ir This &
Y L me time. This aocum(;L

/

—_—

: —_— —
about PG&E and the NRC, and he a trainer and was
disruptivg in class. AIKEN in two areas:
setting a’ : -

Third Trimester, 1997 PMP Review._dated December 1997

(Exhibit 85)

This stated AL1KEN had ‘ ~in all th. e areas identified for

1mprovement durlng_ghe first tYrimester, including using OnlWLﬁ
7dur;ng the thl:d tr;mester preventlng B

__ as he had done
this trimester. This evaluation was completed by Glenn GOELZER.

PMP, dated May 27, 19988 (Exhibit 86)

This stated areas for WJ included

j although it was noted AIKEN
had 1morovad in both of those areas The evaluation also stated
AIXKEN needed (3 - . P SR T P W

am Perfiormance

Records indicate AIXEN raceived Pride Progr

Awarcds, which are awaxrds voted on by emp.ovees’ peers, for the
following time periods: Fourch Quarter 198%; July 19, 1990C;

June 2, 1994; First Quarter 1997; Second Quarter 1997; Third
Quarter 1997; Fourth Quarter 1997; First Quarter 1998; and
Second Quarter 1998 (=xhibit 87). A typed list of comments made
by coworkers about AIXEN for Pride votes from the first quarter
of 1997 to the second cuarter of 1998 is included as Exhibit 88.

Gravh a*-diw’ro als for S¥M for 1997, undated

(Exhibit 89)

IETT stating AIKEN
and 1997 was his
indicated AIKEN used

This documen:z nas a handwritten note by H
had been courseled on his use of -

o\
AR g in 1997.
for 1997. Testimony by CURRY indicated.

/_/ | . ‘J:
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M‘Reoorts for SFM from 1990 to 1997, Computer Run dated
June 11, 71998 (Exhibit 90)

l/
This document indicated AIKEN used
1996 and ge/in 1597. However, he also used 4
‘ Jin 1993 =

AGENT'S NOTE: Extibisz 90 does not match Exhibit 89.
Testimony from CURRY incireted Exhibit 90, which was
generated from payroll recocls, was the more accurate
record. PG&E provided a computer record of AIKEN's
1..‘;7bY.pay period from 1987 to December 1598. Due to its
length, this record is not being included as an exhibit but
is being retained in the OI:RIV offices and is available for
review. : :

Operations Manager and Director Evaluations for SFM Crew
Assianments for 1998 (Exhibit 91)

This document listed each SFM with comments about his technical
performance, supervisory performance, and recommended position
for 1998. It ated ATXEN nhad ‘“average plant knowledge” an
needed t_o -\- 3 e . o _ . 2 o Al e L _:;_._ ST\ i o

m ATXEN was placed on “F Troop.”

o -
[

This document, Witk

provided Ty CURRY and
version of 1

ed by atTornevys, Was

of Reravioral Observazion
1984, £o Decemper 33, 18387

Superwvisors Annual Docuaren
v

Forms for AIXEN frconm

This form was reaquired =—o be completed annually by an employee’s
supervisor verifying there were no indications of untrustworth
or unreliaple ken From 1984 to 1996

form for 1997, signed
. had observed,
' However, HIETT atta

I fwm s Lo

paragrapnh stating,

e,
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particularly in communicating with others. AIKEN's
was/ , and he stated he was
HoweveX, HIETT stated, |

Letter from AI:. . _+ Vice President and Corporate Secretary.
PG&E, dated March 23, 19%° with Attachments (Exhibit 84)

This letter, received at PG&E on March 26 or 27, 1998, was
ATKEN'’S notification that he planned to address the 1998 annual
PG&E shareholder‘’s meeting on April 15, 1838. He stated he had
been reporting safety concerns about DCNPP for 2 Y% years but had
received a deficient response from the NRC and PG&E. AIKEN said
he was taking “these actions only because none other have been
productive.” Attached to this letter were his reports to the
DCISC on February 5, 1997 (Exhibit 26), and January 1998
(Exhibit 62) and letters to the NRC dated February 9, 1998,
February 17, 1998, February 23, 1998, and March 9, 1998.

d the NRC

In his February 9, cata
d not to see

1998, le-ter to the NRC, AIKEN s
was ineffective, incomplete, out of focus, and trie
baY oy <

or near wnat he . “X=N] was telling tnem.

.

NRC, AIX=ZN discussed Two

Tn his February 17, 1298, lstter to the

events at DCNPD wherein procedurss wers not IZollowsd. FEFe stated
tne NRC congratulazed PG&Z i1n thelr response Lo one incident
when good operazing practices were not followed. AIKEN stated,
“The true nature of that response was either not divulged to the
regulatory agency or they too were involved in the cover-up that
followed and that continues to this day. That veil of secrecy
was not uncalculated and involved premeditation that is truly

reprehensible and more cnhan likely could be considered neax
criminal conducz.”

In his February 23, 1333, lszter to the NRC, AIKEIN stated the

NRC demonscrataed “an indefsnsible ambivalence” towards PG&E.
AIXEN provided several examples of the NRC's aliegedly
inaporopriate behavior towards PG&E and stated he was dubious

about the NRC’s true sense of responsibility.

In his March 9, 1998, lezter to the NRC, AIKEN stated the
agreement between the NRC and PG&E regarding a ciearance
procedure could be seen as a subversion to the principle of
safety, although they are probably relying on the concept chat
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not following procedures was sometimes the right thing to do.

AIKEN discussed incidents where DCNPP personnel had to violate
procedures and became the subject of significant disciplinary

actions, which AIKEN considered oppressive and chilling to the
work environment. '

Following receipt of AIKEN's letter to PG&E'’'s corporate _
secre. - .™~hikit 94), a chain of events began which ultimately
resulted in a. TN’'s access revocation. The following documents
relate to those e«vents.

F-mail from MOLDEN to POWERS, dated March 31, 1898 (Exhibit 95)

MOLDEN told POWERS that “Neil AIKEN has been a very hot topic
today, from the highest office of our company - Bob GLYNN and
Gordon SMITH.” MOLDEN stated AIKEN had submitted a document to
the secretary of the board which included many documents he
[MOLDEN] and POWERS had already seen, as well as letters AIKEN
had sent to the NRC. - MOLDEN said GLYNN was surprised AIKEN was
still working in the control room, and “in fact, I think Bob
GLYNN wants him removed.” MOLDEN also stated “Greg ([RUEGER] 1is
trying to calm people down.” MOLDEN suggested turning over this
document, of which he had a copy, to “an independent evaluator
to see 1if Neil meets a threshold to have him reevaluated. I
don’t think they would think so.”

PG&E Investigation Report, including Check List, Chronological
Log, Disposition Sheet, Report of Interviews, and Complaint

Form, dated June 18, 1998 (Exhibit 96)

This report indicated that on April 1, 1998, at 8:00 a.m., YANG
called Lyman H. SHAFFER, PG&E Director of Corporate Security, to
request a review of correspondence from AIXEN to determine if an
FFD evaluation should be conducted. SHAFFER contacted DIETZ’
office at 2:00 p.m. on April 1, 1998. SHAFFER interviewed
MOLDEN on April 2, 1998, and sent materials to DIETZ on April 3,
1998. On April 8, 1998, SHAFFER and YANG spoke by telephone
with DIETZ and agreed to provide him additional information,
which they did that same day. On April 14, 1998, SHAFFER and
YANG discussed “diagnosis with Dr. DIETZ.” On April 15, 1998,
at 2:00 p.m., SHAFFER faxed DIETZ the material AIXEN handed out
at the shareholder’s meeting. On April 20, 1998, at 2:30 p.m.,
SHAFFER met with YANG, RUEGER, POWERS, and G. SMITH about
“safety concerns about AIKEN.” Cn April 28, 1998, SHAFFER
conferred with DIETZ about additional materials and scheduling
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conferences with plant officials. On April 30, 1998, DIETZ
stated Daniel A. MARTELL, Ph.D., would be going to DCNPP to

conduct interviews| MARTELL
interviewed, in person on May 11,
1988, and .by telephone on May 207 "1998. DIETZ provided a

Araft report to YANG on June 8, 1998. On June 12, 1998, YANG
‘27 SHAFFER the final report had been received from DIETZ,
DCNPEF =nugement had decided to seek FFD evaluation of AIKEN,
and no further involvement was regquired by corporate security.

SHAFFER closed this case on June 18, 1998.

According to SHAFFER’'s interview report of MOLDEN, MOLDEN stated
AIKEN was able to perform his job, but he appeared to be under
B and had been involved in conflict with the plant
staff over ver safety issues. MOLDEN said the NRC and PG&E had
investigated AIKEN's concerns, but AIKEN was convinced he was
right and everyone else was wrong. According to SHAFFER’S
report, MOLDEN said he was becomlng more concerned about AIKEN
because he had seen __in his [AIKEN's] ability to
articulate his concerns before the DCISC and the ECP. MOLDEN
said one of the DCISC commissicners expressed concern over
AIXEN's mental stability. MOLDEN believed AIXEN was becoming

increasingly and cited AIXKEN‘s allegations that the NRC
and PG&E were in collusion, NRC:0I had altered tapes, and PG&E
caused him to fail a test. MOLDEN said AIKEN's continued

assertions that ne should have the ability to deviate from
procedures also caused him concern about nav_“g AIKEN in a
SuUpervisory capacity.

Letter from YANG to DIETZ and Attachments, dated 2pril 3, 1998
(Exhibit 97)

YANG requested that DIETZ provide an independent assessment of.
whether AIKEN should be referred for a formal FFD evaluation
under applicable NRC reguirements. YANG explained that AIKEN
began raising safety concerns at DCNPP a few years before, and
each concern had been evaluated and resolved by PG&E. AIKEN was
not satisfied wich this and unsuccessfully pursued his concerns
with the NRC and other entities. AIKEN alleged a conspiracy
between the NRC and PG&E and accused the NRC of altering audio
tapes of an interview with him. YANG stated that AIXKEN’'s day-
to-day work performance had been satisfactory, but his
supervisors had reported a change in his behavior over the last
few years, including less articulate speech, belief that
management caused him to fail an exam, and increased
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disagreement with others owver matters of little conssguence.
YANG provided DIETZ with a copy of the letter AIKEN sent to
PG&E’'s corporate secretary with attachments (Exhibit 94) and an
E-mail from MOLDEN to SHAFFER, dated April 3, 1998, with
attached E-mail from MOLDEN to WARNER, dated December 31, 1997
(Exhibit 60).

Memorandum from SHAFFER to DIETZ, dated 2April 8, 1998
(Exhibit 98)

This memorandum stated SHAFFER was faxing DIETZ additional
information regarding the AIKEN matter. Documents faxed were
the 1996 AIKEN memorandum regarding his discussions with
CORPORANDY (Exhibit 14); a letter to DOL dated September 19,
1996, claiming discrimination for reporting safety concerns; a
letter to his Congressional representative dated October 16,
1996; documents related to AIKEN's performance and behavior;
DCNPP’'s FFD policy; and a letter from Leslie H. EVERETT,
Corporate Secretary, PG&E, to AIKEN, dated April 8, 1998,
stating AIKEN was welcome to attend the shareholder’s meeting,
but policy did not allow the distribution of written material
inside the auditorium, and everyone was asked to limit their
questions or comments to 3 minutes.

“Going Critical” by ATKEN, undated (Exhibit 99)

AIKEN handed out this document at the PG&E shareholder’s meeting
on April 15, 1998. It contained the following items:

1. An introduction which stated AIKEN was challenging NRC's
authority on technical and moral grounds and taking issue
with injustice against the American public. AIKEN stated
PG&E was jeopardizing safe operation by focusing on profits.
This document then discussed the 4KV breaker issue.

2. Letter from AIKEN to PG&E Shareholders, dated April 15,
1998. AIKEN stated PG&E inhibited serious dissent and
opposition, but he had concluded more dramatic and
aggressive measures were needed to persuade those in power
to move forward on his issues. He reiterated his belief
that the NRC and PG&E were in collusion and stated PG&E and
NRC actions “mock the true standards of morality and ethical
behaviocr.”
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3. Letter from AIKEN to PG&E vice president and corporate
secretary, dated March 23, 1998 (Exhibit 54).

4. Letter from AIKEN to Representative Lois CAPPS, dated
April 13, 1998. AIKEN stated events had occurred at DCNPP
which had compromised nuclear safety. Several management
decisions had disastrous results and were followed by NRC
complicity as evidenced by ineffective inguiries and bias
towards PG&E.

5. Letter from AIKEN to U.S. Attorney General, dated April 15,
1998. AIKEN stated NRC had repeatedly ignored relevant
information to the advantage of PG&E and obstructed justice
by preventing identification of misconduct. AIKEN said the
NRC and PG&E found an expert witness to do what they wanted
him to do regarding altered SFM log entries.

6. Letter from AIKEN to California State Attorney General,
dated April 15, 1998. AIKEN requested they review possible
conflicts of interest within the DCISC. AIKEN requested
that PG&E be required to show “just cause” prior to “further
sidelining of me in my job function as a licensed control
room supervising foreman” because he needed to remain in the

) mainstream and observe daily control room functions.

- 7. AIKEN'’s report to the DCISC, dated February 5, 1997
(Exhibit 26), -

8. AIKEN'’s follow-up report to the DCISC, dated January 1998
(Exhibit 62).

9. Letters from AIKEN to NRC, dated February 9, 17, 23, and
March 9, 19898.

10. Responses by NRC to AIKEN. AIKEN included parts of letters
from the NRC to him and commented they were typical NRC
replies. AIKEN said the NRC claimed they would evaluate his
concerns, but he had waited months for them to do so. He
said since the NRC had done nothing with what he had
provided to them, he had no intention of providing them with
additional information.

11. Letter from AIKEN to NRC Chairwoman Shirley Ann JACKSON,
dated April 15, 1998. AIKEN stated he had a “categorical
imperative” in matters regarding the nuclear industry and
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had determined the outlet for his dissent and disenchantment
might be the U. S. Congress. AIXEN claimed some NRC action
had “gone to the point of dishonesty,” and the NRC “dropped
the ball again.”

12. Conclusion. AIKEN stated the NRC had fought him all the
way .~ he believed his conflict with DCNPP management and
the NKU mus~ be played out. AIXEN said he had little
confidence the NRC would act in good faith. AIKEN stated
his issues involved calculated vioclations of trust against
the American public. AIXEN said he “must be allowed to
continue in my present job... unfair demands on myself and
nmy time should not be allowed.” He further stated, "“The
policy I have chosen has looked to the exhaustion of all
reasonable measures before resorting to any stronger ones.”

Memorandum from SHAFFER to DIETZ, dated April 15, 1998
(=xnibit 100)

th this memorandum, SHAT
ET7 ' review. SHAFFER st
holders from “Going C

iperate way.

This parcia
shareholder
Criticai”

n he read the le
Exhibitc 99).

Letter from DIZTZ to POWZRS, dated June 9, 1998 (Exhibit 102)

ce concerning AIXEN to
e conducted. DIETZ an
& MARTELL interviewed
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determine if an FFD evalua
MARTELL reviewed nume

four PG&E employeas wWnRo we izh AIXEN's behavior and
job performance. They 4id incerview AIXEN because their
purpose was not diagrnosis c¢i AIXEN, but risk management
consultation. DIZTZ stated MARTELL concluded AIKEN may be
suffe?ing<fFOm a AR PR Rt NI S T

DIETZ stated he ha

3D

-

Al

[t
:
1]
b T
T
")
r

[
Q
§

. 0] i
ooy (ot
t

{ v~
4 '\‘
b =2

9]
ct

e e — , g and recommended a clinical

examination of AIXEN “to rule out these diagnoses, provided a
differential diagnosis, and/or recommend appropriate treatment
options.” DIETZ stated, after consulting with MARTELL and on

the basis of his review of the matter, he concurred with
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MARTELL’S conclusions. DIETZ said there was ample evidence that
AIKEN demonstrated at least five‘of the characteristics of
persons with

DIETZ stated persons suffering from

DIETZ stated they had identified at least three
possible , LTI

RS

DIETZ recommended conduct of an FFD evaluation because there was
evidence that AIKEN had a history of'-

' ~ that might cause a significant defect 1in nis
judgmenE 8 “reliability. DIETZ stated “the safety of the
facility... reqguires... such an evaluation... despite the risks
of... misinterpretation and any resulcing litigation.”

xnibit 103)

ty

DIZTZ’ Curriculum Vizcae, dated Cctober 1895 (

DIETZ raceivad an A.3. iz psychology from Cornell Urniversity in
1970, an M.D. from Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine
in 1975, an M.P.H. from Johns Hopkins in 1975, and a Ph.D. from
Jonns Hopkins in sociology in 1984. DIETZ is a consultant with
several academic and adjunct appointments, numerous awards, and
honors. He is a member of numerous professional societies and
tensively. He served as consultant

in John HINCXLEY, Jr., Jef

n
f
has published and lectured
MENENDEZ, Richard DAVIS, S

ex
frey L. DAHMER, Lyle and Erik
an SMITH, and other notable cases.

954

-3

“The Worko.ace” bv Arastasia TOUFEXIS, dated April 25,
(Exhibit 134)

In this article about workplace violence, DIETZ 1is guoted as
saying that relying on a generic profile to detect potentially
dangerous employees is risky. DIETZ stated more accurate
predictors “would be a worker acting paranoid, depressed or
suicidal, and continually filing unreasonable grievances and
lawsuits.”

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-1998-029 51



Talking Points - Medical Review Referral Meeting (ZExhibit 105)

This document was prepared by attorneys and used by MOLDEN
during his meeting with AIXEN on June 12, 1998, to tell AIKEN
that his unescorted atcess was being temporarily suspended
pending results of a medical review under DCNPP‘s FFD program.
According to MOLDEN's handwritten notes, AIKEN wanted to know
the basis for the medical review and what behavior was in
question. AIKEN questioned that if PG&E picked the doctor,
there might be bias. He linked his protected activity with
being required to submit to a medical review.

Informal Handwritten Meeting Notes by CURRY (Exhibit 106}

These notes were taken by CURRY during various meetings she
attended about AIKEN. They are discussed in Exhibit 164.

Emplovee Concern Report (ECR) 98-21, undated (Exhibitc 107)

This ECP report noted that two unassociated employees reported a
concern to the ECP about AIKEN’s behavior and “Going Critical.”
ECP shared these concerns with POWEZRS and RUEGER. The FFD
procedure was followed [regarding AIXEN] Zor reasons independent
of these concerns and upon the FFD process completion, these
cecncerns werse closed out.

(4
3
D
’ﬁl
o))
’MJ
Lo
L0
0

rom TCDAZO to Tile, dated

TODARO stated he received a call from PCWERS on June 9, 1928,
advising him that they expected a report from DIETZ, and he
(TODARO] should be ready to initiate a BRG to review this
report, if further action was reqguired. On June 11, 13898, a BRG
was convened, read DIETZ' report, and discussed it for 3 hours.
Trey later called and spcke with DIETZ who told them he had
significant concerns regarding ATXEN'S | Sncnsomma s
DIETZ indicated he was especially ccncérned that AIKEN'S

Cieazd

e |

: Ee e _ Based on the DIETZ report and the
Tonversation with DIZTZ, the RBRG recommended D evaluation of
ATKEN, and POWERS concurred with this decision. TCDARO said he
placed AIKEN's access on hold pending the cutcome of the
evaluation.

hf ¢
i

A\
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F-mail from GARRETT to Operations SS, dated June 24, 1998
(Exnibit 109)

Attached to this E-mailil was an E-mail to all DCNPP employees
regarding an article that appeared in the newspaper regarding
actions taken with respect to AIKEN'S site access. GARRETT
stated he appreciated Operations employees’ support and offered
to meet with anyone who had questions about this matter.

Document List for ESTNER (Exhibit 110)

This document indicated PG&E provided ESTNER with the DIETZ
report, “Going Critical,” 10CFR26, 10CFR73.56, Regulatory Guide
5.66, and PG&E Procedure OM11.DC4, Rev.3A, in preparation for
his interview with AIKEN.

ESTNER’s Curriculum Vitae, dated November 1998 (FExhibit 111)

ESTNER received a B.A. from Haverford College in 1980 and an

M.D. from the University of Pittsburgh School of Medicine in
1984 . - He performed internship and ressidency in medicine and
surgery from 1984-1989, residency in psychiatry from 1990-93 ac
the Universizy of California at 5an Diego, and a fellowship in
Torensic Psychiazry from 1393-324 at the University of California
at San Franclsco

T-mail from Y -o CUSEY. Gared June 21, 1393 (Exhibit 212

"

_ sta-ad MOLOEN was sezting AIKEN up on the “FFD BS.
AIKEN was a sane and cornscientious person, and the company was
trying to discredit him because he insisted upper management
cake responsibility Zfor thelr ac-ions that jeopardized safe
operation at the plant. CURRY responded to this E-mail by
recommending “ speak to_nd upervisor or the ECP. BY
T-mail dated June 24, 1938, responded o CURRY by
stating, “Zvervone I Xnow wno nas dealt with ZmplLoyee Concerns
gets wnitewashad T-'3 -r=yy CLEear the progran is noz effective.
It’s politically wvery Zangerous To ‘gec invelved’ .. .."

T-mail from Ca-rarire ZYON INFZI] to DCNPP SRO License Holders,
da-ed Julv 1, 19%85 (Exhibiz 133)

This E-mail forwarded a job announcement, ovening cn July 2,
1998, for an SFM at DCNPP.
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Letter from ESTNER to RYAN, dated July 6, 1998 (Exhibit 114}

ESTNER stated he interviewed AIKEN for 2 hours and reviewed
material provided by PG&E, including DIETZ’ report and “Goin
Critical,” to determine if AIKEN suffered from a mental
condition that compromised his safety in the workplace. ESTNER
concluded that AIKEN suffered from a -

' _ESTNER based hlS
conclusion on AIKEN’s discussions lndlcablng,

: _jthat people from his workplace, the NxC, and the
government at large were trying to harm him because of his
beliefs that PG&EZ was taking unsafe shortcuts. ESTNWR sbated__,
AIKEEIE__',,SL - . T 2R

Supervisor’'s Documentation of Behavior QObsexvation Upon
Termination, undated (Exhibit 115}

This showeﬂ AIKZEN‘s name, pericd covered as 1/1/88 to 6/.3/93,
and LEWIS' name typed on the form as the supervisor The form
was naither signed nor dazed and LEIWIS testified that ne had
never sesen his form.

