REPORT OF INTERVIEW
WITH
FREDRICK JON BORST

BORST was interviewed by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Senior
Investigator Daniel R, Giet], Office of Investigations, Region IV, on
February 13, 1992, at Fort St. Vrain (FSY) nuclear power plant in Plattevile,
Colorado. BORST requested that Attorney Salie O'MALLEY with the law firwm of
KELLY, STANSFIELD, and O'DONNEL, be present during this interview as his
representative. This firm represents the Public Service Company of Colorads

(PSC). O'MALLEY attended this entire interview.

BORST stated he had been employed by PSC for 11 1/2 years and has been in his
present position as radiation protection manager since July 1, 199i. Prior to
that time, he was the nuclear training and support manager from late 1988

until his present position.

BORST was provided a copy of his statement dated April 22, 1991, to the
Department of Labor (DOL). BORST read this document, identified it as a
statement he gave to DOL and stated that it was an accurate representation,
except for one item. BORST noted that on the first page, it referenced that

there was a meeting on March

7, 1991, b n higself, Bi11 WOCDARD, Health
Meaith Physics Technician
(HPT); however, the meeting atrtuzlly took place On March 8, 1991. BORST

Physics (HP) Supervisor; and

stated he realized the error after he had talked to the DOL investigator and

had checked his calendar. BORST also identified a copy of 2 document

entit)ed, "Notes ©f Meeting held March 7, 1991," as a document he had prepared ‘/7(:,/
afte eparture from FSV. BORST noted that he had altered the

date to reflect the March 8, 1991, meeting and this was after checking his

calendar and after he presented a copy of these notes to the DOL investigator,

S —_—— BORST was given a copy of PSC interoffice memorandum, PPC-91-0239, and he
identified this as the document provided to the NRC investigator the day
before this interview. BORST was then shown a second copy of the same
memorandum that had notes written on it by Tim SCHLEIGER, Superintendent of
Chemistry Radiation Protection, and WOODARD that were additional commendation
notations. BORST explained that the copy that he provided to the NRC
investigator was from the document system, and the copy the NRC investigator
had was a copy that had been given to SCHLEIGER. BORST was asked if there was
any other personnel file other than the one presented to the NRC investigator
on Tuesday, February 10, 1992, which only reflected documents concerning the

DOL suit and a copy of BORST notes as to his March 8, 1991, meeting,
ifically, BOKST was asked for & copy of a copmendagion memo from WOODARD

Spec
tothated July 1990 that congratulate on being ¥ hard
orking and personable individual. BORST was advised this document had been
reviewed by the DOL investigator during the course of that investigation,

= MBORST stated that he is not familiar with that memorandum and had not been
able to locate it and did not know what kind of personnel file the DOL

investigator was talking about.

= I BORST wes. asked uwMad been terminated. BORST stated that
< .ad not been terminfted, only Applied Radiological Controls, Inc.
S ARC) could terminate one of their employees. BORST said he simply advised 0[ D
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ARC tha as no longer needed. BORET was asked why{w_ had
been lai¥ off. BORST stated that there were a few reasons, marily,
according to BORST, PSC was down sizing because of the uncertainties in
sending spent fuel to Idaho; therefore, they need lay off certain KPTs,
BORST was asked to specifically address why 2&1: selected as one of
ated that i1t is usuvally based on

the two technicians to be laid off, BORST
senfority, and had been selected to stay during an injtial cut.
BORST stated that he lafer chiged Mivind and decided to keep L

another contract HPT, and lay of f. BORST stated that “there wer
at came yp after this Snitial cut to cause him to change his
go and keepingm The reasons were:

(1) BORST stated that WOODARD reported thaMctutudo and morale
had been declining;

(2) BORST said{.‘ﬂtas complaining to his supervisor, WOODARD, that
with the néw contract, the HPTs were making the same salary as he was,
and he ([l felt he should make more because he had been there
longer;

