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SYNOPSIS

On June 29, 1993, the Office of Investigations (0I), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), Region I, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania, initiated an
investigation into the alleged harassment and intimidation (H&I) of a Senior
Staff Engineer, Salem Generating Station (SGS), Public Service Electric and
Gas Company (PSE&G), and a Safety Review Engineer, SGS, PSE&G, by SGS plant

management .

The alleged harassment and intimidation occurred when the Senior Staff
Engineer and the Safety Review Engineer attempted to file an Incident Report
(IR) that pertained to the Containment Fan Coil Units (CFCUs), with the SGS
Operations Manager and the SGS General Manager. The alleged harassment and
intimidation continued when the Operations Manager ?repared a memorandum, at
the request of and for the signature of, the Genera Manager, addressed to the
supervisor of the engineers. The memorandum requested that the engineers

“. . . be removed from any direct or indirect involvement with Salem Station. "

The 01 1nvestigation substantiated that the Senior Staff Engineer and the
Safety Riview Engineer were harassed and intimidated in both instances, by the
5GS Oprations Manager and the SGS Plant Managem In addition, Egs
invescigation disclosed that the Senior Staff Engineer was and
Intiridated by the Genera) Nana?erf*ouality Assurance/Nuclear Safety Reyfaw
(QA/ISR), 'who attempted to nm mand the engineer for hand1ing of the CFCU+
concern® while the issue of the Sanior Staff Engineer's site access was stil)

unresolved.
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ACCOUNTABILITY

\"(he followingpertions of this Report of Lavestigation(CaseNo. -021R)

will not included in the mate aced in the PDOR. They consist of pages
38 77 \.‘,_/W”p( y page

Case No. 1-93-021R 3



THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY

Case No. 1-93-021R 4



TABLE OF CONTENTS

.................................
..............................
..........................
............................
.............................
...........................

------------------------

Purpose of Investigetion . . . . . ... .......... ..
e e ST S S R R R G A i 15
Coordination with NRC Staff . . . , . . 't 15
AODRCVION O6 BEMINRG . , .l s L o, s R 15
Allegation No. 1A: A Senior Staff Engineer and a

Sa’~t¥ Review Engineer Were Harassed and Intimidated
By Salem Generating Station (SGS) Management When They
Attempted to Process an Incident Report (IR) Involving
Safety Issues Relating to the Containment Fan Coil
Units (CFCU) on December 3, 1992

................. 16
e g S R S A A A ST bt 16
Evidence . . . . . .. .. 17

Allegation No 1B: The Senior Staff Engineer and the
Safety Review Engineer Continued to be Harassed
and Intimidated By SGS Management as a Result of
the December 3, 1992, Incident
o, PN R RSP R A S i iy
SIS . i e s

---------------------

..................

-------------------------

.............................

Case No. 1-93-021R



THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY

Case No. 1-93-021R 6



APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Allegation No. lA: enior Staff Engineer and a Safety Review Engi ger
darassed and Intimidated By Salem Generating Station (G anagemen
[ empted to Process an Incident Report (IR) Involving Safet Sue
Relating to the Containment Fan Co i on December 3, 1992

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate Misconduct (1992 Edition)

(a) Any liceisee or any emplo{ee of a Ticensee: and any contractor
(including a supplier or consulta

A"
=i

nt). subcontractor, or any employee of

a contractor or subcontractor, of any licensee, who knowingly provides
to any licensee, contractor. or subcontractor, components, equipment,

materials, or other goods or services, that relate to a licensee's
activities subject to this part, may not:

(1) Engage in deliberate misconduct that causes or, but for detection,

would have caused, a licensee to be in violation of any rule,
reguiation, or order, or any term condition, or limitation of any
license, issued by the Commission, or

(2) Deliberately submit to the NRC, a licensee, or a licensee's
contractor or subcontractor, information that the person submitting
information knows to be incompiete or inaccurate in some respect
material to the NRC.

10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection (1992 Edition)

the

(a) Discrimination by a Commission Ticensee, permittee, an applicant
for a Commission license or permit, or a contractor or subcontractor of

a Commission "icensee, permittee, or applicant against an employee

for

engaging in cartain protected activities is rohibited. Discrimination
includes disciarge and other actions that re ate to compensation, terms.
conditions, and privileges of employment. The protected activities are
established in section 210 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as
amended, and in general are related to the administration or enfircement

of a requirement imposed under the Atomic Energy Act or the Eneryy
Reorganization Act.

Al]1ega
onti
Jecembe

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate Misconduct (1993 Edition)
10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection (1993 Edition)
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CFCU
DEF

FSAR
&1
HPES
IR

NSR

0l
PSE&G
QA/NSR
SERT
SGS
SNSS
SRG
UFSAR
W&S
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

Containment Fan Coil Unit

Deficiency Evaluation Form

Deficiency Report

Final Safety Analysis Report
Harassment and Intimidation

Human Performance Enhancement System
Incident Report

Nuclear Administrative Procedure
Nuclear Safety Review

Office of Investigations

Public Service Electric and Gas Company
Quality Assurance/Nuclear Safety Review
Significant Event Response Team -

Salem Generating Station

Senior Nuclear Shift Supervisor

Onsite Safety Review Group

Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
Winston and Strawn (legal counse] to PSE&G)
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LIST OF INTERVIEWEES

EXHIBIT

BAILEY, James V. ("Jay"), Manager, Nuclear Engineering Sciences. SGS
BUDZIK, Dennis P., Maintenance Engineer, SGS
CELLMER, Terry L., Radiation Protection Chemistry Manager, SGS

CIANFRANI, William, Nuclear Safety Review Engineer, Supervisor
TR R e i i ! Bk Bua 3

CRAIG, Paul R., Safety Review Engineer, SRG,” SGS
HADDEN, Deloris D., Executive Secretary, QA/NSR, SGS

HAGAN, Joseph J., Vice President Nuclear Operations and General
Manager, Salem Operations. SGS T e P e T N

KAFANTARIS, Marios C., Senior Nuclear Shift Supervisor (SNSS).
SGS: former Acting SNSS, SGS . . . . R TR R |

LaBRUNA, Stanley, Vice President Nuclear Engineering; former
Vice President Nuclear Operations, SGS . . . g Al

LEPOW, Libbi J., former Senior Organization Development Consultant,
Nuclear Human Resources, SGS . . . R R Sl iy Uy R TS

MILTENBERGER, Steven E.. Vice President and Chief Nuclear Officer, PSE&G
MOORE, Kenneth F., Safety Review Engineer, SRG, SGS

MORRONI, Michael P., Manager, Maintenance Controls, SGS; former
Manager, Technical Department, SGS . . . . I LI

POLIZZI, Vincent J., Project Engineer, PSE&G: former Operations
Manager, SGS . . . . . . o P A T R

REITER, Lawrence A., Director. Process Improvement, SGS: former
General Manager, QA/NSR. SGS R T A e

SHEDLOCK, Mark A.. Manager, Nuclear Procurement and Materials
Management: former Salem Maintenance Manager L

VONDRA, Calvin A., (former) General Manager, Salem Operations. SGS
WANG, James J., Investment Recovery Manager, PSE&AG

WILLIAMS, Bert E., (former) Senior Staff Engineer, SRG, SGS
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated to determine whether Salem Generating Station
(5GS) management harassed and intimidated (H&I) Bert E. WILLIAMS, Senior Staff
Engineer, Onsite Safety Review Group (SRG), Nuclear Safety Review (NSR), SGS.
Public Service Electric znd Gas Company (PSE&G), and Paul CRAIG, Safety Review
Engineer, SRG, NSR, SGS, PSE&G. for the raising of a nuclear safety concern.

Background

In a memorandum dated June 29, 1993 the Director, Office of Investigations
Field Office (0I), Region I, notified the Director, 0I, that an investigation
was being initiated into ari(allegation phat WILLIAMS and CRAIG had been
harassed by SGS plant management T5r attempting to process an incident report
(IR) that involved safety issues relating to air regulators in the containment
fan coil units (CFCU) for SGS Units 1 and 2 (Exhibit 2. pf. 1 and 2). The
notification was made following the review of a PSE&AG Tas Force Report of
Investigation titled, "INVESTIGATION OF THE SUBMISSION OF A QUALITY/SAFETY
CONCERN AND INCIDENT REPORT ON DECEMBER 3-4, 1992, AND RELATED ACTIVITIES AT
THE SALEM GENERATING STATION," dated April 2, 1993. As a result of the PCEAG
investigation, the Task Force reached several significant findings, including
the finding that, “Certain Nuclear Department managers engaged in actions of
harassment and intimidation or failed to respond to such actions effectively”
(Exhibit 2A, p. 15).

Previously, a Significant Event Response Team (SERT) had been convened on
April 26, 1992, to investigate and reﬁgrt on the Salem Unit 2 - Reactor Trip
on 24 Steam Generator Lo-Lo Level., T SERT was to provide an independent
review of the event and to provide an objective root cause analysis with
corrective actions and recommendations to preclude recurrence. SERT Report
92-01 was dated May 5, 1992 (Exhibit 28). CRAIG was a member of the SERT,
CRAIG prepared an Incident Report (IR) concerning the failure of the control
room operators to follow the prescribed action in the overhead annunciator
procedure. CRAIG did not identify the issue. The IR that CRAIG ?re ared had
been "trashed” by POLIZZI because POLIZZI felt that the issue cou d geen
written into the SERT report (Exhibit 6. Pp. 80 and 83). CRAIG wrote the IR a
second time, on the same day. POLIZZI also "trashed” the second IR

(Exhibit 2C).

Coordination with NRC Staff

Steve BARR, Resident Inspector, SGS, participated in the initial interview of
WILI (AMS.

Interview of Allegers

WILLIAMS was interviewed on September 29, 1993 (Exhibit 3). and on June 13,
1994 (Exhibit 4). CRAIG was interviewed on November 1, 1993 (Exhibit 5), and
on June 24, 1994 (Exhibit 6).

WILLIAMS stated that a contractor who worked for United Engineers and
Constructors found that the piping of the components in the containment fan
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coil units (CFCU) was not as it should have been. The contractor filed a
confidential report with the Human Performance Enhancement Systems (HPES).
The CFCU issue was forwarded to the SRG by HPES (Exhibit 1), and William
CIANFRANI, Supervisor, SRG, SGS, assigned the issue to WILLIAMS. WILLIAMS
said that he researched the drawings. WILLIAMS continued that the problem
with the drawing was that there were two different types of regulators, from
different manufacturers, and the regulators did not have the same functional
requirements (Exhibit 3, pp. 13 and 14). WILLIAMS advised that the issues
Eerebsig?ificant enough to report, so he wrote the 17 (Exhibit 3, p. 15 and
xhibit 7).

WILLIAMS advised that he and CRAIG took the IR to Vince POLIZZI, Operations
Manager, SGS, and encountered some "reluctance.” POLIZZI was not receptive to
the IR. WILLIAMS recalled POLIZZI's immediate objection to be, “that is not
the way we do it.” WILLIAMS continued that he and CRAIG insisted that POLIZZI
take the IR, which he did. POLIZZI put the IR in his desk drawer. According
to WILLIAMS, POLIZZI objected to the IR on the basis that it did not make any
statement or conclusion as to the operability of the equipment, or the
operability of the station. WILLIAMS told POLIZZI that if he had to write
something on the IR, for POLIZZI, he would. WILLIAMS continued that he took

out his pen to write a statement on the IR, but POLIZZI told him . . . Don't
wr1t§41§6here.' “. . . let's do it down in Cal's office . . ." (Exhibit 3,
Pp. -20).

WILLIAMS advised that initially, VONDRA was more annoyed than angry and wanted
to know why he and CRAIG were creating an IR. WILLIAMS stated that VONDRA
would not accept the IR. WILLIAMS continued that he told VONDRA that he could
write the issue on a safety concern form. According to WILLIAMS, VONDRA got
up, pointed his finger at him, and told him to get out of his office before he
called security (Exhibit 4, pp. 40 and 41).

The testimony of CRAIG corroborated WILLIAMS' statement of events.

11 i . WILLIAMS and CRAIG were harassed and intimidated by
%[igw NQMRR#F when they attempted to process an IR involving safety
1ssues relating to the CFCUs on December 3, 1992
Summary
The follow1?? individuals were interviewed by OI:RI on the dates indicated

regarding Allegation No. 1A. Pertinent testimony provided by these
individuals 1s documented in the evidence section that follows:

Name Title Qate of Interview(s)

James V. BAILEY Manager, Nuclear Engineering December 14, 1993
Sciences, SGS

Dennis BUDZIK Maintenance Engineer, SGS June 14, 1994

William CIANFRANI Nuclear Safety Review December 8, 1993, and

§2g1neer. Supervisor, SRG, August 9, 1994

Case No. 1-93-021R 16



Paul R. CRAIG Safety Review Engineer, SRG, November 1, 1993 4
SGS June 24, 1994

Marios C. KAFANTARIS Senior Nuclear Shift November 30, 1992
Supervisor (SNSS):
former Acting SNSS, SGS

Stanley LaBRUNA Vice President, Nuclear July 21, 1994
Engineering; former Vice
President, Nuclear

Operations, SGS

Kenneth F. MOORE Safety Review Engineer, June 29 and August 9,
SRG, 5GS 1994

Michael P. MORRONI Manager, Maintenance July 7, 1954

Controls, SGS: former
Manager, Technical
Department, SGS

Vincent J. POLIZZI Project Engineer, PSEAG: February 16, 1994
gggmer Operations Manager,

Lawrence A. REITER Director, Process December 20, 1993
Improvement, SGS: former
General Manager, QA/NSR. $GS

Mark A. SHEDLOCK Manager, Nuclear Procurement July 7, 1994
and Materials Management :
former Salem Maintenance

Manager

Calvin A. VONDRA General Manager (former). December 15, 1993
Salem Operations, SGS

Bert E. WILLIAMS Senior Staff Engésneer September 29, 1993,
(former), SRG, and June 13, 1994

Evidence

1. Human Performance Enhancement System (HPES) Re?ort #5CVR-92-22, received
bg HPES on November 18, 1992, disclosed that CFCU setpoint regulators
that should be qualified as safety related may not be. The regulators
were supplied as commercial grade by the vendors. The HPES report was
referred to the Salem SRG by A. Carolyn TAYLOR on November 19, 1992. In
a note bearing the signature of A. C. TAYLOR, and the date December 3,
1992, TAYLOR requested that a Safety Review Engineer initiate a DR
[Deficiency Report], report the matter to shift [SNSS], and initiate an
IR (Exhibit 1, pp. 1 and 2).

2. WILLIAMS stated that he and CRAIG went to the control room area and
spoke with KAFANTARIS, the SNSS on duty (Exhibit 3, pp. 18 and 19).

Case No. 1-93-021R 17



10.

11.

12.

13.

WILLIAMS said KAFANTARIS told them that the issue was an en ineering
matter and that he would appreciate it if WILLIAMS and CRAIG would
discuss the issue with his supervisor (nfi) who was an operations
engineer (Exhibit 3, pp. 18 and 19).

CRAIG stated that after consulting Nuclear Administrative Procedure
NC.NA-AP.22-0006(Q). (NAP-6), the procedure for incident reporting, he
and WILLIAMS went to KAFANTARIS (Exhibit 5, p. 11).

CRAIG said that he and WILLIAMS explained to KAFANTARIS that, according

to the documentation, the regulators that were installed were not the

regulators shown on plant configuration drawings, and that the model

ghat was instalied was a commercial grade model (Exhibit 6, pp. 4 and
y. . J

According to CRAIG, KAFANTARIS was "receptive.” Howev:ar, he asked
WILLIAMS and CRAIG to take the written IR to the operati engineer, in
this case POLIZZI, to resolve the issue, because KAFANTARIS did not have
all the resources he needed available (Exhibit 5. pp. 11 and 12;

Exhibit 6, pp 3 and 4).

CRAIG did not recall KAFANTARIS requestinY that he or WILLIAMS do
anything otter than show the IR to POLIZZI (Exhibit 6, p. 4).

CRAIG said that he and WILLIAMS did not discuss the configuration
difficulties with KAFANTARIS at that time. According to CRAIG, the
thrust of the conversation was that the regulators were probably not
qualified seismically (Exhibit 6, p. 5).

CRAIG stated that, to the best of his knowledge, KAFANTARIS did not ask
them to show POLIZZI the IR because he needed more information for an
operat: ity decision. CRAIG said that KAFANTARIS' words were that he
would need the operating engineer's help to decide what to do about the
issue (Exhibit §, p. 5).

KAFANTARIS said that WILLIAMS and CRAIG came to his office and told him
that they were following up on an HPES cluim that some regulators
associated with the CFCUs were not scfety related. KAFANTARIS continued
that WILLIAMS and CRAIG were 91v1n2~§1n a "heads-up” that they would be
1ookina into this allegat.on. KAFANTARIS acknowledged that WILLIAMS and
CRAIG had not completed the IR but were in the process of doing so when
they sg:hﬂ to him. KAFANTARIS said that WILLI and CRAIG told him
that the regulators may not be safety related, but they 41d not know yet
(Exnibit 9, pp. 21, 22, and 26).

KAFANTARIS said that, in his experience, the "heads-up” was unusual, no
one nad done chat before (Exhibit 9, p. 22).

KAFANTARIS advisel that the only issue that WILLIAMS and CRAIG discussed
with him was whether the regulators were safety related or not.
According to KAFANTAKIS, the configuration issue of the regulators was
not discussed (Exhibit 9, p. 23).

KAFANTARIS acknouled?ed that he did recall asking WILLIAMS and CRAIG if
there was an operability issue, and that their response was that they
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2i.

22.

did not know yet because they were stil] investigating. KAFANTARIS
stated that neither WILLIAMS nor CRAIG said that the plant had to be
shut down (Exhibit 9, pp. 25 and 26),

KAFANTARIS said that he told WILLIAMS and CRAIG that since the
implication was that if all § CFCUs in Unit 1, and all 5 CFCUs in

Unit 2, were inoperable because of the issue, they needed to get the
management team on board because of the potential shut-down implications
for both units. According to KAFANTARIS, they agreed to that

(Exhibit 9, p. 26).

KAFANTARIS acknowledged that had WILLIAMS and CRAIG prepared an IR and
given it to him, he would have contacted the Operations Engineer himse)f
(Exhibit 9, p. 27).

KAFANTARIS said that hc isked WILLIAMS and CRAIG to contact his
management because he uid not know their background. KAFANTARIS also
asked them to contact the Technical Department to get some engineering
assistance (Exhibit 9, p. 27).

KAFANTARIS advised that following his conversation with WILLIAMS and
CRAIG, he called POLIZZI to advise him that WILLIAMS and CRAIG might be
contacting him (Exhibit 9, pp. 29 and 31).

KAFANTARIS said he does not contact POLIZZI each time he receives an IR.
KAFANTARIS stated that he contacted POLIZZI on this issue because the
issue had shut-down implications for both units, and he did not want
POLIZZI to be "hit blind-sighted” (sic) (Exhibit 9, p. 30).

KAFANTARIS said that he told POLIZZI that the CFCUs had recently passed
their weekly and monthly surveillance tests, so KAFANTARIS did not have
any reason to believe that they would not fulfil) their design function
at that point, based upon the information that he had. KAFANTARIS said
that he did not discuss a configuration issue with POLIZZI, because he
did not know one existed (Exhibit 9, pp. 30 and 31).

KAFANTARIS stated that later that evenin? [December 3, 19927 POLIZZI
spoke with him on the telephone. POLIZZI told KAFANTARIS that WILLIAMS
and CRAIG had a conversation with POLIZZI, in POLIZZI's office, and that
they ended in VONDRA's office. According to KAFANTARIS, POLIZZI told
him that WILLIAMS and CRAIG had threatened . and VONDRA asked them
to Teave his office (Exhibit 9, pp. 35 and 36).

WILLIAMS did not recall any operability discussion with KAFANTARIS. The
purpose of the conversation was to give KAFANTARIS a "heads up,” here is
a pro?}el that they planned to put into the system (Exhibit 4, pp. 16
and 17).

