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U/
Hr. Victor Stello, Jr. CCCKETED

Director U3NACff, ,

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
JUN 171930 > g~

-

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission ~~

Washington, D.C. 20555 pmg m

Dear Mr. Stello: &e
.a

On May 27, 1980, Citizens Concerned About Nu ower,
Inc. and Citizens for Equitable Utilities sent a telegram
to you with a copy to the Office of the Executive Legal
Director requesting the Nuclear Regulatory Commission convene
a public hearing on its Order To Show Cause (Effective Imme- '

diately) dated April 30, 1980 and directed at Houston Lighting
and Power, licensee for the South Texas Nuclear Project |
(Docket Nos. 50-498 and 50-499). The Order provided that j
the " licensee or any other person whose interest may be -

-

affected by this Order may request a hearing within twenty-
five days of this Order." As the 25th day was May 25, a
Sunday, and as May 26 was a holiday, CCANP and CEU understand
May 27, the date of the telegraphed request, to be the last
day for such a request and submitted this request accordingly.

As supportive evidence for this request, CCANP and CEU
offer the followins:

1. The violations found in the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion investigation of November, 1979 through February, 1980
are not isolated events but rather part of a consistent and
disturbing pattern. The notification letter from the NRC to
Houston Lighting and Power stated: "The deficiencies in the
Brown and Root program were so extensive that they should
have been readily detected."

2. A major area of violation was the Quality Assurance /
;

Quality Control program. This program is sLpposed to assure 1

the plant is properly built. A failure in this program could
produce a plant which is a potential threat to the health and
safety of both those working within the plant and the general
public. The Order to Show Cause (Effective Immediately)
states: l

"The allegations of harrassment, intimidation, and !
lack of support of QC inspectors were substantiated |
during the investigation and demonstrate shortcomings
in the management or poor management attitude and
practices at the STP. Further, the results of the l
investigation establish that the OA/QC orocram at
the South Texas Project is deficient and does not
meet the standards recuired to assure that STP will l

be constructed to NRC requirHents. (Order, page 9; l
Ephasis added) - O

\
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3. While the NRC investigation uncovered harrassment and
intimidation of inspectors during late 1979, there is evidence
available that this condition has existed over the past
three years. A Brown and Root Interoffice Memo dated July
27, 1977 discusses the investigation of an incident in which
a construction worker assaulted a Quality Control inspector.
This memo is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". The memo states
in part:

"It was discovered durin'g both investigations [ Brown
and Root and NRC] that there existed an inordinate
amount of friction between the Construction Concrete
craft and Civil QC. Our main concern and the...

NRC's is inspector intimidation and wnether because
g i ntTmi d a t i on that the inspectors would overlook
quality aspects of the job. If the friction is...

allowed to contiE e, however, it is falt that it
could affect the quality of the work." (emphasis
added)

The Memo goes on to outline the steps that will be taken
to " eliminate" the friction between construction and inspec-
tion.

4. Again in 19/8, the same problems arose. As noted in fthe Order (page 2), an investigation in July, 1978 looked
into such matters as "QC inspectors were not given adequate
support; upper management was inaccessible, and construction
personnel placed undue pressure on QC inspectors." While the
allegations were not substantiated this time, the investigation
found " low morale of some QA/QC Civil inspectors and some
weaknesses in the Civil QA program." The investigation led to
a special meeting between Region IV management and licensee's
corporate management en August 15, 1978 and a second meeting
between Region IV management and Brown and Root management on ;

iSeptember 15, 1978.

