Attachment 2

AFFIDAVIT

My name is David Jones. I am submitting this affidavit
to Mr. Thomas Devine, who has identified himself to me as the
legal director of the Government Accountability Froject of the
Institute For Policy Studies. I have instructed Mr. Devine to
share my statement with the Nuclear Regulatory Commiséion «NRC)
Commissioners. I am submitting this affidavit to protest the
chapter on case studies in the Torrey Pines Report. In general,
the section on whistleblowing misses the relevant point. In
particular, the references on page 8-4 to my own interview are
so incomplete as to be inaccurate, and the conclusiocns with
respect to my own case are unsupported.

In overview, the analysis of whistleblowing missed the
real problem - the lack of organizatiocnal freedom required by
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion I for all quality personnel. The
real issue was whether Quality Assurance (QA) personnel had the
freedom to identify and verify ccrrective action of violations,
not merely whether individuals were wronged. In other words,
the real issue is whether the program was compromised by lack
of org;nizational freedom. This was the root cause of the QA
breakdown, as I told Torrey Pines. But Torrey Pines' report
skipped the root cause and quibbled about the individual personnel
actions.

In the process, Torrey Pines shrunk the scope of the issue
drastically. Whistleblowers constitute only a small portion
of the personnel who were charged with responsibilities to per-
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form Quality Assurance duties and were prevented from doing so
by management at Zimmer.

Torrey Pines also substituted a smokescreen to partially
explain the root causes when it identified a lack of communication
as the reason for the breakdown. There was never a serious lack
of communication that I observed. If you were conscientious
toward gquality, it always was made clear that you were not a
team player and that persistence would result in personnel actions
to reduce your authority. The methods included techniques such
as: adding roadblocks on the organizational chart through
interim layers of authority staffed by relatively inexperienced
personnel; and by insulating diligent QA employees and preventing
them from following through on corrective action by transfers or
premature reassignments that removed their authority to participate
further in resolving the original item in dispute. These practices
and others that occurred at Zimmer are directly contrary to the
basic organizational freedom which establishes and maintains
the integrity of the QA program.

I discussed the above principles and many specific examples
of retgliation during my interview with Torrey Pines, which went
on for‘over three hours, to the best of my recollection. They
took notes anéd, I believe, tape recorded the session. They also
promised to get back to me and expressed an interest in obtaining
more specifics. I agreed to cooperate, but they did not contact
me again.

Some of the examples which I discussed, and which Torrey

Pines ignored, are extrenely significant. For instance, I
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told Torrey Pines how Kaiser manager Dave Howard announced to me

- .

personaliy that he managed by intimidation.

I told them how another identified individual and myself
attempted to correct deficiencies in the system of processing
FDI and FDDR General Electric (GE) design changes and to facilitate
the verification of activities which affected quality. A
procedure was initiated and later deleted, that would have
provided accountability for action on these Quality reports. These
abbreviations stand for "Field Disposition Instructions" and
"Field Deviation Disposition Request," respectively. I told
Torrey Pines that we had to prepare this procedure because the
FPI's and FDDR's were not getting through the system. FDI's and
FDDR's all applied to the reactor and attachments, alsc known
as the Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS). Incredibly, however,
the identified defects were being accepted through dispositions
that sald the plans would not significantly impact on pubdlic
health and safety.

In spite of this, the Kaiser QA manager cancelled the E.T.R.
procedure. My partner on the project was harassed so badly he
had to_resign. Kaiser even tried to prevent this individual from
receiving his remaining salary and compensation when he left.

The 1ndividu£l only received his money after threatening to go
public. I discussed the above issues with Torrey Pines, among
other examples of retaliation.

In addition to being incomplete, the report is inaccurate

with respect to retaliation and related issues. For example,
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Torrey Pines said that there was a casual attitude toward 10 CFR
50.55(e) reports. That is wrong. I witnessed a determined
effort to avoid submitting the reports. I told Torrey Pines
how an auditor's memo proposing a 50.55(e) report was returned
to him by the Kaiser QA Manager, who then yelled at the auditor
and instructed him to discontinue the practice of writing memos.
The auditor soon was transferreds If Torrey Pines had reported
that part of my interview, it would have been more difficult to
attribute the problem to a casual attitude.