WILLIAMS advised that both operating engineers were at training so they
had to see POLIZZI, the Operations Hanager. WILLIAMS continued that
after he and CRAIG spoke with KAFANTARIS, the went to see POLIZZI, who
was not in his office. WILLIAMS and CRAIG told POLIZZI's secretary to
have POLIZZI call them (Exhibit 3. pp. 18-20).
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23.

24,

9.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

POLIZZI advised that he spoke with KAFANTARIS and they "compared notes."
According to POLIZZI, KAFANTARIS did not know the information that
POLIZZI had received from the engineers. POLIZZI continued that
KAFANTARIS was "on-board” that there was an incident happening and that
;:?' were taking some action to deal with it (Exhibit 12, pp. 73 ard

POLIZZI could not recall when he spoke with KAFANTARIS (Exhibit 12,
pp. 73 and 74).

POLIZZI acknowledged that the understanding that he had from KAFANTARIS
was that, based on the information he had from WILLIAMS and CRAIG,
KAFANTARIS could not make a determination on the operability issue
(Exhibit 12, p. 75).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The transcript incorrectly identifies
KAFANTARIS as [ AFENTEROS.

POLIZZI stated that mid morning (10:00 a.m. or 11:00 a.m.) he returned
to his office and noticed a message from WILLIAMS regarding a concern
WILLIAMS had on the CFCUs. POLIZZI continued that he rec nized the
urgency of that particular information and telephoned WILLIAMS
immediately (Exhibit 12, p. 52).

POLTZZI statea that he and WILLIAMS discusced the CFCUs from a technica)
perspective, and that they talked specifically about the potential
configuration issue, as well as the gua11f1cat1on issue. POLIZZI
continued that he and WILLIAMS then discussed what they would have to d,
t:drggglve the issue and bring the issue to closure (Exhibit 12, pp. 57
a :

POLIZZI continued that he and WILLIAMS both agreed that there would be
some engineering input to "unscrew” the concern. POLIZZI continued that
action involved notification of engineering, BAILEY, and also the
station technical organization, ONI (Exhibit 12, pp. 53 and 54).

POLIZZI acknowledged that during his telephone discussion with WILLIAMS
1t was apparent to POLIZZI that there was some ambiguity on the
coerability issue. POLIZZI continued that the ambiguity was the reason
it za: his recommendation to contact BAILEY and HORggﬂl (Exhibit 12,

p. .

POLIZZI stated that an operability determination could not be made. If
one could be made, it could basically say that the regulators were
inoperable. As a result, the decision would, ultimately, in a very
short ?eriod of time, result in a shut down of both Salem units.
POLIZZI continued that more information was clearly needed to at least
identify that an initial eng1neer1n? look at both issues would suggest
g?at there was no immediate operability concern (Exhibit 12, Pp. and
).

POLIZZI stated that, to the best of his knowledge, he and WILLIAMS
agreed during their first telephone discussion that the issues involved
in the IR would require the support of cthers to help “us® make an
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2.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

4],

42.

informed decision. Before "we" can process the IR, "we" have to take a
step back and talk about the process (Exhibit 12, pp. 64 and 65).

WILLIAMS explained that his "whole pitch” to POLIZZI was that there was
a report and the indications were that the wrong controller was being
used for the set control point and that the qualification documentation
was missing. WILLIAMS acknowledged that the configuration issue was a
“topic of conversation” (Exhibit 14, p. 19).

WILLIAMS denied that POLIZZI gave him input on how to resolve the
issues, or that they agreed on a course of action on how to resolve the
issues (Exhibit 4, pp. 21 and 22).

WILLIAMS did not think that there had been a discussion with
POLIZZI on the issues, but they both did agree that there was a problem
(Exhibit 4, p. 21). }

WILLIAMS acknowledged that his telephone conversation with POLIZZI was
"superficially” brief, a "couple of minutes" (Exhibit 4, pp. 18 and 22).

WILLIAMS denied that he and POLIZZI agreed that POLIZZI would contact
BAILEY and MORRONI. WILLIAMS stated that his telephone discussion with
POLIZZI did not touch on engineering involvement in the issue

(Exhibit 4, pp. 22 and 25).

WILLIAMS stated that the first time that POLIZZI dealt with operability
waszg?en WILLIAMS and CRAIG walked into POLIZZI's office (Exhibit 4,
p. 22).

POLIZZI advised that fc'lowing his telephone conversation with WILLIAMS
he 'immed1atel{” notified HOSSONI and BAILEY, in separate telephone
calls. POLIZZI told them exactly what he had understood from WILLIAMS
regarding the CFCUs and the two issues (Exhibit 12, p. 67).

POLIZZI advised that the directions he gave MORRONI and BAILEY was that
he wanted an answer before the end of the day because of "the fuse on
this® (Exhibit 12, pp. 67 and 68).

According to POLIZZI, MORRONI and BAILEY were aware of both the
qualification issue and the configuration issue. BAILEY "realistically"
wou;g)have been more involved with the gualification issue (Exhib** 12,
p. ‘

MORRONI recalled rece1v1ng a telephone call from POLIZZI sometime
before lunch on December 3, 1992. During the short conversation,
POLIZZI indicated that he had a concern that had been raised by a
coupie of safety review group engineers with respect to the
regulators that were used in the CFCUs. MORRONI could not recall
the sge§;;1cs of his conversation with POLIZZI (Exhibit 10,

pp. 1

MORRONI also could not recall 1f POLIZZI discussed the seismic
qualification of the regulators: however. when MORRONI spoke with
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43.

45,

46,

47,

49,

50.

51.

WILLIAMS and CRAIG he recognized that [qualification] was the
issue (Exhibit 10, p. 12).

According to MORRONI, POLIZZI told him to "look into” the issue.
MORRONI could not recall if POLIZZI specifically asked him to do a
full evaluation (Exhibit 10, pp. 12 and 13).

MORRONI could not recall if POLIZZI asked him to have answers by
the end of the day. However, MORRONI did recall that the issue
was important with respect to safe plant operations and MORRONI's
sen;: was that POLIZZI wanted it done right away (Exhibit 10,

p. 14).

WILLIAMS said that he and CRAIG returried to their office and called
MORRONI, who came down to see them (Exhibit 3, p. 20).

WILLIAMS stated that he and CRAIG described the situation to MORRONI .
WILLIAMS continued that he, CRAIG, and MORRONI looked at the Updated
Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) and found that there was a
reference to the qualification of the regulators. WILLIAMS advised that
MORRONI conclud~d that the pressure regulators were qualified based on
the UFSAR (Exhibit 3, pp. 20-22).

WILLIAMS continued that MORRONI called POLIZZI and advised POLIZZI what
they had done. MORRONI told POLIZZI that he was fairly confident there
was no safety problem and that the conclusion was that it was not an
incident, not something that should be reported (Exhibit 3, pp. 22 and
44; Exhibit 4, p. 12).

WILLIAMS did not agree with MORRONI, because there was still the
queision concerning the configuration of the regulators (Exhibit 4,
p. 12).

WILLIAMS advised that everything that MORRONI had referred to in the
UFSAR had been available to the individual who had identified the
deficiency and there was still a deficiency (Exhibit 4, p. 15).

WILLIAMS continued that he suggested that MORRONI call BAILEY, who had
the responsibility for environmental qualification, which includes
seismic qualification, because they had the records. According to
WILLIAMS, MORRONI did call BAILEY, who put Arie BLUM, Princzag
Engineer, Program Analysis Supervisor, on the issue. WILLI advised
that BLUM subsequently called him and WILLIAMS described the issue to
BLUM (Exhibit 3, p. 23).

CPAIG said that before he and WILLIAMS went to see POLIZZI, they met
with MORRONI. CRAIG continued that he and WILLIAMS described to MORRONI
that they believed there was no basis for seismic qualification of the
installed regulators, and that there was an aEparent configuration
discrepancy. CRAIG said that he did not think that, at the time of the
conversation, MORRONI had a complete understanding of the configuration
discrepancy; whether the plant was wrong, or whether the documents we >
wrong from a design point of view (Exhibit 6, pp. €, 8, and 9).
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CRAIG advised that MORRONI said that since the mode! number was 1isted
in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) as having been qualified for
certain instrumentation use, that constituted qualification of that
model as a group (Exhibit 5, pp. 23 and 24),

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: UFSAR and FSAR are used interchangeably and
refer to the same document.

CRAIG said that his response to MORRONI was that he believed that the
FSAR was a licensing commitment document. in which the plant described
to the NRC what had been done to satisfy NRC requirements in the general
design criteria. The FSAR was not a design basis document that
established qualification (Exhib‘t 5. p. 24 and Exhibit 6, p. 9).

CRAIG stated that he and MORRONI had different opinions on the meaning
of the FSAR seismic table (Exhibit 6. p. 9.

According to CRAIG, the section of the FSAR that MORRONI reviewed during
this discussion did not state that both regulators were seismically
qualified (Exhibit 6, p. 11).

CRAIG acknowledged that MORRONI did not say there was no ?roblen with
the rability of the regulators. According to CKAIG, all MORRONI said
was t he did not feel that an IR was necessary. CRAIG continued that
MORRONI did not explain why, other than to say that 1f WILLIAMS and
CRAIG wrote a Deficiency Evaluation Form (DEF) . engineering would
resolve the issue (Exhibit 5. Pp. 24 and 25).

CRAIG recalled that the words MORRONI used were, he was "fairly
confident that there was no safety problem identified.” CRAIG continued
that he did not agree that MORRONI's being comfortable was sufficient to
cause him to be comfortable (Exhibit 6. p. 15).

CRAIG said that he made his position on the situation "reasonably clear"
to MORRONI. CRAIG continued that he was confident that MORRONI
understood the basis of his disagreement (Exhibit 6, p. 17).

CRAIG stated that he got the distinct 1Tress1on that when MORRONI left
the office, MORRONI felt that he and WIL IAMS were no longer interested
in pursuing the stion of cperability, because of MORRONI's comment
that he felt confident that operability was okay, therefore, that should
somehow change their judgement on the issue (Exhibit 6, p. 17).

It was CRAIG's impression that MORRCNI was placing more significance on
their social interaction, the fact that I was the technical
manarr and he had just told CRAIG and WILLIAMS, who were lower in the
peck order, that he did not see an rability concern. CRAIG felt
that I's expectation was that CRAIG would accept that as
sufficient (Exhibit 6, pp. 17 and 18).

CRAIG stated that MORRONI indicated that he had discussed the issue of
seismic qualification with BAILEY and had asked BAILEY to do s¢~ thing:
however, it was rot clear to CRAIG at the time what BAILEY was ,ving to
do (Exhibit 6, p. 13).
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MORRONI advised that he spoke to WILLIAMS and CRAIG and recognized
that they had a problem with respect to the seismic qualification
of some regulators. MORRONI continued that he went to the updated
UFSAR, and based upon the make and model number shown in the
drawings, MORRONI was able to show WILLIAMS and CRAIG the section
of the UFSAR that indicated for that make and model number of
component there was seismic qualification data on hand in
engineering. MORRONI said that he did not think that he
determined, without question, that the regulators were qualified,
but based upon the information in the UFSAR, he felt comfortable
there was not a safety issue and no ogerabiIity concern with the
Ci'CUs at that time (Exhibit pp. 15, 17, 26, 31, 33, and 34).

MORRONI did not recall discussing the ‘configuration of the regulators
with WILLIAMS and CRAIG. MORRONI advised that he read the IR that they
had written, and nothing in the area of configuration caught his
attention, at that time, for ..im to think that there was another issue
(Exhibit 10, pp. 19 and 20).

MORRONI advised that when he met with WILLIAMS and CRAIG. they had
already been to POLiZZI's office and had attempted to give him the IR.
MORRONI could not recall if WILLIAMS and CRAIG told him that it had been
accepted. MCRRONI said WILLIAMS and CRAIG did not discuss the fact that
POLIZZI refused to take the IR (Exhibit 10, pp. 21, 23 and 25).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MORRONI was incorrect as to when the meeting
occurred.

MORRONI did not recall telling WILLIAMS and CRAIG that Section 3
of the UFSAR covered the qualification issue and there was no
problem or deficiency. MORRON] did recall saying that, based upon
the information in the UFSAR, he did not think that there was a
concern (Exhibit 10, p. 34).

MORRONI advised that he did not see the qualification issue as a
real issue until a real concern had been identified. WILLIAMS and
CRAIG had a concern, but they did not investigate the concern to
make it an issue. MORRONI acknowledged that he "guessed" that
WILLIAMS and CRAIG did not have to investigate a concern to make
it an issue (Exhibit 10, pp. 35 and 36).

MORRONI said that after his discussion with WILLIAMS and CRAIG., he
returned to his office and called POLIZZI. MORRONI told POLIZZI
that based upon the information that he had available, MORRONI did
not feel that there was any operability concern. MORRONI also
told POLIZZI that he was able to find information in the UFSAR
that indicated tra* based on the make and model of the regulators
they were qualifiea units. Based upon that information, MORRONI
felt comfortable with respect to the operability of tne units and
that there was no issue. MORRONI also probably told POLIZZI that
he had contacted BAILEY from the seismic group and asked him to
assist and make sure that there were not any safety concerns or
problems (Exhibit 10, pp. 25, 29, 43, 46, 48, and 49).
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MORRONI said that he felt that there was no issue on seismic
qualification (Exhibit 10, p. 50).

MORRONI made a recommendation to POLIZZI that he did not see any
1ssues and that he did not have an 1ssue with respect to an
operability declaration at that time (Exhibit 10, pp. 25 and 29)

MORRONI could not recall if he used the word probiem or issue during his
discussion with POLIZZI (Exhibit 10, p. 50).

According to POLIZZI, MORRONI called him and discussed the information
that he had, which he gave to POLIZZI in two pieces. The first piece
was the qualification issue. POLIZZI advised that MORRONI had looked at
the FSAR. According to POLIZZI, MORRONI was able to find language in
the FSAR that satisfied him that there was not an immediate
qualification concern (Exhibit 12. pp. 68 and 69).

POLIZZI said that the next issue that he discussed with MORRONI was the
configuration issue. POLIZZI and MORRONI discussed the configuration
from what i1t could mean to the operability of the CFCUs and how it would
affect their behavior. POLIZZI said that the response that he got from
MORRONI was that the surveillance tests that have been routinely done on
the CFCUs for fifteen years would be a good indicator that there was no
immediate problem (Exhibit 12, p. 69),

MORRONI did not recall discussing the configuration issue with
POLIZZI during the morning of December 3, 1992, because he did not
realize that there was a configuration issue until later in the
day (Exhibit 10, p. 44).

MORRONI did not recall telling POLIZZI, at that time. that
surveillance testing was routinely done cn CFCUs or that the
surveillance tests would be a good indicator that there was no
immediate problem (Exhibit 10, pp. 44 and 45).

MORRONI also did not recall telling POLIZZI, at that time. that
the configuration of the air regulators appeared to be different
than those on the drawings, but there was no effect on operability
(Exhibit 10, pp. 45 and 46).

POLIZZI advised that the bottom 1ine was that the regulators have
functioned, continued to function., and have be~1 calibrated successfully
for many years (Exhibit 12, p. 70).

POLIZZI stated that he and MORRONI mutually agreed that the regulators
were okay. POLIZZI said that based on that information he felt
comfortable that he could make the statement that, "I am not inoperable”
and "I do not have to report this" (Exhibit 12, pp. 69 and 70).

POLIZZI said that with the information that he had from MORRONI, he was
prepared to go forward and he contacted BAILEY. Accordin? to POLIZ2ZI,

BAILEY said he agreed with MORRONI that there was no problem involving

the qualification of the regulators. However, BAILEY was going to look
further, and he assigned BLUM to review the issue. BLUM would go back

to the source documents, i.e.. the purchase specifications for the
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regulators, to "really nail this thing down." That was the information
that POLIZZI had from the engineers (Exhibit 14, pp. 70 and 71).

POLIZZ1 acknowledged that after talking with MORRONI and BAILEY. and
based upon their investigation of the issues, they agreed that there was
no immediate operability issue. At this point, because there was no
immediate operability issue, there was no reportability issue

(Exhibit 12, p. 79).

POLIZZI said that there was a sense on his part that “we were okay,"
based on the fact that engineering had agreed that, although there wouid
be some work that had to be done, it was not a crisis, potentially
having to make a declaration of inoperability and shutting the units
down (Exhibit 12, pp. 76 and 77).

POLIZZI advised that all the discussions occurred before he saw the IR
and that he had all the information before lunch. POLIZZI said that
about three hours had passed since his first telephone conversation with
WILLIAMS (Exhibit 12, p. 71).

It was POLIZZI's understanding that WILLIAMS was "on board.” POLIZZI

gained that understanding through his discussion with MORRONI: however.

he did not recall MORRONI's specific words. POLIZZI did not know if

WILLIAMS had actually sgreed with MORRONI ‘s findings, but he did know

ggat MORRONI had spoken with WILLIAMS (Exhibit 12, pp. 71, 72, 73, and
¥

MORRONI acknowledged that he Rrobably told POLIZZI that WILLIAMS
and CRAIG did not agree with his opinion that there was no
operability concern (Exhibit 12, pp. 46 and 47).

WILLIAMS stated that when he and CRAIG returned from lunch they decided
to pggcess the IR in accordance with the procedure (Exhibit 3, pp. 23
and 24).

WILLIAMS continued that he and CRAIG took the IR to POLIZZI's office and
that there was some “"reluctance.” POLIZZI was not receptive to the IR.
WILLIAMS® best recollection of POLIZZI's reluctance was because he and
CRAIG were not essing the IR the way that POLIZZI was zccustomed to
doing it. WILLIAMS recalled POLIZZI's immediate objection to be, "that
1s not the way we do it" (Exhibit 3, p. 24).

WILLIAMS said that he and CRAIG insisted that POLIZZI take the IR, which
he did. POLIZZI put the IR in his desk drawer. According to WILLIAMS,
POLIZZI said that he would process the IR on the basis of the
surveillance tests (Exhibit 3, pp. 24 and 25).

WILLIAMS stated that he asked POLIZZI what he meant. According to
WILLIAMS, POLIZZI explained that if the surveillance tests prove the
regulators were operable, he would base his conclusion on that.

WILLIAMS said that he told POLIZZI that “would not be sufficient® and
that was not g00d enough. At that point, POLIZZI took the IR out of his
drawer anz gave the IR to WILLIAMS (Exhibit 3, p. 25 and Exhibit 4,

pp. 26, 31, and 32).
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WILLIAMS stated that he intended to write on the IR the fact that the
configuration was different and that the regulators were piped
incorrectly, which could affect operability. WILLIAMS said that he told
POLIZZI he would make a statement . the IR to that effect. WILLIAMS
continued that he was not about to make a "pronouncement” on the IR that
the regulators were inoperable (Exhibit 3, pp. 27, 28, and 46:

Exhibit 4, pp. 27, 29, and 30).

WILLIAMS denied that he toid POLIZZI that, if he had to write anything
on the IR, he would write that the units were inoperable (Exhibit 4,
p. 30).

WILLIAMS advised that during their discussion, POLIZZI called VONDRA and
told VONDRA that WILLIAMS and CRAIG were in his office with an IR.
WILLIAMS said he thought that POLIZZI used the word “problem.” WILLIAMS
said Toud enough for VONDRA to hear, "There is no probiem” (Exhibit 3,
pp. 26 and 27).

WILLIAMS said that when POLIZZI began his telephone conversation with
VONDRA by saying that he had a problem with WILLIAMS and CRAIG it
established a tone that was totally unexpected (Exhibit 4, p. 45).

CRAIG stated that he and WILLIAMS told POLIZZI that they had written an
IR. The SNSS had asked them to have POLIZZI Took at it, so POLIZZI
could start putting together the necessary responses to deal with the
problem. CRAIG continued that POLIZZI was told that their intent was to
take the IR to the SNSS and that the second intent, in a less urgent
time frame, was to write an engineering deficiency, because they
understood the problem. WILLIAMS and CRAIG would deliver the
engineering deficiency to the engineering department (Exhibit 6. pp. 42
and 43).