5. Other investigations in 1978 and 1979 also focussed
either directly on QA/QC problems or incidents indicating an
absence of an effective QA/QC program, such as falsification
of witness marks on cadwelded rebar. i

6. CCANP and CEU call attention to the last line quoted
above from the Brown and Root memorandum of 1977, to wit: 'If -the friction is allowed to continue, however, it is felt that
it could affect the quaTity of the work." (emphasis added)
This conclusion is closely paralleled in the NRC Investigative jReport of 1979-1980. Following the summaries of confirmedallegations regarding intimidation of inspectors, the NRC
investigators said:

"The working environment created by this incident is
not conducive to proper performance of the QC in-
spectors. If allowed to continue, such a work
environment 7as the potential for permitting relevant

-
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deficiencies to go uncorrected." (Found after alle-
gations 1, 2, 10, 2A, 3A, and 4A). (emphasis added)

7. As noted above and as found in Appendix 1 to the
Investigative Report charges of intimidation were investigated
in August, 1979; .h: 1 y . 1978; May, 1978; and July, 1977.
While the charges were not always substantiated, there is
substantial evidence that a work environment which the NRC
now says "has the potential for permitting relevant deficien-
cies to go uncorrected" existed for the past three years. )There is a high probability that the " potential" feared by !

the NRC is in fact already a reality. While the use of the
phrase "if allowed to continue" creates an ambiguity as .to l

how long is long enough, CCANP and CEV conclude that the
appearance of this phrase over a three year period during
which more than fifty percent of this plant was constructed
is long enough.

A normal human being placed under conditions of constant
verbal abuse, harrassment, intimidation, and in at least one
case actual physical assault and further finding himself or

l
herself without support or redress at higher levels of manage- '

ment will escape such conditions by quitting, will confront
such conditions and risk losing employment, or will begin
avoiding such conditions by not doing the inspections in a
meaningful manner.

The very high turnover rate of inspectors noted in the
Investigative Report (pages 84-86) is evidence that some
inspectors took the first option of quitting or the second
option of confrontation resulting in transfer or termination.
Among the Mechanical /NDE i.1spectors, the NRC found that twenty
of the twenty seven inspectors were replaced between February
1, 1979 and November 30, 1979. Even as the NRC staff were
preparing to report to the Commission on this investigation,
these terminations were continuing in a manner which had all
the appearance of abuse aimed at inspectors. Specifically,
on March 27, 1980, Brown and Root fired five mechanical
inspectors on what some of the inspectors said were trumped
up charges. All five were rehired two days later. Fcur of
the inspectors then quit. Three weeks later two of the remaining
seven inspectors were fired, so that only one of the original
twenty seven remained on site as of May 15, 1980. ,

The remarks of one of the inspectors fired this March I

show that c o n t ra ry to the licensee's position that these
matters are already being addressed and corrected, the same
conditions which existed in 1977, 1978, and 1979 and which
led to the Order still exist. In conversation with an Inter- |
Venor representative, the inspector said that three weeks '

prior to being fired, a new supervisor was placed over him.
He went to the supervisor to report that there were not
enough inspectors to cover all the construction work recuir-
ing inspections. The new supervisor told the inspector not

.
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to worry about it. The inspector did worry about it to
the extent af writing a memorandum to management regarding
the shortage of inspectors. For writing the memorandum, the
inspector was talled in by management and told he had a bad
attitude. Three weeks later, he was fired. The i..,pector in
question was on the job since 1977 and considered himself ill
treated and unjustly fired. He also expressed his feeling
that management tried to coerce a statement from him that
he had seen no construction deficiencies that would endanger
the public. In return for such a statement, Brown and Root
would clear his record of the charges (charges the inspector
denies) and provide a good recommendation if the inspector :

,

chose to seek work elsewhere. .

This behavior on the part of the contractor was still
going on just one month before the Commission received its
report from the staff. This rough treatment of an inspector
with such a long tenure cannot be lost on the remaining
inspectors who might be tempted to have a " bad attitude".