(3) BORST sah{(m did not feel that the contract HPTs were .treated
like the PMC HPTs as to overtime, BORST stated thath .
correct and that was due to the labor agreement, Management must offer
the PSC HPTs the overtime first, and if they don't want it, then it can

be given to contract HPTs;

several things
mind in lettin

(4) BORST stated that his personal observation was tha
declining in morale and attitude and that he found
with WOODARD on this point. Further, BORST noted that s more
volatile, having mood swings from being very happy to very
this was a different attitude than previously exhibited by

(5) BORST stated that he also observedu perfominu -
a very hard working individual that did a good Jjob;

(6) BORST stated that there was a specific incident in February 1991
regarding the hot service facility, Some equipme being cut up and

contamination spread due to inadequate controls. according to
BORST, rgsponged excellently to that clean-up and made recommendations,
Further as very outspoken in & constructive way in how industry
does things and how tp improve the situation in the future. It was
obvious to BORST tha ad great industry experience; '](/
4
d for the

(7) BORST stated that some concerns had been raised to him D’M'ﬁ
r

PSC HPT, accompanied by John 0'DONOGHUE, who 1s the union 'stewa

PSC WPTs. Qn March 5, 1991, 0'DONOGHUE approached BOR him
that( H ng filing a grievance becaus had been
rif1ing through desk. )
BORST stated that on March 6, 1991, he met wit and 0' DONOGHUE
concerning this incident. A ' o BORST, basis for the
sexud) harassment was .ha reated her ferently than other

HPTs gnd t was because of her gender. BORST stated that at the
time, was the only female HPT at FSV. According to BORST,
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0'DONOGHUE supported this position and 0'DONOGHUE made an official
request that management investigate and take appropriate action. BORST

asked 0'DONOGHUE and wpat they thought would be appropriate and
they stated that they though hould be let go.

BORST stated that he and WOODARD met nitj; March 8, 1991, and
he referred to the minutes of that meetiry, previowSly identified in this
interview, BORST, when asked, stated that the notes summa.ized

accurately what transpired during that meeting of March 8, 1991, ST
said the notes of that meeting reflected that he talked to(‘

about his poor relationships,, interactions, and communicatYon with the
other HPTs and thawold him that he was not going to change
the way he did things. BORST stated that he met with his supervisor
Chuck FULLER, Manager Nuctear Productfon, PSC, later on March 8, 199f.
nd descgibe complaints and BORST's subsequent meeting with

B : ST stated he told Fuller that it was his recommendation
tha be let go, and FULLER concurred with that recommendation,

immediate supervisor, agreed with his
, &nd stateg no at WOODARD had always
been a champion © and believed thati should be kept.

BORST acknuwledged that the “initial cut was made in very late FEBRUARY 1991,
just before and prior to WOODARD issuing a night log on March 4, 1991, and
WOODARD subsequently having a staff meeting during which the two individuals
to be laid off were ‘denti 1eir BORST admitted that the night log did reflect

BORST was askedAf WOODA
decision to lay

his initial cut, and was not one of the HPTs identified to be laid
off.

1

It was pointed out to BORST that something must have occurred befween March 4
and March 8 that caused him to change his mind and to le 0
and to kee BORST was asked 1f ompiaints cited eariie
: 2

about the new iPTs salary occurred before March 1991, BORST admitted the
complaint was made at the end of 1990,"3§“§53$ was the 1a me any He
were hired. BORST further admitted this complaint was known to him before he

made his initial cut on March 4, 1991. BORST also admitted WOODARD's report
of eclining morale and attitude was made prior to his injtial cu
of March &, 1961, BORST was asked about his reason #3, regardin

complaints about the overtime, whether he or WOODARD had ever explained to
Wbout the labor contract. BORST stated that he had not talked to