Torrey Pines revealed how bias could create inaccuracies
when it discussed my pay status. The report accépts at face
value Kaiser's explanation that my pay status was corrected.

It wasn't.

I was particularly disillusioned with how Torrey Pines
handled the issue of the "NR Action Plan.” Torrey Pines said
that the plan was an attempt to improve the nonconformance
reporiing program. In my opinion, any program that establishes
statistics on nonconformance reports to identify and take cor-
rective action against the habitual NR writers - those who found -
the problems -~ is per se in violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B
requirements for organizational freedom. The report itself
states that the objective was to reduce NR's not improve then.

My criticism goes beyond second-guessing Torrey Pines'
judgment, however, In this instance I believe that their selective
use of the record they developed indicates a lack of good faith.
"Corrective action" meant threatening and/or getting rid of

those who wrote NR's or challenged the dispositions. I informed
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Torrey Pines of the July 1982 "laycffs" of many such inspectors
who had been identified by the NR Action Plan. I also recall
specifically asking Torrey Pines at a May 1983 public meeting in
Cincinnati if they would cite all the documentary and other
references for the report when it came out. The Torrey Pines
representative agreed to provide enough citations to show how
thorough they had been. In fact, they didn't.e‘ Audit conclusions
do not have any credibility if the basis for the findings is not
available. For that reason alone, the Torrey Pines Report 1s
not credible. I make this assessment of the whole report, even
though I agree with many of the conclusions.

In light of the selective use of evidence anil inaccuracies,
I believe that at a minimum the NRC should obtain and make public
the entire investigative file - all of the tapes, notes,
interview reports, memoranda and other records obtained by
Torrey Pines. Many of us told Torrey Pines the truth. Unfor-
tunately, Torrey Pines only shared the part they wanted to.
The public record on Zimmer remains biased and distorted.

I have read the above five page affidavit, ard it is true,
accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Cldl

PHYI.US ] BODE f 2679 )7
Notary Public, State of Ohio
My Commission Cxplres Oct. 19. 1984




BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

THE CINCINNATI GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY, ET AL. Docket No. 50-358

(wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power
Station)
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MIAMI VALLEY POWER PROJECT'S MOTION FOR LEAVE
TO SUBMIT NEW EVIDENCE AND FOR LICENSING
BOARD REVIEW OF SIGNIFICANT PENDING INVESTIGATIONS

On August 19, 1983 counsel for Miami Valley Power Project
(MQPP) completed an investigative trip which resulted in significant
additional evidence in support of the eight contentions it proposed
on June 3, 1983. During the invéstigative trip,:MVPP also learned of
additional significant itemscontained in evidence submitted to this
Board on July 12. Consistent with Applicants' fregquently repeated
admonitions against delay in submitting evidence to this Board, on
Monday, August 22 MVPP sought, and on August 23 received guidance to
file a motion seeking permission to submit the new evidence.

On Tuesday, August 23, 1983 MVPP also learned that the Torrey
Pines Technology management review of Cincinnati Gas and Electric
(CG & E), required by the Commission, had been released. Cn August 24,
1983 MVPP ?eceiyed a copy of the Torrey Pines report from the Applicants.

MVPF moves {or permission to present the additional evidence
and analysis received since July 12, 1983, as well as an analysis of
relevant findings and evidence in the Torrey Pines report for MVPP's
proposed contentions. MVPP further moves, pursuant to the Commission
policy announced on August 10, 1983 l/, that this Board review the

full record in two highly-significant NRC investigations not yet
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available to the parties -~ 1) the investigation of the Office of
Inspector and Auditor (OIA) at Zimmer, conducted under the leadership
of Judge Helen Hoyt; and 2) the Office of Investigations (OI)

investigation that has been ongoing for over a year.