Other inspectors may well have taken the option of " going
along to get along" by not reporting deficiencies. As noted
in point 5 above, NRC investigators previously found cadweld
witness marks being/e jobopenly f alsified af ter welding. Apparently,the inspectors whos it was to inspect the shooting of
these welds did not perform their function. (Note: There is
no record of any NRC investigation to determine how many
witness marks were falsified nor how many such welds may be
integrated into existing structures even though the NRC
investigators actually saw this falsification taking place.) |The Investigative Report provides further evidence that
some deficiencies were not reported. "During discussions with
QC inspectors, several commented that they were sometimes
thwarted in their efforts to issue an NCR [a Non Conformance
Report documenting an item not in compliance with designs, .

specifications, or procedures], that the NCR would be ' blocked' |by a supervisor; usually someone higher than their immediate
i

supervisor. (page 89).
In the Notice of Violation, page 2, states:

" Documented evidence obtained during the investigation |
indicated a continuing trend on the part of civil
quality control inspectors to assume the position
that it is easier (less pressure, harrassment, and
threats) to just sign the quality control documents
which are necessary for construction to proceed,
even though the procedural or specification require-
ments may not have been fullv met, than to be con-
fronted by quality control and/or construction ma-
nagement."

8. The evidence clearly points to a deit:ient quality
assurance program. The bad backfill work, the voids in the
concrete, the defective welding, the failure to follow proper
procedures, and the constant repetition of the same problems

,

.
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are clear indicators that quality has not been assured since
major project - work began. If the backfill was not done
correctly, if the concrete containment walls were riddled

'

j with voids, and if the welding was not properly executed, it
'

would seem that every major item of construction to date has
i been carried out in a faulty manner.. This fact alone is ,

prima facie evidence of a collapse of the quality control :

functions during the life of this plant.
i

As supportive argument for the above stated request for
; the public hearing, CCANP and CEU offer the following:

1. The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board admitted CCANP
and CEU as Intervenors in the operating license proceedings,

; for Docket Numbers 50-498 and 50-499.

2. For two years, CCANP and CEU without paid staff have
devoted hundreds of hours and thousands of dollars to reviewingi

'

thousands of pages of construction records, to interviewing
various individuals with knowledge about the construction of
the South Texas Project, and to preparing hundreds of pages,

of formal submissiops to the ASLB.
3. Among the contentions submitted to the ASLB in August,

1978 and accepted by the ASLB for argument on August 3, 1979
are matters directly addressed by the recent NRC Investigative
Report and Order to Show Cause. Specifically, CCANP and CEV

. have the following contention pending befora the ASLB:
) " Quality Control as per the requirements of 10 CFR

Part 50, Appendix B, in particular Sections III and
IX, has not been complied with, because there...

has been and continues to be assaults on the Appli-
cants' quality control inspectors, continual threats
of bodily harm to those inspectors, firing of inspec-
tors, and other acts constituting a pattern of,

behavior designed to intimidate the inspectors. As!

. d result of the intimidations, Certain inspections
I were never done because the inspectors decided to
j play cards over a period of four months rather than
; risk their safety on the plant grounds."

The Order to Show Cause dated April 30, 1980 states:
"The allegations of harassment, i ntimidation and lack {

* ,

'

of support of QC inspectors were substantiated during
the investigation and demonstrate shortcomings in

! the management or poor management attitude and prac-'

tices at the STP. Further, the results of the inves-
tigation establish that the QA/QC program at the
South Texas Project is deficient and does not meet

' the standards required to assure the STP will be
constructed to.NRC requirements.",

;

i

.
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Thus, two years before the NRC fi.aing, CCANP had raised
the very same issue in the licens'.g proceeding. CCANP and
CEU assert that the timing of the contention itself constitutes
at the very least a serious indication that the conditions
the NRC found in 1979-1980 have ' existed over a much longer
time period.