X bout this and assumed, although he doesn’'t know, that WOODARD would
ave explained the overtime provisions to BORST admitted the

overtime complaints were known to him befdre making’ his initial cut of
March &, 199]. BORST was asked what personal observations were made between
March & and March 8, 1991, that changed his mind ab;m“mnle and
attitude, BORSY stated he could not cite any specific example of ‘what

occurred during the March 4 to March 8, 1991, period that he had not already

seen prior to his initial cut of March 4, 1991. BORST stated, however, that
he did have an opportunity to se bout every 2 days and that he did

attend so etings and other informal meetings, and he did see a
change in

i ¢
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As to items #5 and #6, BORST was asked if his cbservation ofHand the
specific incident in february 1991, were known to him when h is initial
cut by March 4, 1991, BORST acknowledged that he was ayare Hprior to
his initial cut, but BORST continued to be impressed bu

It was pointed out to BORST that it appears that only item #7, an event that
occurred during the March 4 to March 8, 1991, period, must have been the
triggering event to have BORST change his aind., Further, that the other six
ftems were all known to BORST prior.to him making his initial cut by March 4,
1991, which was to retainM BORST did not respond to this statement.
BORST was asked about the meeting on March 6, 1991, uﬂhHand
0'DONOGHUE , when they requested an investigation and appfopriateé action be

taken by management. BORST was was asked to describe his investigation of
this sexual harassment, , BORS ted his investigation centered primarily

around the meeting with which took plgce on Margh 8, 1991, BORST
sked if ne investigated the &1legation thawh d through
desk., BORST stated he was not able to determing if

- esk, BORST was asked if this was the same incident wher
left uncounted wipes on her desk in the HPT area and were found by

BORST admitted this was the same incident in which uncounted wi
left b n her desk and were found and counted byM BORST
acknowledged that id an appropriate job when 10cating these wipes.

He immediately, wTthou ction, counted them and determined that the levels

ere not significant problems. BORST stated it was also appropriate for
eported this to his supervisor, WOODARD. BORST did not

w
TN o
believe t a“ leaving uncounted wipes on her desk in the HPT area, was

a potential safety violation.

BORST stated the policy that no contaminated items should be brought inte the
HPT ares was a good practice, but he contended that there was no safety
problem with this incident. .. every other KPT
interviewed found the inci ' .. BORST
responded that everybody is entitled to their opinion.

ound
desk and
not exceed safety

BORST was asked if this particular incident, wher
contaminated wipes, in violation of policy, unread on

reported the incident to WOODARD after assyring the di
zr imply doing his job.

levels, would congtitute harassment or was
BORST stated thatwas oing his Job and that there was no
harassment, BORST was asked whyHas not asked for his side,of the
story during the March 8, 1991, meeting. BORST stated tha ad been
given an opportunity to present his story during the etind., Jt was pointed
out that BORST's notes of that meeting do not reflec was given such
an opportynity, but rather the notes indicate a one-stded meeting where

2s told of his deficign h interpersonal skills and that
ad a problem, Further, BORST's

others in the orgapizat felt
notes reflect tha esponded t he did not have a problem and was
not going to change.

BORST stated he must have been confused because cident was not as
t theMarch 6, 1951,

important as other harassmept problems raised by
me . BORST stated tha 1s0 alleged tha as more harsh
nis criticism of her and ed her down in front of the other employees at
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meetings. BORST was asked why the wipe incident was not discussed at the
March 8, 1991, meeting. BORST stated their investigation of the incident was
not completed until after the March 8, 1991, meeting.

There was a lengthy discussion at this point with BORST regarding his point

17, as to why sexual harassment was pagt of the reason for his decision to let
Mgo. Again, BORST brought upHimbﬂity to get along with
ther HPTE, BORST was again asked whether or not there was sexval harassment
with the wipe incident, based on the facts as he knows them now. BORST stated
there was no sexual harassment with the wipe incident; however, he was unable
to determine if there was gexual harassment regarding the harsh criticism and

the calling down of n front of the other HPTs. BORST stated he and
WOODARD investigated the harassment charges. It was pointed out to BORST that
about 1 hour earlier, WOODARD told the investigator that he had never
discussed harassment with BORST. BORST stated he did not know why WOODARD
would state that because WOODARD was, at the March 6, 1991, meeting when
harassment was initially alleged byﬁand 0 ' DONOGHUE .