I. GOOD CAUSE

A. New-zvidence

MVPP submits that it has good cause for submission of new
evidence, because it was not previously avail‘ble. Prior to last
week's investigative trip, MVPP had not heard of the documents it
wishes to file with this Board. Contrary to the somewhat flattering
irferences in Applicants' accusations of delay, VPP does not have
the capacity to obtain records demonstrating QA illegalities at will,
through a magic wand or otherwise. MVPP is acting as expeditiously
as possible to alert all parties to these developments.

Second, the evidence should be considered because it is highly
significant. Indeed, MVPP would use the evidence as the basis for
a motion to present new contentions, if the relevant contentions
were not already pending. To illustrate the relevance for this Board,
the new evidence and analysis help to prove the following issues
relevant to the pending contentions:

CONTENTION Il: MATERIAL TRACEABILITY

l) Kaiser personnel have received contradictory instructions
whether traceability is reguired through fabrication and installation.
2) Nearly 2000 feet of W 8 X 17 beams from a puchase order

cannot be accounted for.

&/ "Investigations and Adjudicatory Proceeding; Statement of Policy,"
48 Fed. Reg. 36358-59 (August 10, 1983).
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3) New evidence and examples illustrate the practice of
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purchasing from non-approved suppliers and upgrading the items
from nonessential to essential status, in some cases on the
authority of construction personnel.

4) 1750 feet of W B X 17 beams were upgraded from nonessential
to essential status on the orders of the QA manager, over the
objections of the warehouse inspector.

5) Overall, there has been a lack of control and records
on upgraded materials.

CONTENTION III: VENDOR QUALITY ASSURANCE

6) As of March 1982 there were 45,000 purchase orders that
need to be reviewed to learn if legal reguirements have been met.

7) The QA Manual failed to include provisions for mandatory ..
pre-purchase reviews.

8) Additional evidence and examples illustrate the improper
practice of additions to the Approved Vendors List (AVL) based
solely on the personal prefererce of the QA Manager.

®) Additional evidence and examples illustrate how Kaiser
‘constructicon and CG & E officials signed Kaiser Purchase Orders,
instead of Kaiser QA representatives as reguired.

10) Blanket approval was given for Sargent and Lundy suppliers,
without indepeqdent evaluations of the supporting data or, in some
Cases, disclosure of the identities of some of the firms involved.

11) 1In 1982, the majority of support documentation was missing
for a review of 16 suppliers on the Approved Vendors List.

12) Previous versions of the Approved Vendors List have been

improperly destroyed, leaving holes in the history of the AVL that

inherently cannot be filled.




13) The Approved Vendors List was not updated and purged in

order to keep it current and accurate. This traditional problem
persisted into 1982.

14) There was conditional approval of Gladstone Laboratories
for the AVL in 1973, and continued active reliance on Gladstone
throughout nearly all of Zimmer's construction, despite Gladstone's
almost total noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. The ongoing
nature was detailed in a 1983 Kaiser audit.

15) Gladstone was used for the destructive testing necessary
to 'qualify the welding procedures that governed welding throughout
Zimmer, although the laboratory had only been approved on the AVL
for nondestructive tests (NDT), such as X-rays. The flaw renders

invalid a major pertion of the welding procedures at Zimmer.

CONTENTION IV: QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM -- WELDING

16) The program for weld rods failed to meet minimum standards
in nearly all areas, starting with the inability to provide Certified
Material Test Reports (CMTR) and continuing through using the wrong
metal for electrodes as specific assignments.

17) There were no tests done on one weld procedure for the
first two years of work.

18) There is an inability to locate CMTR's on the coupons
used to t;;t welding procedures, resulting in an inability to verify
the base metal relied on to approve the procedures.

19) Welding procedures were approved without being tested
for all the uses to which they would be put, such as pipe welding.

20) Although welding procedures are reguired by the American

Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) to be redone whenever certain

tolerance levels are exceeded for essential variables, at Zimmer

excessive tolerances were written into the welding procedures.