4. While the recent NRC findings clearly are relevant to
the ASLB proceedings, the Order shows a curious insensitivity
to this proceeding. Copies of the Investigative Report and
the Order to Show Cause were not routinely sent to the ASLB
and the Intervenors. Instead, they were sent to the ASLB and
the Intervenors by the NRC counsel for the licensing process
with a cover letter dated May 13, 1980, two weeks afterissuance. While Marbie Hill may indicate that parties other
than the licensees have obstacles to arguing successfully for
a public hearing, tne request in Marble Hill was not from
intervenors and was not based on the direct relationship
between a pending contention before a licensing board and the
proceeding for' which the hearing was requested. Furthermore,
the possibility of such a hearing being granted in the current
circumstances is f ar from foreclosed by the previous rulings of
the Commission. Gifen the extensive work at great personal
sacrifice that the Intervenors have put into the licensing
proceeding, CCANP and CEV consider the f ailure of the NRC to
immediately send copies of the Order and related documents to
the Intervenors as contrary to the public interest. Further,
the delay in Intervenors receiving these documents created
unnecessary pressures on Intervenors in examining and analyzing
these documents and preparing this response.

5. More disturbing is the part of the Order found on page I

!. 16 in which the licensee is ordered to assure that the Brown !
and Root brochure be rescinded and the " associated video tape )... be destroyed or revised." (emphasis added) To ignore the 4

ASLB and Intervenors is one thing. To order possible evidence
pertinent to the licensing proceeding to be destroyed clearly
indicates a f ailure to properly include consideration of the
ASLB and the parties to the licensing proceedings in the
decision making process of the Order.

6. Not having the public hearing will adversely affect
the ability of the ASLB to evaluate this proj ect and the
ability of Intervenors -to suDoort their contentions beforef

the ASLB. , As CCANP and CEU understand the public hearing,
the NRC would produce the actual witnesses and sworn statements
which formed the basis of the Order to Show Cause. Such
evidence is invaluable not only as contrasted to paraphrased
statements of unidentified individuals but also as of f eri n g
Intervenors an opportunity to gather additional testimony
from said witnesses.'To deny the reouest for a public hearing

|
=|
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would be to deny existing evidence and potential evidence ,t_o
the Intervenors and by so doing deny such evidence to the
ASLB. With a rapid turno7er rata at the plant and a maIE
reduction in force already under way, there is every chance
that these witnesses will be unavailable for future discovery.
Intervenors haVe no doubt that Brown and Root has the capability
of identifying most of the witnesses in the Investigative
Report. There will be every incentive to have the witnesses
removed from the job site as expeditiously as possible, though
in a manner designed to keep the NRC from responding adversely
to such removals. Only the Intervenors will be denied these
identities.

7. Finally as regards the ASLB proceedings, 'he basict

approach of the NRC Order to Show Cause is that problems to
date will be corrected by future reform and the project will
then go forward. CCANP and CEU object most strenously to
this approach. Such a decision by the NRC at this time would
be a de facto resolution of the very contention CCANP and
CEU are arguing before the ASLB. The NRC will then have placed
the Applicants in the position of going to the ASLB hearing
on this contention and pointing to compliance with the Order
as evidence the con <tention should be dismissed. While such a
representation may not be upheld by the Board, the Intervenors
would certainly be placed in a most difficult position com-
pounded by having been denied the evidentiary basis for the
NRC actions in the Order to Show Cause.

Relevant to this concern are the remarks of a member of
the San Antonio City Council on May 27, 1980. At a special
meeting of the City Council called to decide whether the City
of San Antonio would request the NRC to convene 3 public
hearing on this Order, the councilman in question stated that
there was no need for the hearing in that Houston Lighting
and Power was going to admit all findings and agree to all
recommendations of the NRC. He went on to state that at the
conclusion of the activities prompted by the Order, the plant
would then have a clean bill of health for the construction
to date and be ready to proceed to completion. While this
argument may not express the thinking of the NRC, the argument
will be widely used to gather public support for continuation i
of the project.

i
The absence of a public hearing will mean that the NRC

and Houston Lighting and Power will conduct an "in house" <

proceeding. This proceeding will give the appearance of having |resolved an issue which was to be decided in the licensing
process, a process open t.o public participation and scrutiny.
While this may be convenient for Houston Lighting and Power,
such a procedure makes a mock e ry of the licensing process.