It was again pointed out to BORST that of the seven items he listed as reason
for changing his mind between March 4 and March 8, 1991, to lay offw
ad no

that the only item occurring during this period was the incident th

brought up on March &, 199}.  Since BORST had determined that

been sexually harassed and was, doing hig job, why would tKat have

been part of a determination for lettin 0. BORST stated that
s not the only issue and that™he was stil] concerned with

incident w
Mabiliu to get along with 50 percent of his PSC HPT staff. BORST
as asked hbw he arrived at the 50 percent figure, apd T responded that he
had four PSC HPTs. Two liked and got along wit nd two did not,
and he could not have that in his department. It war pointed out that there

were 10 HPTs at the time, and it would seem that 20 percent, or two HPTs, did
not get along, while 80 percent did get along with BORST stated //,
w

that he was-not-concernad.with. the contract HPIs. was concerned with his
OWN PSC-HPTS Decaso-thitmitthpsbuhisloyalty lies. BORST continued, that he

¢ti1) could, not detergine whether or not there was other sexual harassment on

the part OM besides the uncounted wipe incident. BORST was asked

why he wou1¥® use an uhfounded allegation as one of his reasons for letting
Mgo. Specifically, regarding the two sexual har..sment charges, on

ne 21legation, it had been detegmined there was no sexual harassment, but
just the opposite, a good job by% BORST respopded again that 50
percent of his PSC HPTs did not get along Wit nd BORST, could not

have that in his department; therefore, he decided to le go.

HPTs abwt@ for the
2d received more

BORST admitted that he had complaints from the pth
last couple of years. BORST acknowledged that
complaints from the other HPTs for performance problegs than any other HPT.

BORST also acknowledged tha revioys years ad been disciplined
twicec for not" doing surveys and for

falsifying records. BORST stated the falsification of records resulted in
five NRC violations, and had been for these
violations. Upon further questioning, BORST admitted that thds last

disciplinary actiﬁn happened)in October 1990, about . months prior to her

allegations abou
Case No. 4-91-019 g / Exhibit /4
7(' /0{7 o PageS of




L Y bR s

BORST stated he attempted to let the HPTs, who were to be laid off, know as
soon as possible, so that they had time to get another job before summer.
BORST was asked why he waited until March 21, 1991, to infor
had decided on March 8, 1991, to lay him off, BORST stated t
apparently had some reservat‘o _an not comfortable in lettin

go; therefore, he did not tell until March 21, 1991, BORST was
asked who actually made the decision to lay off and BORST responded ,7 (”

that it was his decision. BORST was asked why his manager did not follow his
directions, BORST stated that he was not sure, but WOODARD was uncomfortable.

During their trip on March 14, 1991, BORST said he told WOO t he must
tell : s soon as they return from their trip s ould have
time Yo find ahother job. BORST yas asked why WOODARD waited uni 1 Thursday,
March 21, 1991, to teHH as they returned from their trip on Monday,
arch 18, 1991. BORST stated he did not know why WOODARD delayed telling
BORST stated that he was familiar with t

RN

e Qualyty Assurance (QA) Engineer,
Paul MILES, incident where wipes left by (W’ had not been counted; however,
BORST stated he had already made his mind up abbut letting go and

nothing in that event affected his decisfon,

BORST was asked what happened to the note tha wrote toe
caused the alleged sexual harassment claim. BORST tated that WOOD

it away and does not know {f anyone else other than
WOODARD had read the note. BORST does not recall i the incident regdrdin

