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SYNOPSIS

On June 21, 1988, the NRC Region III Administrator requested an investigation
be conducted regard1ng alleged employee discrimination at the Davis-Besse
Nuclear Power Station (Davis-Besse). . The employee was empioyed by Science
Applications International Company (SAIC), a contractor for the licensee,
Toledo Edison Company (TECo). The investigation was conducted to determine
whether a contract employee at Davis-Besse was the victim of a discriminatory
termination, and if so, to what degree, if any, Davis-Besse upper management
was involved.

develope ealed that onii AR ]
AR _;_;‘ft_;,;Tuad found and documented an unsat1sfacto"

while conduct1ng an inspectiop 1nvo'v1n- the use of Raychem shrink tubing on
electrical connect1ons. The SNSRI wrote a Potential Condition Adverse

to Quality (PCA irt and the PCAQ was subsequent1y invalidated a few days‘/)@//’
later. Th ater documented in a memorandum that a quality

systems engineer, who later became the QC supervisor, was_the initiator in
obtaining the invalidation. The QC supervisor, during July 1986, yielded

to the quality systems engineer the responsibility for the reso1ut1on of
the PCAQ because he was in charge of the Raychem program.

In September 1986, the quality systems engineer had been named as QC super-
visor and met w1th the ANNNESIIMNto atiempt to resolve the unsatisfactory
condition in the inspection report. The%agreed to issue a
revised inspection report approving the Raychem application, since the
procedures allowed the condition to be accepted as it stood. However, the

QC inspector stated on his revised inspection report that h1s,1n1t1a1.concerns

SO0 g i

ofichis concerns. The ’.L" e
and sent copies of h1s rep]y to the Senjor Vice-President, Nuclear, and
the Director of Quality Assurance (QA) .

During this timeframe, the QC supervisor had requested the 1 ea d RN
to submit a lay off list for each discipline due to an expected reduct1on 1n
workload. The HEEHINENENINEY 1cad submitted a 1ist with the request that the
QC {inspector be retained due to his work performance and that he could work in
var1ouskd1sc1p11nes. On or about, O r. 20, 1986, the QC supervisor told the

i s lead that the‘:: T ““.‘s 'going to be Taid off. The lead

ERE ﬁg'ha- papervork to finish, and the -

CRESR eI that after he was

, ~'srthe QA D1rector had written f\
: PR 2 s correct in identifying
the concerns and that the PCAQ was 1mproper1y invalidated. The memorandum

also stat d{that, 0C supervisor had inadequately and erroneously responded
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Within approximately two weeks after th-f;:;:”iﬁ9ffff)was laid off, hi ’]Q/
position in the electrical group wasfi]leds heT contracm

-filled,
Records from SAIC indicate that the BERINEEY involuntary
applied

for open positions at Davis-Besse on two separate occasionsXafter hi
dismissal but was not offered a position. Some other contract personnel

in the electrical group were. either offered direct employment with TECo or -
were hired back after being laid off.

The investigation determined that the contract employee was, in fact, a
victim of a discriminatory termination by Davis-Besse, but there was no
involvement in or knowledge of this action by any upper level Dav1s-Besse
management personnel.

Case No. 3-88-008 : 2



ACCOUNTABILITY

The following portions of this Report of Investigation (Case No. 3-88-008)
will not be included in the material placed in the PDR. They consist of
pages 3 through 30.

Case No. 3-88-008 3



THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY

Case No. 3-88-008 4



L3}

TABLE OF CONTENTS

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS . . . . . . .
DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION . . . . . .
Purpose of Investigation . ..

Background . . . . .+ . 4 .
Details . . . .

wi11fu1ness/1nteﬁt ..... : .

Agent's Conclusion . . . . ..

LIST OF EXHIBITS ¢« & v v ¢ v ¢ & o s

Case No, 3-88-008

Page
E ] [ ] [ 2 *® @ & o @& 8 & &8 s o 1
................ 3
llllll » L ] . L ] [ ] [ ] 7
- *® @ & & 9 & & o ¢ " s L ] 9
[ ] L ] - L] L ] L] L ] 9
. [ ] L ] L] [ ] ¢ ® @ 8 o o [ ] [ ] 9
. [ ] ® L ] . * L ] . L ] L) 9
........ &t e o s e s s s 26
...... L] - L] ® L ] [ 2 L ] L] [ ] L] 27



THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY

Case No. 3-88-008 6



APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

10 CFR 50.7, Employee Protection
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Purpose of Investigation

z
’7:"-‘ N

The_purpose.of:th1s_11 <

' , Was d1scr1m1nate1y laid off after raising safety
related concerns at the station. The investigation was also to determine
that if, in fact, a discriminatory layoff of kdid take place, what
levels of plant management may possibly have been 1nvo1ved

Background

On June 21, 1988, the NRC Region III (RIII) Admi rator requested an
1nvestigat1on after rece1v1n-4ﬁ_,g ation tha kjhad been laid off
from his position as ajg 1,,*’:.;f+ flafter raising safety related concerns at
Davis-Besse, which is opera ed by 1oledo Edison Company (TECo) (Exh1b1t 1).

A\
On June 8, 1988 approximately. two, weeks before, the”,l__ Admi
had received information fromwomer Teadei

retained. The lead stated that prior to the lay off offl*f?EEi’izg,
rejected a condition involving Raychem shrink tubing on electrical connectio
and “brought heat" on the QC SHEegﬁisor from Davis-Besse management, and thi

may have been the reason for; lay off (Exhibit 2).

In October 1986, the Davis-Besse Qua]1ty Assurance (QA) D1rector was
ouis. R. WADE. The

',]Q,

v

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: WADE had joined Davis-Besse QA Department in
April 1986 and was assigned by RAMSETT to the Raychem program. WADE
later replaced Donald L. RHODES as QC supervisor.

Details

On July 12, 1988% Kwas interviewed by NRC:0I, &_ n?;-_s ated that
has been em-_o ed 1n the nuc]ear 1ndustr for a--rox1mate1y... i

g
i"‘ o o

1o

*-i:L R (Exhib1t &,

. tated he was

lired as

went to vorK as at Dav1s Besse.
a contract employee or consultant thro cience’ ‘Applications International
Company (SAIC? (Exhibit 4, pp. 4-5).: stated that when he first arrived

at Davis-Besse, RHODES was the QC superv1sor

Davis-Besse was in an outage at this time (Exhibit g,‘p. 6).

also stated that

o SN IPSEENN he conducted an 1nsp°ct1on rning a
R ychem shrink tub1ng app11cat1on in the containment building. W@ said
that paragraph 3.21.3 of the QC Checklist, titled "Inspection Procedure of
Termination of Electrical Cables," stated "Raychem tubing has been installed

er engineering instructions referenced on the MWO" (Maintenance Work Order).
%smd he found an unsatisfactory condition during this inspection and

Case No. 3-88-008 - 9
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marked paragraph 3,21,3 as unsatisfactory on the QC checklist (Exhibit 4,
p. 7; Exhibit 5). said that the condition was unsatisfactory because
the general instructions regarding the Raychem splicing had not been approved
by Davis-Besse Document Control, and that the general instructions and the
specifications supplied by Davis-Besse did not address whether or not to

, gr1n?1t?g)bolt flush with the nut on the electrical connection (Exhibit 4, 0 (}/
PP

. %smd that based on his experience with Raychem shrink tubing, the

bolt, if not ground flush, may cause a tear in the tubing after installation
(Exhibit 4, p. 13). . stated that based on this, he initiated a
Potent1a1)Cond1t1on Advers& to Quality (PCAQ) report (Exhibit 4, p. 9;
Exhibit 6

%stated that during this timeframe, management jving verbal
irections and changes to the Raychem instructions. wx,\said the
revisions to the engineering specifications (draw1ngs associated with