Furthermore, the denial of a public hearing will deny the
Intervenors the opportunity to evaluate the evidence and
testimony directly, to correlate the people and incidents
involved in this investigation with prior information, and to

.
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be thoroughly prepared to answer the Applicants future argument
that this contention has been resolved.

8. The Notice of Violation (page 2) states: "no items of
major safety significance were found which related to the
above findings, but the potential for future problems is
great unless corrective action is taken." This statement is
found in the same paragraph as the sentence quoted earlier,
to-wit:

" Documented evidence obtained during the investigation
indicated a continuing trend on the part of civil
quality control inspectors to assume the position
that it is easier (less pressure, harrass' ment, and
threats) to just sign the quality control documents
which are nece s s a ry for construction to proceed, 1

even though the procedural or specification require-
ments may not have been fully met, than to be con-
fronted by quality control and/or construction ma-
nagement." |

The basis for the investigative finding that there were |
"no items of major safety significance" found seems to be
that none of the admitted to being part of the" continuing trend" pnspectorsnoted in the same paragraph, at least
where items of major safety significance were concerned. But
as CCANP and CEU understand existing laws, an inspector who
knowingly failed to report a deficiency is subject to sub-
stantial civil penalties. It is not surprising that inspectors '

interviewed declined to incriminate themselves. Furthermore,
the investigators did not question those who have left the
job site during the past three years.

While not volunteering incriminating information, however,
the inspectors did tell the investigator: all the investigators
needed to know to create a substantial doubt as to the safety
of construction during the past three years. This substantial
doubt is created by precisely the conditions found by the
investigators. The Notice of Violation states: "the potential
for future problems is great unless corrective action is
taken." (emphasis added) Given the evidence of these conditions
existing for three years, the conclusion could just as easily
have been retroactive, i.e. that unreported and undiscovered
problems are likely to exist now given the working conditions
over the past three years and the known responses of the
inspectors to those conditions.

! The Order notes the prior history of similar problems and
I refers to "past allegations of a similar nature and repeated

failures on the part of both HL&P and B&R to effectively |
correct poor construction practices." (page 8) Yet, the Order |

| then treats the November, 1979 through February, 1980 inves-
tigative findings as somehow separate from this history. The
problems found in the recent investigation are treated as |

correctable by particular reforms. After such corrections,

.
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the Order obviously contemplates resumption of construction.

9. The NRC has chosen not to revoke the construction
permit. The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, however, may
well conclude that the substantia'l doubt necessary for denial
of the operating license exists despite NRC corrective actions.
But the project will have gone forward and more millions of
dollars will have been spent. Economic damages will then be
increased and potential recovery made more difficult. The
burden of determining the future of this plant should not
await mid-1982 or whenever the ASLB does finally hold its
hearings. The evidence is already available to take conclusive
action now. -

Conditions which both Brown and Root and the NRC admit
could result in unreported and undiscovered deficiencies are
documented as existing over a three year period. Most of the
inspectors who might have overlooked such deficiencies have
long since left the job site for parts unknown. Even if all
inspectors who worked at the South Texas Nuclear Project
could be located, their memories of events two or three years
ago would be questionable. We are thus already in the situation
which the NRC fears would be created at some future date.

The Commission should take appropriate action now rather
than placing the burden on the ASLB or others. The only
appropriate action responsive to the long history of abuse
is revocation of the construction license. The Commission is
the appropriate body to take this action as they are legally
charged with protection of the public health and safety and
provided with the power to take whatever action is necessary
to achieve that purpose, including calling a halt to a project
known nationally as a scandal. The public hearing should
address, among other issues, whether the NRC Order is suffi-
cient to address the investigative findings and other evidence
available regarding the construction of this plant to date.