§ 9
the note was brought up in his Marc 1991, meeting with O'QONOGHUE.gnd
where they alleged that was rifling through .f

desk.
BORST was asked if he was aware.that WOODARD had called a meeting on March 7,
1991, betweer ; £d STROUD, ARC site representative; and
0 ' DONOGHUE . RST stated he was'not aware of the meeting.  BORST wag asked

that if he had known about the March 7, 1991, meeting wher

3poT0gTTEd YOF THE tone of “the message and had agreed with to work to
\mproie"?SEEUFTETYTBH?T‘WUU1E“th1s have made any difference 1n his decision,
BORST stated no, it would not have made any difference at all because it was
obvious from attitude that there was a problem, BORST was asked
why the March 7, 1991, meeting was no iscussed @t the March 8, 1991,
meeting., BORST responded that it ua{h&ault because he never
raised any fssues at that meeting. BORST was as éd why WOODARD, who conducted

the meeting and was part of the HP management team, did not advise him [BORST]
of that meeting. BORST stated he did not know why WOODARD had failed to tell
him about that meeting. BORST was asked, if considering all that he knew

about the March 7, 1991, meeting, would be have res ted any differently at the
March 8, 1991, meeting if he had been 1erhce. BORST said he
could not commenp on how he would have handled the situation, BORST was asked
if he confronted?” bout the sexual harassment charges at any time.
BORST stated he did not in orme the sexual harassment charges &t
that meeting., BORST was asked why he had not, considering he had not
fnvestigated the desk incident unti) after the March 8, 1991, meeting, so

apparently BORST must have assumed that it was a 1 omplaint, BORST
stated that he just did not go into that area wit

-
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on the morning of March 22, 1991, tha(
would not be able to return for 2 or 3 weeks, and his lay off would be

BORST stated that he decided
effective immediatel RST . stated his decision was based on the March 21,

1991, reaction that xhibited to WOODHRD when told about the lay off
and secondly, on thé morning Of March 22, 1991 as at the front
gate informing those that were coming in that hé was being let go for having
talked ta QA. BORST stated that some of the employees commented to him that
m: *nuts." BORST was asked why he accepted WOODARD's version of
DARD di

behavior at the March 21, 1991, meeting as BORST was aware that
not always tell him everythin?. BORST stated that WOODARD did not
always tell him everything, but he did believe WOODARD's observations.

‘o
BORST stated that he was familiar with DOL's initial findingg; however,, he
felt that th e fnaccurate. BORST stated he did not lemw
becauswraised some safety procedure problems, but was let go for
the readons set forth in this interview. BORST stated that he had not seen a
copy of the DOL report, only a letter summarizing the findings.

BORST was asked whether he had ever considered remving(‘ﬁfro«t her
position due to bad performagce. BERST stated yes, aftér her Second violation

in October 1990. BORST said was on probation and with an additional
incident, she would have beert termihated. BORST admitted that he gives more
creditability to his PSC HPTs ghan he dpes to the contract HPTs. BORST

admitted thawad bee wice for falsifying records and not
doing required Surveys., BORST also admitted that(®

tract HPT,
had not been disciplined for performance or inte y and h
reditability to

ienjoyei a good reputation. BORST stated he sti?l give more
BORST stated that in October to November 1990 \;ere was a meeting uheiin i

2s he was more loyal to the PSC HPTs.
several incidents were reported to him by According to BORST,
Sound-her-car-with a flat tire with scissor tips/stuck in the tire; dirt from

the~gree-swept under her desk; missing fjles; and 2 defaced cracked hard hat.
BORST stated that he and FULLER met uith% and she thought she was being
harassed, but did not know by whom, althdugh she U it might be someone

in the health physics area. According to BORST, elieved this because

only someone in health physics woyld kngw when she came”and went. BORST asked
Hwhat she wanted done, and%nd she wanted to wait and see and
did not want the HPTs interviewed. stated that about 2 weeks had passed

between these incidents and this meeting and no other incidents occurred, so
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This report prepared on "' _.ry 13, 1992, from investigator's notes.

(O Df 5ociD

PDaniel K. GietT, Senior Investigator
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV
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