Letter from RYAN %0 ATXEIN, Zazzed Julvw 9,

This form
AIK;N s ac

ba5cd on/f .
: LT o The lettér stated AI&ZN had 10 days
from JuLy 13 1998 to doveal this decision and provide
additional informatiocn or documentation for consideraticn.

ATXEN’'s DCN22 Access Tata Form. dated July 9, 1298 (Zxhipitc 117)

This form indicazed ATXIN's access at DCNP? was zarmirated on

July 9, 1998.

Lercter from RYAN to ATXTN, dated Julvy 22 13%8 (Zxhipi=z 118)

This letter was wrizten to confirm AIXIN's rigat to appeal
PG&E’s decision to terminate his unescorted access at DCNPP and
to provide additional information or documentation, including a

[
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separate medical evaluation. The initials “NJA” and date
%7/23/98" indicate this letter was hand delivered to AIKEN.

Letter from AIKEN to DeMARTINI, dated Julv 23, 1998
(Exhibit 118)

ATKEN stated the basis for his appeal was there was nothing
questionable enough about his conduct to warrant access
revocation. AIKEN further stated @ crofessional
opinions were based on the incorréct assertion that his written
allegations were unfounded. AIKEN asked DeMARTINI to read
“Going Critical,” to review his technical issues with his
[AIKEN’s] participation and to consider his Pride Votes and
24-year record at DCNPP. AIKEN also requested to meet with
DeMARTINI.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated Julv 29, 1998 (Exhibit 120}

DeMARTINI met with AIXKEN to discuss the appeals process, the
sequence of events, and AIKEN's views. AIKEN stated he did not
accept ESTNER’s findings for several reasons. AIKEN stated he
was ©sycho.ogically evaluated pecause nie cnallenged plant
authority. He also specu =d the psychological esvaluation

e

a result of comment
3
P

—_ 3 - - :

s he made to Lwo
e \

{NFI}) concern

" - \

i
ed in a security exercise

2 ar-icipat

get a gun into che plant. AIXKEN also scated
“Going Critical” was taken too seriously and some of the phrases
were taken from books. AIXEN continued to maintain the NRC,
PG&E, and the DCISC were not adequately investigating his

concerns and were engaged 1in cover ups.

security aizer
anc was abls to

b (1

Notes from DeMARTINI £o o, dat-ed July 31, 1698 (Exhibit 121)

spoken with CURRY who told him she
discussion between AIKEN,
24 =his was never discussed by the BRG.

DeMARTINI not
had no knowle

1e, dated August 4, 1998 (exhibit 122)

DeMARTINI noted he had met with AIKEN for 3 hours. D. JOHNSON
had recommended a second evaluation be conducted by a
psychiatrist, and he [DeMARTINI] would schedule an appointment
for ATKEN with RAFFLE. ATIXEN told him he had been denied due
process because DIETZ' evaluation relied on comments oy
individuals who had something against him, &nd he had no
opportunity to provide input. DeMARTINI noted that AIKEN's
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presentation was confusing and centered or his concerns with the
DIETZ and ESTNER reports and his belief that PG&E and the NRC
never properly evaluated his safety concermns.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 7, 1998 (Exhibit 123)

DeMARTINI noted he had spoken with ESTNER about each of AIXFN's
concerns regarding ESTNER’s evaluation. ESTNER stated he d.
not rely heavily on DIETZ' report, but DIETZ was highly

o dilgi:’ were often good workers

respected. ESTNER saidyiiueuing s
and well-liked and lay people were not the best judge of this

type of Regarding AIKEN’s safety concerns, ESTNER
stated it was not if AIKEN was right or wrong about them that
concerned him [ESTNER]. It was AIKEN's conclusions that the
NRC, PG&E, and others evaluating his concerns were incompetent,
he was being set up, and everyone was involved in a conspiracy,
which wereff:“” T T . ESTNER stated he
did not consider Pride votes important because AIKEN was a
highly functional » individual and probably a good
person to work with. ESTNER told DeMARTINI tne diagnosis was
not a clocse call, AIKEN’s. g RS
and this created a danger in

the workplace.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated Aucust 10, 1993
(Exhibit 1241

-

DeMARTINI statged that at AZ
i who told him
ATXEN's safety concerns
he hoped AIZXEN would be
pelieved what he said an

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated Aucust 11, 1998
(Exhipit 125)

indicated he was

DeMARTINI said he spoke wizh RAFFLE who 1

familiar wizh NRC regula-ions and had performed reviews for
other nuclear utilicies RATFLE staced he had read DIETZ and
ESTNER's reports oput weuld not speak with them.

Notes from DeMARTINI :to Fils, undated (Exhibit 126)

DeMARTINI listed issues AIXEN nad discussed with him. AIKE!
believed the NRC, PG&E, and the DCISC had igrnored ais o
issues, and he wrote “Going Critical” to get atcention,
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borrowing some phrases from books. - The psychiatric evaluation
was performed because he raised safety concerns, and this was a
way to remove him from the mainstream. ESTNER did not perform a
thorough examination, misinterpreted some of AIKEN’'s comments,
and was paid by PG&E. DIETZ set AIKEN up and only spoke with
employees who had something against him [AIKEN]. T-~ =RG was
biased because TODARO had something against him, anu . . ' A
embarrassed security by getting a weapon inside the plant du. 'y
a drill. AIKEN also stated he did not get along with MOLDEN,
and DeMARTINI was not being fair by refusing to allow him to
interview those who provided information to DIETZ.

Document List for RAFFLE (Exhibit 127)

This document indicated PG&E provided RAFFLE with the ESTNER
report, the DIETZ report, “Going Critical,” 10CFR26, 10CFR73.56,
Regulatory Guide 5.66, and PG&E Procedure OM11.DC4, Rev.3, in
preparation for his interview with AIKEN.

RAFFLE’é Curriculum Vitae, undated (Exhibit 128)

RAFFLE received an A.B. in physiology from the University of
California at Berkeley in 1962 and an M.D. from the Chicago
Medical School in 1966. He performed his internship at Michael
Reese Hospital and Psychiatric residencies at University
Hospitals, Letterman General Hospital, and Herrick Hospital. He
is in clinical practice and is an assistant clinical professor
of psychiatry and orthopedic surgery at UCSF Medical School.

Letter from DeMARTINI to RAFFLE, dated Aucust 12, 1998
(Exhibit 129)

DeMARTINI reviewed the regulatory requirements and AIKEN's
employment situation at DCNPP and requested that RAFFLE evaluate
AIKEN’'s medical condition. This document indicated RAFFLE was
provided with the ESTNER and DIETZ reports, “Going Critical,”
10CFR26, 10CFR73.56, Regulatory Guide 5.66, PG&E Procedure
OM11.DC4, Rev.3, newspaper articles, AIKEN's appeal letter, and
Pride Votes, in preparation for his interview with AIKEN.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 19, 1998
(Exhibit 130)

DeMARTINI stated RAFFLE evaluated AIKEN on August 18, 1998,
including a 4 1/2 hour interview and testing and discussed the
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case with his/ " A ; |
" RAFFLE said AIKEN' e TSt

oy

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 22, 2598
(Exhibit 131)

ATIKEN called DeMARTINI and asked him to provide RAFFLE with the
February 1997 DCISC report, documentation from other operators
supporting his position, his performance appraisals, and his
annual behavioral observation forms. DeMARTINI noted AIKEN said
RAFFLE did not take his issues seriously and did not provide a
fair evaluation because he was a forensic psychiatrist, worked

for PG&E, and had performed work for the NRC.

lLetter from RAFFLE to DeMARTINI, dated August 26, 1998
(Exhibitg 132)

RAFFLE indicated he performed a comprehensive psychiatric
evaluation of AIKEN, administered an MMPI-2 tO AIKEN, and
reviewed trhe information provided t£o him by PG&E.

RAFTFLE stataed AIXEN’'s MMPI-2 was ..
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Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated September 3, 13998
(Exhibit 133)

DeMARTINI said he told AIKEN that RAFFLE had concluded he

[AIKEN

‘KIK”N’" S appeal was ”OnSldeYed closed— "

'IdHNEEEE‘basis,

-v-

Letter from DeMARTINI ¢
attached lLetter from Deb
(Exhibie 234)

ARTINI to RYAN, dated September 3, 1988

o ATXEN, dated September 3, 1998, with
N

£1

inding AIKEN
1d be upheld.

LA

DeMARTTNI stated, pased on RAFFLE'’S

ATKEN'S access revocation shou
Letter from RAFFLE o0 DeMARTINI, dated September 3, 1998
(Exhibit 135)

RAFFLE stated he had reviewed additional iﬁfofmation provided to
him regarding AIXEN, and it did not change his opi nions in his

[=-S93

evaluation and diagnosis report of AIXEN.

j»] a nserved Behavior Review Process, dated

(

b= |(D

(VSRS
h

)

CNPP Of
1

=

O b
IlJ It

sk G'
Xnibi

<

0 (D

L C
S

This document was a guide o be used by the AA/FFD group when
someone reported a benavior concern. The documentc stated it was
not intended to replace or supersede plant procedures. This
document stated a BRG was to be formed to address the reported
behavior and outlined the BRG members and function, ‘stating the
BRG’s conclusion would be provided to DCNPP’'s plant manager.
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AGENT'’S NOTE: 1In a memorandum tc WARNER dated 2pril 1, 1959
(Exhibit 137), RYAN stated the Desk Guide dated May 13,
1998, was the only version of this document. Prior to that
date, a similar process was used for a BRG, but it was not
formally documented.

DCNPP Site Access Process, Procedure OM11.ID1, Revision 6,
‘Effective Date August 12, 1997 (Exhibit 138)

This procedure identified requirements that must be met prior
to granting an individual access to DCNPP, including the

access request process and the various screening activities.
Section 5.9.1 stated that the BOP applied to all persons granted
unescorted access to DCNPP. Section 5.8 discussed the process
that will be followed should an individual whose unescorted
access has been denied or revoked request a review of this
decision. Section 5.8.6 stated that if denial or revocation of
access was due to psychological noncertification, the Access
Review Officer (ARO) shall coordinate a second psychological
evaluation, the results of which “shall be final.” The ARO
makes the final decision regarding an individual’s unescorted
access, and this decision *“shall be final and binding....”

DCNPP Criteria for Denial/Revocation/Suspension of Unescorted
Security Access Authorization, Procedure OM11.DC4, Revision 34,
Effective March 14, 1997 (Exhibit 139)

Attachment 7.1 of this procedure stated that one specific factor
that would result in the denial or revocation of unescorted
access was “a psychological evaluation indicating that the
individual was a risk in terms of trustworthiness and
reliability. This included a history of mental illness or
emotional instability that may cause a significant defect in the
individual’s judgment or reliability.”

DCNPP Operator Petition, undated (Exhibit 3)

This petition included 41 names of persconnel in the Operations
Department at DCNPP who supported AIKEN and stated AIKEN was
professional and competent, was not a threat to DCNPP, and had
legitimate safety concerns. PG&E managers may have tried to
discredit AIKEN, and their unwarranted actions against AIKEN
created a “chilling effect” toward reporting safety concerns.
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Facts Relating to AA of ATKEN, undated (Exhibit 140)

This document was provided to OI:RIV by WARNER who stated it was
prepared by PG&E’s legal department for the DOL. The document
provided background information about DCNPP, Federal
Regulations, AIKEN, AIKEN's safety concerns, and AIKEN'S FFD.

Letter from CURRY to AIKEN, dated September 17, 1998
{Exhibit 141}

C Y stated AIKEN hadé!.. hours of available sick leave,

‘hours of vacation, and'Sphours of holiday pay. AIKEN could
apply for long-term disability, which would provide him with
half his base monthly salary or could apply for other Jjobs
within PG&E.

Letter from CURRY to AIKEN, dated October 2, 1998 (Exhibit 142)

CURRY told ATKEN that DPG&E had placed him on /RGN on
September 18, 1998. CURRY reiterated that AIKEN could apply for
long-term disability or ne could apply for other jobs with PG&E.

m 2. ANDERSON —o 2CL, dated November 2, 13998

. e -
Letter from 2
(Zxhibiz &°

int on benalf of AIKEN, alleging

A, ANDERSON filed this compLal

winlawful vre-aliac-ion® az DCNPP. A. ANDERSON stated AIKEN, a

24-year employes of PGxE, was denied promotlions, involuntaeril

cransferred, subjected to rezaliatory and biased psychiatric
d

J e
exams, and remove rom nis position as SFM, after reporting
safety concerns to PG&E, the NRC, the DCISC, and the
shareholders. A. ANDERSON requested immediate reinstatement for
pay, rescoration of vacation and sick

g orh ot

ATKEN, front pay, back t

leave, cessat-ion of harassment and intimidation, compensation
for emotioral distrass and pain and suffering, and all costs for
the DOL actizn, including atzorney faes

vom GARRETT -a Nrmera-ions. dated Novemper 25, 1998
A \
= 1

3

This document refare
Operations personnel and encouraged everyone to participate.

-
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DCNPP Comprehensive Cultural Assessment, dated December 1998
(Exhibit 144)

PG&E hired Synergy Consulting Services Corporation (Synergy) to
evaluate the organizational culture at DCNPP, including the
environment for addressing employee concerns. This evaluation
was based on employee responses to a confidential wri ' - =urvey
and selected employee interviews. Synergy concluded taac
DCNPP’s nuclear safety culture was in the “adequate to good”
range of all nuclear facilities surveyed by Synergy. Employee
perception of the nuclear safety culture varied within specific
DCNPP organizations. Synergy noted that “the recent removal
from duty of an Operations Shift Foreman [AIKEN] was referenced
frequently” and impacted the view of many employees in Shift
Operations. Synergy suggested ways to improve certain areas
within DCNPP.

Memorandum to OI:RIV File 4-1998-029, dated March $, 1999
{(Exhibit 145)

Following receipt of information that AIXEN had been examined by
a forensic psychiatrist and subjected to psychological testing
by a clinical psychologist, both of whom determined him fit-for-
duty, OI:RIV contacted A. ANDERSON and requested copies of any
reports regarding these exams. A. ANDERSON told OI:RIV to
obtain them from.the DOL. She also stated she would ask AIKEN
if he would authorize release of them to OI:RIV.

Letter from A. ANDERSON to OI:RIV, dated March 12, 1899
(Exhibit 146)

A. ANDERSON refused to provide AIKEN's psychological evaluations
to OI:RIV without additional information or assurances from the
NRC, such as the NRC process, who would see the reports, 1f the
NRC would be using its own psychiatric expert, and what input
the NRC would have into DOL’s investigation.

AGENT’S NOTE: On April 12, 1999, WARNER told OI:RIV that he
had asked AIKEN's attorney to allow PG&E to release these
two evaluation reports to OI:RIV, but she refused to do so.
According to WARNER, she told him QI:RIV should ask her for
them if the NRC wants them. WARNER also stated she refused
to allow PG&E to provide them to AA at DCNPP for review.
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Letter from CURRY to AIKEN, dated March 12, 1999 (Exhibit 147)

CURRY stated AIKEN would exhaust all , benefits on
March 12, 1999, and would begin using other/hgﬁhf\beneflts
to contlnue hlS pald status, 1nclud1ngf?__ ) SRS TS

Letter from Robert C. SELDON, Project LAW, to PG&E, . ~ed

March 22, 1999 (Exhibit 148)

SELDON stated AIKEN had been examined by J. Michael GALLAGHER,
a forensic psychiatrist, and Alan R. BREEN, a clinical
neuropsychologist both of whom concluded AIKEN was|

. D _ _ . ' SELDON Stated POWERS
and other PG&E employees v1olated ATIKEN's civil rights by
“rigging” AIKEN’s original psychiatric examinations. SELDON
stated he would be filing suit on behalf of AIKEN seeking
AIKEN’s exoneration and reinstatement, compensatory and punitive /1c_
damages, declaratory and injunctive relief, and attorneys’ fees.

Letter from SELDON to Shirley Ann JACKSON, Chairman, NRC, dated
March 23, 1999 (Exhibit 149)

SELDON stated AIKEN had been examined by a forensic psychiatrist
and a clinical neuropsychologist, both of whom concluded AIKEN

St . - sl /| sE1DON asked
that JACKSON use “the power of [her] offices” to secure AIKEN's
reinstatement. SELDON also requested that NRC:RIV “cease its
investigation into Mr. Aiken’s complaint....”

Letter from WARNER to OI:RIV, dated March 23, 1999 (Exhibit 150)

With this cover letter, WARNER provided documents to OI:RIV.
WARNER also stated he had reviewed the agenda and minutes of the
president’s Nuclear Advisory Council and found no reference to
AIKEN. If such discussions took place, they would have occurred
during “executive session,” in the presence of PG&E counsel, and
thus were subject to attorney-client privilege.

Coordination with NRC Staff

During the week of December 1, 1998, David H. THOMPSON, Physical
Security Specialist, Division of Reactor Safety, NRC:Region II,
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assisted OI:RIV in reviewing DCNPP's AA axd #FD Programs and
subsequently prepared an inspection repsrt (Exhibit 151).

D. THOMPSON evaluated the AA process, psycholngical reviews,
regulatory guidance, and appeals process and concluded “the
licensee was in compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR

73 .56, NUMARC Guidelines 91-03, DCPP gire ACCESS Process,
Procedure OM112.ID1, and Office Desk ~ide...." D. THOMPSON
further concluded DCNPP “appropriately'followed implementing
procedures with respect to the psychological -.view and appeals
process and met the requirements of 10 CFR 26 and 10 CFR 73.56."

Coordination with Reagional Counsel

In a memorandum from William BROWN, NRC:RIV Regional Counsel, to

OI:RIV (Exhibit 152), BROWN stated, based on his review of

~transcripts, reports of interview and other documents, AIKEN

!
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Interview of ECN

¥

TODARO was interviewed by OI:RIV and D. THCMPSON on Decerber 1,
1998 . TCDARO, Directcr, Security Sexrvices, said he has bkeen
emploved by PG&E at DCNFP since March 1, 13978

TODARO said he first became aware of a question regarding

ATKEN's employment suitability when POWERS, then vice president

and plant manager, DCNPP, told rim in May 1997 that. { :

had expressed concerns about AIKEN’s FFD and Suitabifif§“f5f”J e
working in his current position. POWERS askxed him to serve o
as a facilitator fZor a Rehavior Review cup (BRG) to look into \
M concerns.  TCDARO explainsd that FFD concerns about
employees were usually brought before a BRG for review and
recommendation although POWERS made the final decision as to
appropriate action. However, TOCARO said ne had never

previously served as a facilitator for a BRG. This was normally
"handled by RYAN, but nhe was on vacacion. TCDARO said he was
unfamiliar with the process, so he raviewed the procedures and

~

contacted RYAN at home for guildance. He sald the 3RG was not
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proceduralized, and POWERS had emphasized repeatedly that the
revmew of ATIKEN's case must be “handled consistent with other

cases.

s 7 A N fa -~
TODARO said he contacted! .who explained that’ was
_concerned about

i
1

. . . —
According to TODARO, indicated; was concerned that
P R . ~ B
AIKEN brought up these issues at this .

TODARO said a BRG that included him; C. JOHNSON; Henry VARNEY,
then AA Coordinator; CURRY; Kathleen HEWITT, HR; and BECKER,
former Operations Director, now Maintenance Manager, DCNFP,
met on May 27, 1997. During this meeting, it was agreed that
C. JOENSON would meet with AIXEN's supervisor to obtain
information about AIKEN's recent performance and conduct

and prepare an outline of/ Snppesemetiigs ond send it to

Dr. Dennis JOHNSON, 2n.D.., Sehavior Analysts and Consultants,
for his reviaw,

TODARO said on May 29, 2537, a conference call was reld with
D. JCHNSON :to discuss - ‘concerns. N

outline of == well as a document prepared by AIKEN
and providéd to the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee
(DCISC), had been previously faxed to D. JOHNSON. TODARO
recalled that D. JOENSON s:-aced, based on his review thus far,
there were potential concerns about AIKEN, but he did not
believe there was an immediace threat to the plant D. JOHENSON
recommended he perform a reviesw of AIXKEN's periormance, conduct,
and attendarce, and ATXEN pe subjected to enhanced benhavioral
observation. TOD : er that day, he, C. JOHNSON,

OZARO s laz
VARNEY, CURRY, and 2=CK mac abd decided CURRY would gather and
provide the information reguss ed by D. JOHNSON.

TODARO said .on Sune 5, 1997, he, RYAN, and C. JOHNSON called
D. JOHNSON after he rad reviewed the requested information
regarding AIXEN's performance, attendance, and conduct. They
discussed some

~ODARO said D. JOHNSON stated he believed they
- .
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should continue to monitor the situativr and haudle it as a
performance issue. The BRG told D. JUENSCN thst HIETT was
getting frustrated trying to respond to WIKEN’'s concerns, and
D. JOHNSON recommended that counseling znd guidance be provided

to HIETT and that he report any inappropriate conduct by AIKEN.