Raychem installations were being drafted, but no written revisions to the (l/
drawings had been received by the QC inspectors (Exhibit 4, pp.- 15-16). /1

%sa‘nd that after he filled out the PCAQ, he took the PCAQ to RHODES,

he QT supervisor. e said RHODES looked it over and said, "1t looks

good to me but since Lou WADE is in charge of the Raychem, hold _
it and give 1t to him and let him look at it" (Exhibit 4, p. 26). said
shortly after giving the PCAQ to RHODES, both RHODES and WADE came “to him and
WADE requeste%to explain the situation. . said that he explained
his concerns to WADE and WADE responded by saying, "let me take this and run
it by engineering first" (Exhibit 4, p. 26).

msaid about four jye, days later, on or about}

that management was eut1ng the QC mspectors to work to spec1f1cat1ons
that had not been issued, and that the PCAQ was invalidated based on revisions
that were not in effect at that time (Exhibit 4, pp. 27-28).

stated that even though the PCAQ was not issued, the unsatjsfactory
“condition on QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 was still outstandlng %mplied
that the MWO and inspection report could not be closed out until the
unsat1sfactory condition was resolved (Exhibit 4, pp. 33-34). /-\(/
said that on or about October 6, WADE approached]
discussed QC Checklist No. 86-E-421. said WADE told L
got this_inspection report...is. still open and we need to do somet 1ng about
it." {Gi|said he asked WADE what WADE wanted done, and WADE replied,
"well, we need to get it taken care of.“#smd .he told VWADE, "that S
fine, but the same thing that I wrote up about it, you (WADE) didn't agree
with sti1l exists. So far as I know, nobody has gone back down there and
cut it open and redone it" (Exhibit 4, p. 34).

Case No. 3-88-008 10
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7'“'6f1.sa1d WADE told wviell, we need to change that 'unsat' to a 'sat.'"
N said WADE told the spec1f1cat1ons were go1ng to be changed.

s ;~1l.stated he told WADE, "that's true, but they haven't done it yet. So
e Still got a problem w1th the general instructions not having gone through
any document control approval and we have those specificatigps, Jtting over

here that we're supposed to go by and we didn't do tha 2.;,'“ i
responded, "well, that's going to be taken care of." [NEGE
bolt was still a problem and told WADE, "well, 1ike I said, as far as I know,

they had not changed that (the bolt), so it's st111 there, the situation still
exists. But I said, if you (WADE) want it changed, all you got to do is tell

me and 1'11 do it" (Exhibit 4, p. 35). /2<:

%smd that during the d1scuss1on WADE was "very friendly for a while,
until he rea11zed that I wasn't going to just sign it off. and he said, in
essence, 'you don't know what you want to do then.'" SHSHEVWE said, "it's not
up to me what I want to do. I have already initiated" PCAQ. You all said
it was not going to be issued and as far as I'm concerned, that's really the
end of ;E) I don't agree with it, but it's out of my hands" (Exhibit 4,

pp. 35-

%said that WADE requested him We QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 and
send the change in writing to WADE. said that "I only changed page 1

of 3, which was the one that had the 'unsat' marked on it. I still left

the last sheet which said thag, CAQ had been initiated and that the

PCAQ was not to be issued."” Wsand that WADE told him the change was

unsatisfactory; "we're going to have to write up a whole new inspection

report" (Exhibit 4, p. 36; Exhibit 7)

mtated that on October 9, 1986 Jyeceived a memorandum from WADE
“stating that WADE was unsure of wha iconcerns were regarding the

PCAQ. Accord1ng to the memo, WADE said his perception of the PCAQ and the
inspector's concerns dealt W1th the identification of the type of connector
used in the installation and that the connecting bolt was not ground flush C:
as required by one of the engineering drawings. In the memorandum, WADE
responded to these concerns by saying that revision 2 of the engineering
specification effegtiye August 6, 1986, permits the type of connector cited as
unsat1sfactory by  and that Qc Check11st No. 86-E-421, paragraph 3.21.3
is related only to Rayc em tubing,. hardware such as a bolt. WADE, at the
end of the memorandum, requested JEENWEEIto "reevaluate the issues and provide
specific description of your [SFEWE) iconcerns. Please provide me a reply
no later than October 10, 1986" (Exhibit 8).

A stated that on October 10, 1986, he wrote a reply to WADE.
ip_the memo, "...to clar1fy the or1glna1 concerns of the PCAQ dated

W These (concerns) were discussed with Mr, Don RHODES. But since
were in charge of the Raychem program, he passed the PCAQ on to
you and I discussed those items with you at that time. You said then, you
understood what they were, but wanted to run them by engineering first. Five
?Eyﬁ gateg)you gave the PCAQ back to me and said that it would not be issued"

xhibit 9).

~
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talso pointed out in the memorandum that the reasons he .issued a PCAQ

were that the documents regarding the installation of the Raychem shrink
tubing were in conflict with each other; one was a controlled document,
~while the other document had not been reviewed by the Document Control group.

_ isaid the controlled document instructed the workers to grind or file
the connecting bolt flush with the nut wh1|iniae non-controlled document did
not require anything be done to the bolt m% stated in his memorandum
that he followed the instructions found he non-controlled document, and
thereby nothing was done to the bolt. %stated in the memorandum, "I did
have concerns about the protrusion of the bolt on the inside of the Raychem
connection and the potential problems tha Gould cause and [that is] why <:_
I addressed it on the PCAQ" (Exhibit 9). .also said that WADE had 17
incorrectly cited a revision to the proce ure and instructions which were
not in effect in July 1986 (Exhibit 4, p. 40; Exhibit 9).

wsmd that he forwarded a copy of this memorandum to his lead, WALLACE,
he Operations QA Manager, Charles DAFT, the QA Director, RAMSETT, and TECo
Senior Vice President, Nuclear, Joe WILLIAMS Jr., a former Adm1ra1 in the
U.S. Navy. 'said that the reason he sent a copy of the memo to all
these people is that it was his perception that WILLIAMS, RAMSETT, and WADE
had been brought to Davis-Besse "as a team," or had been brought in one at
a time and knew each other, and "...if we're going to let those peop]e know
jt, we might as well let everybody know about it" (Exhibit 4, 41).
,{%smd that WADEﬁed a copy of the memorandum with a "post 11:"

note on it that said did you really send this to the Admiral, (signed)
Lou." § said the copy of the memorandum was laying on hj K and that
WADE never mentioned the memorandum or the "post it" note to (Exhibit 4,
p. 42; Exhibit 9).

‘ stated that sometime between r 15-19, 1986, he met with RAMSETT
and WK'E and discussed the cerns had regard1ng the Raychem shrink
tubing and connections.- said that RAM sked a Tot of questions,
and WADE would.try to answer without 1ett1n get involved in the
discussion. [N caid he then asked RAMSETT if they could discuss the .
concerns alone. S said RAMSETT excused WADE from the office andiubiiie
was able to exp1a1n his"concerns and the reasons for writing the PCAQ. AEEFNEE
said that after the meeting, RAMSETT said, "okay, I think I understand what"
this situation is about now and what the pr0b1ems are. I'11 get back with - 77(;/
you" (Exhibit 4, p. 44-45),

m stated that after the meeting with WADE=and- RAMSETT, WADE to]dm
we 1 just write another, PCA% agé ﬂo ahead down and rework that connection

and take care of that bolt." ,said another PCAQ was issued and a r
was assigned to it (No. Q-86=0492) and the connections were reworked. :
also said the bolt was ground flush and more Raychem shrink tubing was

attached to the connection (Exhibit 4, p. 47). Ty

On August 25, 1988 mwas re-interviewed regarding the reworli if the

lectrical cqhnect1on or1g1na11y cited in the PCAQ he wrote on
, 'stated that he then remembered that during this time, three
or four other PCAQs were written and he apparently misspoke about re-working