CRAIG stated that he thought that he and WILLIAMS made it quite clear to
POLIZZI that they were on their way to the SNSS' office to file the IR,

and at the request of the SNSS. they had stopped by POLIZZI's office to

explain the situation (Exhibit &, p. 49).

According to CRAIG, he and WILLIAMS explained the technical issue to
POLIZZI and POLIZZI was not "receptive.” CRAIG advised that POLIZZ] was
Insistent that a DEF should be written and that they submit the issue as
an IR (Exhibit 5, pp. 12 and 13).

CRAIG said POLIZZI was told that they did not think that writing a DEF
was sufficient to get something done with the issue immediately.
According to CRAIG, POLIZZI's resgonse was that was not the way that
Salem Station does business (Exhibit 5, pp. 12, 13, and 30).

CRAIG continued that, after further discussion, POLIZZI took the IR.
which he sti111 held, threw it in his desk drawer, and said rather
forcibly that he would “take care of it” (Exhibit 5, p. 13 and
Exhibit 6, pp. 26 and 27).

CRAIG continued that POLIZZI's comment was the point at which he felt
that POLIZZI's demeanor did not indicate a sincere intent to process the
IR according to procedure. CRAIG told POLIZZI that if he felt he did
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not have time to process the IR, CRAIG would be happy to take the
incident report to the SNSS' office so that the procedure could be
complied with. Even though it might Just be a formality to do that. he
and WILLIAMS wanted to adhere to t e procedure (Exhibit 5. p. 32).

CRAIG continued that he indicated to POLIZZI that he felt that the IR
was required by procedure to go to the SNSS, so the SNSS would know that
w:3t4§hey had spoken about earlier was now on paper (Exhibit 6. pp. 27
a ).

CRAIG recalled that when POLIZZI took the IR out of his drawer and threw
1t across his desk toward WILLIAMS, it was at that point the discussion
began about WILLIAMS putting an operability determination on the IR
(Exhibit 6, p. 28).

CRAIG stated that POLIZZI's only basis for having WILLIAMS write an
operability determination on the IR was because operations makes
operability determinations based only upon functional surveillance
testing and not on engineering issues. Therefore, WILLIAMS had to make
the engineering determination as to whether the CFCUs were inoperable or
not (Exhibit 6, p. 22).

CRAIG continuea that, under considerable stress and pressure from
POLIZZI, WILLIAMS indicated that if he were compelled by POLIZZI to make
such a determination, althougn he (WILLIAMS) did not feel that it was
his responsibility to do so, WILLIAMS would have to err on the side of
conservatism and sagethat they were incperable. CRAIG said he
understood that to WILLIAMS' way of indicating his uncertainty about
the status of the instrumentation (Exhibit 5. p. 30 and Exhibit 6,

pp. 22, 23, and 35),

CRAIG stated, at this point, POLIZZI became angrg. raised his voice, and
said he felt that VONDSR should be contacted (Exhibit 5, p. 13 and
Exhibit 6, p. 43).

CRAIG stated that POLIZZI said that he and WILLIAMS were trying to shut
down the units, and they told POLIZZI that was not so. CRAIG cont inued
that they toid POLIZZI that theiawere simply insisting on the issue
being addressed (Exhibit 5, p. 38).

CRAIG said that POLIZZI called VONDRA and during that call made a
comment that CRAIG and WILLIAMS were trying to say that all the CFCUs
were { rable and he would have to shut both units down. POLIZZI said
that WILLIAMS and CRAIG were trying to shut down both units (Exhibit 5,
p. 13 and Exhibit 6, p. 30).

According to CRAIG, VONDRA's immediate response was that was not their
decision, it was POLIZZI's (Exhibit 5, p. 14: Exhibit 6, pp. 30 and 31).

CRAIG said that when ' “ried to speak with VONDRA, POLIZZI kept
interrupting. CRAIG ~+i22 that, at this point, POLIZZI apparently
felt that the conversai...; was not going anyvggre and s sted they
discuss the issue in VONDRA's office. CRAIG agreed with 1ZZ1 because
every time that CRAIG attengted to speak to VONDRA, POLIZZI interrupted
(Exhibit 5. pp. 13 and 14; Exhibit 6, pp. 45 and 46).
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CRAIG stated that the subject of shutting down the units had not been
part of the discussion with POLIZZI (Exhibit 5. p. 13).

POLIZZI advised that sometime after lunch. around 12:30 p.m., WILLIAMS
and CRAIG came to his office. POLIZZI continued that he was sitting
behind his desk "feeling a Tittle bit excited,” that maybe we had

“dodged the bullet” on this issue: not having to shut the plant down
(exhibit 12, pp. 77 and 78).

POLIZZI said he read the IR and returned it to WILLIAMS. WILLIAMS took
the document from POLIZZI and held it (Exhibit 12, p. 81).

POLIZZI advised that he was a "little bit surprised” because the IR did
not capture everything that was needed. POLI Z1 continued that the IR
ca?tured the understanding of what WILLIAMS had told him during their
telephone conversation, and the understanding POLIZZI had of the issue.
However, the IR did not have the information that POLIZZI had obtained
from MORRONI and BAILEY, which POLIZZI believed that WILLIAMS had known
(Exhibit 12, p. 79).

POLIZZI said his discussion with WILLIAMS went into the fact that the
information from engineering needed to be included on the IR. POLIZZI
continued that he and WILLI discussed what information would have to
be included on the IR, so that "we" could make an informed decision.
POLIZZI ackncw! that he sgecifically told WILLIAMS what he knew
frons?ORRONéz?nd ILEY, and that they talked about it (Exhibit 12,

pp. and :

According to POLIZZI, WILLIAMS said that he could not do that, it was
not his job, it was the SNSS' rasponsibility. POLIZZI told WILLIAMS
that he was not asking for an operability determination. POLIZZI needed
the information that they knew from the engineers on the IR, so the IR
would go to the SNSS, and the SNSS would go ahead and make the
operability judgement (Exhibit 12, p. 82).

POLIZZI acknowledged that he made it clear to WILLIAMS that all he
wanted on the IR was the information that they had froin MORRONI and
BAILEY. POLIZZI said that he asked WILLIAMS to document what "we" knew
from the engineers, which probably was as detailed as he got

(Exhibit 12, pp. 82 and 84).

According to POLIZZI, WILLIAMS did not respond to his request. There
was a feeling of resistance; WILLIAMS did not feel that ft was his job
in anyway to document the IR. According to POLIZZI, WILLIAMS felt that
his job was to make the declaration as he saw it, and by procedure, the
IR had to go to the SNSS (Exhibit 12. p. 85).

According to POLIZZI, the issue was to make sure that the IR included
all the information that was available. If not, the SNSS would come
back and ask what was supposed to be done with the IR. The SNSS could
noteg?ke a decision with the existing information on the IR (Exhibit 12,
p. .

POLIZZI stated that he and WILLIAMS went back and forth, with not much
different dialogue, reverting back to the process, or who had to make
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the operability call and that it was not WILLIAMS  job (Exhibit 12,
p. 88).

POLIZZ1 said that his frustration began to build. WILLIAMS reiterated
his position that the IR had to go the SNSS. POLIZZI stated that he and
WILLIAMS finally reached the point where WILLIAMS said that, "If I have
to write anything, I would have to say they are inoperable.” According
to POLIZZI this statement was a key transition, because the initial
information available said that the regulators were operable

(Exhibit 12, pp. 86 and 87).

POLIZZI acknowledged that he was "a little hot™ at this point, he could
not understand WILLIAMS' resistance because he was not asking WILLIAMS
to comment on operability. POLIZZI just wanted the information to be
accurate and complete (Exhibit 12, p. 88).

POLIZZ1 said that he did not expect WILLIAMS and CRAIG to make any
conclusion or judgement on operability (Exhibit 12, pp. 88 and 99).

POLIZZI said that he got frustrated because not only did WILLIAMS and
CRAIG stand on the principle of the procedure, but they had the feeling
that the CFCUs were inoperable. POLIZZI said that by making that
statement. WILLIAMS and CRAIG indicated that they did not trust him. To
try and end the situation, POLIZZI said. "Give me the document,® using
grofanity in doing so, and WILLIAMS refused. POLIZZI continued that

ased on the information that he ha¢ from engineering he was willing to
mgge angeglgration that the CFCUs were operable (Exhibit 12, pp. 90,
100, a

POL1ZZI advised that he was going to take the IR and document the
information from the engineers and then take the IR to the SNSS
(Exhibit 12, p. 89).

POLIZZ] stated that all he wanted to do was to paraphrase the statement
from MORRONI and BAILEY on the IR and then to take the IR to the SNSS
(Exhibit 12. p. 121).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: POLIZZI made inconsistent statements on what
he planned to do with the IR.

POLIZZI stated that the real "bugaboo” was that WILLIAMS believed the
CFCUs were inoperable (Exhibit 12, p. 91).

POLIZZI said that he did not want WILLIAMS or CRAIG to leave his office
with that feeling, because that was not the way that he personally does
business or the way business is done in nuclear power. 1221 allowed
that he did not articulate this concern to WILLIAMS and CRAIG

(Exhibit 12, p. 91).

POLIZZI stated that WILLIAMS' comment that he would write that the CFCUs
were inoperable was a concern to him because it was contrary to what the
engineering authorities had told POLIZZI. POLIZZI agreed that he wanted
WILLIAMS and CRAIG to be satisfied that the technical judgement that was
beirg made was right, or to give a reason why it was not. POLIZZI said
that he wanted to know why they felt the CFCUs were inoperable, because
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he wanted to know if they had more information. If they did, he wanted
to be filled in. And, if they were not going to tell him, it disturbed
him that they felt the CFCUs were inoperable. POLIZZI continued that he
was going to take WILLIAMS and CRAIG to VONDRA for resolution

(Exhibit 12, pp. 87, 117, and 118).

POLIZZI said that he could have told WILLIAMS and CRAIG to take the IR
to the SNSS. POLIZZI continued that there was "one big reason” he did
not do that. It was because WILLIAMS and CRAIG felt the CFCUs were
inoperable (Exhibit 12, p. 118).

POLIZZI acknowledged that WILLIAMS said tha* if POLIZZI was going to
make him write something on the IR, he would write that the CFCUs were
inoperable. POLIZZI said that WILLIAMS did not come into his office and
say that the CFCUs were inoperable (Exhibit 12, p. 119).

POLIZZI advised that he did not know what information WILLIAMS had.
However, POLIZZI had the sense that WILLIAMS had done some “homework" on
the issue, and had more information than what was on the IR because of
the dialogue POLIZZI had with him and his fiuency in talking about the
issue (Exhibit 12, p. 66).

POLIZZI continued that he and other managers were personally involved
with the issue in the IR and that the issue was going to be
dispositioned before the end of the day. There was no notion of not
trying to solve the issue (Exhibit 12, p. 101).

POLIZZI denied that it was ever his intent, or even a consideration, to
cirgggvent the IR system and make the issue go away (Exhibit 12,
p. ).

POLIZZI said he did not understand WILLIAMS' and CRAIG's insistence on
following the procedure, wanting to take the document as written to the
SNSS. It made no particular sense for them to stand on that principle
that they felt the CFCUs were 1no€erab1e and to not articulate why they
felt that way (Exhibit 12, p. 120).

MORRONI said that POLIZZI could have taken the IR and docunented
the conversation that he had with MORRONI on the IR and provided
that to the SNSS (Exhibit 10, p. 41).

POLIZZI believed "whole heartedly” that WILLIAMS felt the CFCUs were
i rable, but he did not really tell POLIZZI why he felt that way
(Exnibit 12, p. 120).

POLIZZI denied that he objected to an IR being written, rather, he

tho ght that the IR was the right "vehicle." POLIZZI acknowledged that
h's objection was because all of the information that was available from
the engineers was not included on the IR (Exhibit 12, pp. 92-94).

POLIZZI acknowledged that he made it clear to WILLIAMS and CRAIG that he
was not objecting to the IR itself (Exhibit 12, pp. 92 and 93).

POLIZZI said that once he gave the IR back to WILLIAMS he did not regain
possession of the IR again. POLIZZI advised that he "almost begged” for
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the IR. POLIZZI said that he "really only asked" WILLIAMS once for the
IR. POLIZZI stated that he did not take the IR and put it in his drawer
(Exhibit 12, pp. 95-97 and 112).

POLIZZI arvised that CRAIG said they would not give the IR to him
maus; he (POLIZZI) did not follow procedures (Exhibit 12, pp. 90 and

POLIZZI stated that he responded to CRAIG's comment by trying to "catch
his breath.” and then he called VONDRA., POLIZZI said that he told
VONDRA there was a problem (Exhibit 12, pp. 90 and 136).

POLIZZ] stated that he escalated the discussion with WILLIAMS and CRAIG
to VONDRA's office because of the process issue, the inoperability
issue, and the fact that WILLIAMS and CRAIG had some tgpe of concern
about his behavior and would not give him the IR (Exhibit 12, p. 104).

POLIZZI continued that he told WILLIAMS and CRAIG that “you have to
explain it to the General Manager because i hav-~ failed” (Exhibit 12,
pp. 104 and 105).

WILLIAMS denied that POLIZZI said he would take the IR and document what
the engineers had told him (Exhibit 4, p. 32).

WILLIAMS stated that, to the best of his knowledge, POLIZZI did not ask
him 1f he had spoken to MORRONI or BAILEY (Exhibit 4, p. 27).

WILLIAMS advised that no one sat down and discussed the issues in a
constructive engineering sense (Exhibit 4, p. 28).

WILLIAMS said POLIZZI never told him that he (POLIZZI) did not expect
WILLIAMS to make the operability determination (Exhibit 4, p. 33).

WILLIAMS denied that POLIZZI explained that all he wanted WILLIAMS to do
was document the facts that were known from engineering on the IR.
WILLIAMS said that he (WILLIAMS) had no facts from ergineering

(Exhibit 4, p. 33).

WILLIAMS said he thought that POLIZZI was “making up things,® which
WILLIAMS was in definite disagreement with (Exhibit 4, p. 26).

WILLIAMS disagreed with POLIZZI's recollection ot the conversation in
POLIZZI's office (Exhibit 4, pp. 26 and 27).

CRAIG was sure that POLIZZI did not make a statement asking him and
WILLIAMS to document the IR with the information from MORRONI and
BAI%%Y. so that POLIZZI could make a decision on operability (Exhibit 5,
p. /-

CRAIG stated that POLIZZI insisted that WILLIAMS document on the IR
WILLIAMS' determination of operability (Exhibit 5, p. 28).

CRAIG said that POLIZZI's recollection that he asked WILLIAMS and CRAIG
to document information from MORRONI and BAILEY was “blatantly false"
(Exhibit 5, pp. 28 and 29).
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CRAIG stated that at no time did he or WILLIAMS have the authority to
make an operability determination (Exhibit 5. p. 29).

CRAIG stated that POLIZZI never offered to make any notation on the IR.
POLIZZI had the IR in his possession at one point and was capable of
doing that at any time (Exhibit 5, pp. 31 and 33).

CRAIG said it was not his or WILLIAMS' intent to shut down the plant.
CRAIG continued that he and WILLIAMS would not have been adverse to that
if. in fact, the CFCUs were determined inoperable (Exhibit 5, p. 34).

CRAIG said that when he was in POLIZZI's office, he had no information
that there was any auaitional information from the engineers to support
the fact that the regulators were seismically qualified and that there
was no operability problem (Exhibit 6, p. 24).

CRAIG stated that when he and WILLIAMS went to see POLIZZI, he was not
aware that there was an engineering evaluation of the regulators in
progress, and he knew of no basis for one to be in progress. CRAIG was
not aware, at any time, of any engineering effort to investigate
anything (Exhibit 6, p. 20).

CRAIG did not recall POLIZZI stating that, based upon the investigation
that the engineers had done so far on the issue, he and the engineers
agreed that there was no operability issue (Exhibit 6, p. 20).

CRAIG did not recall POLIZZI stating that he had additional information
from MORRONI a~d BAILEY that said there was not a ﬁ;oblem with the
seismic qualification, that it did not look like there was an
ogerabil1ty issue, and that he wanted that information included on the
IR (Exhibit 6, p. 21).

CRAIG said that the only statement that POLIZZI made about operability
was that the operations manager only makes operability determinations
basgd upon surveillance testing, not engineering issues (Exhibit 6,

p. 21).

CRAIG di¢ not believe that he told POLIZZI that he did not follow
procedures. CRAIG stated that he may have told POLIZZI that CRAIG's
interpretation of NAP-6 was that the IR could only be submitted to the
SNS?sgnd not left with POLIZZI (Exhibit 5, pp. 36 and 37: Exhibit &
p. :

It was MOORE's opinion that if POLIZZI asked WILLIAMS to make a
statement on :ﬁgrab111ty. he put WILLIAMS in an 1nappropr1atelgosit1on
because WILLI was not iicensed. MOORE continued that POLIZZI could
ask WILLIAMS for his opinion on operability and take that position and
use 1; to reach his own conclusion on operability (Exhibit 19, pp. 26
and 27).

MOORE said that WILLIAMS mentioned to him that POLIZZI had wanted him to
make the call on rability. MOORE recalled that WILLIAMS ;aaggnded to
POLIZZI's request { saying he would make them inoperable.

continued that WILLIAMS thought they were suspect and they must be
declared inoperable (Exhibit 19, pp. 27 and 28).
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MOORE's impression was that WILLIAMS felt that the CFCUs were suspect
and was trying to use the IR as a means to bring it to POLIZZI's
attention. MOORE thought that the only reason WILLIAMS and CRAIG were
in POLIZZI's office was because the SNSS had asked them to show the IR
to POLIZZI (Exhibit 19, p. 28).

MOORE said that WILLIAMS and CRAIG started talking about what had
happened with POLIZZI and VONDRA when they returned to their office.

Et t that it started in POLIZZI's office and at some point
POLIZZI called VONDRA and said that he wanted to talk to VONDRA .
WILLIAMS and CRAIG told MOORE that POLIZZI had bolted out of his office
and they followed him. MOORE t that POLIZZI must have had a head
start because he got .to VONDRA's office and shut the door. WILLIAMS and
CRAIG were outside for 20 minutes or so. MOORE continued that CRAIG
said that POLIZZI had "poisoned” VONDRA's brain on the issue. When
WILLIAMS and CRAIG went into VONDRA's office. VONDRA was upset and, from
what MOORE understood, VONDRA addressed WILLIAMS more than CRAIG. At
some point, VONDRA said that he felt threatened and he was going to call
security and was going to have WILLIAMS escorted off site. said
that when WILLIAMS and CRAIG told him this, it was "blowing™ my mind.
MOORE said that it was unbelievable that a glant manager, this high
level official, had behaved as he had (Exhibit 19, pp. 41 and 42).

BAILEY characterized the atmosphere in POLIZZI's office as "tense."
BAILEY stated that he walked in at the tail end of the discussion; he
was not there more than maybe five minutes (Exhibit 14, pp. 15 and 22).

BAILEY said that what he basically understood was that WILLIAMS and
CRAIG wanted to process an IR on the CFCUs, and POLIZZI was rot willing
to accept the IR (Exhibit 14, p. 14).

BAILEY advised that he got the impression that processing the IR would
have meant, the way the IR was worded, that the CFCUs would have been
declared i rable, which would have necessitated shutting down the
unit. BAILEY advised he did not see what was written on the IR
(Exhibit 14, p. 14).

BAILEY thought that POLIZZI indicated. or said to WILLIAMS and CRAIG,
that engineering was looking at this, and BAILEY thought that WILLIAMS
said yes. BAILEY continued that he (BAILEY) may have said at the same
time that BLUM's people were looking at it, and it looked 1ike the
regulators were going to be qualifiable (Exhibit 14, p. 15).

BAILEY said that POLIZZI asked WILLIAMS to say that essentially there
was an engineering evaluation underway and it appeared that the
rigulators would be qualifiable (Exhibit 14, p. 17).