TODARO said, based on D. JOHNSON'S recommendations, the BRG
concluded that AIKEN fir_for-duty and recommended no further
action. TODARO said he conveyed this information verbally to
POWERS, who agreed with the recommendation and took no further
action at that time. TODARO said he had no further involvement

with AIXKEN for approximately 1 year.

e o
VVa.-J

TODARO said sometime prior to June 9, 1998 [NFI], when RYAN was
again on vacation, POWERS called him and said there were new
concerns about AIKEN's FFD which PG&E was having reviewed by
DIETZ. TODARO said he had no involvement in this decision and
when POWERS notified him of it, it was a “done deal.” TODARO
said he did not know who referred the issue to DIETZ or what

precipitated that decision. TODARO said POWEZERS asxed hi o sat

up interviews for DIETZ's associate with WEEEINE $ | buc
he [TODARO] was never inrerviewed by any <coctor about AIKEN.
TODARO said early on June 9, 19398, 2PCWERS told nim to be ready
with a BRG if furzher ac=ziocn shou.d de reguired on the AILXEIN
issue becauss ne [(POWIRS] expected Lo near from DIETZ shortly.
On June 10 cor 11, 1338, PCWEIRS t0ld nim ne had received DIZTZ'S
repcrt and to convene a ZRG. TODARO said on June 11, 1988, a
BRG consisting of himself, CURRY, C. JOHNSON, and MOLDEN met,
read, and discussed the DIETZ report for approximately 3 hours.
TODARO said the BRG and POW=ERS called DIETZ, who was clear that
he had concerns regarding AIKEN's Jjudgment and reliability.
TODARO said DIETZ was especially concerned that AIXEN might
question information given Lo rim by a supervisor and ignore it
or refuse to follow oxrders. That might le=ad to inappropriace

actions at a possibly crizical time and could negacively impact

the plant. TODARO saild 2IETZ receommended that AIXKEN be

clinically evaluated and interviewed by a psycniatrist. TODARO

said the BRG told POWERS zhey recommended furtner FID evaluation
- ~

further evaluations of AIX=N, and he [TODARO] was told to place
AIXEN'S unescorted access on hold pending the outcome of these

evaluations. TODARO said RYAN was assigned to facilitate this

process. TODARO said he had no further involvement in this
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matter, other than helping AIKEN complete an expense voucher,
and he had no input into the decision to revoke AIKEN’'S access.

TODARO was shown HIETT’s Continual Behavior Observation Program
. (CBOP) form on AIKEN, dated February 2, 1998, in which HIETT
- e et ' 4 — G T o Sl . TODARO Said he had ”\ C/

“Aever seen that form before.

Interview of William F. RYAN (Exhibit 154)

RYAN was interviewed by OI:RIV and D. THOMPSON on‘December 1,
1998. RYAN, FFD and AA Supervisor, Security Services, DCNPP,
said he has been employed by PG&E at DCNPP since August 1984.

RYAN stated he knew AIKEN, in passing, and they had slight .
business interactions. The first time he recalled any gquestion
about AIKEN’s employment suitability was in May 1997 when be was
on vacation, and TODARO called him at home. TODARO told him
PG&E had requested a BRG to look at concerns which had been
raised about AIKEN's mental state. Since TODARO had never
attended a BRG [this was ordinarily handled by RYAN], he wanted
to be sure he was taking appropriate action. RYAN explained
that a BRG usually included representatives from AA/FFD, HR, and
the department in which tche individual in question worked. The
BRG discussed and reviewed the issue and recommended an

o the vice president and piant

o

appropriate course of aczion
manager, who made the final. decision, and did not have Lo accept

the BRG’'s recommenda-ion.

0

M t

RYAN said TODARO handled -he 1997 concern about AIKEN'S
behavior, and he [RYAN] was not familiar with the specifics of
the case. He said TODARO briefed him about it when he returned
from vacation, and he had a vague recollection of attending a
later BRG about the matrter, but he had no specific recollection
about the discussion with TOCARO or the BRG meeting. He
recalled tha:z the BRG con-acrtad D. JOHNSON and forwarded
documents such as AIKEN'’s cerformance appraisals and time sheets
to him for his review. RYAN recalled that D. JOHNSON saw IO
basis for concern about AIXEN’s behavior, but stated his
[AIKEN's] supervisor and others should carefully watch him as

part of the CRBROP.
RYAN explained that PG&E used the CBOP to ensure deviant or

bizarre behavior exhibited by employees with unescorted access
would be reported to someone in authority so it could be
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reviewed and dealt with appropriately. He said any supervisor
or manager could repoirt a concern about an employee’s behavior
to AA/FFD. He said a CBOP form was required to be completed
annually on all employees with unescorted access. This form was
sent to AA/FFD and reviewed by clerical personnel. If the form
was marked “confidential” or if there appearad to be a question
abcuv if, it was given to the security coordinator. RYAN said

he wasz us ~11y briefed by the security coordinator if there was
any question out a CBOP.

RYAN recalled that he reviewed the February 2, 199§;_§BOP form
on AIKEN prepared by HIETT which stated that AIKEN/ T e e

stated on the form that AIKEN’
stal

RYAN said he talked to HIETT about; ~ either when
HIETT prepared this CBOP form or a¥ter he [RYAN] received it.
RVAN said HIETT told him the issues he was referring to had been
discussed and reviewed in the spring of 1937 and nothing about
ATKEN's behavior had changed since that time. RYAN said since
HIETT clearly stated there was nothing new apout AIXEN'S
pehavior and these issues had been reviewed and resolved, he
elected to -axe no furtner action. He said he G148 not discuss
rhis decision with TODARD and placed the CBOP form in AIXEZN's

ty W

i =4 7 T = -~ - =

AA/TFD fi1le wili Toe DY=2vilus pnes,/
! 4
) —_

RYAN said in April or May 1998,Wgave him a copy of &
document written by AIKEN called “Going Critical” and said some
of the language in it concerned, gy, 2nd “was afraid AIKEN
might “do something stupid.” By that, RYAN said; .
pelieved ATKEN might causs a minor incident that could culminate
in losing nis job, not tha:z ne would cause a major problem at
the planc. RYAN said bozh nhe and ) BR =3 vacations
planned and agreed £o meet and Giscuss AIXEN upon their return
hil

to DCNPP. However, =YAN said while he was on vacation in June

1998, a BRG was convened tc 4iscuss ATK=EN, and TODARO attended

it. RYAN said re pelisved zhis was the resultc of a referral to
e

ard of TAG and had no idea how
they became involved in this process. RYAN speculated, based on
rumors he nad heard (NFI], r POWERS may nave referred the
concerns about ATIXEN to TAG. RYAN said if POWERS did so, thls

TAGQ. RYAN said ne had neve

-

r ooty oo

o
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was the first time someone at his level, rather than AA/FFD, had
handled this type of referral.

RYAN said, as a result of TAG’s recommendation, AIKEN's
unescdrted access was “pulled.” RYAN said he was charged with
facilitating FFD evaluations for AIKEN, who was referred to a
clinic for a physical examination and to ESTNER, a forensic
psychiatrist on contract to PG&E, for a psychological
evaluation. RYAN said he met with AIKEN briefly to provide him
information on where to go for his evaluations, but they did not
discuss the situation. RYAN said ESTNER interviewed AIKEN and
conclud that he was suffering from some sort of

and posed a potential risk to the work place.
Consequently, PG&E revoked AIKEN's access to DCNPP. RYAN said
he, MOLDEN, and CURRY met with AIKEN on July 8, 1998, and
conveyed this decision to him. RYAN said AIKEN asked for
specifics, and MOLDEN later arranged for AIKEN to discuss the
issue with ESTNER. RYAN said AIKEN was provided with a standard

‘PG&? letter stating hlS unes"orted access was revoked because
' i B N N~ This

lTetter notlfled AIXKZ=EN f af he could apoeal thli‘aeClSlon within
10 days, and with his request for appeal, he should include

pertinent addizional information or documentation.
Ryan said when PGaE 412 no- receive an appeal from AIKEN, at the
“suggestion” of Chriszcponaer J. WARNER, Chief Counsel, Law
Deoar:me“_, PG&%, ne [RYAN! crepared a personal letter to AIKEN
reiterating his appeal righzs.. At WARNER's direction, RYAN said
he hand delivered this letzer to AIKEN on July 23, 1898. RYAN
said never before or since had he prepared a second appeal
letter for anyone or hand delivered such a letter to anyone.

RYAN said AIXEN told hix ke was going to appeal and gave him a
copy of “Going Critical” saying, “This is why this is happening
- to me.” RYAN said they had little Zurther conversation.

TXEZN's appeal or referral to

a snsic psychiatcrist. He said that was
handled by DeMARTINI, as voical, and DeMARTINI got a
referral for AIXKEN to RAT from PG&E’'s corporate EAP. RYAN
said he had never heard of RAFFLE before this referral and did
not believe DCNPP had used nim in the past. However, he did not
know if PG&E corporace used RAFFLE or if he was under contract
to them. '

RYAN said ne did not rnand
Steven RAFFLE, M. D.,

YUt

1

B
h oty oo

t

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case Nq. 4-1998-029 69

/lC/



Tnterview of Marietta “Cindy” JOHNSON {Exhibit 155)

C. JOHNSON was interviewed by OI:RIV and D. THOMPSON on
December 2, 1998. (. JOHNSON, a licensed clinical social
worker since 1982, said she began working for PG&E at DCNPP on
December 8, 1986, as an EAP Counselor, her current position.

C. JOHNSON said -~n March 3, 1997, RUEGER told her AIKEN had
reported safety ccacerns which PG&E believed they had adequately
addressed, but their actions did not satisfy AIXEN. RUEGER gave
ner the text of AIKEN’s presentations before the DCISC and asked
her how to handle an employee like him. C. JOHNSON said she
reviewed the DCISC documents provided to her by RUEGER but did
not see anything in them that concerned her regarding AIKEN'’S
mental health. C. JOENSON said Hyla CAsSS, M.D., a psychiatrist,
and Bill KASTENBERG, Ph.D., consultants to the DCISC, said the
DCISC had investigated AIXEN'’s concerns, but AIKEN believed
their actions were inadequate, and they did not know what it
would take to satisfy AIKEN. She said they expressed no
concerns about AIKEN’s mental health at that time [19977.

—

C._JOHNSON said

all came €3 %er atouz problems they had dealing with
Arlsmn. C. JOHNSON said prior to her receipt of these concerns
in the 1997-98 time <rame, some of AIKIN's coworkers had.
conctaczed her on cccasicn and commented that AIXEN wasé_
and mentioned cextalin axawmplées C. CJCHENSON refused to provide
further information abcu: zhese concerns or identify the
coworkers, saying this was confidential. She said she found

nothing unusual about these comments, and they did not cause her
any concern because she was frequently the recipient of negative
comments about employvees by coworkers.

C. JOHNSON said in mid-13357, tcld ner _ was concerned
about AIKEN as a result c¢I Two events ATXEN had related to

]

O

wnich nad occurre

!

o , . "C” JOENSON sald she
~wAS Eoncerned apout thnis tecause it w&3 unusual for someone to
have that type off

¢

C. JOHNSON said because she viewed AIKEN as “high profile,” she
discussed the; ;, with POWERS and RYAN..
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She said this was one of the few times she reported a concern to
POWERS. C. JOHNSON said either POWERS or RYAN told her they
needed to convene a BRG to discuss this problem. She said the
BRG met on May 27, 1997, discussed AIKEN's behavior, and
contacted D. JOHNSON. The BRG provided D. JOHNSON with
additional information and discussed AIKEN’s behavior with him
again after he reviewed it. C. JOHNSON said D. JOHNSON was
concerned but did not believe AIKEN was a threat to the plant
and recommended continuing to observe AIKEN’s behavior and
counseling HIETT on how to deal with him.

C. JOHNSON said she did not agree with D. JOHNSON's decision,
although the BRG accepted it and recommended to POWERS that they
continue to observe AIKEN and counsel HIETT. She believed
D. JOHNSON should have placed AIKEN on leave from his job
begause AIKEN apparently repeatedly said he wasW
whe said she was more concerned about AIKEN's :

than she had ever been about anyone at DCNPP. She said
she believed DCNPP was AIXEN’s “baby,” and “all PG&E had to do
was run it the wqx_be told them to,” and h 1d be happy. She
believed AIKEN’ ' IR iuiens

—TT—
C. JOHENSON said alsec in mid-19387, Bk zsked her for a
medical consult with whom 4@ could discuss methods of dealin
with someone like AIXEN. Sne said she referred Qi o ZSTNER.
She belieaved” o .-alked with ESTNER about how to
deal witch AIXEN, and =37\ d them he did not view AIKEN as a
particular problem or thresat to the plant

When asked about others at DCNPP who may have had mental health
problems, C. JOHNSON admitted DCNPP, in her opinion, used to
“enable” alcoholics and 2thers with mental health problems.

However, DCNP? had always neld operators and security employvees
admitted operations services had

[
3

to a higher stcandaxrd. ne a

some employees who were “dififerent,” including one who suffered

from Post Traumazic Strzss 3yndrome from nis service in Vietnam

and dropped to :ne floor wnenever there was a loud sound.

C JOHNSON said, in nsr opinion, operations was full of people
th the type of personalizy that could lead to the mental

hea*th condition diagnosed in AIXEN because that was the type of

person attracted to the job. C. JOHNSON said operations stuck

together, and most emplovees supported AIKEN in the access

jejele
revocation issue but did not support his position on safety

concerns.
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C. JOHNSON said “everyone” kept telling her nothing PG&E did
satisfied AIKEN, and he repeatedly told supervision and
management that his issues were never handled or investigated
properly by PG&E or the NRC. C. JOHNSON said she had been told
AIKEN had been a “highly esteemed SRO,” so initially she thought
this was a communication proplem. However, as things progressed
and issues continued to arise, she began to believe, as she now
does, that AIKEN is/ il - - RN

o [owever, C. JOHNSON admitted she had

never examined Or'diagnosed AIKEN.

C. JOHNSON said after the BRG in May 1897, AIKEN continued to
make negative remarks and talk about his safety concerns, but
there was not a marked change in his behavior, and things
continued “status quo.” Then on April 15, 1998, AIKEN attended
PG&E’'s shareholder’s meeting and passed out a document_ he had
written called “Going Critical.” C. JOHNSON said she-first saw
this document on about May 1, 1998, when a DCNPP employee

brought her a copy and told her [”:) She reviewed
the document and noticed two particular statements that

concerned her and raised a red flag. Both related that PG&E
must not be allowed to remove him [AIKEN] from his position at
DCNPP. Until then, she had believed he would never do anything
to hurt DCNPP. However, she became concerned that AIKEN might
take some action to try “to prove his point” that PG&E was not
safety conscious. She took “Going Critical” to the monthly FFD
meeting and asked the attendees to read it because she was
concerned and believed PG&E needed to.take some action regardin
ATIKEN. She also lodged an official safety concern with the ECP
about “Going Critical.~” B -

C. JOHNSON said shortly thereafter, sometime in May 13998, POWERS
asked her if she knew DIETZ, and she told him she had never
heard the name. POWERS told her PG&E had or was going to have
DIETZ look at documentation and review the plant’s concerns
about AIKEN. C. JOHNSON said she did not know “where DIETZ came
from;” this was “very hush hush,” and no one knew how or why the
issue was referred to DIETZ. She did not know who decided to
hire DIETZ, but she did not believe it was POWERS because when
he talked to her about it, “he did not look very happy.”

C. JOHNSON said she got the impression DCNPP was not consulted
about this decision, and that it had come from PG&E corporate,
but she had no proof.
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C. JOHNSON said she attended a BRG in June 1998 after PG&E
received a document from DIETZ recommending further evaluation
of ATIKEN. During the BRG, they called DIETZ, who said his
function was to determine if AIKEN posed a possible threat Lo
the workplace. DIETZ said he believed AIKEN had a mental health
problem and could be a threat to the workplace. C. JOHNSON said
she felt “validated” because she had believed that for some-
time. In DIETZ’ opinion, the most likely scenario was that
AIKEN would decide his supervisors were in on “the conspiracy”
and refuse to follow their orders, which could cause problems
with the plant. C. JOHNSON said after this recommendation from
DIETZ, “PG&E could not have backed out [from having AIKEN
evaluated] even if they wanted to.” She said she recommended
AIKEN be psychologically evaluated by ESTNER. She said she
asked ESTNER if he could perform an unbiased medical evaluation
ESTNER told her he could, and he was selected touggélaate ATKEN.
C. JOHNSON said after her conversation with ESTNER, this issue

was placed in RYAN's “bailiwick,” and she had no further direct
involvement in it until ATXEN contacted her. She said she never
read ESTNER's evaluatzion of AIKEN.
C. COHNSON said AIXEZN aprealed ESTNER's diagnosis oX him, and
his case was referred To RAFFLE She said she had been asked toO
provide the name of a psychlatrist outside the San Luis Obispo
rea, but =o1d BPG&E she xnew oI no one RAFFLE was referred to
DCNPP by an EAP counselor at PG&Z headguarters in San Francisco.
She said she never read RAFTLE’S evaluation of AIKEN

C. JOHNSON said she had only talked with AIKEN on one occasion,
and this was after his unescorted access had been revoked by

.t

DG&E. She said he cal.ed ner and asked for a mental health
referral. C. JOHENSON said she provided a name to AIKEN, which
she declined o give to nie reporting agentc. She said she knew
ATIKEN saw the psycho.ogist cecause the osychologist called to
thank her for the rsferra.. She said the psychologist did not
discuss AIKEN's case or diagnosis with ner. C. JOHNSON said she
would not be surprised if_tihi psychologist found AIKEN to be
“just fine” or diagnosed N » because “off the
street” AIKEN seemed fine & JOHNSON said ner discussion with
AIKEN, which she considered confidential, was congenial.

ter her initial contact with AIKEN,

~im and told him it would be better

any involvement with him in this issue

C. JOHNSON said she ca

d
However, about 2 days af
1
for ner to “back out” o

H - b D
D
[o T
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pecause she was previously involved in it; it would be hard for
her to “walk the line;” and it was causing her ' '

—

C. JOHNSON said, in_her opinion, AIXEN was

' . I
e

Interview with Bruce TERRELL (Exhibit 156)

TERRELL was interviewed by OI:RIV on Decemper 3, 1998. TERRELL,
ECP supervisor since February 1997, said he has been employed by

DG&E at DCNPP since January 2, 1980.

TERRFLL said AIKEN reported numerous safety concerns to the ECP,
and they spent hundreds of hours looking into the issues.
TERRELL admitted he found AIXKEN difficult to deal witn. He said
many years acgo, he nad worked with AIXEN, and at that time.

found nim e _ ' ‘ ) . . = o
TERRSLL said i- seemed to him afiter the trifngcormer

blew up, the “Iloccgates ccened” for AIKEN, and he began

reporting concerns afcut evaerytilng, scme dating back 10 or

29 years. TERRELL said AIXEN szamed to recall everything that

cccurred in vivid dezail and allsged a management cover-up even

back then

TERRELL said ro mazter o what length PCG&E went to address his
concerns, AIXEN refused to accept thelr resolutions. As an
example, TERRELL said PG&E hired a forensic document examiner to

PO-RB

address ATKEN’'s cencern that logbook entries had been falsified.

When tne consultant found no evidencs 0f falsification

,
refused to believe nim. =70, said AIXEN sent him and his
employees actusive and Z-mail. When the reporting
agent and TERRELL rev: z-mail zogether, TERRILL agreed
it did rnot appear abusive. However, nIe sa:d some of the Z-mail
looked reascraple on sut in reality, AIXEN was being
sarcastic or “cutting,” suc s when he said, “Thank you for
being there for me.” TERRELL said AIXEN did not mean that

3

RILL
pecause he did not relieve ECP helped anyone at DCNPP.

TERRELL said AIXEN was pus on a Managing in Nuclear Safety Team,
which was formed to address his concerns trhat there wers L0O
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many gray areas in the procedures. - SHIFFER was hired as a
consultant and formed this team solely to address AIKEN's
concerns. TERRELL said AIK=EN was “cool to the team” and refused
to provide examples of poor procedures. In TERRELL’s opinion,
this was an opportunity for AIKEN to actively work on one of his
concerns, but he refused to do so.

TERRELL said, after hours of discussions with AIKEN, he felt
like he could not handle him because nothing PG&E or the NRC did
satisfied him. TERRELL said he viewed AIKEN's actions as a
ainst him and the ECP, and it put him under a

Qersonal attack ag
o MOPNgRNgy) In mid-1997, he askedm for

Accordlng to

i

o - Thelr dlscu551on centered on how to handl AIKEN and
not on Ais mental stability, although he [TERRELL] asked :
if they should be concerned about AIKEN's actions. W , told
basad on their discussion, he did not believe AIKEN ‘was
"the type of person who would “try to bomb the place,” but there
ight try to “prove his point” in

was the possibilicy that he mig

some way. According to TIZFPRILL, “SMMW ¢:d not indicate he
pelievad AIXEIN should me gsycho Log‘caWLJ evaluated or might be
mentally 1il1l. TERRELL szald ne was concerned about AIKEN'S

2 2
behavior in 1367, buc &: 43
or RUZGER at that time.

5= discuss his concerns with POWZERS

TERRELL said on May 21, 1998, “ gave him a copy of
"Going Critical,” told him it oncerned.'l.!, and asked that it
be considered an official concern. Shortly thereafter, another
employee expressed s*milav concerns about “Going Critical” to
the ECP. TERRILL said four or five employvees brought a copy of
“Going Critical” to the EC?, and numerous others talked to him
about 1it. TERRELL said ne met with RUZIGER and POWERS to discuss
“*Going Critical,” =nmey =old him they were already aware of
the document. 3 id itz appeared that “everybody”’ knew
about it the r the shareholder’'s meeting. TERRELL said
the document 4 him, as did AIKEN's presentations to the
DCISC, which were beccming less coherent. TERRELL said the ECP
never investigated anything about “Going Critical” because the
concern was an FFD issue and should be handled by AA and FFD.

o)

)

1

'y
th g fu
3o figo

O
O
3
0
M f
o

TERRELL said he wasmf
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He saidf

e+

TERRELL said he believed a psychological evaluation of AIKEN was
totally appropriate and was not performed because AIKEN had
reported safety concerns to PG&E or the NRC. TERRELL said .
received full copoperation from PG&E in attempting to address all
of ATIKEN's concerns, even those of little significance. He
swholeheartedly” believed PG&E took appropriate action in
AIKEN's case, adding they had an obligation to ensure AIKEN was
mentally sound, particularly given his position in the control
room. TERRELL said he did not know if PG&E would have taken the
same action had AIKEN held a different position, but AIKEN’s
actions were clearly and totally unacceptable for someone in the

control room of a nuclear plant. In his opinion, PG&E properly
followed all processes and procedures in dealing with AIKEN. Ee
- said AIKEN was | from

anyone else he had dealt with, protessionally or personally.
TERRELL said he krew of no other situation remotely similar to
AIXEN‘s at DCNPP with which to compare PG&E’s actions.
‘Tnrerview of Rober:z T. DOWERS (Exhibic 157)

—— e T

POWERS was interviewed by CI:RIY on Decemper 29, 13598. POWERS,
Vice President and Plant Manager at DCNZP from July 1996 unzil
July 1998, said ne worked Ior PG&ZI Ircm July 1982 to July 19388.
POWERS said he knew ATXEN casually until 19953, when AIKEN first
reported concerns to ECP?. He subsegquently had many
conversations with AIKEN about his concerns.