-~
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the connection. WStated that he then recollected that after PCAQ
No. Q-86-0492 was issued, the connection was reinspected and accepted "as
is" (Exhibits 21 and 22)

.said that on or .aboutO

ber 29, 1986, he was notified that he was

laid off effective AR The reason citeq he lay off
notification was "reductwn in force" (Exhibit 10). WM™ said that le
he was checking out, he ‘received word that RAMSETT wan o see_him )

stated hewent to RAMSETT s office and RAMSETT ‘,,.,' P @ memotrandum
from RAMSETT to VADE dated October 29, 1986. ald that after reviewing
the memorandum, "I was dumbfounded because a lot of times they (management)
verbally tell you that, 'hey, you were right' or this that and the other, but
I have never seen it in writing 1ike this before, especially where the
supervisor (WADE) gets slapped on the hand" (Exhibit 4, p. 48; Exhibit 10).

wsmd RAMSETT told him, "well, here's w%aiiil decided and what I found
out and what I decided about the prob'lem " said_he.told RAMSETT,
"good, I appreciate that,,.jt.s a shame that a couple of us had to Tose their
jobs becayse of this." {NEsaid RAMSETT told him,."Oh, no, no," and
assured%tha |
nothing to do withipiEiae

ey concerns and subsequent memorandum) had
12y off (Exhibit 4, p. 48).
R A I T

%}stated that to the best of_his knowledge, no f,.,,,,;. ,
off at Davis-Besse at this time (Exh1b1t 4, p. 49). ENS
that he . never received any reprimands, counse]hng, or negatwe comm -
about his job performance while at Davis-Besse (Exhibit 4, p. 42). \
said that he felt as a contractor or consultant he_could be laid off almost
instantaneously and "did not a leg to stand on" even if he.felt he had
been discriminated against. said that it was his_ feeling that as long
as he_was laid off and not fired, he. didn't have any basis to file a complaint

agamst Davis-Besse management mth the U.S. Department of Labor (Exhibit 4
p. 54

WW.ctated that when he was preparing to leave Davis-Besse, WADE told
MRS ' now we got an outage coming up in about 12-14 months and I'11 be
'lookmg forward to seeing you back then. "% said RAMSETT also told
him, "we're going to have another outage and we'11 be Tooking for you back"
(Exhibit 4, p. 55). MSmd that upon hearing this, "I chuckled to
myself.. [and] took that with a gra1n of salt realizing that, especially
if WADE was there, there's not going to be much of a chance of that, because
he and I didn't hit it off too good and by the same procedures, he (NADE)
wanted pat answers and wanted you to do them and I don't go along with that"
(Exh1b1t 4, p. 55).

m\stated that regarding the outage alluded to by RAMSETT and WADE,
he received a call from SAIC and was asked if he was riédé io go back to

Davis-Besse, and%to'ld SAIC he would go back. said_he.did
~ not hear from SAIC tor a few weeks e .re-contacted C and inquired
about a position at Davis-Besse. aid the secretary told him that
_his application had been forwarded to Davis-Besse. %smd he called
friends who were_ working at Davis-Besse and in d if he was going
to be rehired. ¥ said that he heard from a friend (not identified)
that Richard J. JST, who was a lead QC inspector in the Instrumentation

Case No. 3-88-008 13



and Control (I&C)_group, had spoken to WADE about bringing wwcl\ to
Davis-Bﬁsse as ATYPIREINAIININ <2 id his friend said NADE(told

JAROSI "there's no WIPERIREB SR is coming back up here" (Exhibit 4,

pp. 55-57). 7C

On July 13, 1988, WALLACE was interviewed by NRC:0I. WALLACE stated that

he has been employed by TECo at Davis-Besse for approximately nine years.
HALLACE said that he has been employed in the the QC electrical department
for the entire time and is currently a senior QC inspector. WALLACE stated
that in July 1986, he was the lead QC inspector for the electrical group in
QC. WALLACE said that he supervised approximately 20 QC inspectors during
this timeframe. WALLACE stated that four or five of the QC inspectors in the
group were TECo employees and the rest were contract personnel or consultants.
WALLACE. said that one of the contract employees working for him at this time
was%(Ethn 11, pp. 4-6).

WALLACE stated that in July 1986, RHODES was the QC supervisor, but "when

the Admiral (WILLIAMS) came in, he brought his own people. And so this
gentleman, Lou WADE, came over, more or less indicating that he was going to
help somebody. But he was there for the sole purpose of replacing Don RHODES,
which he did" (Exhibit 11, p. 7).

WALLACE reviewed QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 and stated that he felt the general
instructions in the MWO and the eng1neer1ng drawing "did confuse people”

1 Exhibit 11, p. 13). WALLACE
iy SITTEE rpos1t1on, I would have
1ss¥2? a PCAQ too, because I was gett1ng too many directions” (Exhibit 11,

p.

WALLACE then reviewed the PCAQ written b  on SSRGS ALLACE

stated that the PCAQ was not issued because "it-Was never signed by supervision, ,/7(:/,
and evidently, this Mr. HARRIS (Donald d.) from QA got involved in this thing,

and he just wrote his comments on there that said, 'invalidated.' 1In other
words, he (HARRIS) shot the PCAQ down" (Exhibit 11, p. 17). WALLACE said that
"without QC supervisor's name on that, it's dead in the water. And evidently,
somebody had some concerns to get QA involved in this or Mr. HARRIS would have
never put these words on here ?Exhibit 6; Exhibit 11, p. 17).

WALLACE stated that since QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 had an unsatisfactory
condition and a PCAQ had not been issued, "somehow that unsatisfactory
condition had to be resolved, either through a reinspection and an acceptance

or by a PCAQ," or by correcting the situation jhit 11, p. 20). WALLACE
said that regarding this specific PCAQ, afte wrote it, RHODES "more
or less sit on it and turnF

ed] it over to Mr. WADE, That's the story that (,/
I get. Whether it's true or not, I don't know" (Exhibit 11, p. 21). '/) ‘

WALLACE stated that in October 1986, WADE asked WALLACE to make up a lay

off 1ist of the QC inspectors under WALLACE's supervision. WALLACE said,

"he (WADE) requested me to make up a lay off of the people that we had. In
other words, who goes first and who do you want to keep" (Exhibit 11, p. 22).
WALLACE sa1d "he (WADE) told me he wanted a 1ist of people that he could Tay
off and he sort of felt that we'd probably have to keep maybe four of the
contractors, because we don't have enough people to carry on. So I knew the
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people really well, and I knew who I had to have. So I based these names in
the order so I could keep my Tast four people I made the Tist up and the

four or five people that I felt were essent j
the most qualified people were,-;i'.fﬁ. e as one of them, Glen WEED was
one, and Dave NASH I believe was one. So f“kept those people because the
were highly qualified. They'd done us a good job" (Exhibit 11, pp. 23-24

WALLACE said that sometime after he made his lay off recommendations to WADE:7
WADE told WALLACE he was going to 1aymoff. WALLACE said his se
to that was, "I need the man." WALLACE said he informed WADE that%had
some_paperwork an packages to finish. WALLACE said VIADE told him, "as soon
as%got his paperwork cleared up and his packages closed, that I

was to inform him immediately" (Exhibit p. 25). WALLACE est1mated that
WADE told him of his plans to lay of%about a week and a half before
was, actually laid off. WALLACE also stated that he does not remember
“any otheriiRNEantE being laid off during this timeframe. WALLACE also
said, "instead.of the fourmmt I wanted, they (management)
kept ten or twelve, I think. Most of them; we kept" (Exh1b1t 11, p. 26).

WALLACE stated that some of the QU inspectors who left Davis-Besse dur1ng
this timeframe later returned when positions opened up. WALLAC ed that
o3y M 01d WALLACE that he . had

recejved a call fromgQ Craskinci pif he wanted to retu avis-Besse.