BAILEY continued that WILLIAMS responded that the only thing he was
willing to add to the IR was that the CFCUs were inoperable. BAILEY
said that WILLIAMS basically said it was not his elace to make a call on
operability. BAILEY continued that POLIZZI told ILLIAMS that he was
not asking WILLIAMS to make an operability call: POLIZZI was asking
WILLIAMS to clarify the words on the IR so "we" could make a better
informec Judgarent. BAILEY did not think that was an unreasonable
request for 1ZZ1 to make (Exhibit 14, pp. 17 and 18).
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BAILEY continued that adding that statement may have clarified the issue

and may not have put the station into such a reactive mode of cperation
(Exhibit 14, p. 18).

BAILEY stated that POLIZZI was not trying to avoid doing the right
thing. BAILEY thought that everybody understcod that the right
processes were in motion. BAILEY saig he got the feeling that POLIZZI
was just trying to get WILLIAMS to recognize the fact that the right
proggsses were in motion and a resolution was close at hand (Exhibit 14,
p. 18).

BAILEY did not recall either WILLIAMS or CRAIG saying that they wanted
to shut down the Salem units, or “hat the Salem units had to be shut
down. BAILEY thought that everyone in the room recognized that if the
fan coil units were declared inoperable, that would result in a unit
shutdown (Exhibit 14, pp. 18 and 30). -

BAILEY did not recall POLIZZI having possession of the IR, because he
was not really looking to see who had it. BAILEY did not see POLIZZI
put the IR in his desk drawer or take the IR out of his desk drawer,

" . . . that would have occurred before I got up there.” BAILEY did not
recall POL1ZZ] reguesting that the IR be Teft witn him. BAILEY did not
hear WIL!.AMS or CRAIG say that they had to take the IR to the SNSS.
further indicating that he would not have observed that part of the
conversation (Exhibit 14, p. 19).

BAILEY advised that POLIZZI did not say that he would put a comment on
the IR himself (Exhibit 14, p. 21).

BAILEY did not recall hearing POLIZZI say to WILLIAMS and CRAIG, let's
document what MORRONI and BAILEY told us, so that POLIZZI could make an
operability decision (Exhibit 14, pp. 19. 21. and 22).

BAILEY advised that POLIZZI said we are going to talr to YONDRA about
this. POLIZZI went out of the office first, and WI'.. .AMS and CRAIG
followed him, and BAILEY followed behind the iwo o chem. BAILEY did
not speak with either WILLIAMS or CRAIG (Exhibi* 4, p. 23).

CRAIG did not agree with BAILEY's assessment of the conversation in
POLIZZI's office (Exhibit §, p. 47).

WILLIAMS stated that he followed POLIZZI: who told him, "you had better
stop smiling because I am not smiling." WILLIAMS described it as a
"pretty tense® moment (Exhibit 3, p. 26 and Exhibit 4, p. 36).

WILLIAMS advised that POLIZZI went into VONDRA's office and closed the
door with what WILLIAMS called a “resounding slam" and remained in
VONDRA's office for about fifteen minutes. WILLIAMS continued that he
did not hear any of the conversation. During this period, CRAIG
contacted LIDEN, because REITER was at Hope Creek on a SERT (Exhibit 3,
p. 28 and Exhibit 4, p. 37).

POLIZZI said that he went to VONDRA's office with WILLIAMS, CRAIG. and
BAILEY. POLIZZI continued that BAILEY had been outside POLIZZI's office
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to see him on soaethingoelse. BAILEY asked POLIZZI if POLIZZI wanted
him to come along and POLIZZI told him yes (Exhibit 12, p. 137).

POLIZZI said that he was ahead of the ZEOUP and that the only comment he
made was about WILLIAMS smi11ng. POLIZZI continued that he told
WILLIAMS "to w1Ye that smile o r face," or he used words to that
effect. POLIZZI said that he told WILLIAMS, *I am not smiling. This is
not something that we should be smiling about. This is serious we are
talking about shutting down both Salem units here" or used words to that
effect. POLIZZI could not recall a response from WILLIAMS (Exhibit 12,
pp. 138 and 139).

POLIZZI said that he went into VONDRA's office and closed the door.
WILLIAMS, CRAIG, and BAILEY waited outside (Exhibit 12, p. 139).

POLIZZI advised that when he first got into VONDRA's office he "almost
started rambling.” POLIZZI realized that he needed to "calm down.*®
POLIZZI continued that he took a "couple of breaths® and brought
VONDRA up to s from the initial note from WILLIAMS, the telephone
contact with WILLIAMS, the contacts with MORRONI and BAILEY, and the
discussion in POLIZZI's office with WILLIAMS and CRAIG (Exhibit 12,
pp. 139 and 140).

POLIZZI stated that he was in VONDRA's office about ten minutes and then
Yﬁ;%IAHS. CRAIG, and BAILEY entered the office (Exhibit 12, pp. 140 and

VONDRA stated that he received a te! call from POLIZZI who said
that he had a problem and needed V 's help. VONDRA continued that
POLIZZI told him that two people from the safety review group were
try1ng to force a shut down of both units unnecessarily (Exhibit 15,
pp. 25 and 26).

VONDRA said that because he was E;;sgnted with that situation he felt
that he had to talk to POLIZZI (Exhibit 15, pp. 25 and 26).

VONDRA advised that POLIZZI came into his office. closed the door, and
briefed him on what was hapgen1ng. POLIZZI told VONDRA that an IR had
been taken to the SNSS which questioned the operability of the CFCUs,
and the SNSS had said that he did not have e information to
determine operability (Exhibit 15, pp. 27, 38, 45, and 46).

VONDRA advised that he now knows the IR did not go to the SNSS, but at
the time, that was his understanding. VONDRA made this point because in
NAP-6. when an IR has gone to the SNSS and the shift supervisor is
unable to make a reportability decision, further help is needed, and
gg:t was the "mode” VONDRA thought “we" were in (Exhibit 15, pp. 27 and

VONDRA said POLIZZI had tried to resolve the issue in his office and was
unable to do so. VONDRA said that POLIZZI was in his office because
WILLIAMS and CRAIG would not give the SNSS the addit”on.si facts that
they knew (Exhibit 15, pp. 37-39).
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VONDRA advised that POLIZZI told him that monthly operability tests are
done which test the function of the CFCUs. POLIZZI also told VONDRA
that there was a concern about the qualification of the regulators and
that the technical manager had checked the FSAR and found that the
regulators were qualified for use. POLIZZI told VONDRA that a seismic
issue with the regulators had been confirmed not to be a problem
(Exhibit 15, pp. 28, 34, and 35).

VONDRA said that POLIZZI contacted BAILEY for seismic information and
MORRONI for information about the qualification and had received
information that the compcnents were seismically and environmentally
qualified (Exhibit 15, p. 38).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: VONDRA uses the term operability
determination and reportability determination interchangeably.
The document, the IR, actually uses the term reportability.

Accordin?]to VONDRA, POLIZZI felt that the fact that the components were

VONDRA said that based on POLIZZI's presentation to him, WILLIAMS and
CRAIG did not understand what was going on and seemed to be pushing an
issue to provide the SNSS with less than all the facts that were
available, and POLIZZI could not understand why (Exhibit 15, p. 32).

VONDRA acknowledged that he was not sure if WILLIAMS and CRAIG had al)
of those facts, but he intended to find out when he spoke with them
(Exhibit 15, p. 33).

VONDRA further acknowledged that POLIZZI had indicated to him that he
wanted to accept the IR: however, WILLIAMS and CRAIG would not give it
to him, they would only give it to the SNSS in accordance with NAP-6
(Exhibit 15, p. 33).

VONDRA stated that hundreds of IR's are processed per ¥ear. and he
wanted to know why this IR was being treated differently by individuals
who have filed IR's before (Exhibit 15, p. 33).

VONDRA said that POLIZZI felt that information needed to be included on
the IR to help the SNSS make the reportability determination
(Exhibit 15, p. 38).

VONDRA did not ask POLIZZI for a copy of the IR, because his intent was
to ask WILLIAMS and CRAIG what the issues were regarding the CFCUs
(Exhibit 15, p. 30). '

VONDRA advised that after POLIZZI's briefing, VONDRA felt the situation
was going to be "quite easy” to take care of because he had all the
facts. VONDRA continued that he did not think there would be a problem
getting the issue resolved, because there was a process in place that
tells how to do it (Exhibit 15, pp. 39 and 40).
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WILLIAMS advised that when he, CRAIG and BAILEY entered VONDRA's office.
“they just fired away immediately.” According to WILLIAMS, VONDRA said
the 1ssue was an engineering matter and that a DEF should be processed
(Exhibit 3, pp. 28 and 29).

WILLIAMS said that VONDRA never asked them to talk about the IR. VONDRA
used words to the effect of the way we do things is to write a DE: .
WILLIAMS continued that VONDRA also suggested that WILLIAMS and CRAIG
should research the issue and spend some time looking into it

(Exhibit 4, pp. 33, 39, and 40).

WILLIAMS said that he told VONDRA that had someone else in the plant
discovered the issue, the( would not write a DEF, they would write an
IR. WILLIAMS continued that he asked VONDRA why he was requesting this
extra requirement (Exhibit 3, p. 34)."

WILLIAMS stated that he told VONDRA that the last time he wrote a DEF he
was3§old it would take eighteen months to get a response (Exkibit 3,
P. 33).

WILLIAMS stated that VONDRA would not accept the IR (Exhibit 3, p. 34).

WILLIAMS continued that he then said to VONDRA that he could go to the
cafeteria, take a safety concern form. and write the issues on the
safety concern form, which would document the 1ssues as far as WILLIAMS
was concerned (Exhibit 3, p. 34 and Ext hit 4, p. 46).

ununs-mmwxm satd you hgveiteme in here and
threatened me wi sa concern and that he regarded WILLIANS'
suggestion as a thress to “Exhibit 3, p. 34 and Exhilit 4. p. 41).

According to WILLIAMS, at this time, POLIZZI “chimed in" that he had
felt threatened too, when WILLIAMS and CRAIG were in his office.
WILLIAMS said he was "amazed" and told POLIZZI that they had not
threatened him (Exhibit 3, p. 35).

WILLIAMS continued that he told VONDRA severa) times that the safety
concern was not a threat and that he did not intend it as a threat.
WILLIAMS wanted to let VONDRA know that he had that option if VONDRA was
blocking WILLIAMS and CRAIG from submitting the IR (Exhibit 3, p. 34 and
Exhibit 4, pp. 41, 46, and 49).

WILLIAMS explained that his attempts to persuade VONDRA that he was not
making at threat were to "no avail." According to WILLIAMS, VONDRA got
up, pointed his fi at him (WILLIAMS); and told him to get out of his
office before he called security (Exhibit 3, pp. 35 and 66).

WILLIAMS continued that as he and CRAIG left VONDRA's office, POLIZZI
commented to CRAIG, "and don't take it up to the control room now"
(Exhibit 3, p. 36).

According to CRAIG. POLIZZI said that CRAIG had better get his manager

involved, in this case LIDEN, because CRAIG's direct supervisor was off
site. CRAIG continued that POLIZZI did not say why it was necessary to
get his boss involved; however, the tone of POLIZZI's voice indicated to
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CRAIG that POLIZZI expected to have a problem. CRAIG thought that
POLIZZI made the statement in a threatening manner and felt that POLIZZI
was trying to intimidate him (Exhibit 5, p. 35).

CRAIG said that after a couple of minutes it occurred to him that
something was going on and they were not going to have the t of

discussion he had been to led to believe they would, 50 he ca led LIDEN
(Exhibit 5, p. 15).

CRAIG told LIDEN he had a feeling that things wer> not going to go well
and that LIDEN needed to become involved (Exhidit 5, p. 185).

CRAIG stated that he WILLIAMS and BAILEY entered VONDRA's office.
CRAIG continued that thogzht he spoke irst and explained why they
were in VONDRA's office. CRAIG told VONDRA that the purpose of the IR
was to ?lace the issues before plant managenent and t determine the
operability of the CFCUs (Exhibit 5, p. 15 and Exhibit 6, p. 50).

CRAIG said that WILLIAMS took over the conversation and explained to
what the technical issue was. CRAIG continued that \'ILLIAMS

tried to hand VONDRA the IR and VONDRA made no attempt to take it from

him. At no time, did VONDRA take the IR or read it (Exhibit 6, p. 51).

CRAIG stated that the discussion quickly moved from the technical issues
to procedures. CRAIG thought that VONDRA initiated the change in the
direction of the conversation (Exhibit 6, pp. 50-52).

CRAIG said that VONDRA was very unreceptive when he and WILLIAMS entered
the office. CRAIG continued that V did not start the discussion by
yelling, but he seemed set on his decision, and CRAIG could only
attribute that to the fact that VONDRA allowed POLIZZI to hold a meet ing
alone with him (Exhibit 5, p. 52)

According to CRAIG, VONDRA did not understand why a deficiency re?ort

was not sufficient and why an IR had to be filed. VONDRA basically felt

that ghe IR was unnecess?ryi VONDRA co:ue?ted orh:sk;d Es:lah::85;§:1

question, are you guys ying some sort of game here

that he responded to VOﬂDRA. absolutely not, we are simply following the
rocedure. CRAIG told VONDRA that he had personallg reviewed NAP-6 and
16)fe1t that the language was extremely clear (Exhibit 5, pp. 15 and

CRAIG did not think that VONDRA expressed any objection to the technical
issue of the IR, which CRAIG said would have been absurd since VONDRA
had refused to accept the IR and read it (Exhibit 6. p. 53).

CRAIG said that, in a sense, VONDRA 1|g1ied that it somehow created a
problem for VONDRA to have to deal with an IR (Exhibit 5, p. 16).

According to CRAIG, an IR would have required the operations department
and plant manager to decide the operability of the CFCUs and manage the
plant accordingly (Exhibit &, p. 16).

CRAIG said the conversation in VONDRA's office was calm at the .
beginning, but then gradually moved to a more confrontational situation.
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CRAIG acknowledged that the change took &lace when the discussion
cgzgxzd from technical to procedural. CRAIG said that it was clear that
v and POLIZZI were diametrically opposite to the procedural
requirement to file an IR (Exhibit 6, p. 53).

CRAIG said that, at some point, after the discussion had gone back and
forth between WILLIAMS, V . and himself over whether or not an IR
wzs required, WILLIAMS commented that, if VONDRA did not wish to accept
the IR, there were in NAP-6 other means of identifying problems, one of
which was a safety concern (Exhibit 5, pp. 18, 63, and 64).

CRAIG stated that, with that comment, VONDRA‘s demeanor changed and he
began shouting that he felt that was a threat and he was not going to be
threatened. VONDRA chaile WILLIAMS to write the safety concern
(Exhibit 5, p. 18 and Exhibit 6, p. 65).

CRAIG said that WILLIAMS assured VONDRA he would write the safety
concern. At that point, VONDRA said that he felt threatened by
WILLIAMS' statements and that he was thinking of calling security and
having WILLIAMS escorted "out of here” (Exhibit 5, pp. 18 and 19:
Exhibit 6, p. 67).

CRAIG said that VONDRA told WILLIAMS that now that he had threatened to
file a safety concern, WILLIAMS had better follow through on it
(Exhibit 5, p. 46).

CRAIG continued that VONDRA was raising his voice and shouting at
WILLIAMS. CRAIG continued that he told VONDRA that nobody was trying to
threaten him; that he and WILLIAMS were following the procedure. ~CRAIG
told VONDRA that they understood that perhaps the procedure is difficult
for VONDRA to deal with; however, he and WILLIAMS worked for nuclear
safety review and that they, above all others, had to follow the
procedure (Exhibit 5, p. 46).

CRAIG did not think that WILLIAMS' statement was meant as a personal
threat to VONDRA. According to CRAIG, the comment was meant to identify
to VONDRA that he and WILLIAMS had no intention of disregarding the
procedure, and 1f they were not allowed to follow the IR procedure,
there was a mechanism that they could follow. and that would be to write
the information on the IR as a safety concern (Exhibit 6, p. 64).

CRAIG stated that POLIZZI "chimed in® that he had felt threatened in his
office (Exhibit 5, p. 45 and Exhibit 6, p. 67).

CRAIG said that prior to leaving VONDRA's office, POLIZZI cspecifically
told CRAIG, "don’t you dare take that piece of paper anywhere near my
senior shift supervisor's office®, or don't take that piece of paper
anywhere near my shift supervisor, which, according to CRAIG, is the
control room (Exhibit 5, pp. 19 and 48).

CRAIG said that he took POLIZZI's comment as a serious order. CRAIG
continued that, right or wrong, the operations manager had, on & short
term basis, the right to issue that order. The operations manager has
some authority to control who does or does not 80 into the control room.
area (Exhibit 5, p. 19; Exhibit 6, pp. 69 and 70).
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VONDRA said that he asked CRAIG and WILLIAMS what the issue was. They
told VONDRA they had received a report that the regulator being used was
not allowed for use in safety related aﬁplications. Based on that, they
wanted to submit an incident report with that information on it

(Exhibit 15, p. 40).

VONDRA said that he asked WILLIAMS and CRAIG if they were aware that
BAILEY had determined that there was not a seismic problem, and they
indicated that they did. VONDRA said that he asked them if they knew
that POLIZZI had determined that these components had passed their
operability surveillance test, which meant they were functional, and
they did. VONDRA said that he asked them if t geknew that MORRONI had
found that these components were identified in the FSAR as being
acceptable for this application., and they did. VONDRA continued that he
alsc asked BAILEY and 'POLIZZI questions to try and find out what
information was available, and then wanted WILLIAMS and CRAIG to confirm
that they understood the information (Exhibit 15, pp. 40, 41 and 66).

VONDRA continued that he asked WILLIAMS and CRAIG what was the Eroblem.
VONDRA said that he thought the problem was going to be that WILLIAMS
and CRAIG did not know some part of the avai able information, but they
did. VONDRA then asked them, why can't we move on? VONDRA said
WILLIAMS and CRaagkgot into a discussion of how they wanted to submit
the IR, which V believed did not have all the facts on it

(Exhibit 15, p. 41).

VONDRA stated that he knew that the IR contained information that said
the regulators were suspected of not being allowed in the application
that they were being used: it was an issue of the applicability of the
regulators. VONDRA continued that he also knew that everybody in the
room knew the regulators were seismically, environmentally, and
functionally okay (Exhibit 15, p. 46).

VONDRA said that all the indications were that WILLIAMS and CRAIG knew
all the facts and that those facts were needed on the IR, because the
SNSS had already said there was rot enough information on the IR for him
to make a reportability determination (Exhibit 15, p. 47).

VONDRA told them that it was not app fate to do that. VONDRA told
WILLIAMS and CRAIG that in actuality the appropriate mechanism for
resoiving this particular issue was to use a DEF. VONDRA said that
BAILEY concurred with him that he felt that the DEF was the appropriate
way to handle the issue (Exhibit 15, p. 41).

VONDRA advised that WILLIAMS told him that he had previously submitted
DEFs and he was not satisfied with the process. To help WILLIAMS with
this, VONORA promised him that he would follow the procedure through and
make sure that the determination was done by engineering in a day
(Exhibit 15, pp. 41 and 42).

VONDRA continued that he told WILLIAMS and CRAIG that he was willing to
take the IR and attach it to the DEF (Exhibit 15, p. 42).

VONDRA said that his resolution was not acceptable to WILLIAMS and
CRAIG. VONDRA could not get any technical reason why his resolution was
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not acceptable, except they did not want to do it. VONDRA characterized
WILLIAMS® and CRAIG's behavior as they understood what he was saying,
but they did not want to do that (Exhibit 15, p. 42).

VONDRA said that he tried different ways to solve the problem and find a
resolution, but he was not successful (Exhibit 15, p. 42).

VONDRA advised that WILLIAMS and CRAIG would not give him the IR.
According to VONDRA, theg wanted to give the IR to the SNSS with
incomplete information (Exhibit 15 p. 43).

VONDRA stated that he presented three options for resolution of the
issue: a DEF would be sufficient: V would gut a copy of the IR as
stated with the DEF; or VONDRA would accept an IR that had all the facts
(Exhibit 15, p. 66).