POWERS said concerns were raised about AIKEN's mental stability,
but he [POWERS] never had any concerns about his carrying out
11is job as SFM or SRC. Acceording to POWERS, brought

up some concerns about AIXEIN in the spring of 1937, and. o and
RUEGER talked to him _[ZCWEZRS] about them. told him
[PCWERS] that told " T AIKEN said’

He saziqg, was concerned about that ana
the fact that nothing PG&= did seemed to satisfy AIXEN or
address his concerns.  did not believe those behaviors were
typical of people * ~_____ POWERS said AIKEN
was the only employee ever expressed concerns akout

aem———
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to him. They referred concerns to D. JOHNSON, who
reviewed information prdvidéd to him. According to POWERS,
D. JOHNSON said AIKEN was outside the T,
but there was not enoudh information td say he constitTred a
problem. D. JOHNSON recommended monitoring AIKEN for changes in
behavior, attendance, and any problems. POWERS sei4 he agreed
with D. JOHNSON and decided to watch AIKEN's behav: Tol
changes. POWERS said BECK=R, HINDS, and/or LEWIS were toi. "%
monitor AIKEN’s activities, watch his attendance, and be alerc
for abnormal behaviors. POWERS said BECKER, HINDS, and LEWIS
never expressed concerns about AIKEN's behavior from a
psychological standpoint but did have problems with him from a
leadership standpoint.

POWERS said he was concerned about handling AIKEN's case

consistently with other such cases. However, in his experience,

no case could be compared to AIKEN's. POWERS viewed it as a

dilemma, since he was responsible for ensuring both ECP and rrFD

were handled appropriazely for someone who had reported concerns
=

Es
=]

and engaged in protectad acITivity.

PCHNEIRS said periodically operaticns marnagement raised CORCErXnSs
abcut the effsct ATXEIN was naving on craw morale and tnhe
difficulcy they had kssping nim Iocused con his jobd POWERS said
tney expressed concerns That ne was not espousing management
standards or expecta-icnms or fulfilling leadership functions
expected of SIM, and HIZTT ralsed concerns about AIKEN'S
attendance and use of POWERS said Operations
management never raisad « concern about AIXEN’'s mental
stability.

POWERS said in early 1323, CASTINRURG and CASS expressead
concerns abou:z understanding AIXEN's issues According toO
POWERS, said AIXEIN was different, problematic and strange,
buz never cffarad z Ziagncosis or recommended an T
evaliuation

POWZRS sald PG&4E managemen: opecame concerrned about AIKEN'S
actions, particularly nis discussions pefore the DCISC and in
“Going Critical.” POWERS said during a President’s Nuclear
Advisory Committee meezing in 1996, he and RUEGER briefed

Bob GLYNN, CZ0O, PG&E Corp., and G. SMITH, CEO, PG&E, the
ucility, about AIKEN, and kad if they had any advice or

I

as
ere handling the situation. According
ca

7
concerns about now they w
to POWERS, it was not typical to brief the CEO about an empioyee
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going to m but this was atypical dwe to the quantity of
issues and PG&E’s inability to satisfy AIKEN. G. SMITH and
GLYNN offered support and told them to take whatever appropriate
actions were necessary. POWERS said GLYNN and G. SMITH told him
to protect the public and the plant, and if he ever believed
AIKEN was not fit-for-duty, he had their support to take
whatever actions were necessary, knowing A77FN was in a
protected status, and this was a difficult - . -iomn.

POWERS said he first became aware of “Going Critical” in early
1998, when AIKEN gave him a copy. AIKEN also handed it out at a
shareholder’s meeting. POWERS said he read “Going Critical,”
but did not attend the shareholder’s meeting. POWERS said,
after reading “Going Critical,” he had a growing concern that
AIKEN was developing a conspiracy theory, rooted in the belief
that the NRC was 1in collusion with PG&E plant management.

POWERS believed AIKEN seemed to be saying he should use his own
judgment in conducting his duties, and adherence to procedure
was sometimes counter productive to his duties as SRO and SFM.

" POWERS said he had been aware of AIKEN's view about procedures,

but i% did not concern him until it was coupled with his
conspiracy theory.

POWERS said sometime afzer the sharsnolder’s meeting, G. SMITH
paged him and asked him if AIXEN was still in the control room.
When PCWZRS said yes, G. SMITH asxked him why. POWERS said he
told G. SMITH because :tnere was nothing to indicate AIXEN could

not perform his duties as SRO. According to POWERS, G. SMITH
said he understood that, asked POWERS if he had read “Going
Critical,” and if anything in there concerned him. POWERS said
G. SMITH seemed very concerned about nuclear safety, asking for
assurance that AIXEN was not going to do anything to prove his
point or get somecne’s atctsnction. PCWERS said he told G. SMITH
if he believed that mighzz happen, he would remove ATXZIN from
duty.

POWERS said a day or wc after his cenversation with G. SMITH,.
he participated in a meeting with G. SMITH, RUEGER, SHAFFER,
PETERS [attorney], WARNER, maybe LOCK [attorney], and possibly
others. They discussed how to handle the issue about AIKEN'S
FFD and if they should azcempt to clarify if AIKEN had a mental
problem. PCWERS said there was a lot of discussion, and they
looked at the “preponderance cf the evidence.” PG&E was using a
great deal of energy to address AIKEN's concerns
unsatisfactorily, and they began to wonder if something else was
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going on. The meeting attendees believed AIKEN castigated ECP,
NRC, QA, PG&E management; everyone who did not agree with him
was written off. POWERS said the group discussed PG&E'S hiring
a forensic analyst to look at some log books AIKEN said had been
falsified, who said there was no evidence of falsification, but
ATKEN refused to accept that, and AIKEN's contention that the
NRC changed the tape recording of = Interview with them.
POWERS said the totality of the eviaence, including AIKEN'S
saying everyone was wrong, no one was respo..iing to _his
concerns, his conspiracy theory, “Geing Critical,”

P;gfﬁf' RO e ) :led to PG&E’'s decision to
refer his actions to a psychiatrist. POWERS admitted initially
he believed nothing had changed since they had referred AIKEN to
D. JOHNSON. As the discussion progressed, he came to see the
patterns and evidence and to believe referring AIKEN's actions
to a professional was the right thing to do. '

POWERS said, after much discussion, G. SMITH decided to present
the informa-ion AIKEN had written to a forensic psychiatrist,
who would interview some of AIKEN's coworkers, but not AIKEN,

and provide PG&E management with his/her cpinion if AIKEN had a
problem thatz needed further eraluation. According to POWERS,
the group decided they nesded & preseminent psychiatrist wich
impeccable cradentials because they knew if he indicated AZXEN
should be evalua-ad fur-hexr, znhat decisicn would be guestioned,
and they 4id not wanz a misdiagnosis

According to POWERS, SHEAFF=R was told to find the “best and
brightest” to evaluate AIX=ZN, and he recommended DIETZ. POWERS
said, after reviewing DIETZ’ Curriculum Vitae, he felt

comfortable that DIETZ was the best and could withstand scrutiny
should he determire AIX=EN neeided further evaluation. POWERS
said because “this was a unigue one of a kind sicuation,” FFD at
DCNPP was not involved in =-he referral to DIETZ, although under
ordinary circums:tances, iz would have gone to RYAN, TODARO, and

D. JOENSON. whart was ex-racrdinary was the decision that they

needed somebody extraoriinary to make the decision i1f AIKEN

e e T

T 3.

should be psychologically evaluated, given the fact the FrD and
ECP “were on a collision course.” POWERS knew of no other
instance in which G. SMITE was involved like this, regarding an
employee.

=TZ to set up interviews, and he gave
TzZ' associate intervieyed three or
" R et < ) oalc: Y vy POWERS

POWERS said he contacted DI
him the “big picture.” DIE
four people off site - §
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could not recall exaccly but believed he or MOLDEN selected the
people to be interviewed. POWERS said 1if he selected them, he
would have picked people who had worked with AIKEN and had a lot
of contact with him. POWERS said AA and FFD at DCNPP Ifirst
became aware of the issue when SHAFFER selected DIETZ, and
POWERS asked TODARO to help set up the interviews.

POWERS said, after DIETZ completed his work, SHAFFER told him
that DIETZ had some concerns about AIXEN, and a report would be
forthcoming. POWERS said when he received DIETZ' report, he
read it and convened a BRG. POWERS said he wanted to be fair to
AIKEN, but he also wanted to be sure he [POWERS] was not out
sthere on my own,” that there was corporate involvement *moving
this thing forward.” He made sure he kept corporate informed,
and at some point, he talked to G. SMITH about DIETZ' report,
but he could not remember if that was before or after the BRG.
POWERS said when he received DIETZ’' report recommending further
psychologlcal evaluation of AIXEN, he knew he had to do

something; he could not ignore the issue and it would not go
away .
POWERS said nhe convened a BRG consisting of MOLDEN, C. JOHNSON,
CURRY, and TODARO or RVAN. Refsre they me:z, ne outlined tne
circumsczances and hiscory because he “wasn’tT about To... send
them to the wolves, “ and £ol4d them “sSenlor management Taxas
responsibilizy o why [ZIZTZ'] repcorc exisc(s).” Tne Z2RG met
for abouz 3 hours and tnen Told nlim Chey reccmm e::ec AIXEN'Ss
access be pulled andé he pe evaluated POWERS said he wanted <o
ralk with DIETZ before ne made a final decision because he still
this Consequently, he and the

did rnot feel comfortable apout
o

BRG later spoke with DIZTZ. 2CWERS said he told DIETZ he did
not see irrational behavior by AIXEN manifested on a day-to- ~-day
basis. POWERS said he =ol& DIZTZ that AIXEN was intelligent,
coherent, logical, and nhe [(PCWERS] pelieved everyone in
Operations would say AIXIN's behavior on shift was rormal
POWERS said he wanted to Xnow now DIZTZ arrived at his
diagnosis. Accorxding =to : ald, unmeguivocally, a
perscn with AIKEN's diag 1 d normal at work. One oL
the manifesta:ions of diag i chat to the outsice
world or someone interacting casually with AIXEN, ne would
aooear“ratlonal DIETZ also said AIKEN S con iiticon probably

S POWZRS $aid he and the BRG found e
pro essional, sincere, competent, and raserved. POWERS said he
explained FFD and AIXKEN's protected employes status to DIETZ and

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No..4-1998-029 80

w2\



asked him if he was absolutely sure of his diagnosis. He said
DIETZ told him he [POWERS] had a problem in AIKEN, whether he
liked it or not, and his (DIETZ] recommendations for evaluation

were not fuzzy. POWERS said he came away from his discussion
with DIETZ believing to the outside world AIKEN could look
stk : o5

normal, but ) '
' ) e - _,pow’
‘satd he believed a preeminent psychiatrist had concerns about
ATKEN’s mental health, and it behooved him [POWERS] to have
ATKEN evaluated. The BRG recommended and he agreed that AIKEN
should be psychologically evaluated. POWERS also decided to
revoke AIKEN's access pending psychiatric evaluation. POWERS
said he spoke with RUEGER and possibly G. SMITH, but he [POWERS]I
made the decision to have AIKEN evaluated and his access
revoked. POWERS said this was the only time he revoked
someone’'s access pending psychological evaluation. POWERS
believed AIXEN's situation was “so extraordinary and unigque, ” he
could not imagine there being anything to compare it to.

SV

POWERS said about this time, expressed concerns to
him about “Going Critical” and what saw as the

conspiratorial nature of AIKEN's issues. POWERS sa
told him others had men:-icned concerns about “Going

DOWERS said no one a.se expressed any concerns abou
to nim.

POWERS said C. CJCHNSON, =73N, cor TODARO seleczed =
evaluate AIXEN beczuse ne was a forensic psychiactri T
area. Some concerns had been expressed about the safety of the
person who would tell AIXEN he had been referred for psychiatric
evaluation, so several individuals were sent, but AIKEN received
the news calmly. POWERS said he was briefed that ESTNER
confirmed DI=ETZ’ diagnosis, zut he [POWERS] lefc DCNPP the end
0f June and had little furcher involvement in this issue. He

s process and its outcome, but he

-
-

said he was aware ¢ the appea
had no direct invo_vement In 1

POWERS said he found AIXEN's situation to be the most difficult
nontechnical business preoclem =ze had faced. POWERS said in
retrospect mayvbe he should nave been more concerned about the

’ , issues, but he dismisssd them.
“POWERS said he never talked To AIKEN about his psychological
evaluation or access revocation. POWERS stated AIKEN's access
was revoked by PG&E because two psychiatrists said he suffered
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from one or more[ This
was a different I53ue from the sarety concerns raised oy ATXEN.

Reinterview of AIKEN (Exhibit 158)

on January 6, 1999, AIKEN telepnoned OI:RIV and offered to
provide copies of some of his performance appraisals. = stated
he had no other psychological evaluations and did not Le.l1 "= he
should have to provide additional evaluations, when he was go:.g
to be unemployed and could not afford to pay a psychiatrist. He
said he had health insurance, but he did not believe it would
pay for an evaluation, only for counseling and treatment. AIKEN
said he wanted the NRC to stipulate that further psychiatric
evaluation of his mental condition was required before they
could make an unbiased determination as to his FFD. He said he
wanted to select the doctor, but he wanted the NRC or PG&E to
pay for it.

AIKEN said he met with C. JOHNSON in July 1998, and asked for a

referral for psychological evaluation. According to AIXEN, she
said she would help him, but 3did not provide a name to him at
rhat time. AIXZN said he again contacted C. JOHENSON in

£ ferral for

September or Cctober 1993 and asked for a re:

C. JCHNSON

(L

az

s
]
0]

t
2,
V3
®

Reinterview of C. CJCENSON (=Zxnipit 159)

C. JOHNSON was reinterviewsed by OI:RIV on January 13, 1999, to
clarify information she previously provided.

C. JOHNSON said the two stazements in “Going Critical” which
concerred her were Locatsd on cage 8, garagrapn 3, and on

page 37, paracgraph 4. Sme teliaved AIXEN was telling PG&E wnat
to do by szating they shoueld not e arlowed te place nim on
rotational assignments. In ner cpinion, that indicated a change
in his attitude and might indicate he was no longer willing €O
follow PG&E directives or instructions In addicion, by stating
he must not be removed from his position in the control room, it
appeared he saw himself as the last bastion of safety between

the plant and the public.
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C. JOHNSON said she met with AIKEN on July 31, 1998, for
approximately 1 hour, at his request. This was _the first and

only time she met with him. AIKEN asked for a/

and she provided him with the name of al }
_ She
believed AIKEN mentioned the possibility or optainifig #nother
psychological evaluation, but she could not r=zce._. specifically
what was said. C. JOHNSON said she called AIKEN latsr, told him
.she could not work with him, and provided him with the name of
the PG&E corporate EAP counselor. C. JOHNSON said she did not
recall any other conversations with AIKEN and believed there
were none because they would have “stuck in my mind.”

Interview of Lyvman SHAFFER (Exhibit 160)

SHAFFER, Director of Corporate Security for PG&E since 1982, was
interviewed by 0I:RIV on January 20, 1999.

HAFFER said he first heard AIXEN’'s name in April 19398, when
YANG asked him to review a latter and attachments from AIKED
regarding AIXEN's desire to speak at the shareholder’s meeting.
YANG told nim PG&%Z had some concerns adbout AIKEN's fitnass to
continue in nhis peosition and asked him [SHAFFER] to review the
documents and pessibly speak with DCONPP employeses SHAFFER said
his departmens was zne _=ad for PG&ZT In assessing work place
violence, alzhough they d:13 not zZypically get involved in
DCNPP'3s FFD program.

SHAFFER said he read the documents sent by AIKEN and interviewed

CURRY, Kathy HEWETT, HR, and MOLDEN. He said CURRY and HEWETT
had little specific infcrmazion, but MOLDEN had worked with
~3d expressed concerns about AIKEN'S

AIXEN for a long time an e
mental fitness. According to SHAFFIR, MOLDEN believed AIXEN'Ss
behavior had aver the last few years. MOLDEN told
him AIKEN had becone, zbout safsty lssues he had raised
which were not resclved =o his satisiaction, alleging a
conspiracy betwesen 2GiE and NRC, and saying the NRC had changed
or altered tapes According to SHAFFER, MOLDEN told him AIKEN
had spoken before the ICISC about a yezr and peen very

-.«,J"'

articulate, but had recently spoken an
SHAFFER said, accor“- g to MOLDEN, ones oif :’ ICISC members
later told him [MOLDEN] “you ought to do somsthing about that
guy.” SHAFFER said he &:d not know if MOLDEN had done anything
about AIKEN, but at some earlier date, DCNF? had discussed the:
possibility of sending him for an FrD evaluation. SHAFFEF
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believed they had not done so because they did not believe they
had enough to justify that action, and they were afraid of being
accused of vioclating whistle-blower provisions. SHAFFER stated
MOLDEN told him he was concerned about AIKZEN's,

particularly in light of AIKEN's position. SHAFTER said MOLDEN
provided him with several documents and correspondence from
AIKEN.

SHAFFER said he decided PG&E should have a c.~Zetent forensic
psychiatrist evaluate the situation to see if there was a real
basis for concern, given the whistle-blower provisions and
potential for legal or regulatory complications. SHAFFER
believed, solely on his conversation with MOLDEN, and given
AIKEN’s job, there was enough to ask a psychiatrist to evaluate
AIKEN’S written material to determine if there was a basis for
concern. SHAFFER said he selected DIETZ, who specializes in
threat potential assessment, adding PG&E had used DIETZ once or
twice to determine if letters or documents were legitimate

threats, but he was not on retainer or contract. In SHAFFER'S
opinion, DIZTZ was the foremost expert in the U.S. at evaluating
threat potential. DIETZ’ function was to review AIKEN's

documents, assess nis mental state, and determine 1if he should

I3
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be referred for a psychnological evaluation.
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nt ATXEN's written mates
o i1f there was a
made that decision nimself
SMITE or anyone besides YANG.
because by sending
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belisved AIXKEZN had a rigid

called him and YANG and said
personality, but ne did noct see any immediate threat and asked
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to loox at addizional documents. They sent more documents to
DIETZ, who reviewed trhem and again spoxe witn SHAFFER and YANG.
SHAFFER sald cne thing =nev were concerned abpout was 1f AIKEN
represented a potential thrsaz at toe srarehclder’'s meeting.
DIETZ told —hem thers was no tasis for concern tnat AIXEN would
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pose a threat to others at that meeting. SHAFTER recalled that
at some point prior to the aannual meeting, DIETZ told them AIXEN

demonstrated symptoms of a AR . SRS, =nd he
wanted more facts. SHAFFEX said he later provided DIETZ with
documents AIXEN handed out at the shareholder’s meeting,
including “Going Critical.”
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SHAFFER said he was present during the shareholder’s meeting,
AIKEN spoke, he was respectful, and caused no problems. SHAFFER
said he did not really listen to AIKEIN's speech because he was
looking at body language because they were always concerned
about someone rushing the stage.

SHAFFER said he first became «w:o-2 Of “Going Critical” at the
shareholder’s meeting. He read it, ~nd it appeared AIKEN was
stuck on an issue about which he was L.t going to change. AIKEN
seemed to believe there was a conspiracy to keep his concerns
from being reviewed. It appeared that AIKEN sent copies of
documents to a lot of people and whoever did not agree with him
became part of the conspiracy. SHAFFER said, in his opinion,
AIKEN seemed to be moving toward ' ”
==

SHAFFER dfd not recall speaking to G. SMITH about AIKEN until a
conference call was held after the shareholder’'s meeting. At
this call, they discussed if there was enough basis to be
concerned about AIXEN. By that time, SHAFFER said he had sent
three packets of information to DIETZ. According to SHAFFER,
G. SMITY was aware that they had asked DIETZ to evaluate
materials, bus he &id not nave the specifics. BSHAFFER stazed

and media perspective, 2G&E was concerned

th
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Lrpose of the meeting was to

c ey received DIETZ' final report.
SHEAFFER said G. SMITH was ~ that, if DIETZ felt AIKEN should
be evaluated, he would be vated. The group decided they
would proceed and “let the chips fall where they may.” After
receiving DIETZ' report, DCN decided to have AIKEN
psychologically evaluated, bDut he [SHEAFTER] had no IZurther
involvement in the si=zuation.
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SHAFFER said AIKEN was handled in an atyplual
manner becau§§:if AIKEN had_a ' s

. : N ONDPE nesded someone
such as himself, in dealing with chreat

with more expertise,
assessment.

Interview of Gordon SMITH _(Exhibit 161)

G. SMITH was intérviewed by C.:RIV on January 20, 1899.
G. SMITH, President and CEO of PG&E since June 1, 1997, has
worked for PG&E since April 1970, primarily in financial jobs.

G. SMITH said he first became aware of AIKEN and his safety
concerns in mid-1997 when he went to a meeting to discuss

DCNPP issues, including the status of AIKEN'S latest concerns.
G. SMITH said he was briefed about AIKEN because he had gone to
PG&E, the NRC, DCISC, and was still dissatisfied. G. SMITH said
since he had no background in nuclear, this was included as an
issue he faced as part of his new responsibilities. AIKZIN was
the only person ne has peen briefed about who nas reported
safety concerns at DCNPP. cMITH said he asxed general

G
gquestions adbout AIXEZN, nis posizion, how long ne mad been
employed, but crovided no r2commendations Tre discussion
c > bt

. ~
o was no mentTlcni oI nls

focused on AIXEN
ment-al scate.