WALLACE said thatKeMESEM wanted to return to Davis-Bess ca11ed
N o 8. 1ead,

could recommend that¥iwgtembe rehired. WALLACE said he’ 1nformed

he (WALLACE) was no 1onger a Tead and could not. make any. recommendat1ons

WALLACE stated that he informed JAROSI tha

was requesting to-return //7(:/,
to Davis-Besse. WALLACE said that JAROSI accepted the information from
WALLACE “"without too many comments" (Exhibit 11, pp. 27-28).

WALLAC that WADE did not give any explanation as to why WADE wanted

to lay fioff other than "we want to la of f" (Exhibit 1 36).
WALLACE said that in his opinion, he knew of no other reason why; was
laid off other than the incident ding the issues raised by QC Checklist
No. 86-E-421 and the attempt by%to write a PCAQ (Exhibit 11, p. 40).

On July 13, 1986, RHODES was interviewed by NRC:0I. RHODES stated he has
been in the nuclear industry since 1959. RHODES said he was one of the first
QC technicians hired at Davis-Besse. RHODES sa1d that in July 1986, he was

| eviewed QC Checklist No. 86-E-421

=

the QC supervisor at Davi sse. . BHODESevi

and the PCAQ written b ne b RHODES stated that he did

not reme?ber the details of the 1nspect1on report or the PCAQ (Exhibit 12,
pp. 7-11

RHODES stated that in the summer of 1986, the QC department had a very quick (,/
expansion due to the Raychem problem, a fire protection program, and other

programs. RHODES said that the department went from a normal complement of

8-12 QC inspectors to 20-30 new inspectors per day. RHODES said that due to

the large expansion, WADE came to the QC department with the "assumption" to

help RHODES out by tak1ng over, the Raychem program. RHODES said, "Lou (WADE)

was running the Raychem program so to speak. I was still the supervisor,

and I had to sign---initiate and sign the PCAQs, but a Tot of time I'd never
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seen them initiated. You know, I didn't have the time to check out every PCAQ
that was written at the time, and 1 just don't remember any details on this
particular one" (Exhibit 12, pp. 12-13). Regarding the notation by RHODES on
QC Checklist No. 86-E-421, page 4, which states, "PCAQ not issued (signed)

D. RHODES 7/14/86," RHODES said, "when Lou WADE came into the group, he kind
of managed the Raychem program, so I did not become involved with the details,
the kind of details that you're asking me, but I would have signed it (PCAQ)
as an initiator, and I would still have signed it as not being issued. But
what4?appened in between, 1 really can't shed any...light" (Exhibit 12,

p. 14).

RHODES responded to the question of whether or not WADE may have brought the
inspection report and PCAQ to RHODES for authorization not to issue the PCAQ
by saying, "very possible, very possible. I mean we---Lou (WADE) and I really
had a pretty good working relationship, a one to one, and, you know, if that's
what he told me and he was running the program, why that possibly could have
happened, but I don't remember this specific one. Don't remember this specific
one. But there had to have been a reason why I didn't initiate it. I mean I
just would not initiate it on my own; and I don't remember this. You know, I
don't remember any conversation with HARRIS" (Exhibit 12, p. 14). RHODES
added, "but again, I was not directly involved with the Raychem program at
this time, but 1 was still signing these things because I was still the
supervisor with signatory (sic) authority" (Exhibit 12, p. 16).

Regarding GNP competence as a CHMHSRIMMNER RHODES s
‘was conscientious and tried to do his best. RHODES sai MRS\, c ‘pretiy
knowledgeable" and had a “pretty good technical background." RHODES stated T
thatﬁtried to follow procedure and tried to follow "paper...and when
they didn't work and when they didn't make sense, he brought it to people's
attention and tried to get it corrected" (Exhipit 12, p. 16). RHODES also
sajd t he never received a report that . did not do his job. _"He
was very conscientious, and he was a hard worker, and I thought he_
as dependable; (he) had a good work record," said RHODES (Exhibit 12, p 17).//:7 <;_

RHODES said that WADE did not report to him. RHODES said, "nobody ever said
that Lou WADE is assigned to you and works for you. That was never done. He
just showed up one day, and oh, by the way, he's going to be looking at the
Raychem program." RHODES said that WADE "didn't have any authority other than
the fact that he was a good friend of RAMSETT's (QA Director)." RHODES also
said that when he was relieved of his position as QC supervisor, WADE replaced
him (Exhibit 12, pp. 18-19).

RHODES stated that he was replaced by WADE sometime in Qctober 1986 (Exhibit 12,
p. 7). RHODES stated that he spoke with TR after was informed he
was going to be laid off. RHODES saidif:g;g;;uge the~statement, "you know,
I'm the first to be laid off." RHODES said{{t said he expected it, or

words to that effect (Exhibit 12, p. 23).

RHODES said regardinngork performance, he never knewmco write /] (
frivolous PCAQs. RHODES said that regarding the unsatisfactiﬁﬁ condition

documented on QC Checklist No. 86-E-421, RHODES opined tha Kwas correct
and had a "legitimate complaint" (Exhibit 12, p. 24). -
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PRHODES stated that because he never signed the PCAQ written b_yw RHODES
may have given the PCAQ to WADE because WADE was invo in the Raychem

rogram. RHODES said that it is possible that after ¥t gave the PCAQ to

im for review and signature, RHODES gave the PCAQ to WADE, and WADE later
returned the PCAQ to RHODES saying the PCAQ was not needed. RHODES said,
"there were some cases 1ike that. It sounds 1ike a correct scenario, because
1 ngggr signed it. Really, it's not initiated, not this copy" (Exhibit 12,
P. .

On July 14, 1986, JAROSI was interviewed by NRC:0I. JAROSI said he has been
employed in the nuclear industry for nine years, of which the last eight years
have been at Davis-Besse. JAROSI said that his current position is QC
supervisor for electrical and I&C. JAROSI said that in July 1986, he was the
lead QC inspector for I& (Exhibit 13, p. 4).

JAROSI was then asked to review QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 and the PCAQ_,.. .
written by{%o (SN JAROSI said that, in his opim’on,m
was justified in writing the PCAQ Tegarding the unsatisfactory condition he.
documented on QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 (Exhibit 13, p. 10). JAROSI further
stated that he feels that the invalidation of the PCAQ was not handled

according to. procedures in place at that time. JAROSI said that even if :7(2,
L';;;fr<supervisor did not agree with the issuance of the PCAQ, the PCAQ

shoutd have.been forwarded to the PCAQ rexiep,board for evaluation. JAROSI

also said the subject PCAQ did not have  supervisor's signature

(RHODES) in Part 1, block L, acknowledging that RHODES hdd reviewed the

PCAQ (Exhibit 6; Exhibit 13, pp. 7-8).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The alleged violations of procedures regarding
PCAQs did not appear willful and are being reviewed and addressed by
NRC:RIII.

JAROSI stated thatmwas able and competent.. He was asked to perform
inspection(s). Helwould go out and perform the inspection(s), come back with
all the documentation as required and, you know, let you know---he informed
you if he had ahy problems in the field, kept the Level 11Is informed"
(Exhibit 13, p. 11§

Regarding the termination or lay off oflli§
Lou WADE telling Bob WALLACE to release &2 R And Bob said, 'well,
I can't release NI First of all, g0t a Tot of paperwork

to catch up on. 2 1ot of MIOs to close out.' And Lou telling him
(WALLACE), ‘as. B¥is done with his MWOs and the paperwork, let him
know.' And d shortly after that" (Exhibit 13, p. 16).