10. While CCANP and CEU are aware of the avenue for future
action available in 10 CFR 2.206, CCANP and CEV believe the
evidence gathered to date and available through the public
hearing will make a 2.206 action u n n e c e s s a ry . Further, a
2.206 action would not necessarily lead to production of the
witnesses and evidence to be provided at the public hearing.
And finally, if the Commission does not see fit to revoke the
construction license based on what is already known, a dental
of a 2.206 request- seems likely. The initiator of such an
action would then have recourse to the Court of Appeals and
then the Supreme Court. Recourse to the court system wou dl

involve an oppressive financial burden on the initiators wi'
no legal provision for recovery even if successful. WHi
this economic obstacle is not necessarily an issue it th_
context of the request for a public hearing, the obs' :le is

.
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still a reality. More importantly, by requiring recourse to
the courts, the Commission would have passed its opportunity
to fully discharge its duties and again left conclusiveaction up to some other entity.

|
1

11. There are other broader reasons that a public hearing
should be called. The public is entitled to a full airing of ;

,

all relevant information regarding the safety of the nuclear
,

plant. Such an airing permits the public to assess the risks !they are being asked to live with and to assess, where |relevant, whether their public dollars should continue to be '

invested in this project.
In the case of this particular Order, the ef.fect will

almost certainly be a delay in the project and a cost increase.
The evidence available from the NRC is a source for properly
determining liability for this delay and the additional
costs. Should this project result in litigation for recovery
of some or all of the monies expended to date, the evidence
now available from the NRC would be invaluable to thoseattempting recovery. The workers now being laid off will not
stay around to see what happens and gathering their full
testimony will become harder with each passing day.

If the e vi d e n d'e gathered to date does threaten the |operating license, the public should be aware of that fact.
Only by hearing and assessing all the evidence can such an
evaluation be made.

!Without a public hearing, the public is asked to believe
!that the very entity, Houston Lighting and Power, which |created or allowed to be created all the problems to date, can

be trusted to continue the project.
i

12. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is an administrative '

body, not a judicial body. As such, the NRC has broad discre- I

tionary authority to grant the requests.1 public hearing. To l
deny such a hearing on narrow grounds would only be hiding i
behind a technicality. CCANP and CEV believe the ultimate
viability and safety of this project is already compromised |

beyond redemption. CCANP and CEU urge the NRC to grant this >

request for a public hearing. !
|

Summary Remarks

From the Order to Show Cause and the Investigative Report
upon which that Order was based, it is clear that the NRC
inspectors and investigator discovered evidence supporting
either directly or indirectly contentions Intervenors have I

pending before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.
The Investigative Report, however, provides paraphrased |statements of unidentified inspectors. Intervenors are thus '

not given access to the identities, tSe sworn statements, or ;

1
1
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any further evidence that these witnesses might provide for
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board hearings. Not to hold
the public hearing would thereby injure Intervenor efforts
to present a comprehensive case to the ASLB regarding their
contentions and result in the denial of evidence to the ASLB.

Furthermore, for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to act
without a public hearing would be to act only on the evidence
presented by the inspectors and the investigator involved i n
this particular investigation. Such an approach would deny
the Commission evidence availabl2 from other sources, such
as ourselves, relating to the same concerns.

To follow the approach suggested in the Order would be an
unwarranted intrusion into the licensing process without
providing adequate opportunity for either the licensing board
or the Intervenors to participate.

The actions proposed in the Order do not adequately
address the seriousness of the findings in this and previous
investigations. ,

'

The public living with this project and paying' for this
project is entitled to know everything there is to know about
this project.

The NRC has the authority necessary to grant this request.

CCANP and CEU are unfamiliar with the rules for public
hearings of the type requested herein, but i f the public
and/or Intervenors are allowed to present evidence at such a
hearing, CCANP and CEU wish to be afforded that opportunity
and said opportunity is hereby requested.

Additionally, if it is permissible for CCANP and CEU
to question witnesses and/or enter into dialogue with the
Commission, then CCANP and CEV would also like to participate
in this manner and such participation is hereby requested.

I look forward to your response.

For Citizens Concerned About
Nuclear Power, Inc. and
Citizens for Equitable
Utilities,

W
! ann 9 Sinkin
Co-Coordinator
116 Villita
San Antonio, Texas 78205
(512) 226-2959

Office of the Executive Legal Director.. .