G. SMITE said AIZXEN was discusssd at two or rnree oTher meseIlings
he attencded prior toc The sharsholder’s meeting in April 135938.
These were informal meetings, with the exception of the
president’'s Nuclear Advisory Counsel. Each time AIXEN was

discussed, it was in the context of the status of nis issues.
G. SMITH said iz was a learning experience for him and it pecame
apparent nothing was going to sacisfy AIX=N.

G. SMITHE said he naver made any IeCONMEnCat-ons =0 nocw <O
handle AIXEN, but ne was concerned about tnhe i I inzansity
of AIXEN's questicns and ccrrespondence. G. S said, from
nis non-nuclear perspective, ne belleved AIZXEIN wc 13 never ke
satisfied and was becoming imcreasingly frustrated. In early
1998, G. SMITH said he spoke by telephone with DPCWERS and told
him that if he [POWERS] ever believed AIXEN was a threat TO the
plant, he had management’'s support €O take any recessary actlcn
POWERS responded that AIXZIN was different, but he did not
pelieve he was a threat. G. SMITH said this conversazion
occurred prior £o receipt of tn annual meeting correspondence
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G. SMITH said he wanted to be sure POWERS knew he had the full
backing of PG&E if he believed AIKEN had crossed a line and
become a threat to the company. G. SMITH said never in his

29 years with PG&E had he seen anyone like AIKEN and the volumes
of correspondence he generated. G. SMITH said he had received
complaints from employees, but either their issues were resolved
or they “ag~=e3d =o disagree,” but this was different. G. SMITH
said he was unfami. 'r with nuclear operations and never spoke
with anyone in Operat.ons about AIKEN. G. SMITH said no one
expressed any concerns to him apout AIKEN's mental stability or.
FFD at that tlme, but he [G. SMITH ] believed AIKEN was getting
well beyond Hlalisae. i1 torms of raising concerns, and he [G.

Nt aie
SMITH] was the one WHo became concerned about AIKEN'S mentcal ,w C_
state.

G. SMITH said he really became concerned when AIXEN sent a
letter to PG&E in March 1988 saying he wanted to address the
shareholder’s meeting and hand out material. G. SMITH said he,
RUEGER, POWERS, WOMACK, WARNEZR, and maybe SHAFFER, met and
'e*"c . G. SMITH said ne detected a high
ZN, particularly in the las

discussed AIXEZN's
= : - - C‘NO

anyor ght AIXEN was

pecoming a th of the plant. G. SMITH said
PG&E was well n a protected status, and they
did not want one’s path.” Nonetheless, he was
concerned tha a crossed the line in his ability
to operaze in o ole) G. SMITH said he was concerned
about the publiic and if there was an accident, PG&T would be
accountable. G. 3MITHE said ne was t“rying to “walk tnrough a
mine field.” G, SMITH said ne “kept pusning the guestion,”
wotld the mazsrial in -“meir posssssion lead a reasonable person
to conclude that AIXEN had gone Ifrom being a difficult emplovee
to being a thresat zo the p.ant? G. SMITH said they discussed
that thers sesemed zo be a “ramp up” of AIXKEN’s behavior and
display of fruscration, put they were at a loss to explain his
pehavior. During this meeting, 1t was si gcesbed they have a
professional observe AIXEN at the shareholder’'s meeting and
review his correspondence to see if they would recommend an FFD
evaluation. During this discussion, SHAFFER menticned DIETZ"
rame, and G. SMITH ultimately decided to refer the matter tO

DIETZ.

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-1388-029 87



G.
review AIKEN's correspondence,
of AIKEN was warranted.

SMITH asked that DIETZ attend the shareholder’s meeting,
and determire 1f an actual exam
G. SMITH said PG&E wanted to determine

if they were being worn down and frustrated by AIKEIN or if a
 professional believed he warranted a psychiatric evaluation.
DTETZ did not attend the shareholder’s meeting, but did review

ATXEN’s material.

SMITH salu he observed AIXEN at the
and he seemed articulate, committed, pa
After hearing him speak, G.
concern about his mental state.
first time a PG&E
it did not bother him.
comments during the meeting.
Critical.”

G.

G.

No one with PG&
G. SMITH

shareholder’s meeting,
ssionate, and frustrated.

SMITH had only slight additional
SMITH said this was not the
employee spoke at a shareholder’s meeting, and

E responded to AIXEN's
said he never read “Going

G. SMITH said DIETZ later formally recommended that AIXEN be

psycnologically evaluated. G. SMITH di
any meetings about AIKEN, otiher than th
until DIETZ' report was issued.
detarmined to rafer AIXEN for an
ne never r=ad DIZTZ’' reporct. alilloug
firdings and recommencdatlons during tne
evervene was worrisd that chilis av
direc==2d agzlinst a whiszla2-Dlower
everyone for thelr racommendactl
they were morally obligatad to
evaluation. There was no dissensi
that this would be scrucinizad. G. SMI
that AIKEN was a “man with a mission.
to where we are tcday, and we were very
procedures.” G. SMITH sald WARNER empn
thing and not infringe upon AIKEN's rig:
G. SMITH said “the straw tnat brokea tne
information AIXKEN sent o PGiET’s VR, G
an increasad level of frustration and w
cross scme line to“Wf G.
(——— X

balance AIXEN’'s rights with the rights
n Luis Obispe.

the documentcs AIXEN sent —o EVERETT and

that precipitated the referral to DIETZ.

never before been involved in referring
psychological evaluation.

recall attendin
raefarraed Lo adbove,
they met and
SMITH
D2I=TZ
said
cvarc
asxed
decided
for a psycholcgical
reminders by counsel
T said it became clear
it would probably lead
careful not to violate
to do the right

d not
e one
cime,
: said
discussad
an acc
ne

camel’s back” was zhe
SMITH said he detected
worried AIXEN mignt
said he had to

.2 PG&E shareholders
G. 2MITH sald it was
‘Going Critical”
SMITH said he had
an employee for
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G. SMITH said he received status reports after AIKEN was
referred for psychological evaluation. He was told that the
psychiatrist concluded AIKEN suffered from a mental condition,
and ATIKEN’s access was restricted or revoked. G. SMITH said ne
made no further decisions, and DCNPP followed FFD procedures.

G. SMITH said they referred AIKEN to a third psychiatrist who
also concluded AIKEN had a mental condition. G. SMITH said he
wss ultimately responsible for having AIKEN’'s actions and

wri. en documentation referred to DIETZ.

Interview of Greacory RUEGER (Exhibit 162)

RUEGER was interviewed by OI:RIV on January 20, 1999. RUEGER,
Senior VP and Ceneral Manager of Nuclear Power Generation since
late 1991 or early 1582, began working for PG&E in July 1972.

RUEGER first became aware of AIKEN about 3 years ago when he
raised concerns with the ECP. RUEGER said about 1 year after
AIKEN irnitially raised concerns, he and POWERS met with him to
Giscuss his concerns because he was unhappy with the results of
the investigations and asked to meet with senior management. In
i seemed to have little trust in PG&E

N
1

RUEGER said he occasi
and talked with him,

o}

RUEGER’s opinion, AIXED
managemant, na refutad every:ining they presented to nim, and no
vesolurion resul-ed from the meeting. RUEGER said It appeared
ATKEN's overall concerns were centered on two areas: a beliel
-nat management insis-ad on procsdure adnerence, but AIKEN
pelieved operators should have the authority to make decisions;
and management did not always practice what they preached.

1a

t

ly ran into AIKEN in the control room
they had no other formal meetings.

U O

J
n

-

d every concern raised by AIKEN.

RUEGER sald the ECP? inves:tigate

”M’\JtoLd “im he was frustrated dealing with AIXEN and trying
¥S5 address nlis conca2rns. In 1997 RUEGER said he formed a task
force, headsd by SHIFFEZR, to review “gray areas,’ and AIKEN
participated in cthis ~~a rtesam was formed to provide guicdance
for rnew employees and refrssher training for others and to try
to address AIKEN's broad issues within the plant.

WO

&, MOLIEN, BECXER, or
srs, was negative
assigned him to
crew assignments.
“lar crews and
have as much

RUEGER said, in late 19387 or early 19
HIETT, told him AIXEN had committed s
with his crew about supervisicn. and
F Crew, following Operations yearly review
RUEGER said PG&E put their best people cn

weaker employees on F Crew where they did nos

:
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direct impact on operations. RUEGER admitted there was a
perception within Operations that the F Crew was less desirable
because they rotated and had no permanent crew or permanent

hours.

RUEGER said he/ asked C. JOHNSON how to best deal

with AIKEN since he [AIKREN] did not trust management, and she
’ RUEGER said the first time he

~was «wnar@ of any concerns about AIKEN's mental stability was in

1
!

mid-1997 when[ ‘raised some concerns about AIKEN'S
behavior after . : : - ~ -ww}

; RUEGER said ‘was concerned

There m mlght be an FFD issue, and talked with the medical

review officer (MRO) and provided hir him with ggcuments about

AIKEN. Apparently, the MRO said AIKEN was

’ ' S0 PG&E dropped the

issue RUEGER sald he was not invoived—with this and had no
This was the only time

rns apout an emplovee with RU

ecific information abou:
e 0=
d any mental health concerns aktout

i
had discussed conc
d no cne =lse raise

RUEGER s&al

ATKEN to him

RUEGER said ne atzanded all CZCISC meetings, and AIXEN spoke at
“wo Or three apout nis issues. U:Cw- viewed this as another
indication thac AIXEN wou.d never be satisfisd, and he became
concerned about AIKEN'sS possibly increasing frustration level.
RUEGER said he first sctar-sd wondering 1f there was “a broader
issue here” when AIXZN spoke for the second time before the
DCISC, rambled and talked about Vietnam. However, RUEGER did
not see AIXEN as ar immediace danger to the plant. Members of
the DCISC told RUEGER they did not know now o deal with AIKEN
because he wanzaed them =5 raview PG&E processes which was not
their responsibilizy. =®UZIGIR said told him tad scme
concerns about AIXIN, pu- ne pelisved znis was aizesr he told the
DCISC that PCWERS nad rsfsrred AIXKEN for a psychological
evaluazion.

RUEGER said he had briefsd G. SMITH about AIXEN's concerns on
two or three occasions. RUEGER said he normally briefed the
president on general employee COncCermns, statistics, trends, but

not on specific employees. Because AIKEN had gone public and
been raising concerns for a long time, he thought G. SMITH
should be aware of the issue. RUEGER recalled that in late 1996
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or early 1997, after a briefing that included AIKEN's concerns,
GLYNN, then President, PG&E, told him [RUEGER] that thelr top
priority was to run the plant safely. RUEGER stated GLYNN told
him if he [RUEGER] believed they needed to take action, PG&E
management would support him.

RUEGER said, after PG&E received a letter from AIKEN about
speaking at the shareholder’s meeting, he, POWERS, G. SMITH,
WARNER, and maybe YANG met at G. SMITH’s request. RUEGER said
G. SMITH told the group he wanted to find out more about AIKEN
because he believed AIXKEN’s going to the shareholder’'s meeting °
was unusual and might indicate AIKEN was growing frustrated.
RUEGER said he believed G. SMITH also called the meeting to
discuss what AIKEN might say and how to brief GLYNN in his
response. It was typical to brief GLYNN about potential issues
that might come up during the shareholder’s meeting. RUEGER
stated G. SMITH had never expressed any concerns about AIKEN's
mental state to him [RUEGER] prior to this meeting. RUEGER said
he *ﬁad the information AIXEN sent to the corporate secretary,

R

but he had already seen most o i%, with the exception of the

cover letter to PG&E and latzer to the NRC. RUEGER said a
statement by AIKEN in one of the letters that implied he might
nave “zo go outside the normal bound of things” concerned nim.
However, RUEGER said ne &ii not believe AIKEN would endanger tn
public becausa rne saw nimss.? as protfecting the public, but nhe
mﬁghc damage plant eguipment or unintentionally endanger th
public in an efforc to stop perceived wreng actions by PG&E.
RUEGER said G. SMITY asked the meeting attendees if AIXEN shoul
be allowed to remain in the control room. RUEGER expressed hlS
concern about FFD reguirements RUEGER said he was afraid if

they asked AIXEN to go for an FFD evaluation, he would ‘believe
~oon ~ 1

they were retaliating agzinst nhim, and they wouldf
. | RUEGER said, resallizing PG&E’sS primary responsibility
was to protect public nealzh and safsty, AIKEN nonetheless had a
*1ch: 0 raise concerns, and ne questicned if they had enough
objective evidence to ask ATXEN tTo go tnhrough a full FF

eval4a ion. RUEGER said follcwing mucn discussion, the group
determined they cou 2d not ignore their primary responsibility to
protect the publ so their concerns about AIXEN’s mental
stability had to be addressed. They decided, rather than have

AIKEN meet with a psychiatrist, they would have a psychiatrist
review the documents AIXEN had provided and interview AIKEN'S

supervisors and peopls who worked with him. RUZGER said they
wanted a professional opinion as to whether or not they should
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pe concerned about AIKEN and if they should wwpiice him to
undergo an FFD evaluation. They wanted someons with impeccable
credentials and assigned the job of finding the right
psychiatrist to one of the attorneys.

RUEGER said the group reached the decision to hire a
psychiatrist based on a general concern about AIKEN, including
his growing frustration level and comments in his letters to
PG&E, the NRC, and the DCISC. They decided this was the prudent
thing to do since none of them were psychiatrists. RUEGER
explained that no single event caused them to reach this
conclusion, but the issue came to G. SMITH'S attention as 2
result of the material AIKEN sent to the PG&E Corporate
Secretary. RUEGER said although G. SMITH had known about AIKEN,
this was the first time he had read his writings. RUEGER said
initially G. SMITH wanted a full FFD evaluation of AIKEN, but as
the discussion progressed, G. SMITH agreed it would be better to
first optain a professional opinion. RUEGER salid this was a
joint decision made by him, G. SMITH, and PCWERS. RUEGER said
when he lef:t the meeting, he believed AIXEN would be notified of
his right to speak at the shareholder’s meeting, and PGXE would
identify a psychiatrist to periorm a revisew of AIXEN's documents
so discussed navin

3
)

and interview his supervisors. The group al

the psychiatrist present at the shareholder’s meeting CO opserve
AIX=N, but that did not nagpen RUEGTR said SHEAFFER selected
DT=TZ, and he [RUEGER]. reviswed DIZTZY cradentials, tut was not
asked to approve his selactlcn

RUEGER said ne heard AIXZN speakx at the shareholcer’s meeting,
and he said what he [RUEGER! expected him to say, including that
DCNPP was not being run saiely. \TXEN passed out “Going
- Critical” after the meeting. RUEGER said nothing AIXEN said
during the meeting caused alm any additional concerns, although
“Going Critical” did afzer ne read it. In RUZGER'S copinion, the
tizle indicated a potential em, and*® ) il
SN Ngs | < UZCER
ATKEN's frus ¥
potentially
including PG&
his concerns. RU
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RUEGER said he referred “Going Critical” <o for their
review of any possible new safsty concerns. TRUEGER said he told
'PG&E had some things in process to address cong\rﬁs
“éBbut“RIKWN s mental state. According to RUEGER, B told
him two or three employeos had raised formal ECP concerns about
“Going Critical.

H\ ?J

UEGER said DIETZ concluded AIKEN should be referred for a

ormal FFD evaluation. After they received DIETZ’' report,
RUEGER said he told POWERS to be sure to follow their procedures
because he knew of no other situation similar to AIKEN's.

RUEGER said, in his opinion, given DIETZ’ response, PG&E had no
option but to proceed with an FFD evaluation. He said POWERS
told him they convened a BRG which recommended an FFD
evaluation, but he [POWERS] did not recommend that action until
he and the BRG spoke with DIETZ.

RUEGER said he had never taken part in this type of discussion
about referring an employee for an FFD evaluation. He did not
know when DCNPP’'s FFD and A personnel became aware of this
situation, but TODARQ may nave pecome aware of it just before
the convaning of the 3RG RUEGZR said he made no recommendation
©o POWERS about AIXEN's access Or The naxt step to take; 1T was
POWZRS' decisizn RUZOER sz2.3 he nevear spoke to AIKEN abcout nis
access ravecaticn and Rmad no further inveolvement in this issue,
oTner Tnhnan To pe xept informed of thre evaluatlon Drocess
RUEGER said AIXEN's access was revoxked following receipt of two
psychiatric evaluations. RUEGER said he believed that after
read-ng those evaluations, PG&E rad no other option. RUEGER
said he did not belisve AIXEIN's access was revoked because he
reported safsty concerns, a.though it was in the process c¢f his
reporting various issuses -hat guescions arose about his mental
stabilicy RUZSGER said ICNPP2 was probably oo cautious in
proceeding against AIXEN ceczuse ne had raisad safety concerns.
RUEGER knew of no other ICNT? amployee WhOsSe aCCes5s wWas revoke
for psychological resascns, cthner than drug or alcohol abuse ¢r

crimiral activizy.

Interview of Melanie CURRY ({Zxhibit 163)

CURRY was interviewed by OI:RIV on February 3, 1999. CURRY, an
HR Advisor at DCNPP since rebrdary 1997, began working for
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in 1982. CURRY said she met AIKEN when she came to DCNPP, but
never talked to him until her recent conversations with him
about benefits.

CURRY sald she first recalied concerns He._.g raised about AIKLN
in May or June 1997 when HIETT told her AIKEN was
and he was concerned about AIKEN's behavior in the control TOOom
and his attitude toward other people. CURRY sail .. v7s not
uncommon for supervisors to talk to HR about problems wi. cheir
emplovees, and she may have recommended coaching and counseling.
HIETT talked to her several times about concerns he had with
AIKEN. According to CURRY, HIETT said AIKEN refused to perform
a requested rotation, and he had hung up on an employee. CURRY
said HIETT did not indicate he had problems with AIKEN in the
past, other than to say AIXEN always had a short temper. CURRY
said no disciplinary action had ever been taken against AIXEN,
and HR had no disciplinary file on him.

CURRY said, also in mid-1997, MOLDZN told her

oyl -01d him [MOLDEN] that AIXEN Spent a lot of

time complaifiifig to employees about management policies and

procedures. URRY sa'd she also spcke with Glenn GELZER,
NN .- < c¢id not report any problams wiih
ATKEN. CURRY said swz  and w “alked about AIXIN as
incidents came up during 1537, CURRY szild sas [IURRY] had ro
cev”ﬁnal insolverent with ATXEN or perxscnal cbhservations o nls
benaviocx

in a BRG 1n May or June 13897 that
2 e, conduct, and performance problems.
CURRY said, as is standard upon receipt of an FFD concern,

she reviewed AIXZN's Wand found he used over

CURRY salid she pa roi

in 19%5 and 15387 They tdlXed to D. uu:NSuN about
EN, d sent some dccuments to him. CURRY said D. JOENSCN
concludsd this was a cerformance ilssue, nct an rrD isDue. sSh
said she and HIZTT cr 2ITCXEZR zalked abcut discussing tnese
issues with ATZKXKEN

CURRY did not recall any s;ecif*c discussions about AIXEN from
Jure 1997 until late 13597, when she attended the annual
Operations discussion with MOLDEN and BECKEZR about S35 anc

crew make-up. CURRY said she typically attended shifc
assignment discussions because shift assignment was tied to
performance. They talked about AIXEN's minor errors,
attendance, performance, and conduct. CURRY stated AIXEN was

€3]

oo
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assigned to the F Crew because Operations management believed
his behavior, talking poorly about PG&E’'s senior VP and
complaining about policies and procedures, was not in the best
interest of control room performance. CURRY said an SFM’'s most
important responsibility was commanding, controlling, and
motivating his crew, although she admitted she did not recall
MOLDEN or BECKER saying AIKEN was no lowx. . !r command or
control of C Crew. From the discussion, ske go® the impression
AIKEN had been a “very competent... good... shift roreman in the
past.” In her opinion, Ooeratlons management believed by taking
AIKEN off crew, he would not have a long-term negative effect on
one crew. CURRY agreed that assignment to F Crew was seen as a
negative, although they received the same compensation.

CURRY said the next time she recalled specific discussions about
AIKEN was in April 1998 when “Going Critical” came out. She
said when she read that, she became concerned, particularly with

AIKEN‘'s comparison of the Vietnam War and DCNPP. She discussed
her concerns wi tbw who indicated #JiF was also
concernad abou: the document and AIKEN's mental stabili

CURRY recalled talking with SHAFFEZR about AIXIN in early 1288,
but had no recollection of the specifics. CURRY said sne had no
involvemens in the refarral of RIKIN's actions to DIETZ, and she
was unaware of the refarral until the BRG she at:tended whlicnh
reviewed “Goling Critical” and CZIZTZ' reperc. Sne said DIETYZ
told the BRG and POWERS chat if AIKEN worked at a Circle K, he
would not be concerned, bu:t being in the control room of a

nuclear power plant, DIETZ was afraid AIXEN might refuse to
perform a critical job because he believed they were trying ta ___
hurt him. CURRY said DIZTZ =o0ld the BRG that AIKEN was |

and becoming increasingly so as he aged. The BRG recommen

rari FrD evaluation.

AIKEN's access e © ramoveld Denliing an
CURRY said sne, MCLIE VAN met wizth AIXEN, and MOLDEN told
him h-s access nad : =700 id not recall MOLDEN
giving A_“LL a specific re ess was revoked, and
ATXEN was dissatisfiad witc oL L SDOTIS R CURRY said she
had nothing to do wich referring AIXKEN for a gzychological
evaluation.