JAROST said, "I remember /7(1/

JAROSI said that WADE asked the lead inspectors for a lay off list and in
what order the leads wanted the inspectors laid off. JAROSI sajd that he did
not keep a copy of the 1ist he supplied to WADE, but that WADE did not follow
the recommended 1ist, he laid off the inspectors whg had the most expensive
contracts (Exhibit 13, p. 17). JAROSI stated thatfi§48fwas not one of the

in the QC organization (Exh{BifHT3, p. 18).
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JAROST said that affﬁmwas 1a7dofT 1n RN " umerous " T
inspectors were hired at Davis-Besse between October 1986 and July 1988.
JAROSI said that in this timeframe, he was able to bring back two SAIC
employees. JAROSI said that in January 1988, Davis-Besse shut down for
a_refueling outage. JAROSI said that at that time WALLACE told him that

was interested in com1ngvbackAf0_”thv outage. JAROSI said that he
"would have been happy to bring SMSIEYENEISPMEback. I had a 1ist of SAIC
employees that were available that we had in the past here at Davis-Besse.
And I showed that 1ist to Lou (WADE), there were only two people that
Lou would credit bringing back. An was not one of those people that
he (WADE) wanted to bring back" (Exhibit 13, pp. 34-36). JAROSI said that a
third SAIC employee had been authorized by WADE to return to Davis-Besse, but
that the inspector was not available (Exhibit 13, p. 36‘i JAROSI said that hé)

"could not honestly say" if WADE specifically said tha f could not come
back to Davis-Besse. JAROSI said that the 1ist of SAIC employees probably
totaled ten inspectors (Exhibit 13, p. 36).

JAROSI stated that approximately 18 contract QC 1nspectors were hired who had
never worked at Davis-Besse before, and in JAROSI's opinion, this was a bad
management practice to have to tra1n and familiarize new inspectors to the
plant (Exhibit 13, pp. 38-39).

On July 21, 1986, Donald J. HARRIS was interviewed by NRC:0I. HARRIS
stated that he has worked in the nuclear industry since 1970. HARRIS said
that in July 1986, he was employed at Davis-Besse as an acting quality
systems manager. HARRIS stated his duties and responsibilities included,
but were not Timited to, reviewing PCAQs. HARRIS stated he was also a
member of the PCAQ review board. HARRIS stated that the PCAQ procedure
went into effect on May 21, 1986, as Revision 1. HARRIS said Revision 0
was never issued (Exhibit 14 pp. 4-5).

HARRIS stated that according to the PCAQ procedure, there was no limitation
on who could write or initiate a PCAQ. HARRIS said that under Revision 1,
after an individual initiated a PCAQ, "normally, it (PCAQ) went directly to
the supervisor for validation or invalidation...subsequent revisions removed
that" (Exhibit 14, p. 6). HARRIS stated that if a supervisor decided to
invalidate the PCAQ, the supervisor would have to sign the PCAQ and write

the rationale for the invalidation-on the PCAQ (Exhibit 14, p. 7). HARRIS
further stated that the PCAQ procedure in effect at that t1me did not address
the situation of a supervisor consulting with another department within QA to
determine if the PCAQ was valid or not %Exh1b1t 14, p. 8§
HARRIS then reviewed the PCAQ datedw that was written bym
HARRIS said that under Part 2, paragrap Immediate Action/Comments, he
wrote the comment, "Invalidate. Action committed in LER and Raychem problems

identifies the requirements to change E- 302(a) to coincide with the Raychem P
sketches. Revisions are currently in process" (Exhibit 63 Exhibit 14, p. 8). /]

HARRIS stated that his recollection of the method in which he received the
PCAQ is that some supervisor from the QC department brought the PCAQ to

him and asked him how to invalidate the PCAQ and a basis to invalidate it
(Exhibit 14, pp. 9-10). HARRIS stated that only one person brought the PCAQ
to him to have it invalidated, but he is not sure who that person was
(Exhibit 14, p. 13).
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HARRIS stated that according to his recollection, the reason the PCAQ was
brought to him for assistance was that the procedure was relatively new and
the supervisor who brought the PCAQ to him for invalidation was unsure of

the method to make a PCAQ invalid (Exhibit 14, p. 15). HARRIS further stated
that the unknown supervisor who brought the PCAQ to him had already decided
that the PCAQ was going to be invalidated and merely needed assistance in the
correct manner of filling out the PCAQ form with the rationale. HARRIS said

he discussed the rationale with the supervisor and agreed with the supervisor,

When asked why HARRIS signed the rationale for the invalidation instead of
the supervisor, HARRIS responded, "I wish I had not" (Exhibit 14, p. 14).

On July 21, 1988, DAFT was interviewed by NRC:0I. DAFT stated he has been

employed by TECo in QA since 1974, DAFT said that in July 1986, he was the
Operations QA Manager at Davis-Besse. DAFT said that part of his responsi-
bilities included overseeing the QC department. DAFT said that RHODES was

the QC supervisor.at this time (Exhibit 15, pp. 3-5).

DAFT said that during this timeframe, Davis-Besse was in an outage. DAFT
further said that during this time there was a Raychem inspection and repair
effort which took a significant expenditure of manpower and resources. DAFT
stated that RAMSETT, the QA Director, had assigned WADE the responsibility to
"mon}tor the Raychem effect (effort) from the QC standpoint" (Exhibit 15,

p. 5). ' '

Regarding the PCAQ written bmn gk
“the PCA
was valid or invalid. DAFT said, "on the Raychem, I do not recall whether we
had assigned that responsibility to Mr. WADE or whether Mr. RHODES was still
the primary contact for the Raychem effort" (Exhibit 15, p. 7).

DAFT stated that in July 1986, "we were still hot and heavy into the outage,
and 1 do not think that there were any plans or discussions on laying people
off." DAFT stated that in September 1986, he was reassigned duties and was
relieved of his duties and responsibilities in QA (Exhibit 15, p. 14). DAFT
said that the outage started winding down around early or mid-November 1986.
DAFT said that he does not remember any discussions regarding lay off of
personnel as a result of the outage winding down (Exhibit 15, p. 15).

the feedback he received while in QA during this timeframe

was tha i work was acceptable, and he did not recall receiving any
negative comments about%work (Exhibit 15, p. 16).

DAFT stated that his experience regarding lay offs of personnel was that the
QC supervisor would determine the lay offs based upon discussions with the
lead QC inspectors, the type of work that was upcoming, the qualifications
of the employees, and whether the employees could work in more than one
discipline (Exhibit 15, p. 18).

On July 21, 1988, WADE was interviewed by NRC:0I. WADE said he had
approximately 20 years experience in OC in the nuclear power industry. WADE
stated that he began employment at Davis-Besse in April 1986 (Exhibit 16,

pp. 4-5). WADE said that when he came on board at Davis-Besse, he worked

for RAMSETT, the QA Director. WADE said he was assigned as a Quality Systems
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Specialist and was assigned to "get involved primarily with the development
and implementation of a couple of special projects, one being the Raychem
eff0§t that was going on and the other was fire protection" ?Exhibit 16,

p. 6).

WADE said that he interfaced with the QC electrical inspectors who were
assigned to the Raychem "fix it" program. WADE said that WALLACE was the
lead QC inspector, and if any of the QC inspectors had questions about the
program, they would go to WALLACE. WADE said that WALLACE would normally go
to WADE regarding "specific Raychem fix it" problems. WADE said that if he
found a problem with any of the Raychem procedures or anything 1ike that, he
wou1d2nog?a11y handle it himself or with the lead QC inspector (Exhibit 16,
pp. 12-13).