VONDRA stated that all he wanted was for WILLIAMS and CRAIG to put all
the known facts on the IR. The operabiiity determination ~as tﬁe SNSS”’
Job (Exhibit 15, p. 67).

VONDRA stated that he asked WILLIAMS and CRAIG what they wanted to do.
WILLIAMS and CRAIG said that it was not their job to make an og:rab111ty
determination, and VONDRA concurred with them., WILLIAMS and CRAIG said
that if they had to make an operability determination, they would say
that the units were inoperable, but did not explain why. VONDRA
continued that WILLIAMS and CRAIG wanted to submit the IR to the SNSS,
for what VONDRA believed to be the second time, with incomplete
information. According to VONDRA, this would cause a shut down of both
units unnecessaril{. VONDRA told WILLIAMS that he could not s rt
that. WILLIAMS to!d VONDRA if he did not do that, WILLIAMS would write
a safety concern (Exhibit 15, pp. 56, 67, and 72).

VONDRA advised that neither WILLIAMS or CRAIG raised a technical issue,
except that they wanted to use the IR, which, in VONDRA's mind, was
congggry to the way IR's had been processed in the past (Exhibit 15,

p. :

VONDRA felt that WILLIAMS' statement was a threat. VONDRA continued
that he felt that WILLIAMS was trying to make VONDRA do something that
was incorrect. VONDRA stated that the implication of WILLIAMS writing
the safety concern was that WILLIAMS felt VONDRA had done something
wrong (Exhibit 15, pp. 59, 72, and 73).

According to VONDRA, WILLIAMS' threat was that if VONDRA did not change
his mind and do what WILLIAMS wanted him to do, WILLIAMS was going to
write a safety concern (Exhibit 15, pp. 59, 61, and 62).

VONDRA characterized his demeanor as calm up until the point he felt
threatened by WILLIAMS' statement that he would write a safety concern.
VONDRA cortinued that he lost his temper and told WILLIAMS to get out of
his office or he would have him removed. VONDRA said that he also told
géLLIAHS to write the safety concern (Exhibit 15, pp. 59, 50, 71, and

).
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VONORA felt that if WILLIAMS and CRAIG had followed the procedure for
filing an IR and filled out an IR and given it to the SNSS, instead of
the "heads up®, the SNSS could have processed it. Additional help would
have been obtained, and the issue would never have come to VONDRA's
office and the incident did not have to happen. VONDRA stated that

VONDRA did not hear POLIZZI tell WILLIAMS and CRAIG not to take the IR
to the SNSS (Exhibit 15, p. 74).

VONDRA said that, to the best of his knowledge, he did not refuse to
accept the IR (Exhibit 15, p. 56).

VONDRA could not say that WILLIAMS and CRAIG said that they wanted to
shut the plant down: however, the resolution that they wanted led VONDRA
to believe that was their intent (Exhibit 15, p. 64),

VONORA denied that he told WILLIAMS and CRAIG that the DEF was
sufficient and that an IR would be more difficult for him to deal with
(Exhibit 15, p. 65).

VONDRA advised that he does not have any problem with someone raising a
safety concern and he was dedicated to the resolution of safety issues.
VONDRA feit that the issue with WILLIAMS and CRAIG was not the
acceptance of a safety concern, but involved a personnel matter on
appropriate behavior and discipline (Exhibit 15 pp. 81 and 82).

VONORA stated that the issue [on the IR] was not highly significant, and
he thought that was understood in his office on December 3rd, 1992.
VONDRA acknowledged that he agreed to make the issue highly significant
if that would bring resolution to moving the situation forward. VONDRA
advised he would have made sure it got done. VONDRA said he was trying
to bring resolution to a safety issue, and trying to make everyone a
“winner® (Exhibit 15, p. 145).

POLIZZI said that the conversation in VONDRA's office was between VONDRA
and WILLIAMS. POLIZZI advised that a few technical things were
discussed, but the gredon1nant discussion was over the process

(Exhibit 15, pp. 142 and 143).

According to POLIZZI, VONDRA's thrust was to offer another vehicle to
make this happen, or ?o away, or satisfy WILLIAMS. POLIZZI stated that.
W

at this point, the DEF was suggested by VONDRA as the document to use
(Exhibit 12, p. 143).

POLIZZI said he had not thought of using the DEF instead of the IR
because he did not have a particular preference, as long as people did
what they were asked to do as far as disposition of the issues
(Exhibit 12, p. 143).

According to POLIZZI, VONDRA did not refuse to take the IR; he was
trying to reach a 10?1ca1 resolution. POLIZZI did not understand how
anyone, especially WILLIAMS, could have felt that VONDRA did not want to

accept the IR because they did not want to deal with the operability
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issue. POLIZZI continued that there was no way that WILLIAMS could make
that assessment or conclusion, because of POLIZZI'S personal involvement
and the involvement of management (Exhibit 12, pp. 145 and 150).

POLIZZI acknowledged that WILLIAMS did not make an overt statement that
he wanted to shut down the Elant. However, at some point in the
discussion, VONDRA asked WILLIAMS if he wanted VONDRA to take the IR as
written, make a determination of inoperability, and shut down the units,
WILLIAMS responded, "yes® (Exhibit 12, p. 162).

According to POLIZZI, VONDRA said that the IR was not the right way to
do things and offered another vehicle, the DEF. WILLIAMS was not
receptive to that and said he would have to write a Safety Report.
According to POLIZZI, the inference was, "If you don't accept this
Incident Report, he would have to write a Safety Report.” 1221
continued that was an "event" that got VONDRA “pretty upset” because he
felt personally threatened (Exhibit 12, pp. 146 and 147).

According to POLIZZI, VONDRA's response to WILLIAMS was for WILLIAMS to
do what he had to do, and then he told WILLIAMS to get out of his
office. POLIZZI said that VONDRA did not physically throw WILLIAMS out
of his office; however, the language would indicate that he would.
VONDRA told WILLIAMS and CRAIG to get out of his office in no uncertain
terms (Exhibit 12, pp. 151 and 152).

According to POLIZZI, WILLIAMS and CRAIG did not move, so VONDRA
mentioned that he would call security (Exhibit 12, p. 152).

When VONDRA referenced that threat, POLIZZI said the same thing had
haggened in his office. In POLIZZI's opinion, the threat was not the
submittal of the IR or the disa?reeuent on operability. The threat to
POLIZZI was that he did not follow procedures, which is a pretty strong
statement about the Operations Manager. POLIZZI stated that he felt a
threat from CRAIG not WILLIAMS. POLIZZI continued that CRAIG said he
did not follow procedures (Exhibit 15, pp. 147, 161, and 162).

CRAIG denied that he made any statement that either VONDRA or POLIZZI
could interpret as being threatening (Exhibit 5, p. 45).

POLIZZI interpreted WILLTAMS' threat to VONDRA as that VONDRA does not
follow procedures; he does not have a safety attitude, so WILLIAMS would
have to file a Safety Report. POLIZZI continued that WILLIAMS'
statement not only questioned VONDRA's authority but also his safety
consciousness (Exhibit 12, pp. 147 and 148).

POLIZZI questioned 1f WILLIAMS and CRAIG were intent on doing something
else. WILLIAMS and CRAIG had made strong statements about the senior
management of the station. According to POLIZZI, that is how he
1ntergreted WILLIAMS® comment about writing a Safety Report (Exhibit 12,
p. 151).

POLIZZI denied that he told CRAIG not to take the IR anywhere near the
control room or don’'t you dare take the IR to my SNSS. POLIZZI stated
that there was nc reason for him to make that statement and "that

doesn’'t make any sense.” POLIZZI continued that the SNSS would send it
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back. POLIZZI exgla1ned that there was nothing that prohibited WILLIAMS
and CRAIG form taking the IR to the SNSS. The only prohibition was the
technical difference of opinion (Exhibit 12, pp. 115 and 116).

POLIZZI stated that VONDRA did not offer to take the IR and make the DEF
an attachment to the IR. There was no dialogue that way. The IR was
never offered; it was never asked for (Exhibit 12, p. 146).

BAILEY said that the grg:BRxeached VONDRA's office, and when BAILEY got
there, POLIZZI was in V ‘s office and the door was closed. BAILEY
waited outside with WILLIAMS and CRAIG in the outer office for ten to
fifteen minutes. BAILEY could not hear any of the discussion in
VONDRA's office (Exhibit 14, p 24).

BAILEY said that he, WILLIAMS, and CRAIG entered VONDRA's office.
BAILEY was present for the entire discussion (Exhibit 14, p. 24).

BAILEY stated that he could not remember who started the conversation.
and he could not remember how the conversation went, but it was
basically that VONDRA was not willing to accept the IR either. BAILEY
continued that it sounded to him 1ike POLIZZI had prett{ much filled
VONDRA in as to what was in the IR and the conclusion that would be
drawn if the IR were submitted, which was basically shutting down the
units (Exhibit 14, pp. 24 and 25).

BAILEY advised that it seemed 1ike more of the discussion was about
whether to process the IR or not. not necessarily the technica’ content
of the IR. According to BAILEY, VONDRA wanted to know why WILLIAMS and
CRAIG would not use the DEF process, and VONDRA did not get much of an
answer (Exhibit 14, p. 29).

BAILEY said that he asked WILLIAMS why he used an IR, and WILLIAMS
res?onded that the last time he used the DEF he had been told that it
would take eighteen months to resolve and. to WILI TAMS, that was not
acceptable. ILEY commented that WILLIAMS' stat.sent was "irrelevant,”
because the resolution time frame of engineering discrepancies was based
on their potential safety significance (Exhibit 14, pp. 26 and 27).

BAILEY acknowledged that it was not unreasonable for VONDRA and POLIZZ1
tor st that a DEF be used, and in fact, BAILEY agreed with them.
BAILEY continued that he felt the issue was a documentation discrepancy
(Exhibit 14, p. 27).

BAILEY said that from what Tittle he knew about the issue, and the input
that he had received from BLUM before he went to POLIZZI's office, it
looked 1ike engineering would be able to straighten out the
documentation and demonstrate that the components were qualifiable
(Exhibit 14, p. 27).

BAILEY acknowledged that he thought that WILLIAMS and CRAIG could have
written a comment to the effect that the documentation was missing on
the regulators, as a qualifier in the discussion section of the I
(Exhibit 14, pp. 28 and 29).
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BAILEY recalled that WILLIAMS told VONDRA that if he did n-t accept the
IR, he would leave his office and file a quality concern. BAILEY
advised that VONDRA reacted as if he had been threatened with the
quality concern statement, and according to BAILEY, VONDRA acted
“appropriately.” VONDRA told WILLIAMS that he was not going to be
threatened (Exribit 14, pp. 32 and 33).

BAILEY said that VONDRA responded essentially by saying that he would
not be threatened in his plant and that he was on the verge of calling
security and having WILLIAMS and CRAIG removed from the site because
they had threatened him (Exhibit 14, p. 34).

BUDZIK said that he saw two engineers in VONDRA's office who he knew to
be "Bert" and "Paul.” BUDZIK said that he could see VONDRA and POLIZZI
in the office and that he could hear them both "very distinctly"
(Exhibit 16, pp. 10 and 11).

BUDZIK could not remember the substance of the conversation and he did
not find out the subject matter of the conversation until much later on,
when the "talk around the station" started. BUDZIK continued that what
he did hear was a “"tremendous amount” of screaming b{ both VONDRA and
POLI%%I.nStlg?at BUDZIK called "at the top of their Tungs" (Exhibit 16,
pp. a .

BUDZIK recalled VONDRA saying something to the effect of, if you guys
think you can intimidate me, you guys have the Wrong guy, you know,
you're all wrong about this (Exhibit 16, p. 12).

BUDZIK stated he probably stayed about five minutes because he was "kind
of awe struck:" he could not believe that anyone would scream at an
individual in such a tone (Exhibit 16, p. 12)

BUDZIK said about two days later he had the opportunity to see CIANFRANI
at lunch and told him what he had seen. BUDZIK told CIANFRANI that he
could not believe how WILLIAMS and CRAIG had been treated. BUDZIK did
not recall an{ specific reaction from CIANFRANI. BUDZIK said that he
told CIANFRANI because BUDZIK thought it was a "totally inappropriate”
way to treat people, regardless of the reason or circumstances

(Exhibit 16, pp. 13, 14, 20, and 21).

BUDZIK said that he could see WILLIANS' face, but he did not see any
expression on 1t; 1t seemed to be very neutral, and he was Just standing
there, controlled, not saying anything. BUDZIK said he did not hear
WILLIAMS or CRAIG say a word, they sort of stood at attention and took
it all in (Exhibit 16, pp. 13, 16, and 17).

BUDZIK did not recall hearing VONDRA say that he would call security or
thago?e would throw WILLIAMS and CRAIG out of his office (Exhibit 16,
p. ;

WILLIAMS denied that the discussion with VONOPA included the technical
1ssues on the IR, because VONDRA never read the IR. WILLIAMS advised
that the majority of the discussion in VONDRA's office was strictly
procedural (Exhibit 4, p. 41).
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WILLIAMS continued that VONDRA felt that WILLIAMS and CRAIG should write
a DEF before they wrote an IR, and that engineering would write the IR
(Exhibit 4, pp. 41 and 42).

WILLIAMS denied that VONDRA asked him if he was aware that BAILEY had
determined that there was not a seismic qualification problem
(Exhibit 4. p. 42).

WILLIAMS denied that VONDRA asked him if he knew that POLIZZI had
determined that the components had passed their operability surveillance
tests, which meant the components were functioral (Exhibit 4, p. 42).

WILLIAMS also denied that VONDRA asked him if he knew that MORRONI had
found the components identified in the UFSAR as being acceptable for
their application (Exhibit 4, p. 42). -

WILLIAMS described VONDRA's attitude as, you are annoying us, upsetting
the whole business. According to WILLIAMS, VONDRA was not listening to
him at all (Exhibit 4, p. 43).

WILLIAMS denied that VONDRA said that he would follow the DEF procedure
and make sure that a determination was made by engineering in a day
(Exhibit 4, p. 43).

WILLIAMS did not recall VONDRA offering to accept the IR with more
information on it. WILLIAMS said he and CRAIG were not going to give
VONDRA the IR (Exhibit 4, p. 44).

WILLIAMS said that he had no recollection of VONDRA saying that he would
accept the IR with a DEF attached to it (Exhibit 4, p. 44),

WILLIAMS also said that, to the best of his knowledge, VONDRA did not
offer three ways to resolve the procedural issue (Exhibit 4, p. 46).

WILLIAMS did not mean that he would write the safety concern about
VONDRA personally because he would not accept the IR. WILLIAMS'
implication was that he would put the information that was in the IR in
a safety concern. VONDRA responded by teliing him to do that and to get
the hell out of his office (Exhibit 4. p. 48).

WILLIAMS had no idea 1f VONDRA thought the IR was being submitted a
second time (Exhibit 4, pp. 48 and 49).

WILLIAMS stated that VONDRA was not interested in the technical issue.
because he never discussed it. According to WILLIAMS, VONDRA did not
want an IR (Exhibit 4, p. 51),

WILLIAMS exflained that he was very upset after the meeting in VONDRA's
office. WILLIAMS had realized that “we" had crossed a boundary between
normal relations and were now into a cunfrontational, hostile ares
(Exhibit 4, p. 50).

WILLIAMS said the whole situation changed when VONDRA told him to get
the hell out of his office. It was WILLIAMS versus VONDRA in a personal
sense, and WILLIAMS felt threatened. WILLIAMS explained that for VONDRA
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to throw WILLIAMS out of his office, to have security come and remove
him, was a definite threat (Exhibit 4, p. 52).

WILLIAMS interpretation was that VONDRA was trying to "save his reck” by
rewriting the incident. WILLIAMS said he would go as far to say that
VONDRA was lying (Exhibit 4, p. 54).

WILLIAMS stated that “1ife with PSEAG safety review is intimidation® and
"that is the name of the game." WILLIAMS continued that if you are not
pregared to stand up and hold your ground, then do not raise an issue
(Exhibit 4, p. 55).

CRAIG did not recall if VONDRA asked him or WILLIAMS if they knew that
POLIZZI had determined. that the CFCUs had ?assed their cperational
surveiliance tests. CRAIG seemed to recall that VONDRA asked something
to the effect of, if CRAIG and WILLIAMS knew that MORRONI had found that
the containment fan coil units were identified in the FSAR as being
acceptable for their application. CRAIG continued that he was sure his
response was that the commitment that was made to gualify certain
instruments in the FSAR did not constitute a qualification document for
all such equipment (Exhibit 6, pp. 53 and 54).

CRAIG stated that VONDRA was quite adamant that only a DEF was
necessary. and he could not understand why CRAIG and WILLIAMS insisted
on writing an IR. CRAIG continued that he explained to VONDRA that the{
believed that the IR was procedurally required, and that they were stil
wilglng to write a DEF to further enhance the process (Exhibit 6,

p. 54).

CRAIG advised that he had started to write a DEF on December 3. but that
after he was ordered to stageaway from the control room, he left it up
tgdthg station to do what they felt was appropriate (Exhibit 5, pp. 54

and 35).

CRAIG said that during the discussion that involved what should be done,
he and WILLIAMS insisted that an IR had to be written. and CRAIG
volunteered to write the DEF (Exhibit 6, pp. 56 and 57).

CRAIG stated that he offered VONDRA an option, that if he and POLIZZI
permitted them to process the IR, and that they (management) would in
good faith act on it, he and WILLIAMS would be more that happy to write
the DEF since they knew the details (Exhibit 5, p. 50).

CRAIG could not recall any basis for VONDRA wanting the DEF used other
than him saying several times that an IR was not necessary. CRAIG's
recollection of the words used by VONDRA was that the IR was not a
required mechanism (Exhibit 6, p. 55).

CRAIG said that VONDRA did not make a statement that he would be willing
to take the IR and attach it to a DEF. CRAIG did not recall VONDRA
making a statement that the information on the IR was not complete.
CRAIG said that VONDRA made no statement that he was willing to attach a
copy of the IR, as stated, to the DEF. CRAIG commented that such a
statement would be contradictory to VONDRA's claim that his
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understanding had been that the IR had been filed with the SNSS
(Exhibit 6, pp. 55, 56, 58, and 59).

CRAIG said that neither VONDRA nor POLIZZI made a statement that they
wanted the IR documented with the updated information that was known
from the engineering department, and it was "absurd® to assert that they
did. CRAIG continued that either VONDRA or POLIZZI could have easily
written the exact same informat.on, if they were in possession of it. on
the IR (Exhibit 6, p. 60)

CRAIG did not recall making a specific statement to VONDRA that the IR
had not yet been filed. However, CRAIG did believe that in the
conversation he explained to VONDRA how they had come to be in his
office. CRAIG believed that he explained to VONDRA how he and WILLIANS
had apprised the SNSS verbally of the issues and had taken the IR by
POLIZZI's office on the way to the SNSS' office, at the request of the
SNSS (Exhibit 6, p. 58).

CRAIG acknowledged that all the information that was known to him and
WILLIAMS, at the time they went to see POLIZZI. was written on the IR
(Exhibit 6, p. 62).

CRAIG advised that during the time that he was in POLIZZI's office and
then i1n VONDRA's office, he was not aware of any additional
investigation of the issues. CRAIG commented that, at this point in
time, he does not believe that there was any (Exhibit 6, p. 62).

CRAIC said that the IR process in no way excludes additional information
being supplied by others. CRAIG continued that to suggest that the IR
could be ignored because he and WILLIAMS were unwilling to put the
engineer’'s information on the IR was "absurd® (Exhibit 6, p. 61).

CRAIG said that what he saw as the biggest problem, was that VONDRA
permitted POLIZZI to hold a private meeting with him for ten minutes and
get only one side of the story without hearing the other side

(Exhibit 5, p. 49).

CRAIG said that there did not appear to be ary reason for VONDRA to have
feit threatened, because no one was physically threatening him. CRAIG
continued that he and WILLIAMS were in no position to threaten VONDRA in
any political or social way (Exhibit 5, pp. 51 and 52).

CRAIG also stated that the issue would not compel the plant to be shut
down immediately. However, CRAIG was not willing to reach that
conclusion for VONDRA and POLIZZI, because it was not within his
authority to do so (Exhibit 5, p. 54).