21) Basic Z2ata on essential variables was not always
recorded on the relevant Q-1 forms for welding procedures, and the
recorded data was not always updated to reflect changes.

22) Welding procedures were improperly changed through
"supplements,” instead of revisions, thereby circumventing the
regquirement for new tests.

23) Although the ASME code reguired welding procedures to
be requalified to the current version of the code, the Wéléing
Task Force at Zimmer has attempted to circumvent the effort by
using earlier versions of the code which have less stringent
reguirements. The audit team leader whose findings led to the
creation of the Task Force termed its efforts "a complete whitewash."

24) All of the welding procedures qualified at Gladstone
Laboratories are invalid, because Sargent and Lundy specifications
required the proceiures to be tested on-site at Zimmer.

25) [Kaiser has improperly attempted to manipulate Audit
$#67 -~ of, inter a2lia, welding procedures, welder qualifications and
vendor purchases -- through transferring the unresolved issues to a
new audit, instead of solving theproblems under the oversight of
the original auditors.

26) A top Kaiser audit cfficial improperly asserted that the
Welding Ta;k Force addressed all of the issues in Audit #67, although
some of the audit findings had dealt with unrelated vender QA
deficiencies.

27) A September 9, 1982 Kaiser Audit Status Report deleted
all mention of Audit #67 and also rewrote history to remove references

to whistleblower Daviéd Jones' work on a different audit.
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28) As of October 6, 198l no audit could be done of preheat
treatment of welding at Zimmer, because it was not performed despite
knowledge of heat treatment deficiencies since 1979.

CONTENTION VI: RETALIATION

29) 1In June 1982 Kaiser official Sherrill Nolder informed
Kaiser President J. McCloud that after writing reports on serious
QA violations and refusing to modify the truth to the NRC, she was

subjected to, inter alia, the following reprisals: her certification

to perform audits was removed; rude disciplinary lectures and a low
performance appraisal ensued; her desk was ransacked; her time cards
were altered; and other harassment intensified. Despite her letter,
the retaliation continued until her February 1983 dismissal.

CONTENTION VIII: CHARACTER AND COMPETENCE

30) Additional evidence suggests four more cases of
potentially deliberate records falsification, including examples
where welds were not done to the item claimed in the recor<is; the same
ligquid penetrant test report was used for different inspections by
different inspectors over a six-month period; records were altered
without explanation; and five different welder symbols were used to
document the work of one welder.

31)\ On September 14, 1982 Kaiser's Vice President Admiral
Donald Iselin testified in Congress that all welding procedures
were acceptablé: except for four compromised by suspect Charpy tests.
In fact, evidence indicates that 16 out of 20 welding procedures
reviewed had tc be rewritten.

32) Admiral Iselin testified that the welding procedures were
successfully retested. That claim raises serious guestions, since

Xaiser lacks the necessary data on flow rates needed to regualify the

Procedures.
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33) Admiral Iselin testified that the testing problem for
welding procedures was due to a small pericd when Gladstone's Charpy
machine was not working properly. 1In fact, the Charpy was not even
certified at all from 1951-75, when the U.S. Army caught the problem.

As of 1983, the Charpy machines for destructive tests still were not

calibrated.

B. Torrey Pines FPeport

On August 23, 1983 MVPP received from CG & E a copy of Torrey
Pines Technology's "Independent Reviow of Zimmer Project Management.®
MVPP is confident that even Applicants will not find dilatory the
three days MVPP spent reviewing the 491 page text and 47 page summary
of the report. The contents are relevant for this Board in two
areas.