CURRY said she spoks with AIXEN severzl 2imes and met with him
after his access had been revcxed to discuiss n.s options and
talk about sick leave, vacation, and corpuzer access so he could
look for another job within PG&E. She sald AIXZIN was put on
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paid administrative leave pending psychological exam. \frer
that, ne used sick leave and vacation time. In January 1899,

received

and % Jhours

certain number of hours of sick leave. Ee was also credited

with his normal 5 or & weeks vaca-ion time for 1399.

hours of sick leave, including ¥ hours for 1999

of bonus sick lesave, which employees received
et . 1 - -

aft8T a certain number of years 1if trey have used lesss than a

ne

CURRY said AIKEN.was eligible to apply . long-term disability,
which was 50 percent of his base salary. That meant he was
unable to work in the position he held at PG&E, but could work
for another employer and still collect long-term disability from
PG&E. CURRY explained that if a doctor deemed an employee fit
to return to his former job, he was released from long-term
disability, and PG&E returned him to nis former job when they
had a vacancy. Employees could stay on long-term disability

n

if there was no vacancy until one became available. While on
long-term disability, employees retained all their benefits.
CURRY said the last time she spoke with AIXEN, he told her he
did not want work comp or long-term disability because PG&E had
made a mistake, ne was not sick, and he hored PG&Z would rezurn
rim to worx. CTURRY sald she was awarse of two oIher access
revocaticns az DCNPP2 Zdue to mental imgrabilizy, unrelatad IO
drggs or a.cconol

Reincaryyisw of CURRY Txmigit s

URRY was reinterviewed pvy OI:RIV on April 13, 1359, to review
handwrizten notss she provided to OI:RIV following her earlier
interview. She tock these notes during meetings she attendiny
about AIKXEN, incliuding two BRGs and the meeting wicn AIXEN
during which ne was z:14 zbout his access revocation.

Tnterview of Jossch 2eMARTINI {(EXnIDIT o3

DeMARTINI was interviswed oy CI:RIV on Tekbruary 3, 323
DeMARTINI, Senior Labcor =elatloLns zepresanctative at TCNPP since
1990, began wocrxing Icor 2C%Z Lo 1972 2 has nandled tThe acces
review arpeals process 3.nce 2sel

DeMARTINT said he knew who AIKIN was out 4id otz raally Kaow
him. He first pecame aware of corncexns arouT AIXEN's FTD when
he read about it in the nawspaper, but =e nad no discussions
about AIXEN with anyone until he receivad AIXZIN's apreal letter.
Ee then obtained AIXEN's file from RYAN arnd reviewed DIZTZ’ and
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ESTNER'S. reports and asked TODARO to provide h
sequence of events. DeMARTINI said neither TO
provided any advice or an opinion as to AIXEN'
to him.

DeMARTINI said, at AIKFEN’'s request, he read “G
before meeting with A} “N. e =zaid he did not
with an employee, but in this -se, he wanted

im with a verbal
DARO nor RYAN
s mental stability

oing Critical”
typically meet
to determine what

problems AIKEN had with the first evaluation and be sure AIKEN

clearly understood the appeals process.
AIKEN told him he believed PG&E’s action was 1
“Going Critical.-”
was biased, relied heavily on DIETZ' report,
to his technical concerns or his pride votes £
did not understand the corporate environment,
for PG&E, and did not administer_an MMPI.
[DeMARTINI] that ESTNER claimed

~but he [AIKEN

SN,
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ad
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[AIXEN]
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,words

X=ZN wa
had raised
in the plant who
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DeMARTINI said he faxed AIKEN's appeal lectter and DIETZ' and
ESTNER's reports to D. JOENSON. After D. JOHNSON reviewed the
material, DeMARTINI asked him if he would be interested in
performing the second evaluation. According to DeMARTINI,

D. JOHNSON said he was a psychologist and recommended PG&E use a
psychiatrist.

DeMARTINI said he next met with RYAN and told him D. JOHNSON
recommended a second psychological evaluation of AIXKEN and that
it be performed by a psychiatrist. They decided it would be
pest not to use someone closely associated with PG&E. DeMARTINI
called PG&E’'s EAP in San Francisco who recommended RAFFLE.
DeMARTINI said he spoke with RAFFLE before AIXIN saw him
[RAFFLE], explained the reason for the evaluation and sent him
some documents, including DIETZ’ and ESTNER's reports, “Geoing
Critical,” AIKEN's pride votes, PG&E procedures, and NRC

regulations. RAFFLE told him that he would administer an MMPI
ro ATIXEN and asked for copies of any previous MMPIs. DeMARTINTI
said PG&E was unable to locate any because they did not keep
records that far back. D[CeMARTINI said he told RAFFLE tLO perior
a thoroucgh examinacion and iI he needed to see AIKZIN more than
once, PG&E would pay for it. DeMARTIND also told RAFFLE to feel
free to speax with DIZTZ oxr ZSTNER, and RAFFLE indicated he
would perfcrm nis own evaluation witicut talking to themnm.
NDeMARTINI said when ne -—ol2 AIXKEN e ~ad s=T UD an appolntmant
for him wi=hn PASFLE, ATXEIN sxpressed Cconcerns about RAFTLE oeing
a forensic psycaizzrist, saying they were pilased tcwards whoever
paid them and were “hired guns Zfor the court.” DeMARTINI said
ATIKEN had previously zcld nim he did not want to go to &
forensic psychiatrist, and when he [DeMARTINI] contacted EAP for
a referral, he did rot ask for a forensic or regular
psychiacrist ~aVMARTINT belisved forensic psychiatrists
performed moxre diagncses and evaluations than tresatment and
would probably e tTie type of psychiatrist they needed 1n zhis
case. He said ATXEN £:i3% not opject to sesing RAFFLE.

DeMARTINI said a fsw days alter AIKXKEN'S appolntment, RAFFLE
called and zold nim that he spent 4 hours wizth AIKEIN and
pelieved he suifered Zrom

According to DeMARTINI, RAFFLE said he believed AIKEN -
represented a 7 to the workplace, and he was
going to recormend he not have access to & nuclaar plant. .
DeMARTINI said shortly afzer he spoke with RAFFLE, AIXEN called /7 __
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him and said he wanted PG&E to provide RAFFLE with his
performance reviews and last CBOP form. DeMARTINI said he was
unable to locate all of AIKEN's performance appraisals. He said
he contacted AIKEN and read the last CBOP form and last two
performance appraisals to him, none of which were “glowing.”
After hearing them, DeMARTINI said AIKEN told him not to send
them t mTE, but did ask him [DeMARTINI] to send RAFFLE the
petition trom ™e nperators [without the names], which he did.

DeMARTINI said he took no action until he received RAFFLE’S
formal report. DeMARTINI said, when he received RAFFLE's
report, he called AIKEN and told him RAFFLE had determined his
access should not be restored. He later hand delivered his
letter denying AIKEN's appeal along with RAFFLE’s report to
AIKEN, but they had no discussion. DeMARTINI said that
concluded his involvement with AIKEN.

DeMARTINI said it was standard practice for PG&E to pay for a
second psychological evaluation if an employee asked for it,
although it was not required by procedure. DeMARTINI said he
told AIKEN he was surprised he [AIKEN] had not gotten his own
psychiatrist, and AIKEN told him “there's nothing wrong with me.
T don't... need one.” DeMARTINI said he could only recall three
other cases where an individual was declared psychologically
unfit-for-duty. However, DeMARTINI said he would only be aware
of those if the individual went through the appeal process.

DeMARTINI said he was concerned about the content of “Going
Critical,” particularly one statement where AIKEN said drastic
action was needed to bring his issues to people’s attention. He
said he told AIKEN that, in his opinion, based on that document
alone, had he been AIKEN's supervisor, he would have considered
a psychological evaluation. DeMARTINI said, had he not read
“Going Critical,” he would have gquestioned PG&E’s actions
because AIKEN was a senior supervisor and well respected at
DCNPP.

Interview of James E. MOLDEN (Exhibit 166)

MOLDEN was interviewed by OI:RIV on February 3, 1999. MOLDEN,
Operations Services Manager since July 1996, salid he began
working for PG&E in 1977.

MOLDEN said, although he never socialized with AIKEN, he knew
him very well and had frequently worked with him in the control
NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-1998-029 99



room and work environment for 22 years. MOJLDEN said, although
they did not always agree on everything, he had no problems
working with AIXEN in the early davs and in fact, had no
difficulty working with AIKEN until he [MOLDEN] became
operations manager. MOLDEN said the problems began when AIKEN
wanted to define procedure adherence and said he needed
procedural flexibility. According to MOLDEN, AIKEN had met w-
Warren FUJIMOTO, former VP, DCNPP, about an issue that occurrea
during an outage when AI:(T-'Nr i} , MOLDEN said he
was not present during ATXEN s discussion with FUJIMOTO, but
ATKEN told him [MOLDEN] FUJIMOTO was inflexible, and he [AIKEN]
wanted him [MOLDEN] to give him more latitude about procedure
adherence. MOLDEN said he told AIKEN he agreed with FUJIMOTO,
and AIKEN should have stopped and gotten the procedure changed
in that instance. MOLDEN said he told AIKEN he expected him to
comply with procedures, and AIKEN assured him he would do so,
but he continued to talk and complain to the crew about
management inflexibility and procedure adherence. MOLDEN said
he began to wonder if AIXEN would comply with his directives and
began to ke concerned about AIXEN as a supervisor.

MOLDEN speculated tha:z AIXEZIN'sS meeting wich FUSIMOTO changed

him. In MOLIEN's opinion, AIXEN belisved managsment did not

supporz him, so he was going to show them the same kind [lack}

of suprorz. MCLDEN said - elieved FUJI 0 zold AIXEN 1f re

ever 4id scmething like zhat aga: N ire nixm MOLDEN A

said PCG&= formed a task force wWni IXZIN to address J

his [AIXEN's, procedural conce participation was

limiced.

MOLDEN said concerns wers first expressed to him about AIXEN's

mggtal stability in mid-1337 when £old him AIXEN claimed
MCLDEN said he discussed this witn

BOWERS, and at some coint, a BRG was neid and concluded tnere

was not enough informactizn To be concernmed agcut AIXEN'sS

behavior or t£o taxe furthser acticn MCLDEN said he was told to

continue monitoring AIXKEIN's performance, ccnduct, and

attendance, oput he did rot consider that to be different from

what he would do with anyone under the C20P

MOLDEN said nonmanagement verscrnnel in Cperations had no
problems with AIXEN. AIXEN worxsd very well wich his crew,
which was a tightly bonded group. However, MOLDEN said
management, inciuding HIEZTT, BECKER, HINDS, and NORTHNESS,
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expressed concerns about AIKEN's lack of zommitment €O
management initiatives. MOLDEN said AIKEN did not support his
[MOLDEN’s] decisions to move SFM into the control room, to
implement peer checking, and attempt to implement a supercrew
during outages. Although AIXEN was not the only person who
disagreed with these changes, he was the most vocal and
persistently negative. MOLDEN believed with those three
proposals, AIKEN went out of his way to show his lack of support
as a member of the management team. MOLDEN was concerned about
AIKEN’s attitude because he believed Operations at DCNPP was
behind the industry in some areas, and he did not want to have
to battle with AIKEN about every change.

MOLDEN said HIETT told him AIKEN was using an excessive amount

of “and made some errors, such as missed
surveillances. MOLDEN said, at _some point, AIKEN began to
consider every issue’ ' and no longer brought up

concerns to his supervisor. He said he told AIKEN he would like
him to also bring up these issues with supervision so they could’
address them, but AIKEN's response was since Operations was

doing these things, he assumed supervision was aware of them.

[~

MOLDEN said, during the annual meening to discuss crew cnhanges
[in late 1397!, he and BECKEZR decided to transfer AIKEN to

F Crew primarily because of nis fallure To support management
MOLDEN said ne nad previously met with all S3s and 3STM,
inciluding AIZXEN, and sxplained nis expectations about
supervision supporting management. In MOLDEN's opinion, AIXEN
was given ample opportunizy to show he met management
expectations before he was assigned to F Crew. MOLDEN said some
people liked working ¥ Crew and being primarily on day shiftc
and some viewed it negaziwvely because they were not in charge
of a crew. MOLDEN ralatzed that others besides AIKEN, such as

N
f shiftc or
o

/

hdve been taken o
Dlaced on F Crew feor fziling to show crew leadersh

raw, ne [AIXEN] told

MOLDEN said, afzer AIXIN wazs assigned to F C

him PG&E’'s action was puniztive. According to MOLDEN, AIKEN told
him that he was a protected employee, but he never plainly
stated PG&EZ was retaliaczing against him for raising safety
concerns by putting nim on F Crew. However, MOLDEN said shortly
thereafter, AIKIN addressed the DCISC and told them he had been
removed from shift because ne reported safety concerns.
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MOLDEN said he saw AIKEN's presentation before the DCISC in

1997,
DCISC in

seemed unable to clearly explain his poi nt
concerned because AIKEN had always been articulate,
seemed unable to express

had:

and he was very articulate, but when AIKEN addre§§§g the

- and
WOLDEV said he was
but now
MOLDEN sald AIKXKEN

February or March 1598, he

al

MOLDEN said no one with the DCls. -~»xtressed

any concerns to him about AIKEN, but POWERS told him/

expressed concerns about AIKEN'S presentation.

MOLDEN said he

did not raise his concerns with AA or FFD but did express them

to POWERS.
felt like he was walking a tightrope.
AIKEN's protected status and possible FFD issues.
“When you ask did I do anything....
He said he did not know what to do,
how to maneuver,

MOLDEN emphasized that during this whole process, he
PG&E was worried about
MOLDEN said
Yeah. . a lot of talking.

it was hard to figure out

and it was “agonizing.” MOLDEN said if someone

who had never raised a safety concern had given that same talk

to the DCISC,

he would have felt the same concefns but been less

inhibited about se°<1ng guidance. MOLDEN said the issue with
AIX=N had beer tre most difficult crhallenge of his job, bein
fair to a protected employee but also Zair to the FFD program
MOLDEN said he freguerntly spoke with abcuz AIXEIN, but
¢ rever said anything more Than <ontinue To Watch nim. MOLDED
pelieved everycne was perpoexsd aoout now To move Iorward. They
Gid not know if thevrae would fe a trigger pcint or a “straw that
broke the camel’'s pack.' Finally scmecne (NFI] decided to refer
everything to a forensic psychiatrist to help decide “what is
enough.”

MOLDEN said he read “Going Critical” before AIXEN's presentation
at the sharsholder’s meezing, but he could not recall where he
got it. He did riot believe it said anvthing new from what AIXEN
had said during =—he las- DCISC meeting, and it did not cause him
any additional concern VOLDEN said no cne expressed concern
about “Going Crizical” =2 =nim, put ne neard Irom others that
there had been comments abcut 1t

MOLDEN said in April or May 1958, SHAFFER interviewed him about
AIXEN for apout 2 hours. He told SHAFFER that AIKEN was
tecnnically competent, sometimes failed to support management
was ] He said he
gavé BHAFFER some performance appraisals, E-mails, letters, and
referred him to TERREL According to MOLDEN, SHAFFER told him

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE

Case No.

REGION IV

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS,

4-1998-029 102

s



PG&E had some concerns about “Going Critical” and wanted to see
if there were any FFD issues. MOLDEN said he had no involvement
in the decision to refer AIKEN to DIETZ, which he learned about
after the referral, but before DIETZ issued a recommendation.
MOLDEN said he did not know who decided to refer AIKEN to DIETZ
or who selected DIETZ. MOLDEN said k' ™~d nothing to do with
selecting individuals for MARTELL to 1...:xv.?w. He never spoke
with MARTELL and never spoke with DIETZ until the BRG.

MOLDEN said when DIETZ' report was issued, POWERS asked him to
form a BRG. The BRG reviewed DIETZ’ report and recommended to
POWERS that AIKEN be referred for further evaluation. MOLDEN
said before POWERS made a decision, he and the BRG spoke with
DIETZ for about an hour. DIETZ told them the dec1d1ng tactor in

hls dlagn051s was AIKEN's talking about the
MOLIDEN Said the BRG

struggled with the issue, but iA The end, decided to recommend
referring AIKXEN for psychological evaluation, and POWERS told
them he agreed with that recommendation.

MOLDEN said ne, CURRY, and RYAN met wizh AIKEN off site, and he
MOLDEN] told AIXEN he was peing referred for medical evaluatio
for FFD and behavioral issuss. MOLDEN admizced he never told
ATXEN why ne was raegulired =Zo hava osycnological evaluation,
not in any way that would satisfiy mest gsople. MOLDEN said he,
wizn input from at-ornevs, creparaed a written script to follow,
and ne tried to follow iz MOLDEN sald AIKEN accepted the news
ca_mly, although he was no: satcisfied wich nis [MOLDEN's]
response. MOLDEN said he =old ATIXEN that he [AIKEN] would be
working with RYAN who would set up appointments for physical and
psychological evaluaziocns MOLDEN said he had no involvement in
that, but he was kept apprised of events
MOLDEN said he, CURRY AN o after PG&E
received ESTNEIR's rep e would not
ne restored and exzla jo) ) stataed he
made arrangements Ioxr X= 5D avening with
ESTNER s0 tne dcczor coulld answer DEN said
that was the las:t time nhe spoke W
MOLDEIN said AIKEN's access was revoked pased on the psychilatric
dﬁag1051s that he nad a and a belief that
whrch migat conflict with his takin
TZppropriate action, wnicnh appeared to be al
that was getting progressively worse. MOLDEN was unaware of any
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other instances where an individual’s access was revoked as a
result of being unfit-for-duty other than for alcohol abuse.

Interview of James R. BECKER (Exhibit 1567)

BECKER was interviewed by OI:RIV con February 3, 1999.
BECKER, Director of Operations from January 1, 1995, until
November 1997, began working for PG&E at DCNPP in December 1982.

BECKER said he had known AIKEN since 1983, and in the 1980s,
they were friends although he would no longer characterize them
as friends. BECKER said as far as he knew, there were no
problems with AIKEN until late 1995 or early 1996. BECKER said
the only negative comments he received about AIKEN came from
supervision; the crew never expressed concerns abou
performance. BECKER recalled that in 1995 or 1596,
him, in an E-mail, that AIKEN had some attention to
problems, including failing to conduct regquired surveillances,
fdiling to properly complete paperwork, and attendance problems.
: B¢ =1so told him that AIXEN sometimes mischaracterized events
—irmthe control room, pucting a “sinister spin” on honest
mistakes. YN s-2-=d AIXZN was a cornservative decision maker
and an infITential speaker. BECXER said, after reading] Ty
peared to nim [2BECXZR] that AIKEN’s job
ol rut ne had no concerns about

nisg 43

eived scme negative input about

E rned about AIXEN's performance,
attenticn_to & T errors, missed surveillances, and
use of ¥ M/ =5CX=R said HIETT told him AIKEN had been
rude and unprofessional to coworkers and was setting a poor
example for the crew. 3ECX=ZR said nothing EIETT told him
indicated he hadé a concern about AIXEN’'s FFD or caused him
[BECKER] to have such a rcern, although he [RECXER]! was
concernad that AIXEN's performance was continuing to
Qeteriorate. BECXIR said =IZTT counseled AIKEN about his
performance iss
BECKER said he first became aware of a concern about AIXEIN’'s FFD
in mid-1997 wren somecre raised concerns through the ECP about
eventsr

. RECKER said he a-tended some meetings to look at the
issueT determine if there was an FFD concern and raport to
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management. According to BECKER, they provided information to
D. JOHNSON, but he could not recall talking to D. JOHNSON or
receiving a recommendation from him. 3ECKER said he read the
FFD procedure for behavior issues, believed the decision lay
with the person’s immediate supervisor, and asked HIETT if he
had a concern about AIKEN's FFD. According to BECKER, HIETT
said “no,” and he [BECKZR. r~reed with HIETT's assessment.
BECKER said he told MOLDEN anc ~OWERS the group believed they
had a performance issue with AIKEN but not an FFD concerm.
BECKER said he did not recall D. JOHNSON saying anything about
watching AIKEN more closely, but AIKEN fell under the plant’s
CBOP program for FFD issues.

BECKER said he received no complaints or concerns about AIKEN
between May-June 1997 and late 1997, when he and MOLDEN decided
to move AIKEN from C Crew to “F Troop.” BECKER said Crews A-E
were considered better assignments by most people because they
work with one crew. “F Troop” members received the same
benefits, but were not with one crew all year, so sometimes were
not seen as a member of “the team.” BECKER stated one benefit

was “F Troop” personne. did not have to do performance reviews
or appraisals and rad lss ‘nistrative burdens, soO some
peovle likad it one S¥M e, s on F Troop”
for several vysars, at nis according to BICXER. ‘
3ECKER sald they put superviscrs on “F Troop” who supe_'ised'
poorly and did not set a positlive example Ee said AIKEN was,
placed on “F Troop” because of his supervisory performance.
BECKER said he asked for f=zedback from all SSs about SFM in
areas of technical and supervisory performance. He said the SSs
indicated AIKEN was fair technically but less_than fair in
supervisory skills due to excessive use ofm being
rude to coworkers, and s2tting a bad example for the crew.
BECXER said AIKEN'S errcors ware not involved in his reassignment
to “F Troop.” 2ECKIR said AIXIN's periormance had gradually
deteriorated, and they =ad Zour newly gqualified SFMs who could
be placed on crew. 3EZCXZR said he kad no concerns arpout AIKEN
failing to follow marnagement initiatives, although feedback
indicat-ed AIKEN, while not cpposing tnem, “sarcastically”

enforced them.

w 74

BECKER said he told AIKEN he was being reassigned to “F Troop,
as a result of poor supervisory performance. RIECKER stated
AIKEN told him he believed his reassignment was a punitive
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action by PG&E. BECKER said shortly after this discussion, he
[BECKER] was assigned to Maintenance and had little or no
further involvement with AIKEN.

BECKER said he was aware of “Going Critical,” but he never read
it or discussed its contents with anyone. BECKER said he never
-+ ~anded a DCISC meeting at which AIKEN spoke nor did he attend
the .., il 1998 shareholder’s meeting. He had no involvement in
referring AIKEN for psychological evaluation and was “out of the
loop” by that time. BECKER said he never spoke to AIKEN about
his access revocation or psychological evaluations.