WADE,_then reviewed QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 and the PCAQ written byr
NI WADE stated t he does not recall having a discussion
S and RHODES when marked paragraph 3.21.3 of QC Checklist
-E-421 and wrote the PCAQ. WADE also said he did not recall telling
that he (WADE) was going to "run" the PCAQ by engineering to get their /1(}

™

e K]
-

‘comments on the PCAQ (Exhibit 16, p. 18). WADE said he did not believe that

this particular problem related to the Raychem "fix it" program. WADE also
said that he did not remember discussing this PCAQ with HARRIS and said that
in July 1986, he was not aware that the PCAQ existed (Exhibit 16, p. 19).
WADE agreed that there did not appear to be a logical progression from ‘ 7
who.initiated the PCAQ, to HARRIS who worked in QA and apparently invalidated
the PCAQ. Since the Supervisor block in part 2 was blank, there appeared to
be a missing 1ink in the chain and WADE agreed that this did not seem normal
(Exhibit 6; Exhibit 16, p. 20). :

WADE stated that in September 1986, he replaced RHODES as the QC supervis
WADE further stated that he recalled discussing the subject PCAQ withﬁ
and toldiﬁ#@& "I told him that---well, let me see. Essentially th& bottom
1ine was I would look at the PCAQ, evaluate it and take appropriate action"
(Exhibit 16, pp. 21-22).

On or about October 8, 1986, WADE stated that he djd.not specifically recall,
but it is possible that he had a discussion withg ‘about doing something
about the unsatisfactory condition documented in 0(.Checklist No. 86-E-421,

WADE said it appeared that after the discussion, B wrote Inspection
Report No. 86-E-1023, which was a change to the original inspection report, /1C,//
but stated that the initial concerns documented in the PCAQ remained the same
(Exhibit 7; Exhibit 16, p. 23-24),

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: %attached Inspection/Surveillance Report

Mo. 86-E-1023, dated October 8, 1986, to QC Checklist No. 86-E-1018,
lected his acceptance of the connection and the Raychem shrink
MM 2 1so attached the initial unissued PCAQ he wrote on

WADE stated that normally he did not review every inspection report, but
"initially I tried to look at as many inspection records generated by the
personnel as possible to get a feel how we were doing business, being new
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into the organization. In reviewing this inspection report, I find a concern
identified on it that up to that point in time I was not cognizant of, per se.
In following up on this, I got a copy of the PCAQ. 1 reviewed the PCAQ The
PCAQ as written in my opinion for me to make a decision did not provide me
clarification as to what the real problem was" (Exhibit 16, p. 29). '

WADE stated, "so, as a result of that, I askem to please clarify
this for me. I was new. I was not cogn1zant of the overall program. I

was not fully :wareﬂh(Exh1b1t‘16, D, 29).. WADE said that he then wrote a
S | Lo s Y (Exhibit 8). _In the memorandum, //lfb/

WADE requesteiﬁuif;;ﬁ
next day (Exhibit 8).

did respond to WADE's memorandum and stated

that on or about A

%e "discussed the PCAQ with WADE and WADE to'ld%he (WADE)\was going
to discuss the PCAQ with engineering. 11 if he remembered this
i S VIADE replied, "no sir, I

I don't recall it" (. ibit 9;

discussion that was documented o
"post it" note attached to the

don't recall that d1scu551on

Exhibit 16, p. 32)...R Lt T
memorandum dated$GEEPERNEISPPNNINY. and WADE's reason or ching it, WADE
said, "no particular reason It was obvious that he sent it,.I just
couldn't believe he did. Normally, these type of issues don't get elevated to
that Tevel of managemint ihat quickly" (Exhibit 9; Exhibit 16, p. 33). WADE

said that after the jmemorandum had been wr1tten, WADE and RAMSETT had
discussed the contents of the memorandum. WADE stated that he tried to convey
to RAMSETT "where I was coming from with respect to the existing procedures
and drawings in place at that time, being the October timeframe, not the time
of the initial PCAQ, the July timeframe" (Exhibit 16, p. 35).

WADE said that RAMSETT sent him a memorandum, No. HE 86-100, dated October 29,
1986, which documented RQESETT s evaluation of the situation. ar ,_;_that

the memorandum stated did have cause to initiate a PC‘h~ . LA
that the PCAQ was invalidated without just cause, and thatRHNESRERE response
to WADE's October 9, 1986, memorandum was "genera11y factual and pertinent"
(Exhibit 16, pp. 40- 41) "WADE stated that after receiving, this memorandum
from RAMSETT, that WADE did not feel any animosity fo% rather, WADE
fe;t he §9?u1d discuss RAMSETT s findings with RAMSETT (Exhibit 16, p. 41;
Exhibit

WADE stated he did discuss the findings with RAMSETT, saying, "I took exception
to some of the statements made or a statement made because I did not understand
what it was saying, that is item 3: (of RAMSETT memorandum No. HE 86-100)
'Your letter to | dated October 9, 1986 was 1nadequate and erroneous

M\concems If we refer to my letter, all I'm doing is asking
for clarification" (Exhibit 16, p. 41).

WADE stated that RAMSETT did not adequately explain his position to NADE

(Exh1b1t 16, p. 41). WADE said that RAMSETT dindicated that WILLIAMS (///
asked. RAL .m“”-bout the situation after WILLIAMS received a copy of! /ﬂ\
PPN ;fkfﬂﬁ‘ e memorandum (Exhibit 16, p. 43). WADE.said that he di noT'
receive a reprimand or "chewing out" as a result of%sendmg the

memorandum to’ WILLIAMS (Exhibit 16, p. 44).
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WADE said that in October 1986 he did not recall specifically being instructed
by RAMSETT or anyone else to start preparing lay off lists. WADE said, "I
don't recall getting specific instructions or asking for this or asking for
that., I do know that we knew we were ramping down in several areas, that

the outage was reducing in scope and it was time that we started looking at
reduction in force" (Exhibit 16, p. 44). WADE said he did not recall asking
the lead QC inspectors to prepare a "list or any pecking order" regarding
which QC inspectors should be 1aid off and which QC inspectors should be
retained (Exhibit 16, p. 45). WADE said, "I Tooked for a 1ist and couldn't
find any. And I just don't recall it, sir. Let's go back and try to clarify
what I said. I left it up to the leads to provide me with the information of
who was to be laid off first. I don't recall asking for a specific list at
the time" (Exhibit 16, pp. 45-46). When WADE was asked, "well, how else would
they (leads) provide you with the information," WADE responded, "I don't know"
(Exhibit 16, p. 46).

When asked what criteria he used as a supervisor to retain one QC inspector
over another, WADE said, "well, again, I leave that up to the supervisors as

a manager. And as a supervisor, then, I would leave it up to the leads. They
are more closely associated with these people than I am" (Exhibit 16, p. 46).
WADE said that he did not recall WALLACE specifically requestin%not
to be laid off (Exhibit 16, p. 47). When asked to explain that WALLACE and
JAROSI claimed WADE did not adhere to their recommendations regarding lay

offs, WADE said, "no sir, I can't" (Exhibit 16, p. 48). WADE said, "I tried

to go by the information provided by those individuals (leads). If I didn't,

it was because of some reasons that they had, not me" (Exhibit 16, p. 49). V/\(//

WADE said that he had not received any negative reports re i 0
work performance (Exhibit 16..p, 48). WADE also said thatWMM did not ask
to be laid off, byt "he [(NSSMNE had indicated thatgheiwas looking forward to
going back to thelpneRalpaENIER.and taking it easy for a while. This was
prior to the lay off"

Exhibit 16, p. 50).

during the next outage. Asked 1f he had any reason for not rehirin |

WADE said, "would I? I would leave that up to the electrical or the 1& -
supervisor (lead) based on the other candidates that were available and their
capabilities" (Exhibit 16, pp. 50-51). WADE said that during this timeframe, C/’
Davis-Besse was in the process of re-evaluating the contracts it had with /f\
the consulting firms that supplied consultants for empioyment. WADE said

that based on this, SAIC was not one of the preferred companies for supplying
contract personnel. WADE said, "we had some SAIC people that we brought back

in because they still had a contract with us and we could still bring them

in, And they were brought.in based on specific requests from the supervisors

for special applications, such as fire protection, code--barrier codings,
penetration seals, the hanger program that people were specifically trained

to" (Exhibit 16, pp. 52-53%

WADE said he was unaware thatmhad attempted to return to Davis-.Bésse_

Regarding JAROSI informing WADE tham‘ had submitte 'hi.s‘,apph'cat'ion
through SAIC to return to work at Davis-Besse, WADE said’ hé did not remember
that specifically, "but we may have discussed it" (Exhibit 16, pp. 51-52).
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WADE reiterated thatM]ay off had nothing to do with the Raychem PCAQ.