CRAIG advised that he and WILLIAMS were not ﬁgshing for a finding of
inoperability. It was CRAIG'S opinion that and WILLIAMS were pushing
the issue from the point of view that there are devices that may not be
qualified, and they may not be piped quite the way that the drawing
shows, so their operability is in question (Exhibit 5, p. 53).

CRAIG said that he expected that the plant would elicit all the support
that was necessary and, in a "very aggressive manner," determine '
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ogerability in a matter of hours or whatever, not a matter of months
(Exhibit 5, p. 53).

CRAIG's impression was that POLIZZI did not want to nave to make an

operability determination and did not want to interrupt whatever

ggsiness he was involved in to take up the issue (Exhibit 5, pp. 53 and
3

CRAIG advised that VONDRA did not ask either him or WILLIAMS if the IR
had been filed, because the discussion never got to that kind of
technical level (Exhibit 5, p. 50),

CRAIG denied that he made any statement to VONDRA to the effect that he
wanted to shut the plant down. CRAIG continued that he was sure that he
1nglored VONDRA to try and understand that he and WILLIAMS were just
following the procedure, and that shutting the plant down was not their
objective, and that, as a personal engineering appraisal, CRAIG did not
see the need to shut the units down (Exhibit 5. p. 47).

A memo dated February 18, 1993, to VONDRA from THOMPSON, subject
"Adequacy of NAP-6 For Reportability," explained the NAP-6 reporting
procedure (Exhibit 38, pp. 1 and 2).

CIANFRANI said that on Thursday, December 3, 1992. he was in a training
class. Somewhere around noon, CIANFRANI called his secretary and she
was in a "sheer panic, stuttering,” and "very nervous." CIANFRANI
continued that the secretary was saying that there was some sort of
trouble with the CFCUs (Exhibit 32, p. 20).

CIANFRANI sg:ke to LIDEN, who explained that WILLIAMS and CRAIG had
tried to submit an IR, and it went out of progortion and they ended up
being thrown out of VONDRA's office (Exhibit 32, p. 20).

CIANFRANI said that he had his first personal meeting with WILLIAMS and
CRAIG on Monday, December 7, 1992. CIANFRANI said that he met with
WILLIAMS and CRAIG in the morning because he had a 10:00 a.m. meeting
scheduled with POLIZZI. CIANFRANI said that it was his impression that
his meeting with POLIZZI was going to 'ke{ in" on operability, because
after speaking with WILLIAMS and CRAIG, CIANFRANI learned that
operability was a big issue with POLIZZI (Exhibit 32, pp. 36 and 37).

CIANFRANI said that he specifically asked WILLIAMS and CRAIG what they
felt the ability call should have been, and if they felt that the
CFCUs should have been declared immediately inoperable. According to
CIANFRANI, WILLIAMS and CRAIG said that. if they were the operations
manager and had to make that decision, no way would they have
immediately declared them inoperable (Exhibit 32, pp. 54 and 55).

CIANFRANI said that he never heard WILLIAMS or CRAIG say to him that
they were ever looking to shut down the plant or that they were looking
to force anyone to declare the CFCUs inoperable, until and unless, there
uasS:nough information to prove it one way or the other (Exhibit 32,

p. 4).
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CIANFRANI s log disclosed that on December 7, 1992, CIANFRANI met with
POLIZZI at 10:00 a.m. POLIZZI told CIANFRANI that station ma'iagement
was very upset with WILLIAMS and CRAIG and felt that they could not work
with them. POLIZZI did not understand the insistence of WILLIAMS and
CRALG in taking the IR and giving it to the SNSS, instead .f leaving it
with POLIZZI. CIANFRANI explained to POLIZZI that it was a NAP-6
compliance concern since the NAP-6 said to present the I to the
SNSS/NSS. POLI2ZI considered this unimportant. POLIZ2. told CIANFRANI
he had been willing to accept the IR if WILLIAMS would include a
statement on the cperability of the CFCUs. When POLIZZI told WILLIAMS
he had to do this, WILLIAMS said he would write that it could be an
operability concern (Exhibit 33, p. 13).

CIANFRANI said that he received first hand information from BUDZIK. a
control engineer that worked for SHEDLOCK According to CIANFRANI,
BUDZIK had been standing outside of VONDRA's office. BUDZIK told
CIANFRANI that he could not make out the words, but he could hear VONDRA
and POLIZZI yelling very loudly. CIANFRANI said that BUDZIK told him he
was concerned that an independent review group cannot be treated the way
that station management treated them (Exhibit 32, pp. 27 and 28).

CIANFRANI opined that POLIZZI and VONDRA did not want to accept the IR,
because POLIZZI tries to stifle criticism (Exhibit 32, p. 81).

CIANFRANI opined that there were a couple of reasons why VONORA did not
want to accept the IR. CIANFRANI said that one reason was that VONDRA
had a lTot of misinformation and, to CIANFRANI ‘s knowledge, the only
person VONDRA could have gotten that misinformation from was POLIZZI
(Exhibit 32, pp. 64 and 65).

CIANFRANI said that during one meeti , VONDRA mentioned that he had
been confused on why WILLTAMS and CRAIG were trying to give him an IR
that had already gone to KAFANTARIS [(SNSS] (Exhibit 32, pp. 64 and 65).

CIANFRANI continued that it was also his opinion that there was an
unwritten ag;eenent with operations that concerns were not to be written
as IRs. CIANFRANI recalled a conversation that he had with Ray
CHERNOWSKI, Electrical Technical Manager. CHERNOWSKI told him that
there was ai. unwritten agreement with operations that concerns were not
to be written as IRs. A concern was to be held until it was fully
investigated and demonstrated that it was an actual problem, then the IR
would be written (Exhibit 32, pp. 81 and 82).

REITER advised that he received a telgghone call from VONDRA late
in the morning of December 3, 1992, ITER could not recall any
details of the conversation, but VONDRA did indicate that

something was going on involving the safety review group and an
[R. REITER told 38NDRA that he could not get involved at that
time, however, he would get LIDEN invoived. REITER went to LIDEN
and instructed LIDEN to meet with VONDRA and with the safety
review group people to try and resolve the issue. REITER's pager
went off again and it was VONDRA again, who said that he had Just
had a meeting and that the issues continued to escalate. REITER
again told VONDRA that he could not get involved, but he would
have LIDEN get involved (Exhibit 21. pp. 14 and 15).
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REITER testified that he also met with CIANFRANI, WILLIAMS and
CRAIG on December 14, 1992. REITER recalled during the meeting
that WILLIAMS and CRAIG described the events of December 3rd and
the discussions that they had with KAFANTARIS, MORRONI. POLIZZI
and VONDRA. REITER said that WILLIAMS and CRAIG told him the
were frightened by VONDRA's comment about them ﬁetti the hell
out of his office before he called security (Exhibit 21, pp. 17,
18, 20-23, 29, 35, and 36).

REITER did not recall WILLIAMS and CRAIG telling him that POLIZZI
had asked WILLIAMS and CRAIG *' document on the IR the information
from BAILEY and MORRONI so that POLIZZI could make a decision on
operability (Exhibit 21, pp. 22 and 23).

REITER acknowledged that he recalled that WILLIAMS and CRAIG told
him that POLIZZI ordered them not to take the IR to the SNSS. and
REITER's recollection was that POLIZZI made that statemert in
VONDRA's office (Exhibit 21, p. 23).

REITER could not recall if WILLIAMS and CRAIG did or did not tell him
that VONDRA would attached the IR to the DEF in order to resolve the
problem (Exhibit 21, p. 24).

In an interview with W&S, Edwin LIDEN, Manager, Strategic Issues -
Nuclear Department, stated that he received a telephone call from CRAIG
about noon on December 3rd. CRAIG had called from VONDRA's office and
told LIDEN that he wanted to alert him to the issue about to be
discussed with VONDRA and others. Followin*Eghe call from CRAIG, LIDEN
received a telephone call from REITER. REI explained that WILLIAMS
and CRAIG were trying to process an IR. Next, CRAIG called LIDEN and
said that VONDRA had threatened to call Security if he and WILLIAMS did
not “get the hell out of my office.” REITER chen called LIDEN again to
report that VONDRA had called him again, stating that WILLIAMS and CRAIG
had “"threatened him." REITER advised LIDEN to become involved. LIDEN
went to VONDRA's office and met briefly with VONDRA, who said that
WILLIAMS and CRAIG had "threatened him." VONDRA said that WILLIAMS
tried to give him ar IR and VONDRA had told WILLIAMS "that's not the way
we do things." VONDRA explained to . IDEN that WILLIAMS and CRAIG should
have filed a DEF. VONORA then recounted to LIDEN that WILLIAMS had told
nim, "if you don’'t take this Incident rt, I can file a safety
concern.” LIDEN replied to VONDRA that WILLIAMS had not made a
"threat,” but just suggested “an alternative course of action.” VONDRA
rejected that interpretation, saying, *No, they threatened me.” LIDEN
went to the SRG office and found CRAIG "bewildered”. CRAIG told LIDEN
how he and WILLIAMS had g:epared the IR, what had triggered the
investigation, and how they had considered using the DEF procedure.
CRAIG told LIDEN that he had spoken with BLUM about it and was told that
the Seismic G was too bus{ to Took at it soon. CRAIG explained to
LIDEN that the S had told him and WILLIAMS to take the IR to POLIZZI
for consultation on the operability decision. According to CRAIG,
POLIZZI had asked them to make an operability determination, but CRAIG
said that would require investigation. CRAIG stated that POLIZZI had
refused to accept the IR (Exhibit 20, pp. 1-3).
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former Operations Manager,
SGS

Lawrence A. REITER Director, Process
Improvement, SGS: former
General Manager, QA/NSR, sGS
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Calvin A. VONDRA General Manager (former),
Salem Operations, SGS
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(former), SRG.

February 16, 1994
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July 7, 1994

December 15, 1993

June 1, 1994
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1. In a memorandum data¢ December 4. 1992, from VONDRA to REITER, VONDRA
advised REITER of & incident that had occurred on December 3 1992,

that “warrants your immediate attention." The

concern involved the

behavior of WILLIAMS and CRAIG, who had ap?roached the SNSS with an

1ssue that questioned the operability of
VONGRA.. caveoven that WILLIAYS and ChAL

all the CFCUs on each unit,
D Camve

mmcct‘ WO | vy & ctation and thet thesr di of
"W.WMM be reconciled based on their cur
professiona responsibilities (Exhibit 8. pp. 1 and 2).

2. VONDRA advised that after he spoke with LIDEN, he ask

rent

4 memo to explain the incident and request that WILLIAMS and CRAIG be

reassigned (Exhibit 15, p. 82).

3 VONDRA did not fee} that te1eghon1can{dnot1fy1ng REI

the behavior of WILLIAMS and CRAIG wou
not think they would do anything. V
experience with the SRG (Exhibit 15, p. 83)

4. VONDRA felt “very strongly” that something needed to
gRAIG. VONDRA continued tha

vior was wrong and that their behavior was separate from presenting

an issue [IR]. v stated that the behavioral
addressed because he had people who were responsible for safety "things

behavior of WILLIAMS and

nion on past

in his plant and he no longer had *a lot of faith® in theip Judgement

based on what had taken place in his office (Exhibit 15, PP. B4 and 85).

5. VONDRA cont inued that WILLIAMS and CRAIG were presented with fac
in his opinion, were straightforward and €asy to understand. Wi
and CRAIG were responsible for understanding the IR process and

not seem to know it (Exhibit 15, p. 85).
Case No. 1-93-021R 54

N S R it AL I TR, I P T

ed POLIZZI to draft

TER and LIDEN about
be sufficient, because he did
ONDRA based this opi

t he thought their
ts that,

LLIAMS
they did



VONDRA felt that in regard to this particular 1ssue, WILLIAMS and CRAIG
had demonstratec enough poor judgement for him to question their
effectiveness (Exhibit 15, p. €5).

VONDRA continued that he thought other prople would have a "tough time"
having respect for their Judgement (Exhibit 15, p. 100).

VONDRA advised that the reason he wanted WILLIAMS and CRAIG reassigned

was because he did not think they would be as effective as they should

be. VONDRA did not think that WILLIAMS and CRAIG were as know!edgeable
as they should have been, and he did not think they would bring up key

safety issues if they were confronted with them, because they were not

able to reccive facts and act on them (Exhibit 15, pp. 96 and 97).

VONDRA described WILLIAMS® and CRAIG's aberrant behavior as being
presented with a "rational” solution to a g;oblem that would get the
correct things done, and being obstinate a ut not doing it, with no
good reason (Exhibit 15, p. 1i3).

VONDRA said that he believed that the memo wouid initiate an
investigation. VONDRA continued that he was willing "to do less" than
what the memo asked for (Exhibit 15, p. 98).

VONDRA said he did not know he was in "50.7 space," he thought that he
was in a situation where WILLIAMS and CRAIG were not behaving properly.
VONDRA said he thought that the memo would cause some dialogue between
the safety review group and general manager to resolve the situation
(Exhibit 15, pp. 98 and 99).

POLIZZI stated that he wrote the memo dated December 4, 1992. VONDRA
called POLIZZI at home on the evening of December 3, 1992, and wanted to
document the incident. VONDRA felt that the actions of WILLIAMS and
CRAIG would potentially not allow them to be as effective as thay would
need to be (Exhibit 12, p. 175).

POLIZZI advised that writing the memo was not an action that he
undertook on his own (Exhibit 12. pp. 173, 174, 175, and 186).

POLIZZI said that the memo was not a statement on the safety review
group or people who identify safety issues. The memo was driven by the
lack of confidence in WILLIAMS and CRAIG (Exhibit 12, p. 188).

POLIZZI denied that the purpose of the memo was to start an
investigation into the incident. POLIZZI continued that the intent of
the memo was to have WILLIAMS and CRAIG do something else, removed from
the site, without any thought as to what that should be. F

cont rmued that he VUMDRA wanted and VONPRA had thet he
did not want WILLI or IG working or having any involvement with
nis station (Exhibit 12, pp. 187 and 189).

According to POLIZZI, the memo was not a retaliatory action. There was
no intent to terminate, demote, or reduce the salary of WILLIAMS and
CRAIG. That issue never was raised in their discussions (Exhibit 12,
pp. 183 and 189).
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VONDRA advised that on December 3, 1992. and December 4, 1992, he told
LaBRUNA about the incident (Exhibit 15, p. 104)

VONCRA stated that on December 4th he told LaBRUNA that he was going to
write a memo. VONDRA told LaBRUNA that the memo would describe what had
happened in his office, and that it would request that WILLIAMS and
CRAIG be transferred somewhere else (Exhibit 15, p. 112).

VONDRA said he thought there would be more of a "reaction” from LaBRUNA
than there was. According to VONDRA, there did not seem to be a lot of
reaction from LaBRUNA (Exhibit 15, p. 112).

VONDRA acknowledged that there was no comment from LaBRUNA that the memo
could be perceived as- harassment and intimidation. VONDRA acknow]edged

that LaBRUNA did not concur on the memo. nor did LaBRUNA tell him not to
write the memc (Exhibit 15, p. 112).

POLIZZI said that VONDRA told him that he was going to show the memo to
LaBRUNA before he sent it to REITER. POLIZZI continued that the
understanding he had from VONDRA was that LaBRUNA 1ooked at it and said,
‘Fine. Send the letter." POLIZZI continued that VONDRA may have sent
the memo already, but VONDRA had told him he would not do that until he
showed LaBRUNA the memo (Exhibit 12, pp. 192, 204, and 205) .

LaBRUNA advised that he met with VONDRA on the evening of December 3rd
to review the INPO draft report. |.aBRUNA believed that. as part of that
conversation, VONDRA mentioned that there had been an issue that

occurred at the plant relative to the CFCUs. There had been a question
abcut the operability associated with some regulators. LaBRUNA said
that there was limited conversation in regard to the operability and
what had been done, and there was some mention of interface with safety
review, and the fact that they were taking a strong position

(Exhibit 24, pp. 12. 13 and 32).

LaBRUNA said that the conversation with VONDRA was brief and basically
technical. LaBRUNA's sense was that VONDRA brought it to his attention
because it was an issue relative to the operability of some equipment
that could have an effect on the plant (Exhibit 24, p. 13).

LaBRUNA did not recall that VONDRA identified the safety review people
or told him that there had been a confrontation with them (safety
review) in POLIZZI's office and then in VONDRA's office (Exhibit 24

p. 14).

LaBRUNA stated that he first became aware of the December 4, 1992,
memorandum in mid December 1992, after VONDRA had returned from
vacation. LaBRUNA had been in VONDRA's office to discuss another 1ssue,
agd VOND?A showed LaBRUNA a copy of the memo (Exhibit 24, pp. 17, 18,
19, and 24).

LaBRUNA could not recall any conversation with VONDRA about the memo
prior to seeiny it in VONDRA's office. LaBRUNA was "shocked” when he
saw the memo. LaBRUNA continued that, had VONDRA discussed the memo
with him, he would have advised VONDRA that the memo was not an
appropriate way to solve a personnel problem (Exhibit 24. p. 27).
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LaBRUNA gave his copy of the memo to MILTENBERGER because LaBRUNA was
not auare7of the distribution of the memo (Exhibit 24, p. 33 and
Exhibit 27).

LaBRUNA did not recall any conversation with VONDRA about the events of
December 3, 1992. LaBRUNA did not recall any conversation with VONDRA
about should he or should »e not write a memo about the December 3rd
incident while they travelled bg train to Newark, New Jersey, on
December 4th (Exhibit 24, pp. 20, 21, 23, 24, and 32).

HAGAN recailed that he had a telephone call from VONDRA in December
1992. VONDRA offered no specific details, other than he had a concern
with some safety review engineers. VONDRA was concerned about their
continued ability to work within the group and do their job within the
station. According to HAGAN, VONDRA asked him if he should write a memo
to the nera{omanager of QA/NSR and explain his concerns (Exhibit 27,
pp. 6, 7 and 10).

HAGAN said that the advice he gave to VONDRA was that if he felt he
needed to write the mems, he should write it, put it away, and go back
later and read it. If VONDRA felt that he needed to send it after that,
the9 VONDRA should do what he felt to be the right thing (Exhibit 27,

P. 7).

HAGAN advised that VONDRA did not get into specifics concerning the
language or wording for the memo (Exhibit 27, p. 7).

POLIZZI said that he attended a meeting on Frida{. December 4, 1992. and
that he had a coY of the memo with him. POLIZZ recalled that
SHEDLOCK, MORRONI, and VONDRA were also present. POLIZZI continued that
he shared tae letter with the oth managers to make them aware of what
POLIZZI considered to be a significant issue. POLIZZI continued that
VONDRA signed the memo at the meeting (Exhibit 12, pp. 178-180).

POLIZZI acknowledged that there was no discussion of 10 CFR 50.7.
POLIZZI continued that SHEDLOCK was more sensitive to the letter because
1t was a serious issue, not from the point of view of regulatory
consequences (Exhibit 12, p. 181).

VONDRA acknowledged that it was not his intent to publicize the
Decemher 4th memo (Exhibit 15, p. 109).

SHEDLOCK auvised that there was a manager's meeting that followed a SORC
meetiggxon Thursdag afternoon, December 3, 1992, or later that night.
SHEDL advised that 1t was not a formal meeting, rather it was that
the participants happened to be left over from a previous meeting and a
discussion ge?an about what had happened earlier that day (Exhibit 17,
pp. 17, 18, 21 and 24).

SHEDLOCK said that sometime during the day on December 3rd. either

shortly after the confrontation in VONDRA's office, or at the i omptu

meeting after the SROC, he heard more of the details. Specifically,

WILLIAMS and CRAIG had tried to give the IR to the SNSS'StrsfgC£o give
. SHE
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office, and that he had felt threatened by what WILLIAMS and CRAIG were
trying to do (Exhibit 17, p. 24).