BECKER said AIKEN'’s access was revoked because psychiatric
evaluation determined him unfit-for-duty. BECKER said he never
had any concerns about AIKEN's mental stability, although he did
have some concerns about his performance. BECKER was a “little
surprised” when AIKEN's evaluation came back saying he was
unfit-for-duty; however, he said he realized he was not a
psychiatrist and might not recognize such a problem.

Interview of 8rad C. HINDS (Exhibit 168)

HINDS was in-t2a

rviewed oy OI:RIV on February 3, 1
Scheduling Dirsctcr, ZCN? o
-~ g

4 ne began workin
and worxsed wi

1984, oDecame an
rout 1 1/2 years I

HINDS recalled trat AIXEN was “a pretty good shift foreman” and
tried to “do the right thing.” HINDS said he talked with AIKEN
apout excessive ' pdgs =nd attention to detail
problems, such as paperwork réviews, inadequate surveillance
test perfcrmance, and inadeguate compensatory measures for
removing egquigment from service. HINDS reslated that AIKEN may
have had an oral reminder : d in his personnel file
as a result of the inadezua! & test pericrmance.

ATIKEN used g _ e
ro.review usage of more than S
in 1 year. HINDS said he felt the “price of admission” as an
SFM was some stress, and ne did rnot see AIKEN being subjected to
undiue stress from his ducies, but his concerns with management
may have creatad Sl i R xR

HINDS related that in 1
1
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HINDS recalled that, as knowledge of ATKEN’s concern about mixed
management messages regarding verbatim procedure compliance
became more “public,” he [HINDS] became concerned about how to
deal with AIKEN. HINDS said he discussed his concerns about how
to treat AIKEN with BECKER, MOLDEN, and POWERS. HINDS said, in
response to their questions, he told them he did not believe
AIKEN would question procedural steps to bring outage activities
o0 a halt, but AIKEN was showing increasing signs of frustrat ion
with management reactions to his concerns.

HINDS recalled an incident when he changed the SFM due to
personnel availability, and AIKEN became upset with him and
remained angry for hours. HINDS said he did not understand
AIKEN’'s response to this minor incident and became concerned
about future responses when interacting with AIKEN.

AGENT’'S NOTE: HINDS was shown E-mails he sent to MOLDEN,
dated November 7, 1995, and October 27, 13996 (Exhibitcs 11
and 20). HINDS said he had w*"tten the E-mails as a routine
method of providing information to MOLDEN for yearly
performance reviaws.

HINDS said he “same o0FF snift work” in December 1396 and had no
more discussisns abou- AIYIN because he no longer had dally
contacT wizn nim

Interview of 3ruce A. IWII 'Ixnibit 1£9)

LEWIS was interviewed by OI:RIV on February 3, 1999. LEWIS,

Operations Superintendentz, DOCNPP, said he began working at DCNPP
in 1982. LEWIS explained nhe nad been a trainer, operations
foreman, STM, and S5. The only time he supervised AIKEN was
during a relief watc oha

asked him to make de

felt wers wizhin 2I¥
once hearing AIX=
plant back east [NFI]
DCNP?2. LEWNIS saxid i@
situation did not

-5 7 davs in 1998. LEWIS said AIKEN
; reﬂ work that he [LEWIS]
nsibilizy. LEWIS recalled

iden- that occurred at a
ne incident occcurred at
isstatement explaining the

bout AIKEN's ability to perform
lieved AIKEN had legitimate

ineering had reviewed his concerns,
sve they were not resolved. LEWIS

LEWIS saild he had no conce
his duties as an SFM. LE

concerns and even though en
he [AIKEN] continued to zel
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stated the only time he was asked his opinion of AIKEN's
competency was after AIKEZN leftc the site [1598] and operators
questioned him about AIKEN's status.
AGENT'S NOTE: LEWIS was shown a “G&E document titled,
“Supervisor’s Documentation, Observation Upon Terml nation,
for Neil J. Aiken, from January 1, 1998, to June 13, 1998"

(Exhibitc 115).

LEWIS said he did not recall seeing that document before, but he
had signed about 149 similar documents a couple of weeks
earlier. LEWIS explained that had he received the referenced
document, he would have forwarded it to HIETT. LEWIS said he
did not recall completing any kind of rating or comment form
about AIKEN for the period he supervised him.

Interview of Steven A. HIETT (Exhibit 170)

HIETT was interviewed by OI:RIV on February L
Operations Director Irom November 15937 unztil

worked fcr PG&E from August 1972 until June I
Decemper 1978 until present.

HIETT said

[

never scocla a z

proplems Wi IXE] ne S

rime, he fcound AIKEN disgrunclaed tecauss e nad rspo ot Y
concerns to PG&E and the NRC, did not get satisfactory responses
to his concearms, nd appeared Lo D& growing increas i:u-y
frustrated. In HIETT's opinion, A:K“N had commuﬁlﬂat on

problems with some oeop 2

emplovees in other departments AIKﬁN used A 'j, i

in 3 or 4 menths, an a2xXcessive amount, =

requently nad o find a substitute SEM. O HIZTT 3
counseled AIXEN, who told nim he was m
his safety issues HIETT zald ne told AIXE o

s
model and xsep his anger 1o check.

HIETT said he was ccntaczed Dy sseveral &mploysees wWace to.d ninm
ATKEN was difficult to work with, althcugnh no one Irom T
bargaining unit complainsd about AIXEIN or expresssd any concern
apbout working with him. HIETT said he did not recall anyen
expressing any concerns apout mental stat 3 his job
performance. HIEZTT said/@ '
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told him AIKEN “chewed out”’ his crew for something that was not
their fault. Another time, AIKEN hung the t

o}

he telephone on &
supervisor. HIETT said —— | told him
believed ATKEN was watchifig him to see if he could catch him
violating any safety requirements, but in fact, AIKEN never
complained about )

HIETT said he wanted AIKEN to encourage the crew to accept
certain management initiatives, such as peer checking and three
way communications, but AIKEN did not support management. It
appeared to HIETT that AIKEN developed strong arguments against
new initiatives and made negative comments about them. HIETT
said he never noticed this type of negativity when he worked on
shift with AIKEN as a peer.

=
=

he

HIETT said AIKEN's comments about his _ as well as
his behavior, concerned him. He said he discussed AIKEN with
BECKER and MOLDEN. At one point [NFI], HIETT said he W3S —
concerned abou: AIKEN’s mental stability and met wizch o
who guestiored him about AIXEN'S specific benavior, such 25
anger expression or anything cut ¢ the ordinary. HIETT said ne
told nar z--=srdance, rnegativity, “soap boxing, ” and
angry outbu Droglams. zold nim! A would
discuss Ji-n~ SOWIRS and o continus moniToring
BRIXEN, 4. 14 re would nave done anvway

HIZTT id, I vine ~f 1537, he asked to meet with someone
to get profess al opinion on how to deal with a difficult
employee [ATKEN] and if he should have any congerns adbout the
employee’s actions EIZTT said he and met with ESTNER
in the spring of 1997 to discuss AIKEN, although they never
provided ESTNER with AIXEN's name According to HIETT, ESTNER
told them that he [TSTNER] &id not belleve tha emploves wWas &a
physical threat, but given unusual, \ncer-ain, or extrazordinary
circumstances, ne night tehave 1n an wrnoredictabie manner

HIZTT said he discussad ZSTWIR's comments about AIXEN wizh
BECKER who 2o.d nim he would ralay cthem o POWERS HIETT said
E3TNER &:id not give nim any counseling or advice con what would
constituze deviant benavior

EIETT said, wizh nis inpus, BECKER decided to put AIX=N on

“F Troop” so he could workx with different individuals and put an
end to complaining or negatively influencing his crew EIETT
said they pu:t their best people on crew, AIKEN's JoD performance
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had declined and was! and he showed a lack
of support for manag&mént. AIKEN had Several errors which led
HIETT to believe he was not focused on his job. HIETT said some
people preferred working F Crew, although most preferred having
their own crew. HIETT said he had hoped switching AIKEN to

“F Troop” would change AIKEN’s environment and “snap him out of
his funk.” N

HIETT said BECKER told AIKEN he was being put on “F Troop, ” and
ATKEN asked to talk to him [HIETT] about it. HIETT said AIKEN
told him [HIETT] his assignment to “F Troop” was punitive, and
BECKER had agreed with that characterization. HIETT said BECKER
later told him that was not true. HIETT said it may have been
after this conversation that he spoke with ESTNER because
AIREN's recollection of his conversation with BECKER differed
from BECKER’s, and he [HIETT] was concerned about that.

HIETT said he only recalled two people expressing concerns tO
him about AIKEN while he was director of Operations from _—
November 1997 until June 1998. '/

rold him that AIKEN had beepn pegatively outspoken against an
instructor in training. ! ;told him AIKEN had spoken
negatively about PG&E management 12 the control roocm.

HIETT said he prepared AIKEN's CROP forms for 1556 and 1897.
During that ctime, EIZTT said he had not noticed anything from a
beravioral or psychological standpoint, that caused him to
believe AIKEN was unfit-‘for-duty. HIETT said he had concerns,
but since he was not trained in psychology, he had difficulty
making a judgment about AIKEN’s behavior. That was why he
discussed it with several people, including

~———

-

HIETT recalled preparing a typed addencdum to AIKEN'S 1997 CBOP
form, which he discussed with RYAN. He said RYAN told him the
MRO would review any addendum to the CBOP form. TETT said he
decided the best thing tc do was explain about AIKEN'Ss behavior
and let the MRO review it because his opinion, as a medical
professional, would ke more informed than his [HIETT's]. HIETT
said he was never questioned by anyone about the CBOP form.

HIETT said he was not present when AIKEN addressed the DCISC or
the shareholder’s meeting. HIETT said he read “Going Critical,”
which AIKEN gave him, about the time of the shareholder’s

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF Fla.. - fICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-19%8-029 110



meeting. HIETT said he thought the document was unusual, but
nothing in it caused him to have any additional concerns about
AIKEN’s mental health. HIETT said AIXEN had provided some of
the information in “Going Critical” to him in the past. HIETT
said by that time, his biggest concern about AIKEN was that he
was never satisfied by anyone’s respcnse to his concerns, and be
fHIZTT] wondered what steps AIKEN might take next to resolve his
co.. 2xas.

HIETT said he did not know who referred AIKEN's actions ta.
DIETZ. HIETT said he was '
after he had arrived at thH& Institute for Nuclear Power
Operations (INPO). HIETT said either MOLDEN or CURRY called énd
asked him to He said, did not provide
him with infdrmation, ‘

r

HIETT said he came =o INPO on a :Semporary assignment on June 19,
1398, and had no involvement in AIKZIN's access revocation. He
was never asked nis ooinion cr conmsulted about that decision and
did not Xxnow who made 13 Towavery, HIETT said MOLDEN ;old him
ATXEN's access was reveoxsd as an FFD issue, Iollowin
psychological svaliation. HIETT said ne has not spoken wizh
ATXEN since nis access was revoxed

HIZTT said he was unaware of any ocher FFD access revocations at
DCNPP, other than for substance abuse.

Additional QI:RIV Interviaws

2es. These individuals,
d in the Cperations
erator (NO), Control
o (CO), Shift
rol Room Operator (SCO), Relief
), Shift Foraman (SFM), and Shift
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The nine individuals listed below declined an interview by
OI:RIV: ’

NAME TITLE CREW EXHIBIT NUMBER
BAMBAS, James NO A 171
CHERINGTON, David NO SPS 172
KONDO, Mark NO E 173
ORLANDO, Anthony CRA F 174
RACETTE, Gary - CO E 175
RAINBOLT, Brian NO A 176
SILVA, Steve NO A 177
SKAGGS, Joy SS OPS 178
SMITH, Craig G. NO E 179

The 59 individuals listed below were interviewed during the week
of December 1, 1998 by OI:RIV:

NAME : . TITLE CREW EXHIBIT NUMBER
ALLARD, Mark D. NO B 180
ANDERSON, Dennis ' NO E 181
ARELLANO, Robert SCO A 182
BAHNER, David I. : SS B 183
BIRNBAUM, Herbert NO C 134
BLACKXSHEAR, Ricky A CoO E 185
BUMEN, William K. SCO D 186
CHAPMAN, Kathleen A. RCRA F 187
CHITWOOD, Anthony J. SEM A 188
CLARDY Sr., Henry L. NO SP 189
COLLINS, Jerry R. SCO D 190
COWARD, Matthew G. STA B 191
CRAIG, Michael E. SFM SP 192
DAVIS, William J. co A 193
DEARDORFF, Gary R. SCO SRO 194
DOHERTY, Terence M. CRA A 195
DRUMMOND, Raymond G. NO )iy 195
DURACHER, Hexrbert A. CO B 197
EVANS, Murrell R. SS E 198
FISHER, Teresa H. CRA E 199
FLETCHER, Mark J. NO D 200
GASPARRELLI, Richard R. SCO A 201
GOLDMAN, Steven S. NO B 202
HACKLEMAN, John CO E 203
D 204

HALL, Mark H. CO
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STA B 205

NO D 206

co A 207

SFM OoPS 208

SCo SP 209

NO OPS 210

- SCO A 211
;_{,ngp_zv - Raymonq.—D co C 212 -

-KLINE ‘Jr.,.-Robert T. co B 213

. KNIGHT, 'James W. NO E 214

-KOEHLER, Danny R. SCO E 215

:;LAMP,vJames A.- NO E 216

.- -LARSON,. Michael K. . NO D 217

-~ LEADER, Brian F. sSCo E 218

= LORENZ,. Joe E. SCO SRO 219

._QLUGO Gregory- E. Cco A 220

- MAREK, Michael B. NO B 221

MCMULLEN Gerald A. co - A 222

_.. MURACH, Jr., Robert R. ' NO A 223

_NIMICK, Jan A. NO E 224

---NORTHNESS, James P. . ss F 225

-PAULSON, John S. SCO C 226

"REBEL, Trevor D. NO E 227

.- RILEY, Gregory L. - NO E 228

' _SAVARD, Donald P. NO A 229

.- SILVA, Deborah L. " CRA A 230

- -~STURGEON, Gregory C. . SCO. Sp 231

- . TARDIFF, Mark A. Ss A 232

.. THOMPSON, Kenneth R. SFM Sp 233

JTRYGG, Jack K. Co A 234

e a=WHETSLER,  J. Brian SCO SRO 235

f;WHITING -Michael C. SCO C 236

- WOLTMAN III, Fred SCO B 237

A,WEIGHT Thomas W. NO A 238

Lnformatxon about p0551b7e discriminatory acts by DCNPP

_ . management against AIKEN or others for reporting safety

. zconcerns. Additionally, the NRC had received a petition from
Au-uisome DCNPP employees expressing support for AIKEN, and this was
;,“_alsowdlscussed during the interviews. The resultant transcripts

-:v»of interview and interview reports were provided to the NRC:RIV
. Caff for ‘their review. '

s
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OI:RIV attempted to interview two additional individuals, RHODES
and Don ALEXANDER, but were unsuccessful. RHODES declined
OI:RIV requests for an interview. ALEXANDER contacted QI:RIV on
site at DCNPP the week of December 1, 1398, and requested to
ralk with them at a later time (Exhibit 239). Numerous attempts
to contact him during a subsecuent visit to DCNPP were
unsuccessful.

The responses to the questions were graphically analyzed for
significant patterns or indications of concerns. The employees
interviewed acknowledged that due to privacy concerns DCNPP
management might be unable to share with them all information
pertinent to AIKEN's situation. Many employees expressed
support for AIKEN from past work and personal associations.
Some employees learned of the "“AIKEN situation” from the
newspaper, while others had discussed the matter with AIKEN.
Some employees “felt” AIKEN was discriminated against. Others
“felt” AIKEN had pursued his concerns too far. Interviewee

responses were varied, but no one professed direct knowledge of

any discriminatory acts by DCNPP management against AIKEN.

. ./.—'-.‘-—J—'
—— e e
A number of empl.oyees relatad that| ‘had, in
their opinion, experienced discriminatlion to¥r pbringing forch
safety concerns.
AGENT'S NOTZ: | allagahtion was investigated but not
supstcantizt=ad v CI Czs= XNo /
The resul:ts of =he 53 ir-zr—isws conducted by OL:RIV ac DCNP?P
during the week oI DTecsmper 1, 1998, werse reviswed, summarized
and converted into a taple Zormat for analysis. The pertcinent
responses are craracterized as follows

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT AFPPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-139398-029 114

)



'Responses

elt strongly that AIKEN suffered

35% 21 T
discrimination.

32% 19 Telt that AIKEN's issues had safety
significance.
28% 17 Reported signing a petition to show

support for AIKEN.

27% 16 Felt that other employees had been
discriminated against at DCNPP.

3% 2 Felt that management discouraged reporting
of safety concerns.

3% 2 Felt that management did not encourage the
reporting of safety concerns.

3% 2 Felr they did not have the liberty to
report safsty concerns.
3% 1 Txpressed a hesitancy to report safety
concerns
IxXniplit 240 reilects the raspenses <o the 14 guestions
(EZxhibit 241) askad o =ha 32 DCONPD Opera:;a:é Deparcment
employses by CI:RIV, and is shown by crew and job titls The
responses to Question 1, are VG for very good, G for good, E for
excellent, U for unknown, NC for no comment, and one BA for
below average. estions 2 through 14 are answered with Y for
£: o licaple, U for unxnown.

an individual some emo oyeses

Question 2 inclu
employment discrimination as

Qu
ves, N for no, N/A

4
felt may ha =
noted supra.

Y
agent

An analysis cf evidence was pericrmed to determine if AIKEN was
the subject of employmen: discrimination by PG&E management for

I‘EDO*'C..DQ' sarety concexns.

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-1998-023 115



1. Protected Activity
ATKEN worked at DCNPP for approximately 24 years. Beginning
in 1995, he began reporting safe=y concerns to DCNPP’'s ECP,
the NRC, and the DCISC, thus engaging in protected activity.

2. Management Xnowledge of Protected Activity
All employees interviewed by OI:RIV, from NOs to the PG&E
CEO, admitted knowing that AIXKEN had reported safety
concerns, either within PG&E or to the NRC or both.

3. Adverse Action
In June 1998, AIKEN's unescorted access at DCNPP was
temporarily suspended pending results of a medical review
under DCNPP's FFD program. ESTNER, a forensic psychiatrist,
interviewed and evaluated AIXEN on June 25, 1998, and on
July 6, 1398, ESTNE Q notcified DCN2P that he concly Lded AT EN
suLLerea f;om';f” AR -d Dosad a it
H. 3 tly I terminatad
uhescortﬂo access at DCNPP on J Iy 13, 139838
remained on sick leave racaticn time A;-;N Na
options: g©O oOn Workman’'s compensation or try
job within the PGXEI sy od Reveoking AIXEN's
constizuted adverssa ac 1, in cmaz ATXKEN could
perform his regular “o uties as an SFM and SRO

4. Did the Adverse Action Result from AIXEN Engacing in
Protected 2Action?
10 CF¥R 25.10 states FFD programs must “provide reasoratle
assurance that nuclear pcwer plant personnel... will periox:
thelr tasxs 1in a raliaple and Crusctwortiny manner and are
not mentally or ohnysically impaired from any cause, which
in any wavy advsersaly afacts thelr apillity to salely and .
competently verform -—heir duties.. # 10 CFR 73.58(b) states
that a “licenses snaLL escapblish ahd maintain an access
authorization prcgram granting individuals une scor:ed access
to protected and v;:al areas with the objective of providing
high assurance that individuals granted unescorted access are
“trustworthy and reliaple, and do not constitute an ,
unreasonable risk to the health and saZety cf the public
including a pctential to commit radiological sapotage.” It
further states that the AA program must include a

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV
116

Case No. 4-13998-0289



n u Q 8] =11
[y BB I I SR ()] Z i o
o o nin .G Ev4 U I, &
0 o U o~ . Uy oAl - U
0 -l < U M@ AU o[ G e
- 43 0 M e~ et O e o
o © 1) i8] [ts] 43 ~ i B
Q 3 ul 4 G| -l Q) O
73 e A~ O MU0 S
0 W HZ OO O gm0 n aH
> EE I § ) - 0 'C 2R e G
1)} A 0w M N U O KW IS I3 2
A FR I+ IR B I O TR I () R B o 0 R S A B MO
1) DY 0 0ol oWy e
[SIRTE RO BN O] W Y4 T o>y o~ 4 e W) o
O MO > D00 O GRS W (0] K B
(] 2 mou Mo 00 0 L o O
O 8 O 0 SR N GO RO B R ISERE by
v S IR e DUl 0 Ot M @ U 0 W af g~
] LG O QG O-4 ¢ U@ L ) v
1y O U @ 4 Lo w3y z o oo
=g CR R G V| 1 MW LQ 1Q - 8] oo
o O @ 0 w0 o 4) Co g -rd ~ 10 & M
S E 3oy 1D 0 n WY O u N Bt
O -t @ el el €L DO Jo Rty <]
Y M0 LD S el 0.0 il ov u.m
Baogloo O - D3 SR d & 4 &
© U oW R oI B w A a A e I IR ) 19 o H
o 1é] o s A QO G WU 0 W >y BB
D 1 s1oW ) U S @ " ) Du
0 ©ow S RO S R O I ) B G VY S I8 O -t
S0 n o Dot OO el Ol A ) ‘) Y o
T 0O U i Ot Qg Y u (ro s e
W 2 -G 0 O w oW~ St HH
G ) 0O Vv B4 2z oo T - =
| O n o 0, o [RENE IS n B o fxy
Do n $ O > N et () i M O
o ow W . B & I (I I R Y IO BTN A o1 ™
o .Q U 0 ) | & 75 0 A o oM
= « @] L0« W VIO IEERNS! ) n o
Woet @ T > RGO TE WO oH
0n @ 1= Q £ e LI BN Q gy
(TS . e} 1) O 3l WO OO U M
[OBL ORI O e (NN A Y 0N oun . AP ENG! n o
0 et oD 10 .3 =2 (VNI S f H
oo L -1 © (ORI} 0 AU Y i1 KN A <« 9
-~ O Wl 0 A o>y - £ (B e ) m O
0 © [CITV I = I VRRNC T (VI & T R PR W < M oo @
5 ) 0w oo N = I o I 1) RS B U B o B 1 oe H K f
O - - ISEIRY] W o) S el e f ) O b -0 . 0w
“el 3O o E Ul (SIS m Ll 23 ) <4 " mp 9
OB S Y o) = fre 1) mog o a0 bpg 9
O VU w @ T by O [ TGN () I S (T P )| O ¢! tn > - M H o
0 ur 43 @ IR o NS I (RN S RO R D Mol S = { [a !
0 a0 ~ QM @ 0 O U ® U X . 0 QO - gH ( = A <t
KRN NP RN B! U T340 - i EORE Y (Ve w4 KSR C) [T : ! O
DY) filud o U | R 00 D U 0 1 RN 50 R AR [ :
™ VI A OIUR AT S O B RNV B O 0 GI)) > W w1 O W mo D 1) 0
n oo H oo 3 e B S I S S T B O B R VI ) IR B SR v S ow o WA Ol 00 W B e
ORI e &G G n QMmO ©S 0w P00 W o'w oUW LR O/ BN VA O B O A S ~= AN ¢ O
&