First, the findings in the report are highly relevent,
significant evidence in support of MVPP's proposed contentions, as well
as against the credibility of Applicants' denials. The findings in
the Torrey Pines report confirm nearly all of the conceptual charges
of QA viclations raised by MVPP. Torrey Pines' explanation for the
cause cf the QA breakdown is nearly identical to that alleged by
MVPP: CG & E's leacdership emphasized cost and scheduling concerns,

at the expense of guality assurance. Quality assurance was the

bottom pr;brxty of an ungualified management. Contrary to the NRC

staff and CG ¢ E'c assertions, the utility was not ignorant of its
contractor Kaiser's QA practices. 1In fact, CG & E dominated Kaiser's
QA policy and exercised budget control to thwart the contractor's
attempts to attain a program of minimally adeguate scope.

Some of the most fundamental programmatic deficiencies

continue today, over two years after the April 8, 1981 Immediate Action
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Letter. These findings cas®¢ doubt on Applicants' freguent response

that a "program” is sclving the problems identified by MVPP.
Second, the recommendations in the Torrey Pines report

illustrate the utter failure to date of alternative mechanisms to

protect MVPP's interests. Despite confirming the existence of a

massive QA breakdown caused by CG & E, Torrey Pines recommended

solving the problem by retaining the status quo and all the underlying
causes. MVPP submits that there is an inherent flaw with any recom=-
mendations that essentially propose "more of the same” at Zimmar.

MVPP believes that a detailed analysis of the Torrey Pines recoimenda=-
tions would demonstrate the need for licensing hearings to directly
address the issues and remedies that have apparently proved too

pelitically sensitive for other forums.

C. Value for Discovery Motion

A brief on the new evidence and report would illustrate the
value of discovery for demonstrating genuine disputes on material
facts of safety significance that require a hearing. The report and
new documents themselves raise significant issues for which discovéry
could provide a response on corrective action to test the specifics
behind Applicants' reassurances.

Seopnd, during the irvestigative trip MVPP counsel spoke with
witnesses who provided highly significant allegations but did not have
records available and could not provide statements due to fears of
reprisal.z/ In each case, however, the witnesses either identified

the documents or explained that their charges could be verified by

2/
~ MVPP also received the evidence which it seeks to submit under
conditions of anonymity.



challenging Applicants to produce the records that should be available

3 4
to demonstrate that QA reguirements were honored.

JI. MOTION FOR LICENSING BOARD REVIEW OF PENDING INVESTIGATIONS

The Commission’'s August 10 Statement of Policy recognized
the value for adjudicatory proceedings of evidence obtained by the
NRC staff during ongoing inspections and investigations. Two such
pending matters are highly relevant to MVPP's proposed contentions.
MVPP moves that prior to a decision this Board review the full
investigative files and any reports for the following two investigations
which are not yet publicly available -- 1) the investigation by
Administrative Law Judge Helen Hovt of Thomas Applegate's allegations
of misconduct by the Office of Inspector and Auditor during & 1981
investigation at Zimmer; and 2) the ongoing OI investigation of
Zimmer performed primarily by Mr. John Sinclair.i/ Both investiga-
tions have involved intensive investigation of evidence and interviews
with witnesses both on Zimmer, and ©on the adeguacy of the NRC's staff
performance at Zimmer. Neither repert nor any findings are publicly
available.

In conclusion, MVPP recognizes that it is unusual to file
repeated briefs. The case is unusual, however, because of so many
new officiLl findings and developments. Further , MVPP believes that

it has no duty to submit significant relevant evidence that is

4 Consistent with this advice, MVPP further seeks leave to file a
proposed initial Request for Production of Documents in order to
demonstrate the value of discovery for the QA issues raised by its
new evidence and the Torrey Pines report.

- Normally such a review would be at the reguest of the NRC staff,

The staff has not made any effort on the record to so infocrm this
Board., Fortunately, the Commission's Statement of PolicCy perrits a
Licensing Board to initiate a review on its own authority. (48 Fecd.
Reg. 26359).
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necessary for this Board to make a fully-informed decision. 1If !
the motion to submit new evidence is granted, MVPP reguests one

week after receipt of the order to file its brief.