John F. Ahearne, Chairman, NRC
Victor Gilinsky, NRC
Richard T. Kennedy, NRC
Joseph M. Hendrie, NRC
Peter A. Bradford, NRC
Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
Dr. James C. Lamb, III, ASLB
Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke, ASLB
Henry J. McGurren, Esquire

.
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70: All QA/QC Personnel D CdtU #"
TE: July 27, 1977. .

1 em
| FRCH: T. P. Cardner b a JOB NO: 35-1197
i O

SUBJECT: Construction / Quality Assurance Interf acing
.

Recently we experienced an unfortunate incident in which one of our people was hurt.
This occurred during a confrontation between a craf t concrete foreman and a Civil
inspector over the support of a concrete pump slickline. Heated words were ex-
changed and the craft foreman grabbed the inspector's shirt and forced him down on
the reinforcing mat. he concrete foreman no longer works on the job and the in-
spector has now returned to work. As a result, an extens,1ve investigacior. was
conducted by B&R into the matter. In addition, the Nuclear Regulatory Commissien
became involved in a separate i.nvestigation of the incident.-

'

-
..

It was discovered during both investigations that there existed an inordinate amount
C of f riction between the Construction Concrete craf t and Civil QC. The HRC described.

the friction as a two-way street and'botn groups were at fault for the friction. OurM main concern and the NRC's is inspector intimidation and whether because of intimida-
tion thatg the inspectors would overlook quality aspects of the job. , le das determined
through interviews with the in,spectors that they do not accept any unacceptable con-

.. ,C . - ditic,np. .,J f spe, f r(etion4MlJowed to can.timp, howevqr it is felt that it could

Q N. / ' et f eet 'thuaItty R :Tf.eV.a'iki..r4,.. ,,.. . . f ./. -
C q

e,. - .g
. . <.7. . .

. . . . . . .. . .,, ..,r.,.,

The steps that follows have been'taken to eliminate the friction between the two
groups: .

*
*. 1. Requiring all personnel (Construction and QA/QC) to assums a professional

N and businesslille approach when in contact with each other.

(D 2. If it is apparent that either party is, becoming angry or beligerent in his
*

' attitude the other party shall immediately leave the area and report the'

problem to his supervisor. The supervisor shall iczmediately report the in-,

cident to the Site QC Supervisor'or the Project QA Manager.

3. Explain to both groups what each others responsibilities arc, i.e. , Construc-
tion is responsible for providing production, meeting schedules, and maintain-
ing quality; QA/QC is responsible for ensuring quality is maintained and is
obligated to report any deficiencies discosered during construction for
proper disposition.

4. Stressing that whatever the circumstances physical contact or verbal abuse
is never a solution and shall not be condec,od. '

The following practical cons'iderations will be found helpful 12 maintaining a profes- i
aional attitude on your part and in securing and maintaining a working reistionship ;

with interfacing organizations and individuals:
,

1. Attempt to tell Construction when they have done a good job. A cwntinuous
negative approach tends ,co precipitate a megetive attitude. -
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2. The approach to problems or discrepancies should be with the attitude
,t)at it is a.B&R problem, not a Construction, Engineering, and/or QA ' -- ' +' N... .

problem. As such, it is a shared concern. Use of the word, .''16.", willbe found helpful in promoting this attitude.
<

3. Try to avoid an impression of arrogance. The person (s) with whom you are
dealing should be assumed to be competent and in any case is entitled to
his own dignity as a human being. Talking down to him will not contribute

'
'to the problem solution. Use of the words, "MR.". "PLEASE", and "THANK YOU",

-

.

as appropriate,will assist you in this effort. ' Use of such words does not"
-

*

detract from your own position. *,

4. Try to take advantage of any opportunity to improve your own technical com--

petence.
-

.

All of the above items shall be used as guidelines foi all QA/QC personnel in theire association with Construction or any interfacing organization. *
,
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