SHEDLOCK recalled that POLIZZI had a memo that he had written for VCNORA
to REITER. POLIZZI did not read the entire memo, but he did read
excerpts. SHEDLOCK stated that he did not get the feeling that VONDRA
and IZZ1 were looking for any input from the ma rs regarding the
memo. SHEDLOCK's recollection was that VONDRA and IZZ] were still a -
Tittle irritated about what had gone on earlier in the day (Exhibit 17,
pp. 21, 23 and 24).

SHEDLOCK advised that he was surprised and shocked when POLIZZI read the
memo. SHEDLOCK continued that, in the 15 years he has been with the
cougany. he had never read or heard of.a memo like that before

(Exhibit 17, p. 46).

SHEDLOCK asked POLIZZI in very strong terms, as the memo was being read,
what he was doing? SHEDLOCK continued that he could not believe "what
he was hearing” (Exhibit 17, p. 36).

JHEDLOCK recalled that the memo requested that WILLIAMS and CRAIG be
removed from their job. SHEDLOCK thought the letter questioned their
competence, possibly their integrity, and SHEDLOCK believed the memo
asked for a review of work they had done in the past to see if they were
technically accurate (Exhibit 17, p. 25).

SHEDLOCK continued that he was not as familiar with [10 CFR] 50.7 when
the event happened as he is today, but the memo did not seem like the
right thing to do with anyone, let alone someone in an oversight group.
SHEDLOCK believed that he expressed his opinion that he would tear up
the memo. SHEDLOCK made this comment to VONDRA and POLIZZI. in front of
everyone in the room. SHEDLOCK did not recall anyone else in the room
saying anything. SHEDLOCK said he was very clear the memo was not the
right thing to do, and very clear that the memo should not be sent.
SHEDLOCK said that it *. . . didn't smell right. didn't taste right,
didn't look right . . ." (Exhibit 17, pp. 26-29).

SHEDLOCK said that POLIZZI did mentior why he did not take tne IR. but
SHEDLOCK could not remember POLIZZI's explanat on. SHEDLOCK know he
asked VONDRA and POLIZZI E:% they did not take the IR, but he could not
remember what they said (Exhibit 17, pp. 30 and 37).

SHEDLOCK stated that IRs are accepted with a lot less detail than the
one that WILLIAMS and CRAIG had written (Exhibit 17, p. 38).

SHEDLOCK's impression of what POLIZZI was irritated about was that the
people in the safety review group were out of control or loose cannons,
or something 1ike that (Exhibit 17, p. 25).

SHEDLOCK perceived that the mind set of the SRG being out of control,
and feelings about all or some of the members of the g;gug. influenced
the behavior and the reaction of POLIZZI and VONDRA (Exhibit 17, p. 48).

SHEDLOCK believed that POLIZZI had written the memo., and it was his
opinion that the idea for the memo was POLIZZI's. SHEDLOCK continued
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that part of what led him to believe that was, if POLIZZI had written
the memo for VONDRA, and VONDRA knew that it was coming, why would
POLIZZI read it in front of everyone and not just give it to VONDRA?
SHEDLOCK sensed, but has no facts to base this on, that VONDRA wes
hearin? some of the things in thc memo for the first time, as the memo
was being read, such as havigg WILLIAMS and CRAIG removed from site.
SHEDLOCK got the sense that POLIZZI wrote the memo, brought it down, and
was “enlightening the rest of us" (Exhibit 17, pp. 50 and 51).

SHEDLOCK said that he discussed the memo with VONDRA sometime after
December 3rd. He believes that the memo had already been sent by the
time he spoke with VONDRA again (Exhibit 17, p. 57).

SHEDLOCK said that he asked VONDRA 1f he had spoken to LaBRUNA about the
memo, and VONDRA told him that he had on two different occasions.
SHEDLOCK asked VONDRA if LaBRUNA gave him any advice, and VONDRA said

LaBRUNA did not really say anything, so V sent the memo
(Exhibit 17, p. 58).

MORRONI could not recall attending a meeti where POLIZZI read portions
of the December 4th memo. MORRON did recall that a memo had been
generated by POLIZZI, to be sent under VONDRA ' s siﬂature. that
discussed the issue with resggct to WILLIAMS and CRAIG and that the{
should not continue in the SRG. MORRONI could not remember how he =
that (Exhibit 10, pp. 60-62).

CELLMER stated that he "vaguel y" remembered the memo and he speculated
that the subject matter was in regard as to how the incident was handled
with CRAIG and WILLIAMS. CELLMER continued that he was “sort of on the
side lines" and not directly involved (Exhibit 18, p. 11).

After reading the December 4, 1992, memo, CELLMER stated that he could
remember some of the information that was in the memo. but he could not
recall if he had read the memo itself (Exhibit 18, p. 12).

POLIZZI stated that he did have reservations about the memo, more so
after he went home on Friday, December 4th. POLIZZI said he did not
express his reservations to VONDRA. POLIZZI said that his reservations
and sensitivitg about the memo was not a concern for the regulations,
but the fact that the memo involved a performance issue that was the
responsibility of WILLIAMS' and CRAIG's manager (Exhibit 12, pp. 158,
186, 187, and 193).

POLIZZI said he decided to hold the memo. VONDRA had a Tot on his mind,
so POLIZZI decided to hold it until VONDRA returned from vacation to see
how VONDRA felt at that time (Exhibit 12, p. 192).

POLIZZI said that he kept the memo in his briefcase until Monday,
December 14, 1992. POLIZZI continued that he returned the memo to

VOMIJgg)that day and explained to him why he did not send it (Exhibit 12,
p. ;

POLIZZI continued that he told VONDRA that he wanted VONDRA to have a
chance to think about sending the memo to see if he had ch?.ged his mind
(Exhibit 12, p. 193)
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SHEDLOCK said that he called CIANFRANI at home on the evening of
December 3rd because he knew CIANFRANI was not in that day and he wanted
CIANFRANI to know what had occurred (Exhibit 17, p. 65).

CIANFRANI recalled that he became aware of the December 4th memo on
December 3rd during a conversation with SHEDLOCK. On December 21, 1992,
VONORA confirmed to CIANFRANI that there was a memo. CIANFRANI said
that he did not actually see the memo until April 1993, in
MILTENBERGER's office (Exhibit 32, pp. 26, 27, and 80)

CIANFRANI could not recall if SHEDLOCK told him that POLIZZI had read
portions of the memo to the managers or if portions of the memo had been
read to him only (Exhibit 32, pp. 29 and 30).

CIANFRANI acknowledged that POLIZZI could have read the memo on
December 4th; however, he did not believe s0. because CIANFRANI
remembered clearly that SHEDLOCK told him here was an issue that
h;ppened with your peopie today December 3rd (Exhibit 32, pp. 31 and
32).

CIANFRANI said that the thrust of what SHEDLOCK told him was that he
thogght that what was being done with the memo was wrong (Exhibit 32,
p. 33).

It was CIANFRANI's opinion that it was equally possible that POLIZZI
took it u himself to write the memo, and then convinced VONDRA to
send it, ause CIANFRANI's opinion of the interaction between POLIZZI
and VONDRA was that POLIZZI knew how to hit VONDRA's *hot button,” and
POLIZZI could “play him like a fiddle* (Exhibit 32, pp. 34 and 35).

CRAIG advised that CIANFRANI told him and WILLIAMS about the

December 4th memo. According to CRAIG, CIANFRANI had a Jdiscussion with
SHEDLOCK. As CRAIG learned from CIANFRANI, SHEDLOCK had been at a
meeting of plant management, where a memo that had been drafted by
POLIZZI had been read and discussed. CRAIG "guessed” that the memo had
been signed by VONDRA. arently, the memo sted that CRAIG and
WILLIAMS be removed from the plant because V could no longer work
with them. CRAIG continued, that, apparently, SHEDLOCK told CIANFRANI
that he refused to touch the thing because SHEDLOCK. without having read
the letter, recognized that it might not be the best thing in the world
to be associated with (Exhibit 5, pp. 57 and 70).

MOORE said that he heard a week or ten days later that a memo had been
written, and given the time to reflect and think logically, "they"
{station management) stil] had a thing about having WILLIAMS and CRAIG
removed from site (Exhibit 19, p. 42).

REITER acknowledged that when he met with WILLIAMS and CRAIG on December
14th, they told hiim that they were aware of a memo that VONDRA had
written and that VONDRA had discussed the memo with his direct reports.
REITER said that WILLTAMS and CRAIG were continuing to feel very
threatened by the ° ient on December 3rd. They viewed it as a threat
to their job and forming their job (Exhibit 21, pp. 41 and 42).
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REITER said that after he met with CIANFRANI. WILLIAMS and CRAIG, he
called VONORA and asked for a meeting with VONDRA and his managers, so
REITER could hear their side of the story. That meeting took place on
December 16, 1992. Present at the meeting were POLIZZI CELLM R,
MOKRONI, and SCHULTZ. The only manager that was not present was
SHEDLOCK. REITER explained to the group the purpose for the meeting and
asked POLIZZI a clarification question. REITER could not recall the
question. POLIZZI slammed down his book, made statements that they were
being defensive, and stormed out of the room. REITER was "incredulous”
and sat there because he did not know what to do. After five or ten
minutes, VONDRA left the room and came back five minutes later with
POLIZZI, who "kind of grumbled” an apology and then the group stested to
talk about the events of December 3rd. VONDRA focused on what he felt
had been a threat to him, WILLIAMS' statement to him that he (WILLIAMS)
could use a quality safetg concern as another vehicle. VONDRA felt that
his safety consciousness had been questioned and he felt threatened.
VONDRA admitted that he had lost his temper. During the meeting, VONDRA
made reference to a memo that he had written. REITER could not recall
if the memo was discussed in an{ detail. REITER had not received the
memo at that time. REITER recalled that POLIZZI had said that he was
upset because WILLIAMS and CRAIG would not give him the IR. they would
not make an operability decision, and he (POLIZZI) was looking for
WILLIAMS and CRAIG to write down whatever MORRONI had concluded in his
13vestégz§10n. which they were unwilling to do (Exhibit 21, pp. 37-41,

. an ).

REITER said that during the December 16th meeting, or at a subsequent
meeting, VONDRA said that he should not have lost his temper, but should
have called security and had WILLIAMS and CRAIG escorted outside the
gate (Exhibit 21, p. 40).

REITER recalled that either at the conclusion of the December 16th
meeting, or at a subsequent meeting, REITER sYoke with VONDRA. VONDRA
made the statement that the reason why POLIZZI was so upset at the
beginning of the December 16th meeting was that he did not feel that
WILLIAMS and CRAIG would be disciplined, and if they had been station
employees, they would have been disciplined (Exhibit 21, p. 56).

POLIZZI recalled a meeting on December 16, 1992, attended by VONDRA,
REITER, CELLMER, MORRONI, SCHULTZ, and himself. POLIZZI said he did not
know the purpose of the meeting. The pretense of the meeting was to try
todugggrstand what had happened on December 3, 1992 (Exhibit 12, pp. 199
an ).

POLIZZI continued that he did not 1ike what he had heard at that
meeting. REITER condensed the issue into a communications problem, and
that the whole event, from start to finish. was a communications issue,
that he and VONDRA had failed to understand (Exhibit 12, p. 200).

POLIZZI did not disagree that there could have been times when they did
not communicate. For example, when POLIZZI said that he wanted to
document something, WILLIAMS and CRAIG thought POLIZZ] wanted an
operability decision (Exhibit 12, p. 201).
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POLIZZI stated that he was frustrated because REITER "wanted it to 30
away” (Exhibit 12, p. 201).

POLIZZI did not know if REITER had the memo, and he did not recall any
discussion of the memo at that meeting, at least when he was present
(Exhibit 12, p. 201).

POLIZZI said that he left the meeting because REITER soundec defensive.
and POLIZZI was not going to waste his time unless REITER would listen
to their (VONDRA and POLIZZI) story (Exhibit 12, pp. 201 and 202).

POLIZZI continued that he was asked by VONDRA to return to the meeting,
which he did, and he apologized to the group for being disruptive
(Exhibit 12, p. 202). -

POLIZZI stated that he was "surprised” that, even at the end of the
meet1n?. REITER did not have the facts as VONDRA and POLIZZI had them.
POLIZZI continued that once again, it indicated that what they were
going to deal with was not factual (Exhibit 12, p. 202).

MORRONI attended a meeting [December 16, 1992? with VONDRA, POLIZZI,
CELLMER, and REITER. ONI could not recall the purpose of the
meeting; however, he did recall that POLIZZI lost his t r with
someone at the meeting and “stormed” out of the room. I said that
he knew that the capability of WILLIAMS and CRAIG to continue as members
of the Safety Review Group Staff at Salem was an issue: however, he
cou;g)not remember any specific discussion by VONDRA (Exhibit 10,

p. .

CELLMER ’vaguelg' remembered a conversation with REITER, VONDRA, and
POLIZZI, where REITER tried to resolve the issue of the memn, however,
he could not recall any details of that meeting (Exhibit 18, p. 18).

SHEDLOCK believed that there was a meeting when VONDRA returned from
vacation on December 14, 1992. CELLMER, MORRONI, POLIZZI, VONDRA, and
SHEDLOCK were all supposed to be there with REITER. SHEDLOCK said that
he was not there. DLOCK could not remember why he did not go. It
was either because he was busy or he just diJ not want to go. SHEDLOCK
said that, if he had to chose one reason, it would be be~ause he did not
want to go (Exhibit 17, pp. 66 and 67).

SHEDLOCK could not remember who he talked to, but he heard that the
meet1n? started out oka{. but then degenerated into yelling and
screaming, and then POLIZZI left the room (Exhibit 17, pp. 68 and 69).

REITER received a of the December 4th memo from MILTENBERGER on
December 22nd. REI received the original memo on December 30th
(Exhibit 21, pp. 40 and 41).

REITER advised that he first became aware that VONDRA wanted WILLIAMS
and CRAIG removed from the site when he first saw a copy of the memo on
December 22nd (Exhibit 21, p. 44).

REITER advised that after he received the December 4th memo., he was out
of the office until January 4, 1993. REITER recalled that he had half a
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dozen face to face meetin?s with VONDRA, and a number of teleptione
calls. VONDRA was not willing to rescind the memo. REITER recalled
that it was still an "emotional issue” for VONDRA. VONDRA felt
threatened, and his safety consciousness was threatened, therefore, he
was unwilling to rescind the memo (Exhibit 21, pp. 57 and 58).

REITER acknowledged that at some point VONDRA did ask him to consider
taking disc1ﬁlinary action against WILLIAMS and CRAIG. VONDRA told
REITER that wanted REITER to remove WILLIAMS and CRAIG from the SRG
and assign them to some work that would not involve Salem. VONDRA told
REITER that he was concerned that WILLIAMS and CRAIG would not be
effective in their role. REITER could not recall when VONDRA made this
request {(Exhibit 21, pp. 45 and 46).

REITER explained that he told VONDRA that he was unwilling to remove
WILLIAMS and CRAIG, because he did not think that their behavior
warranted that. REITER did not think that was appropriate and he
thought that it would set a “terrible precedent.” REITER told VONDRA
that 1f he removed WILLIAMS and CRAIG, the entire quality assurance
safety review organization would view that as "look what happened” when
a safety issue was raised. REITER also did not want people to get the
1dea that if they did not like something that quality assurance or
safety review raised, all that is necessary is to raise a big "ruckus”
and those people would be taken care of. REITER continued that WILLIAMS
and CRAIG were trying to follow a procedure, and they had interpreted
the ggogg?ure in a way that REITER thought was acceptable (Exhibit 21,
PP. 90-60).

CIANFRANI's log indicated that on Necember 21, 1992, he, LIDEN, and
REITER met with VONDRA. From CIANFRANI's perspective, VONDRA had
invalid information in a coupie of areas. According to CIANFRANI,
VONDRA said that MORRONI had told WILLIAMS and CRAI that the issue was
nut a concern based upon his research. CIANFRANI explained to VONDRA
that MORRONI's research, up to that point and prior to the IR being
written, consisted only of readin? the FSAR. I concluded that no
IR was necessary (incorrect) solely because the FSAR said that the
Masoneillan and Moore CFCU controllers were qualified. VONDRA said that
POLIZZI told WILLIAMS and CRAIG that there should be no IR. VONDRA
advised that he did not know where WILLIAMS and CRAIG were coming from:
they appeared to be intent upon shutting down both units. CIANFRANI and
LIDEN explained to VONDRA that WILLIAMS and CRAIG attempted to submit an
IR per NAP-6 and that they resisted making an operability determination
when told to do so b{ POLIZZI. VONDRA said that POLIZZI was willing to
accept the IR, but WILLIAMS and CRAIG would not give it to him and
POLIZZI called VONDRA. VONDRA insisted to REITER and CIANFRANI that
WILLIAMS and CRAIG persisted in being non-cooperative which led to the
escalation. The discussion included two items that VONDRA was stil]
irritated about. When VONDRA told WILLIAMS and CRAIG to issue a DEF,
WILLIAMS refused because he had written a DEF once and it was still
outstanding after 18 months. The second item was when WILLIAMS
commented that if the IR was not accepted, he could go to the cafeteria
and fill out a Quality Concern form. VONDRA said that he felt WILLIAMS
had threatened him. VONDRA further explained that he did not feel
threatened, but felt that WILLIAMS was tryingngo use the Quality Concern
as a threat to force VONDRA to do what WILLI wanted him to do. The
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end result of the meeting was that VONDRA stood by the letter that he
wrote to REITER, with copies to LaBRUNA and MILTENBERGER. VONDRA again
requested that WILLIAMS and CRAIG be removed from the station and given
another job. REITER insisted that he could not do this because the
message to the QA/NSR organization would be that if you cross station
management you will be punished. VONDRA then commented that he should
not have thrown WILLI and CRAIG out of his office, instead he should
have sent them out for a fitness for duty evaluation because theg were
acting aberrant. VONDRA described aberrant as being different than they
had acted towards him in the past (Exhibit 33, pp. 14-16).

CIANFRANI indicated that on January 25, 1993, he met with REITER to
discuss the December 3rd issue. ~TANFRANI reviewed a draft letter that
REITER had written to WILLIAMS. It was a letter of counselling for
WILLIAMS addressing his distrust of the DEF process after using it one
time, and his telling VONDRA that he could go and submit a quality
concern. CIANFRANI told REITER that he considered the DEF comment to be
‘rrelevant to the discussion that day. With regard to WILLIAMS' second
statement on the quality concern, CIANFRANI saw nothing wrong with
WILLIAMS stating a fact. CIANFRANI told REITER that he thought that it
was unwise to issue the letter at this time. The letter concerned
ancillary issues which should be handled after the main issue of the SRG
engineers being ordered to violate procedures was resolved. To issue
the Tetter at this time would needlessly inflame WILLIAMS, and WILLIAMS
would not be receptive (Exhibit 32, pp. 116 and 117; Exhibit 33, p. 20).

CIANFRANI said that he read a draft of a letter that REITER had prepared
for WILLIAMS, but he did not have a copy of it. CIANFRANI said that the
draft letter was typed on PSE&G letterhead and addressed to WILLIAMS.
CIANFRANI could not recall if the letter was signed. CIANFRANI said
that REITER showed him the draft in CIANFRANI's office. CIANFRANI did
not know if REITER showed the Tetter to anyone else (Exhibit 32,

pp. 115, 116, and 118).

CIANFRANI said that REITER wanted him to counsel WILLIAMS for two
reasons. The first was because WILLIAMS had told VONDRA that he did not
trust the DEF program. CIANFRANI said that the second reason REITER
wanted to take disciplinary action against WILLIAMS was because he told
VONDRA that he could ge to the cafeteria and pick up a safety quality
concern and submit it (Exhibit 32, pp. 116 and 117).

CIANFRANI said that REITER never came out and directly told him to
counsel WILLIAMS, but it was one of those "deals” where CIANFRANI was
supposed to "read between the 1ines” (Exhibit 32, p. 116).

CIANFRANI said that REITER's rationale was WILLIAMS had to be wrong
because VONDRA got so upset (Exhibit 32, p. 117).

CIANFRANI said that he convinced REITER not to send the letter to
WILLIAMS (Exhibit 32, p. 119).