Case



D. JOHNSON's determination, completed AIKEN's CBOP form for
1997, and stated,”

Testimony and documentation indicated that some PG&E
supervisors within the Operations Department were concerned
about AIKEN’s mental state in 1997 and 1998, particularly the
stress they believed he was under regarding his safety
concerns. Nonetheless, they took no action to attempt to
revoke AIKEN's access, refer him for psychological
evaluation, or even lower his performance appraisal. During
this time period, AIKEN was never rated below a___

Testimony by MOLDEN, RUEGER, and
others indicate plant managers seemed to be paralyzed by
indecision. Although they were concerned about AIKEN'S
attitude and writings, they were afraid to take any action,
knowing they would be accused of discrimination against a
whistle-blower. Only after the AIXEN issue became elevated
to G. SMITH did anyOhe at PG&E take action. G. SMITH, a

p
28ryear-embloyee of 2G&E, nad never worked at DCNPP cr in the
rnuclear field when he assumed the position of CZ0O on July 1,
1997. AIKEN was discussad during C. SMITH’'s first mesting
with PG&Z management a‘zer nis prcometicn, along with other
significant issues arout which PG&E telilesved the CzZ0 should
be awars G. 8MITH staz-2d ne was brisied apcut AIXEN on cne
oOr IWC enT ~ocazizns, a.ways 1o The contex:t that DCONPP
nad an ual wizh safecy concerns whcom they were unable
to sacist j, gardless of the actions taksn by PG&E or the
NRC. G. teszifiad —hat he was concerned apouit AIKEN

;1998 that should he [POWERS] ever be

and told POWER: in Y,
ATXEN to remove him from the control

-
concerned enougn abcu
c

room, he [PCWERS]! wcu12d nave PG&E’'s full backing. POWERS
zestified to CI:RI7 zra<c, in hindsight, gerhaps he should
nave taken acticn earlisr ragarding AIXEN, put e failed to
recognizs the pctential serisusness ¢f the slituation

The catalys:z occurrad sernt a lstter and attached *
documenzazion to te secratary asking to speax
at the sharenolder’'s meszing on April 15, 1958. That letter
was referred to PG&Z’'s l=gal departrment and subseguently
provided to G. SMITH G. SMITE met with his nucleaw
managers, RUEGER ard POWERS, arnd expressed serious concerns
about the mental s:tate of the individual who wrote those
documents. G. SMITH =o0ld CI:RIV he was well aware, at the
time of this meeting, that AIXEN was a “protected employee,”

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-1998-029 118



but his first and primary obligation was to the residents of
San Luis Obispo and the employees of DCNPP. G. SMITH
appeared to be genuinely concerned that AIKEN, by virtue of
his position as an SRO and SFM, could take some action that
might result in negatively impacting the public’s health and
safety and/or putting DCNPP workers at risk. G. SMITH wanted
to immediately refer AIKEN for psychological evaluation, but
RUEGER and POWERS were concerned about AIKEN’s protected
status and the fact that this was, to some extent, a judgment
call. RUEGER stated repeatedly that since none of them were
psychiatrists or trained in psychology, the best thing to do
would be to refer AIKEN’s writings to someone skilled in
assessing threats. G. SMITH eventually agreed to take that
action but stated he wanted someone with impeccable
credentials, knowing if that individual believed AIKEN should
be referred for psychological evaluation, such a decision
would later come under close scrutiny. Since none of the
participants at that meeting could suggest a psychiatric
expert, they deferred that decision to SHAFFER. SHAFFER
-quickly selected DIETZ, a nationally renowned psychiatrist
who had never been used at DCNPP but who had been used on one
Or two occasions at PG&E corporate to evaluate an
individual’s potential for workplace violence. It appears to
have been a prudent action by PG&E to refer the documents
that concerned them to a preeminent psychiatrist for review
and determination if they were justified in their concerns.
This step was not required by procedure and was an extra step
taken because of AIKEN'’s status as a protected employee. It
appears that G. SMITH's concern was reasonable and the
referral to DIETZ a prudent and conservative action, given
the very real threat of violence in today’s workplace. Had
DIETZ’ threat assessment reported no concerns about AIKEN,
PG&E would have had no reason to seek FFD evaluation.

It is difficult if not impossible to separate AIKEN's
reporting of safety concerns from the referral of his
writings to DIETZ. Had AIKEN never reported a safety
concern, none of these actions would have been taken by PG&E.
ATIKEN was a long time employee at DCNPP, well respected,
knowledgeable, and with a gocod performance record.
Consequently, PG&E’'s referral to DIETZ was based, at least in
part, on AIKEN's having reported safety concerns, albeit
because he was never satisfied with NRC or PG&E responses to
‘his concerns and appeared to believe a conspiracy existed
between the NRC, PG&E, and others. This concerned PG&E
management and caused them to question his mental state,
resulting in the threat assessment by DIETZ.
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Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation,
documentation, and testimony, the allegation that AIKEN was

discriminated against for identifying safety concerns was not
substantiated.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description
1 Investigation Status Record, dated June 23, 1998.
2 Memorandum from OI:RIV to File, dated June 25,
1998.
3 DCNPP Operator Petition, undated.
4 Letter from RUEGER to NRC:RIV, dated September 4,
1998.
5 Memorandum from WISE to File, dated October 22,
1998.
6 Letter from A. ANDERSON to DOL, dated November 2,
1998.
7 Letter from A. ANDERSON to OI:RIV, dated.
November 16, 18898.
8 Report of Interview with AIKEN, dated November 17,
15%8. ‘ .
S ATKEN's PG&E Employment Application, dated
August 19, 1874.
10 E-mail from BECKER to File, dated November 17,
1893.
11 E-mail from HINDS to BECKER, dated November 7,
19895,
12 E-mail from BECKER to AIKEN, dated May 20, 1996,
and Response, dated May 26, 1996.
13 E-mail from BECKER to File, dated July 24, 1996.
14 Memorandum from AIKEN, undated.
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16

17

18

19

20

21~

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

E-mail from LEMKE to MOLDEN, dated October 4,
1996.

E-mail from LEMKE to MAGRUDER, dated October 4,
1986.

E-mail from LEMKE to MOLDEN, dated October 23,
1996.

E-mail from HINDS to LEMKE, dated October 26,
1996.

E-mail from HINDS to BECKER, dated October 27,
13996,

E-mail from HINDS to BECKER, dated October 27,
1996.

E-mail from BECKER to AIKEN, dated November 8,
1996,

E-mail from AIKEN to KING, dated December 10,
1996.

E-mail from AIKEN to KING, dated December 10,
199¢6.

E-mail from AIKEN to KING, dated December 10,
1996, forwarded to HIETT and CURRY.

E-mail from HINDS to Record, dated January 21,
15567.

AIKEN's Report to DCISC, dated February 5, 1997.

Supervising AIKEZN, by HIETT, dated February 20,
1997.

E-mail from BECKER to MOLDEN, dated February 24,
1997.

Note from HIETT, dated February 27, 1997.

Memorandum from HIETT to CURRY, dated March 5,
1897.
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45

46

47

48
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50

51

E-mail

E-mail

E-mail

E-mail

E-mail

E-mail

E-maill

E-mail

E-mail

E-mail

BECKER to HIETT,

1897.

from dated March 13,
from AIKEN to BECKER, dated March 15, 1897.
from HIETT to BECKER, dated March 24, 1997.
from AIKEN to MOLDEN, dated March 28, 1897.
from!ﬂ.to BIETT, dated April 10, 1997. 7;{
from AIKEN to BECKER, dated April 27, 1997.
from HIETT to MOLDEN, dated April 289, 1997.
from LEMKE to HIETT, dated May 9, 1897.
from HIETT to AIKEN, dated May 16, 1997. v
from RUEGER to HIETT, dated May 26, 1887. ?
D. JOENSON from VARNEY, dated May 28, 1997. /
Fyom TOZARRC <C ?OWERS, dated May 29, 19827.
Zvom EIETT o C. JOHNSON, dated May 21,
fromg to HIETT, dated May 31, 1897 -
from CRAZG to EIETT, dated June 1, 1997.
£ CURRY to YANG, dated June 6, 13957.
fvom TODARO —o POWERS, dated June 6, 1897.
~d&umw from TODARD to File, undatec )
fyom HAYNES to EIETT, dated August 1, 1997.
fyom MOLDEN to HIETT, dated August 8, 1997.
fvom MOLDEN to EIETT, dated August 18,
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F-mail from MOLDEN to HIETT, dated August 23,
1997.

. — - )
E-mail from <N g to HIZTT, dated August 24,

1997.
E-mail from DYE to HIETT, dated August 25, 1997.

Memorandum from RUEGER to NPG, dated September 1,
1997.

E-mzil from BECKER to SS, dated September 2, 1997,
and Replies, Various Dates.

Partial DCISC Meeting Minutes, dated September 24-
25, 1997.

E-mail from AIKEN to BECKER, dated Cctober 28,
1997.

Note by BECKER, dated November 6, 1997. [

211 fyeom MCLDEN to WARNER, dated December 3%,

-

R

igs3

- - - - —~ - = NN P> TaTah avianias 2 S - =
Towall Fyom MIIDEN to CRCCXETT, catec Januiary ©,
c g
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AIXEN‘s Repor:s to DCISC, dated January 1898.

ndwritten Noces py MOLDEN, dated January 14,
8

P b e heowasian)

~

AIXKEN's Performance Review, dated Rugust 20, 13982.
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Letter from SEXTON to AIKEN, datel January 31,
1983.

ATKEN's Performance Review, dated April 2%, 1883.

ATIKEN's Management Performance Summary, dated
September 10, 1985.

Job Expectations Worksheet for AIKEN, dated
April 21, 1986.

Letter from SEXTON to AIKEN, dated July 1, 1986.

AIKEN's Management Performance Summary, dated
January 9, 1987.

ATKEN’'s IPM Summary, dated May 15, 18987.

AIKEN's Management Performance Summary, dated
August 28, 198B7. : ’

- - = ~—r - O ) - -
le~+rer from SEXTON to AIKEN, dated November 12,
_CE7
Tev-sv fyam STYTON to AIRIN, cdated December 30,
A

ATXEN's oM, dat-ed August 22, 1988.
ATKEN's IPM Summary, dated November 10, 1988.

\TKEN’s IPM Summary, dated December 13, 1990.

ATKEN's Mevi- Tncrease Payrcll Change Forms for
ig88-2332 and 1295, Various Dates

LTKEN's Erp.cves Performance Reccrd, dated

2pril 11, 18%¢

ATKIN's Firs- Trimester 1997 PMP Review, dated
May 16, 1987

ATKEN's Second Trimester 1987 PMP Review, undate
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85 ATKEN'’s Third Trimester 1997 PMP Review, dated
December 1997.

86 AIXEN’s PMP, dated May z7, 1988.
87 . AIXEN's Pride Awards, Various Dates.

88 Pride L.~ Comments about AIKEN from 1997 to 1998.

89 Graph and m{’rotals for SFM for 1897,
undated. — - .

- . (
S0 gl cporcs for SFM from 1930 to 1997, dated /N —

~June 11, 1998.

91 Overations Manager and Director Evaluations for
SFM Crew Assignments for 1938.

92 Manager and Director Evaluations for SFM foxr 1937.

g3 ATIXIN'S Arrua. CROP Forms, Varicus Dates

G4 Te-rar fv-m ATXEN to 2G&I, dated March 23, 13288,
V"*" A=t o e o —o

.83 Tomall feam woOITIN o PCWERS, dated March 31,
1333,

85 DA&E Inmves-i~a-ion Report, cated June 13, 1928

97 Le~tar from YANG to DIZETZ, dated April 3, 1998.

$3 Viemcvardum “from SHAFTFER o DIETZ, cated April 8,
82z
g9 “Zsing Cri-zical’ oy AIXEN, undatad.
108G Vemorandum from SHAFFER to DIZTZ, dated April 13,
1363
101 Dartial Transcript of PG&Z’s 1328 Annual Meetlnd,
dated RApril 13, 13998

102 lLecrer from DIETZ to POWERS, dated June 3, 1¢38.
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DIETZ' Curriculum Vitae, dated October 1995.
“The Workplace” by TOUFEXIS, dated april 25, 1994.
Talking Points - Medical Review Referral Meeting.
~2formal Handwritten Meeting Notes by CURRY.

ECR 98-21, undated.

Memorandum from TODARO to File, dated June 16,
1998.

E-mail from GARRETT to Operations SS, dated
June 24, 1988.

Document List for ESTNER.

TRg Cuvriculum Vicae, dated November 2398.

PR S

-
BTy

KR ~ - v . T TS L o] - - -

1 :rdm'w:o ~UEEY, dated CJune 21, 1898.
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Tomail fv-m “VON "o SROs, Zated July 1, 1393
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Superviscr's Zocumentatlion of Behavior Observation
Upon Termination, undated

reccer from RYAN co AIKEN, dated July 9, 1998.
ATXIN's OCNDP Access Data Form, dated July 9,

328

T a--z2v fr-~ VAN o AIKIN, dated July 22, 1998
Tet-er fr-om ATFEN to DeMARTINI, dated July 23,

Notes frem DeMARTINI to File, dazed July 31, 19388.

Notes from DeMARTINI to

Tile, dated August 4,
19598. ‘ :
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Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 7,
1998.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 10,
1998.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 11,
1998.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, undated.
Document List for RAFFLE.
RAFFLE’s Curriculum Vitae, undated.

Letter from DeMARTINI to RAFFLE, dated August 12,
1598.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 19,
1998.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated August 22,
1998.

Letter from RAFFLE to DeMARTINI, dated August 26,
1998.

Notes from DeMARTINI to File, dated September 3,
1998.

Letter from DeMARTINI to AIKEN, dated September 3,
1998, with Atcachment from DeMARTINI to RYAN,
dated September 3, 1998.

Letter from RAFFLE to DeMARTINI, dated
September 3, 1928.

DCNPP QOffice Desk Guide, dated May 13, 1988.

Memorandum from RYAN to WARNER, dated April 1,
1999.

DCNPP Procedure OM11.IDl, Rev. 6, dated August 12,
1997.
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DCNPP Procedure OM11.DC4, Rev. 32, dated March 14,
1997.

Facts Relating to AA of AIKEN, undated.

Letter from CURRY to AIKEN, dated September 17,
1998.

Letter from CURRY to AIKEN, dated October 2, 1998.

E-mail from GARRETT to Operations, dated
November 26, 1998.

DCNPP Comprehensive Cultural Assessment, dated
December 1998.

Memorandum to Case File 4-1998-029, dated March 9,
1999.

Letter from A. ANDERSON to 0OI:RIV, dated March 12,
1999.

Letter from CURRY to AIXEN, dated March 12, 1889.

t-h

Letter from SELDON to PG&E, dated March 22, 1899.

Letter from SELDON to JACKSON, dated March 23,
1999.

Letter from WARNER to OI:RIV, dated March 23,
1899,

NRC:DRS Inspection Report, dated February 19,
1989.

Memorandum from BROWN to 0OI:RIV, dated April 8,
1999.

Report of Interview with TODARO, dated December 1,
1998.

Report of Interview with RYAN, dated December 1,
1998.
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155 Report of Interview with C. JOHNSON, dated
December 2, 1998.

156 Report of Interview with TERRELL, dated
December 3, 1998.

157 Transcript of Interview with POWERS, dated
December 29, 1998.

158 Report of Reinterview with AIKEN, dated January 6,
1999.
159 Report of Reinterview with C. JOHNSON, dated

January 13, 1999.

160 Transcript of Interview with SHAFFER, dated
January 20, 19589.

161 Transcript of Interview with G. SMITH, dated
January 20, 1989.

162 Transcript of Interview with RUEGER, dated
January 20, 1999.

163 Transcript of Interview with CURRY, dated
February 3, 19S59.

164 Report of Reinterview with CURRY, dated April 13,

1899.
165 Transcript of Interview with DeMARTINI, dated

February 3, 1999.

166 Transcript of Interview with MOLDEN, dated
February 3, 1999.

167 Transcript of Interview with BECKER, dated
February 3, 1999.

168 Transcript of Interview with HINDS, dated
February 3, 1899.

169 Transcript of Interview with LEWIS, dated
February 3, 139989.
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170 Transcript cf Interview with HIETT, dated
February 15, 1999.

171 Report of Interview with BAMBAS, dated December 1,
1998.

172 Report of Interview with CHERINGTON, dated
December 3, 1998.

173 Report of Interview with KONDO, dated December 2,
1998. -

174 Report of Interview with ORLANDO, dated
December 2, 18598.

175 Report of Interview with RACETTE, dated
December 2, 1998.

176 Report of Interview with RAINBOLT, dated
December 1, 1998.

177 Report of Interview with S. SILVA, dated
December 1, 1998.

178 Report of Interview with SKAGGS, dated December 3,
1998.

179 Transcript of Interview with C. SMITH, dated

December 2, 1998.

180 Transcript of Interview with ALLARD, dated
December 2, 1898.

181 Transcript of Interview with D. ANDERSON, dated
December 2, 1998.

182 Report of Interview with ARELLANO, dated
December 2, 1998.

183 Transcript of Interview with BAHNER, dated
December 4, 1988.

184 Transcript of Interview with BIRNBAUM, dated
December 1, 19958.
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185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

183

194

185

196

187

198

199

Transcript
December 2,

Transcript
December 1,

Transcript
December 2,

Transcript
December 1,

Transcript
December 3,

Transcript
December 3,

Transcript
December 3,

Transcript
December 3,

Transcript
December 3,

Transcript
December 3,

Transcript
Decempber 1,

Transcript
December 1,

Transcript
December 4,

Transcript
December 2,

Transcript
December 2,

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

of Intervieaw
19%8.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
19898.

of Interview
19¢98.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
19398.

0f Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

of Interview
1998.

with

with

with

with

with

with

with

with

with

witnh

with

with

BLACKSHEAR, dated
BUMEN, dated
CHAPMAN, dated
CHITWOQD, daﬁed
CLARDY, dated
COLLINS, dated
COWARD, dated
CRAIG, dated

W. DAVIS, dated
DEARDORFF, dated
DCHERTY, dated
DRUMMOND, dated
DURACHER, cdated

EVANS, dated

FISHER, dated
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200

201

202

203

204

205

206

207

208

208

210

211

212

213

214

Transcript of Interview
December 2, 1298.

Transcript of Interview
December 1, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 4, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 2, 1988.

Transcript of Interview
December 1, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 4, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 3, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 1, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 3, 1998.

Transcribt of Interview
December 3, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 3, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 1, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
December 3, 1888.

Transcript of Interview
December 4, 1998.

Transcript of Interview
- December 2, 1998.

with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with
with

with

FLETCHER, dated

GASPARRELLI, dated

GOLDMAN, dated

HACKLEMAN, dated

HALL, dated

HARBOR, dated

HARVEY, dated

HICXS, dated

HURLBURT, dated

JACOBSON, dated

KATZ, dated

KLINE, dated

KNIGHT, dated
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215 Transcript of Interview with KOEHLER, dated
December 2, 1998.

216 Transcript of Interview with LAMP, dated
December 2, 1998.

217 Transcript of Interview with LARSO? mad
December 2, 1998.

218 Report of Interview with LEADER, dated
December 2, 1998.

219 Transcript of Interview with LORENZ, dated
December 3, 1998.

220 Transcript of Interview with LUGO, dated
December 1, 1998.

221 Transcript of Interview with MAREK, dated
December 4, 1998.

222 Transcript of Interview with McMULLEN, dated
December 1, 1998.

223 Report of Interview with MURACH, dated December 1,
1998.

224 Transcript of Interview with NIMICK, dated

Decemper 2, 1998.

225 Transcript of Interview with NORTHNESS, dated
December 1, 1998.

226 Transcript of Interview with PAULSON, dated
December 3, 1998.

227 Transcript of Interview with REBEL, dated
December 2, 1998.

228 Transcript of Interview with RILEY, dated
December 2, 1998.

229 Transcript of Interview with SAVARD, dated
December 1, 1998.
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230 Transcript of Interview with D. SILVA, dated
December 1, 1998.

231 Transcript of Interview with STURGEON, dated
* December 3, 1998.
232 Transcript of Interview witl .TEF, dated

December 3, 1998.

233 Transcript of Interview with K. THOMPSON, dated
December 3, 1898.

234 Transcript of Interview with TRYGG, dated
December 2, 1998.

235 Transcript of Interview with WHETSLER, dated
December 3, 19898.

236 Transcript of Interview with WHITING, dated
December 3, 1998. i

237 Transcript of Interview with WOLTMAN, dated
December 4, 1998.

238 Transcript of Interview with WRIGHT, dataed
December 1, 1$98.

239 Report of Interview with ALEXANDER, dated
December 3, 1998.

240 Operations Responses to OI:RIV Questions.

241 OI:RIV Questions of Operations Personnel.
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