WADE said, "I have no particular reason other than at the time that's the way

we done bus1ness That was a recommendation or a legitimate reason" when

asked why he chosewto be laid off (Exhibit 16 54). WADE said he
absolutely did not remember telling WALLACE to 1a)%ioff (Exhibit 16,

p. 55). WADE said id not remember WALLACE telTing WADE that WALLACE /
wanted to retain (Exhibijt p. 55). WADE said he also did Afl/
remember telling WALLACE .tha was to be laid off as soon nsmﬂ

was finished with"his paperwork (Exhibit 16, p. 55). )

On July 27, 1988, RAMSETT was interviewed by NRC:0I. RAMSETT stated that he
has been in the nuclear industry for 28 years, 20 of which were in the QA

field. RAMSETT stated he began employment at Davis-Besse in November 1985 as
the Director of QA (Exh1b1t 18, P. 3). RAMSETT said in the spring of 1986 he
hired WADE as a senior engineer in the quality systems department (Exhibit 18,

p. 4

RAMSETT stated that after, se, Jie was displeased with
the performance ORI iy . | RAMSETT stated that his
displeasure stemmed from his percept1on that the QC department was "loose. By
loose I mean it was the manner in how the inspectors were assigned work, how
they were documenting their work, and what constituted acceptab1e vork when
the job was complete" (Exhibit 18 p. 5).

he armved at Dayvis-Be

RAMSETT said he vaguely rememb eting with : B in October
1986 to discuss the PCAQ that%rote -on {EEAL L RAMSETT said
that after the meeting, he felt he did not have a clear understandi

what the problems were (Exhibit 18, p. 9). RAMSETT then rev1ewem
memorandum of# SN and stated that after he received a copy ©
this mem d was not clear in his mind what the differences were

between and WADE. RAMSETT said that he then researched the problem
to better understand the differences (Exhibit 18, p. 10).

"RAMSETT stated th ILLIAMS had inquired as to what the differences e
between WADE and %) since WILLIAMS had also received a copy oﬂ%
memorandum. RAMSETT stated that after he conducted his research into the
matter, he informed WILLIAMS of the same information he documented in the
Octcl)?§r‘ 29, 1986, memorandum RAMSETT sent to WADE (Exhibit 17; Exhibit 18,

P. .

RAMSETT said that his research of the matter concluded that%acted -
properly when he initiated a PCAQ regarding the unsatisfactory condition / &
documented in QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 (Exhibit 17; Exhibit 18, p. 12).

RAMSETT further concluded that WADE's response conta1ned "errors" (Exhibit 18,

p. 12). RAMSETT also stated that his research into the matter did not

identify who took the PCAQ to HARRIS for invalidation (Exhibit 18, pp. 12-13).

RAMSETT stated that WADE's response to the October 29, 1986, memorandum was,
"he (WADE) needed further explanation as to what I meant on certain areas,
such as, 'your letter tgii R idated October 9, 1986, was inadequate
and erroneous in responding to WA i concerns'" (Exh1b1t 18, p. 14).

‘RAMSETT explained that he found that‘ ADE had erropeously cited a revision
to the procedure that was not in effect at the t1m%wrote the PCAQ
(Exhibit 18, p. 15). ‘
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Regarding lay offs, RAMSETT stated that he was not directly involved in the
process. RAMSETT said the QC supervisor is "responsible to make sure that
we have a proper number of inspectors to cover any maintenance work or
modification work at any particular time" (Exhibit 18, p. 16).

RAMSETT opined that based on his experience, a QC supervisor would determine
which QC dinspectors would be laid off from the input supplied by the lead

QC inspectors, because the leads would be the most familiar with each QC
inspector's work on a day-to-day basis (Exhibit 18, p. 17). RAMSETT said that
during 1986, he believed that the following number of QC inspectors were laid
off: five in August and September, seven in October, four in November, and
about 20 in December (Exhibit 18, p. 18). RAMSETT further stated that he was

. unawar thaWwas certified jp.more that one discipline and that
lﬁg;ea ad requested tha%not be Taid off (Exhibit 18,
pp. 18-19).

RAMSETT said that aftem_was notified that he was laid offm.came /lC/
to RAMSETT's office "and we talked, and--talked about what had transpired.

I toldfhimthat I thought the work:hé had done here was good. If there is
a---sometime in the future when we'd™need additional work, we certainly would

not hesitate calling on[himias well as anyone else" (Exhibit 18, p. 19).

RAMSETT said that he then gav%, a copy of the memorandum dated .
October 29, 1986, from RAMSETT to WADE, and "he appreciated that" (Exhibit 18,

e 19). RAMSETT did not remember or did not have any knowledge about telling
; B give a copy of the memorandum to Elmer BAIN of SAIC (Exhibit 18,

p. 20). RAMSETT said that Davis-Besse did put out bids for contracts regarding
consultant firms who supplied QC inspectors (Exhibit 18, pp. 21-25). RAMSETT
also stated that according to his recollection, some SAIC people remained at
Davis-Besse, but that they were not electrical inspectors, they were involved
in fire protection (Exhibit 18, p. 25).

On July 27, 1988, Mary E. O'REILLY, attorney for TECo, fulfilled a request
by NRC:01 by providing a 1ist of all SAIC employees who had been laid off

or otherwise terminated from Davis-Besse between September-December 1986
(Exhibit 19). O'REILLY also provided organizational charts for the
Davis-Besse QA/QC department for September through November 1986 (Exhibit 3).

The 1ist of SAIC emplc who left Davis-esse indicates tha
left before; vas laid S b L

The organizational charts showed that as of. September 15, 1986,& 7C4
was in the QC electrical group along with five other inspectors, of which
only one was not an SAIC consultant (Exhibit 3). The October 15, 1986,
i : d the QC electrical group still had six inspectors;
A% IR 20 1eft Davis-Besse and was replaced
by a WAN Y. (Exhibit 3). The October 31, 1986,
organizatio )SE the QC electrical group contained
only five inspectors, reﬂectin,Wbeing Taid off (Exhibit 3). The
November 18, 1986, organizational ‘chart showed that the QC_electrical

group was bich io six inspectors, with an inspector namedm

replacing T (Exhibit 3).

G
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SElilG BAILEY said that SlsNeeEsRRaE < igned his position at Dayis-Besse
on September 19, 1986. BAILEY said that according to her records ,&was

On August 4, 1988, Susan BAILEY was interviewed by NRC:0I. BAILEY said she

has been employed as the office manager for SAIC since September 1985. BAILEY

said that one of the functions of SAIC is to,prov1deAconsu1tants_\or -ositions

at ver plants. BAILEY said that{ i SR NS
”'j : .}ij BAI_EY»stated that er recor-s~. .'

oty e
-

that SAIC did nbt‘rece1ve‘any evaluat1ons“regard1ng'the'work performance of
any of the consuItants supp11ed to Davis-Besse (Exh1b1t 20).

AILEEI iﬁ id. ithst

B was 1aid off by Davis- Besse o

BAILEY sa1d that {d
resume to SAIC in the past, bu

Sl

the first SAIC consu]tant involuntarily separated from Dav1s-Besse in the
mid-1985 to late 1986 time period (Exhibit 20).