Respectfully submitted,

T2

Thomas Devine
Counsel for Intervenor MVP2

August 26, 1983
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1 HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the foregoing "Miami Valley Power Project's
Motion For lLeave To Submit New Evidence and For Licensing Board Revi_ew of o
Significant Pending Investigations" has been served ypon the following by mailing

first-class, postage prepaid, this 26th day of Augqust, 1983

Judge John H. Prye, III

Chairman, Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board
U.S. Nuclear Requlatory Camission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Charles A. Barth, Esquire
Counsel for the NRC Staff

Office of the Executive Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Requlatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Frank F. Hocper

Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research
Labcratory

Route 1, Box 198

MxToth lakes, CA 93546

Dr. Stanley M. Livingston
Administrative Judge

1005 Calle lLarm

Sante Fe, New Mexico 87501

Nuclear Regulatory Camissioners (4)
U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Camission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeal Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

Washington, D.C. 20855

Robert F. Warnick

Director, Enforcement and
Investigation

NRC Region III

793 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Deborah Faber Webb, Esguire
79€7 Alexandria Pike
Alexardria, K¥ 41001

Ardrew B. Dennison, Esquire
Attorney at law

200 Main Street

Batavia, OH 45102

Troy B. Conner, Esquire
Conner and Wetterhahn

1747 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washingtaon, D.C. 20006

Jchn D. Woliver, Esguire
Clemmont County Camunity Council
Box 181

Batavia, OH 45103

Brian Cassidy, Esguire

Regional Counsel

Federal Emergency Management
Agency = Region I

Jahn W. McCormack PCCH

Boston, MA 02109

George E. Pattison, Escuire
Prosecuting Attormney of

Clermont County, Ohio
462 Main Street
Batavia, GH 45103

Docketing and Service Branch
Office of the Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Camission

Washington, D.C. 20555

David K. Martin, Escuire

Assistant Attorney General

Acting Director, Division of
Environmental law

© 209 St. Clair Street

Frankfort, K¥Y 40601

William J. Moran, Esqui

Vice President ad General Counsel

The Cincinnati Gas and Electric
Carpany

P.O. Bax 960

Cincinnati, OH 45201

o Zemacrdeysns)

Counsel for Intervencr MVPP
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My name is I eam submitting this affidavit freely

: e S
and vcluntsrily, without any thrests, in&ucement or ooercion, ta

’A

for Policy Studies. 1 have ins*ructed Mr. Devine to send this
.1‘. -iv‘ -'i.‘;

affidavit to the Nuclear Regulatory Commissxon ("NRC" ) Commissioners,
with all identifying characteristics deleted. On page 8-4 of.the'
Torrey Pines Report, I was listed as 'Ht. R.". I am submitting :

this statement to register my protest against the summary ln the ‘

report of my interview with Torrey Pines tepresentatives. :Tpe P:'

summary is both incomplete and inacgurage. Pinally. the conclusions
e wh "

in the tsble, which exonerate CG&E are unrealistic.

sin

To illustrate how the report is incomplete, I disclosed to
Tottey Pines the lack of quality control ("QC") inspections or' :
surveillance during weld repairs conducted as s result ot the Quality
Confirmation Program. The summary tsbl; does not mention this issue.

1) other respects the report is inaccurate. For- cxample. Toxrey
Pines scated tha: I alleged poox quality welds That is incorrect.
I said the welding program was poer, not the welds themselves. I
told Torrey Pines that individuals were trained and certified to
do original welds but were assigned to engage in weld repairs,
which is a dictinct and more difficult grocedure I also explained
that t.e procedures actually used were too vague and therefo:e

allowed an excessive amount of individuel discretion, particulsrly

since the persunnel had not been trained to use those procedures.
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rinally, I'aaxd that as a result, 1n gracrice the uelderd"repairca'“
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the welds by grindxng them out entirely,,doing new velds and making &

y M5 - s
.
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them look nice with a few extra passes.~ i JaT 4'$?n-n: g
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Torrey Pines reported that 1 dxsclOsed cases of *improper docu-E

mentation.® That is an understatement. ' The.records on welding ‘were

: PIAT 213
false. The problems discussed above were not reflected in the

& N

records for the specific work assignments

e

with respect to these issues Torrey Pines concluded,.'AIso,.

catalytics (sic) Welding (sic) records have been found acceptable

by CG&E. Allegation of bad welds seem (czc) 1naccurate.' CG&E
action and attitude was appropriate.” Qu;te clearly the abuses':
ana inaccurate records described above are ot 'acceptable. b If
CG&E drew that conclusion, it must have nissed the probiehs é} 3
refused to accept the obvious. 1f Torrey Pines thinks luch an ‘action
and attitude was appropriate,” I queatbon Torrey Pinee"judqment
on this issue. : e
The discussion of retaliation was similarly ipcqmplete and

irnaccurate. Torrey Fines said I 'alleged mistreatment of C. Griffis,
a catalytic employee.” 'That synopsis is too'skeichy to be meaningful.
1 said that the employee, 2 QC .inspector, was removed frcm the area
and transferred after he wrote a Nonconformance Report. Mr. Devine
has informed me that this type of "mistreatment” of Kaiser employees

was c..ng the illegal reprisals that led to a $200,000 fine in

November 1981 against CG&E.

L
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The rcport ccncludes{ 'Info. ahows Griffis was not nd.treat;d
i : Yl anps Y ""’ s i
i

I vonder hcw Torrey Pines came to that conclusion. The authors ai;.

not cl.im to have lnterviewed him. I alno do not understana hé& _
' AR

Torrey Pincs could have made this conclusion based on 3 60cumon;
‘ s '.‘_3 L2 "-“.,"

review, s:nce they spelled the victim's name wrong - it*wg. 5

' B .o. .3 '

"Griffiths," not *Griffis"™; and had him uork;ng for the wrcng

.company -- he worked for CG&E, nct Catalytxc.

a -
»-

I have read the above three page affldavit, and it 1: true,x

accurate and complete, to the best of my'knowledge and belxe!.

» .
ot

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORH to before me this -+ day of -S&# T Eekds

1983, //W'-Tb"‘ (,,4 V’L,, et ‘ .:;.‘:'- . :

< O’f-.-';i J{ . i“—\ :
N‘tary‘ﬁﬁﬁllg v R -

:’thff'vl (7 ) ]"’PL
Date Commission ﬁ Xpires ¢

-l . . — Rl SR Y . Te . *
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My name is e I am luhmitting’tnis afridav 3 ;};
to Hr. Thomas Devine, who'has identif:Ld himself to me as th - Ei3
"vl;“\‘f"r( v,‘;r:{
Legal Di“ector of the Government Accountability Project of - thp ;“-
“‘-"13 ‘ 31

Institute for Poliey Studies. 1 have instructed Nr. Devine to
send this statement to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
Commissioners, with all identifying characteristics deletad}-.

<
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On page 8-4 of the Torrey Pines Report on Zimmer, I am identified ﬂ

as "Mr. Q " I am submitting this stat-ment to register my protest

b

against the summary in the report of qy interview with Torrey‘
Pines representatives. The summary is both inaccurate and~‘x“
incomplete. Finally, the conclusions\in the table, which ex;
onerate Cincinnati Gas and Electric (CG&E); are unrealistic.

I huve read the September 24, 1983 affidavit of e
idencified in the Torrey Pines Report as “"Mr, R."° I fully ,'
agsee with ell the statements in Mr. R's affidavit, and adopi
theun as my own for purposes of this statement. I also wisb:to

add several other topics that Torrey Pines'tailed to include in

the record. First, Torrey Pines failed to report that 1 dis-

l --'
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closed how Mr. R and 1 were supervising welding repairs, althougk

we kad never welded ourselves. Second, Torrey Pines falled to

repourt that I was assigned these duties without any prior training.

I have read the above one page statemo ent, and it 1s true,

accurate and complete, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

. )
e v (U —
CAMRZIL RAPASNN, Notary Pobliz
' Stare Of Chio
M, commiciicn expiter = 24 ¥
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