BAILEY stated that the other SAIC consultants who left the QC department at
Davis-Besse in the 1985-1986 timeframe were (Exhibit 20):

SAIC QC REASON FOR DATE INSPECTOR

BAILEY said that of the_ahgye
QC electrical group as @
1987. BAILEY said that 3
BAILEY further said tha el

(Exhibit 20).
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QC inspectors,

INSPECTOR - LEAVING SITE LEFT SITE
Resigned 11/14/86
Laid Off 11/14/86
Laid Off 11/15/86
Laid Off 12/05/86
Laid Off 12/15/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off . 12/19/86
Lajd Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/19/86
Laid Off 12/23/86
Laid Off 12/23/86
Laid Off 12/23/86

m} who worked in the same

B returned to Davis-Besse through SAIC in October
4 returned to Davis-Besse on November 2, 1987,

25

B returned to the plant on June 1, 1987
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BAILEY said that the following SAIC consultants either were laid off after
1986 or were offered direct employment by TECo (Exhibit 20):

SAIC QC QC DISCIPLINE EMPLOYMENT STATUS —
INSPECTOR A CERTIFIED .. WITH DAVIS-BESSE '

L

Went direct with TECo

Hent direct with TECo

Laid off 03/87

Went direct with TECo

Laid off 05/88, resumed 08/88
Resigned 02/88 ’761»
Went direct with TECo
Resigned 03/88

Resigned 09/87

Went direct with TECo
Resigned 05/87

Resigned 02/88, resumed 08/88.
} Resigned 08/87

BAILEY stated that on 0ctober 21 and again on December 2, 1987, SAIC forwarded

W_apphcat 0 Tong with other SAIC consultants' packages, to
Davis-Besse for ositions. BAILEY stated the packages were
sent directly to QC supervisor, Davis-Besse. BAILEY said that according
to her records, Bevas not offered a position at Davis-Besse in response
to his.application (Exhibit 20). BAILEY said that_included in the October 21,
1987, package were seven consultants, includin who*applied for
positions at Davis-Besse. Of these, one inspector, HENDRIX, was hired for

.N--_§hat in the
NP appl ied for
positions. BAILEY said that two QC inspectors, ..,“wgsg; TN were offered
employment, but only after they signed on with a differen consu1t1ng firm
(Exhibit 20)

a maintenance position (Exh1b1t 20). BAILEY further 1
December 2, 1987, package, six consultants, including

Willfulness/Intent

Lan, N v.,:’ found an unsatisfactory condition while conducting
an 1nspect10n on/electrical connections and wrote a PCAQ. The PCAQ was
subsequent]y invalidated by HARRIS at the request of an unknown supervisor
in QC (Exhibit 4, p. 263 Exhibit 5; Exhibit 6; Exhibit 14, p. 14). The QA
Director, former QC supervisor, 18C lead Wctor, and the former C/
electrical lead QC inspector stated that| W as correct and justified /1
to write the PCAQ (Exhibit 11, p. 14; Exhibit 12, p. 24; Exhibit 13, p. 103
Exhibit 17). :

WADE replaced RHODES as QC supervisor in September 1986 and met W1thgiia!!iw
to try and resolve the unsat1w condition cited in QC Checklist™

No. 86-E-42 DE requested to respond in writing to clarify his
concerns. M wrote a memorandum outlining his concerns and sent copies

" to RAMSETT, the QA Director, and WILLIAMS, TECo Senior Vice President, Nuclear
(Exhibit 3; Exhibit 4, pp. 34-36; Exhibit 8; Exhibit 9).
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SR 'memora%umented that in July 1986, WADE discussed the PCAQ
ith.RHODES and M. took the PCAQ to have it reviewed, and then informed
BB that the PCAQ was not going to be issued (Exhibit 9) WADE did not

refute this information; rather, he said he did not recall this discussion

(Exhibit 16, p. 32).

Sometime after July 1986 and prior to approximately October 20, 1986, WADE
had asked the lead QC inspectors for a layoff 1ist. WADE had requested the
leads to recommend the order of layoffs for the contract personnel and which
QC inspectors should be kept for additional work. WALLACE submitted a layoff
1ist to WADE and indicat%‘was one of the inspectors he wanted to
retain (Exhibit 11, pp. 22-25; Exhibit 13, p. 17).

On or about r 15, 1986, RS NSRRI, memorandum was
placed on desk with a note ‘Eﬁ% sa1d, e did _you really send
this to the" 1rai? (signed) Lou" (Exhibit 4, p. 4Z; Exhibjt. 9) Also at
about this time, WADE instructed WALLACE that he wanted @I to be laid
off as soon as feasible, (Exhibit 11, p. 25; Exhibit 13, p. . On or about
October 29, 1986 ﬁmet with RAMSETT and RAMSETT prov1d a copy of a
memorandum, No. HE 86-100, from RAMSETT E stating tha BRNINEEW! was

correct in a ting to write a PCAQ o ang.inat | ADE had
responded inadequately and error?eous'ly regard’l\ng I concerns
(Exh1b1t 4, pp. 48-49; Exhibit 17; Exhibit 18, p. 19)

Contrary to 1nfor‘mat1on received from TECo AWNEMINNas the ,f1rs,t AIC employee
laid off (Exhibit 103 Exhibit 19; Exhibit 20). NN were not
SAIC employees, andWr‘esmned Within 18-days af te ¥R was 1aid
off in a reduction ih.force , ,'ni‘ in the QC e1ectr1ca1 group was
il RARE (Exhibit 3; Exhibit 19; Exhibit 20).

On October 21 and again n_‘December 2, 1987 mapphed to return to
Davis= SCDNECE This apphca jon was sent directly to WADE

an was not GTfered-a position (Exhibif.20). A1l of the ot IC qC
inspectors in the QC electrical group with it the time oT 8 lay
off were Taid off at a later date and subsequently rehired as consultants or /)L

hired as direct employees of TECo (Exhibit 20).

Agent's Conclusion

The NRC:0I investigation concluded thatmwas improperly terminated after
WADE implemented a "one man" reduction in force agams%

Evidence developed during this investigation was not sufficient tg.demonstrate
any management inyplyement regarding the improper termination of (URRSRR
extended beyond a second 1ine supervisor. ’
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Exhibit

No.

1

~N Oy O AW

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19

20

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Description

NRC memorandum from A. Bert DAVIS to Eugene T. Pawlik dated
June 21, 1988,

NRC memorandum from J. W. McCORMICK-BARGER to File dated
June 19, 1988.

Organization Charts of Davis-Besse QA/QC Department.

AN dated July 12, 1988.

QC Checklist No. 86-E-421 dated July 10, 1986.

Ll .

October 8, 1986,

TECo memorandum No. HB 860835 from L. WADE tokiiiRiDRRANER.
October 9, 1986. ‘ )

Memorandum fromm L. WADE e-,h i

Letter from Louis R. WADE to To Whom It May Concern dated
October 28, 1986.

Statement of Robert W. WALLACE dated July 13, 1988,
Statement of Donald L. RHODES dated July 13, 1988.
Statement of Richard JAROSI dated July 14, 1988.
Statement of Donald J. HARRIS dated July 21, 1988.
Statement of Charles DAFT dated July 21, 1988,

“Statement of Louis WADE dated July 21, 1988.

TECo memorandum No. HE 86-100 from L. 0. RAMSETT to L. R. WADE

‘dated October 29, 1986.

Statement of Loren 0. RAMSETT dated dJuly 27, 1988.

Memo from S. M, ZUNK to M, E. O'REILLY dated July 21, 1988,
containing a 1ist of SAIC employees laid off or who resigned
from Davis-Besse between September and December 1986,

Report of Interview with Susan BAILEY dated August 4, 1988.
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Exhibit

No.

21
22

Description
R 2 ted August 25, 1988, 177

Report of Interview with {ERESIEEIINS

PCAQ No. Q-86-0492 dated October 12, 1986.
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