CIANFRANI said that he eventually told WILLIAMS about the letter. He
did not tell WILLIAMS, at the time, because he felt it would be too
inflammatory for WILLIAMS and also for CRAIG (Exhibit 32, p. 119).
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WILLIAMS advised that Ashok AZIZA§ghonetic) told him that REITER had
processed a letter to have WILLI disciplined for the December 3.
1992, incident. WILLIAMS continued that went to CIANFRANI and asked
him if 1t was true and CIANFRANI said that REITER had written a letter
cO WILLIAMS. According to WILLIAMS, CIANFRANI told him that REITER had

tgéd7gIANFRANI to counsel WILLIAMS on his behavior (Exhibit 3. pp. 76
a ).

According to WILLIAMS, CIANFRANI had seen a draft of REITER's letter to
WILLIAMS and CIANFRANI told REITER that it was the wrong thing to do.
WILLIAMS' impression was that the letter was not issued because

CIANFRANI convinced REITER that it was the wrong thing to do (Exhibit 3,
pp. 78 and 82).

According to CIANFRANI, WILLIAMS came to him and said that a lot of

geogle in TB2 [nuclear administration building] had commented that
EITER wanted to take dicciplinary action against him, and asked him
what he knew about the rumor (Exhibit 32. p. 120).

CIANFRANI said that he told WILLIAMS it was not a rumor, and that REITER
did want to take disciplinary action against him Exhibit 32, p. 120).

REITER could not recall if he prepared a memo counselling WILLIAMS
concerning WILLIAMS' statement about not trusting the DEF system and his
statewent to VONDRA about filing a safety concern. REITER did recall
discussing the subject with CIANFRANI : however, he did not recal) if he

drafted any memo. REITER did not remember issuing any memo to WILLIAMS
(Exhibit 21, pp. 66, 67, and 71).

In a letter dated December 10, 1993, to Monroe from Mark WETTERHAHN,
Counsel for PSE&G, Winston & Strawn (W&S), WETTERHAHN advised that
REITER had reviewed his records. and had determined that the document
was never prepared (Exhibit 21A, p. 1).

HADDEN reviewed comguter disks of correspondence and discovered a
"DRAFT" memo from REITER to WILLIAMS., dated January 22, 1993, reference
number "NQS 93-009 (Exhibit 22, pp 1 and 4).

HADDEN advised that the original memo she ;g?ed was not a draft. HADDEN
continued that she gave the typed memo to TER and it stated on his
desk for a period of time. According to HADDEN, there was "a lot of
activity” on what to do or not to do with the memo, after WILLIAMS wrote
a letter to the President of PSEAG (Exhibit 22, p. 21).

INVESTIGATOR's NOTE: WILLIAMS wrote a letter dated January 27,

1993, to Robert J. DOUGHERTY. Jr., Senior Vice President -
Electric, PSEAG.

HADDEN stated that some time subsequent to WILLIAMS' memo to DOUGHERTY.
HADDEN was directed by REITER to put "DRAFT" on the memo. HADDEN

continued that after she put * " on the memo, it "disappeared” from
REITER's desk (Exhibit 22. pp. 1 and 2).

REITER did recall talking with CIANFRANI about how REITER felt that
WILLIAMS' behavior was inappropriate concerning the statement about the
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DEF process. REITER did not recall if CIANFRANI told him that it was
not a good idea to counsel WILLIAMS about his statements (Exhibit 21,
pp. 68 and 69).

REITER said that he discussed with WILLIAMS, his statements to VONDRA
and "probably decided” that was sufficient. REITER recalled that
wILLIAMS disagreed with him because WILLIAMS felt that his one
experience with the DEF process was enough information for him to say
that he did not have faith that the issue would be resolved quickly
(Exhibit 21, pp. 68 and 69).

REITER said that the only issue that he discussed with WILLIAMS was the
statement that WILLIAMS made in VONDRA's office about not trusting the
DEF process. REITER told WILLIAMS that he did not think that it was
apﬁropriate for him, in the position of a safety review engineer, to be
ma ;gg that sort of statement about an approved process (Exhibit 21,

p. 58).

REITER advised that it was his own conclusion that WILLIAMS' statement
about the DEF system was 1‘naﬁgropr1ate. REITER said that there was
pressure to do something. The pressure REITER felt was to try and reach
a resolution that would retain the effectiveness of the organization and
the people in the organization (Exhibit 21, p. 63).

REITER said that he told VONDRA that he had met with WILLIAMS and had
expressed his view about WILLIAMS' statement about the DEF process
(Exhibit 21, p. 60)

It was WANG's oEinion that REITER was in "collusion® with VONDRA.
REITER went back to WILLIAMS and CRAIG and told them that they should
not have done a certain thing (nfi) (Exhibit 30, p. 2).

WILLIAMS stated that he was "interrogated” by REITER. REITER asked
WILLIAMS that, if VONDRA told him to write a DEF, why WILLIAMS did not
do 1t? WILLIAMS advised that he was on the defensive for quite a while.
WILLIAMS stated that he showed REITER that the procedures did not
require him to write the DEF (Exhibit 3, pp. 78 and 79).

WILLIAMS advised that REITER should have taken the IR into VONORA and
told VONDRA to process it according to the procedure. WILLIAMS
commented that REITER was the individual responsible for safety concerns
and REITER did not know what to do. WILLI said that REITER was
prepared to have him "court martialed.” but he was not prepared to do
anything about the issue (Exhibit 3, pp. 81 and 82).

VONDRA did not remember telling REITER and CIANFRANI during a

December 21, 1992, meeting that he should have sent WILLIAMS and CRAIG
for a fitness for duty evaluation because of their aberrant behavior.
VONDRA continued that, because he can not remember saying it, does not
mean that he did not say it. VONDRA said that "to be honest” he has
wondered if he was negligent for not having done that, because the
behavior of WILLIAMS and CRAIG was so "far out of norm” (Exhibit 15,
pp. and 114 and 115).
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REITER recalled a meeting with VONDRA on January 29, 1993, where he
asked VONDRA to rescind the memo and VONORA did not want to do it. At
some point, VONDRA did tell REITER that he was willing to issue an
apology for losing his temper. REITER recalled that VONDRA asked for
them to reach some solution that would allow him to save face. REITER
coulg‘ngg)recall specifically when VONDRA made that request (Exhibit 21,
PP. 04-60).

CIANFRANI's log entrz January 29, 1993, disclosed that REITER met with
VONDRA and gave CIANFRANI an update. The Rgrpose of the meeting w th
VONDRA was to convince VONDRA to rescind t ietter and to set a
discussion with all involved parties. REITER explained to CIAN L,
VONDRA's interpretation of -6. Up to this point, the only reason
that POLIZZI had given for not accepting the IR, according to WILLIAMS
and CRAIG, was that, "We don’'t do business that way," and the only
reason given by VONDRA was that WILLTAMS and CRAIG were trying to shut
the plant down. VONDRA's current reason consisted of picking an
isolated sentence, relating to DE.AP-18 from attachment 1 of NAP-6, and
interpreting it out of context. CIANFRANI's log disclosed that even if
that was the case, it does not excuse VONDRA s retaliatory attempts and
the fact that rumors of VONDRA out to get WILLIAMS and CRAIG were all
over the island. CIANFRANI told REITER that VONDRA's interpretation of
NAP-6 had some flaws and that it seemed to have suddenly appeared and it
had never been voiced before. To CIANFRANI, it sounded 1ike dana?e
control. When REITER and CIANFRANI met with WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS also did
not believe the new interpretation by VONDRA. The draft letter of
counselling to WILLIAMS was gone (Exhibit 33. pp. 24 and 25).

CRAIG acknowledged that since December 3, 1992, his behavior at the SORC
has been more reserved. CRAIG continued that he felt that he needed to
be more restrained in what he chose to say (Exhibit 6, p. 74).

CRAIG advised that & few days after the December 3rd incident, he
attended a SORC that was chaired by POLIZZI. CRAIG continued that,
although POLIZZ] did not say anything directly to CRAIG, CRAIG did not
want to say something that could be interpreted by POLIZZI as
deliberately provocative (Exhibit 6. p. 74).

CRAIG continued that he did not want to agpear to be opposing something
Just to oppose it and agitate POLIZZI (Exhibit 6, p. 74),

CRAIG advised that there are things that you would comment on, get
clarification on, but in and of themselves, these things would not
provide a basis for voting against an item. CRAIG continued that it was
those types of things that he would have been less likely to comment on
(Exhibit 6, pp. 74 and 75).

CRAIG said that he would not have changed his behavior to the extent
that it would affect his need for information (Exhibit 6, p. 75).

CRAIG said that prior to December 3rd it would not have crossed his mind
to not ask a question (Exhibit 6, pp. 74-76).

CRAIG said that had the incident in VONDRA's of"ice with VONDRA and
POLIZZI been limited to VONDRA getting upset. and then apologizing for
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having done that CRAIG would have viewed it as merely a matter that
management has its privileges, and they are allowed to yell at you and
you are not necessarily allowed to yell back (Exhibit 6. pp. 89 and 90).

CRAIG continued that what VONDRA did, with POLIZZI's help, was to
attempt to have CRAIG removed from his job. CRAIG said that it was done
in a way that was almost conspiratorial because VONDRA took the letter
to VONDRA's management meeting scheduled for other management purposes,
and the letter was read and discussed (Exhibit 6, p. 90).

CRAIG said there was no one at the meeting, even the man who told us
that the letter existed [SHEDLOCK], who seemed to understand that they
had what CRAIG believed to be an immediate obligation to report it to a
higher authority until something was done about it (Exhibit 6, p. 90).

CRAIG said that, in his mind, they all became participants. CRAIG
continued that none of the technical issues that preceded the incident
had any significance compared to the ap?arent belief that they [VONDRA
and POLIZZI] are immune from accountability for this. CRAIG advised
that le are continuing to be promoted. CRAIG said that the fact
that V 15 now in charge of fossil production, instead of nuclear
prodggtion, did not seem 1ike much punishment to him (Exhibit 6, pp. 90
and 91).

In a memorandum dated December 23, 1992, from REITER to MILTENBERGER,
concerning the December 4, 1992, memo, REITER explained that he had been
meet .ng with VONDRA in an attempt to resolve the situation. REITER had
discussed with VONDRA that he would not remove the SRG le because of
his letter. REITER also explained in his memo to MILTENBE GER what
removing the SRG people would potentially do. REITER did not want to
see a "whistieblower® concern raise out of this incident. Per the memo,
REITER did not expect it to. but he did not want to "feed" that
possibilit{. because "we could not stand that sort of issue -
particularly now" (Exhibit 23, pp. 1 and 2).

REITER said that he was focusing in on trying to get the issue resolved.
REITER did not want to get in the situation where WILLIAMS felt that he
had to go to the NRC and claim that he had raised a safety issue and
PSESG was not takin? action on it. REITER sayd that PSEAG did not need
an issue 11ke whistieblowing to divert them from trying to improve plant
operations (Exhibit 21, pp. 73 and 74).

HAGAN advised that since the PSEAG investigation he and VONDRA have had
some discussions. VONDRA's opinion of what had ha was that the
safety review engineers had a technical question which they processed.
The initial operability determination, which is the responsi "‘t{,°'
the SNSS, was made and it was determined that 1t did not affect t
operability of the equipment. According to VONDRA, the safety review
engineers did not agree and they chose to escalate the operability
decision. They were looking to make the operability decision
themselves. VONDRA said that during the discussion the safety review
engineers said that they were going to process a ggality concern and
VONDRA said that, 1f that was what they chose to do, then they needed to
process one. HAGAN advised that VONDRA did not convey to him that he
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had felt threatened when the safet; review engineer raised the point of
filing a safety concern (Exhibit 27, pp. 12-14).

MILTENBERGER advised that the first substantial information that he
received about the December 3rd incident was when he received, from
LaBRUNA, a copy of the memo from VONDRA to REITER (Exhibit 26, p. 6).

MILTENBERGER continued that his initial concern about the wording in the
memo was that he saw a controversy between his safety review
or?anization and his Salem plant management team. MILTENBERGER did not
believe that was a healthy situation to be in. MILTENBERGER did not
know if the words harassment or intimidation came to mind; however, he
did see & serious situation between safety review and the plant staff
that needed to be resolved (Exhibit 37, pp. 6 and 9).

MILTENBERGER advised that he learned from conversation with VONDRA that
VONDRA had thought that the IR had been filed and turned into the
control room. VONDRA's technical people had already told VONDRA that
their initial review was that it was operable, therefore, he did not
know what the meeting with WILLIAMS and CRAIG was about because
operations is the organization that is charged with making the
operability decision. VONDRA thought that the issue was being escalated
to him for some kind of decision that he thought had already been made.
and that was a piece of the confusion. MILTENBERGER said that was his
understanding and that some of that information came out after the PSE&G
investigation (Exhibit 37, pp. 15 and 16).

MILTENBERGER recalled that, sometime later, VONDRA mentioned to him that
he had shown the memo to LaBRUNA, and that VONDRA was waiting for
LaBRUNA's comments and, when he did not get any, VONDRA sent the memo
(Exhibit 37, p. 22).

In.a letter dated February 22, 1994, to Monrae from Willtas H. BRIGGS,

- Esquire, BRIGGS indicated that POLIZZI had reviewed the summary of
his February 3, 1993, interview with Rader (W&S) and Earlman (PSE&G).
BRIGGS indicated that POLIZZI had comments to correct certain inaccurate
statements and to elaborate on certain statements that may be incomplete
or confusing (Exhibit 13, pp. 1-3).

In a memorandum dated April 29, 1993. from POLIZZI to MILTENBERGER,
concerning Interaction with Safety Review Group, POLIZZI attested to the
“inappropriate and unprofessional™ behavior that he had displayed during
the events of December 3, 1992. POLIHI&“M thet. o8 & resuit of
Nis seteame and words, there wat |1ttle that he had effectively
cr ¥ environment, 3 which was rightfully perceived to be a
form of "intimidetion” that could Jeopardize the tndependence of the
safety revfw-group. POLIZZI advised MILTENBERGER of the actions he
planned, with the intention of correcting his "overall interpersonal
behavior® (Exhibit 37, pp. 1 and 2).

It was the opinion of Libbi J. LEPOW. former Senior Organization
Development Consultant, Nuclear Human Resources. SGS, PSESG, that the
environment at PSE&G is "restrictive.” LEPOW described the problem at
SGS as ‘sgstemic.' not people problems. It was also LEPOW's opinion
that POLIZZI possess the kind of intelligence that, had it been used in
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a positive manner, could have turned the plant around. LEPOW viewed
POLIZZI as having the "I have to win, but you also have to lose"

mentality. It is not enough for POLIZZI te be right on an issue, he
g?st also prove that the other person is wrong (Exhibit 31, pp. 1 and

CIANFRANT advised that later on the night of December 3, 1992, MORRONI
wrote an IR that dealt only with the configuration issue and only dealt
with Unit 1, because MORRONI had done a walkdown and had determined that
Unit 1 was tubed incorrectly (Exhibit 32, pp. 35, 36, and 49).

In a document titled, "Nuclear Department Incident Report.®” Incident
Report No. 92-796, bearing the signature of "Michael Morroni," MORRONI
regorted a configuration issue. MORRONI reported that Unit 1 panels
827-1A.B.C.D & E, were not tubed in accordar  with drawing 250279 B
9937. In a document titled “Nuclear Departme . Incident Report,"”
Incident Report No. 92-796, Section IV, Analysis of Incident, the LER
coordinator reported that the configuration control concerns were not an
"IR" concern per NAP-0006 (unless safety concern is apparent)

(Exhibit 11 and Exhibit 44).

According to CIANFRANI, MORRONI did not write an IR on the seismic
qualification concern of the wrong regulators being installed, because
MORRONI felt that it was not a grobleu based on the seismic analysis and
documentation in the FSAR (Exhibit 32, pp. 35 and 36).

In a document titled, "Nuclear Department Action Tracking System
Response roval Form, " dated January 28, 1993, concerning Incident
Report 92-796, Section Ii:Response, disclosed "Not an event per NAP.
006." The document further disclosed that system engineering had
informally evaluated the regulator and tubing concerns expressad by the
Safety Review Group. The initial review incorporated a field walkdown
that identified discrepancies between tube runs of panels 827-1A.B,C.D.E
and drawing 250279. Contact with E&PB controls grougeon December 3,
1992, verbally confirmed the fail safe position of the service water
valves, acceptable regulator classification, and post walkdown
acceptability of regulators for continued in-service usage prior to
retubing to drawing requirements (Exhibit 44, p. 1).

In a memorandum dated February 1, 1993, from WILLIAMS to REITER,
concerning Safety Concern No. 3606, WILLIAMS provided REITER with a
further explanation as to why he did not ? re and issue a DEF,
instead of the IR, as VONDRA had wanted WILLIAMS to do. WILLIAMS
advised REITER that his immediste reaction to VONDRA's demand for a DEF.
instead of an IR, was that it was "tantamount to indefinite
postponement.” WILLIAMS advised REITER that additional reasons for not
1ssuing a DEF, were that DEFs are not tracked in ATS and Operations is
not made aware of their existence and potentia) safety impact. WILLIAMS
also gave REITER reasons why the SRG should not be in "the business” of
issuing DEFs (Exhibit 41, p. 1),

WILLIAMS stated that he returned to his office. found a safety concern
form, and completed it by hand (Exhibit 3, p. 36).
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WILLIAMS continued that he was on his way to take the safety concern to
the Nuclear Administration Building, when he met LIDEN on his way out.
WILLIAMS said that he told LIDEN that he was going to take the safety
concern to REITER's office (Exhibit 3, p. 36 and Exhibit 4, p. 50).

WILLIAMS acknowledged that he did not have time to explain to LIDEN the
earlier events, but he did offer LIDEN the opportunity to read the
safety concern, but LIDEN said no (Exhibit 3. pp. 36 and 37; Exhibit 4,
p. 50).

According to WILLIAMS, LIDEN told WILLIAMS he was going to VONDRA's
office and to give him time before he gave the safety concern to REITER
(Exhibit 3, p. 37).

WILLIAMS advised that on December 4, 1992, he typed the safety concern
and that the issues did not change from his first handwritten document
WILLIAMS continued that he took the typed safety concern to REITER's
office and gave it to REITER's secretary. WILLIAMS staied that he
attached a copy of the IR to the safety concern form (Exhibit 3, p. 37).

In a document titled, "Here's My Quality/Safety Concern.” No. 3606,
submitted by WILLIAMS to the Genera) Manager - NQA, WILLIAMS outlined
the events of December 3, 1992. WILLIAMS also reported that there are
‘many concerns” that needed to be addressed, however, he cited only
those of "paramount importance.” WILLIAMS auestioned who was
responsible for determining the operability of the station: how many
genuine safety concerns had been smothered and left unaddressed by the
refusal of Operations to accept IRs or other safety concern statements’
and because no one that WILLIAMS spoke with wanted to write the IR,
WILLIAMS asked if intimidation was the norm and was it preventing issues
from surfacing and being addressed (Exhibit 35, pp. 1-3).

In a memorandum dated December 15, 1992, from WILLIAMS to REITER,
concerning Quality/Safety Concern No. 3606, Dated December 4, 1992,
WILLIAMS put on record a number of "occurrences” that had not been known
to him at the time that he wrote Quality/Safety Concern No. 3606 One
of the issues was, that WILLIAMS had Tearned from CIANFRANI that VONDRA
had discussed a memorandum that he was writing to REITER with his
managers. WILLIAMS closed the memorandum by stating that the
‘occurrences deepen” WILLIAMS' safety concerns and fears (Exhibit 39,

p. 1).

In a memorandum dated January 6, 1993, from REITER to WILLIAMS,
concerning Qualit%:Safety Concern No. 3606, REITER advised WILLIAMS that
he had reviewed t Quality/Safety Concern. REITER's assessment
continued to be that the incident should never have reached the level
that it did. It was REITER's opinion that there were several
opportunities for resolution that were missed. Also, "there were
probably mistakes in judgement” by SRG personnel as well as Station
personnel (Exhibit 40, p. 1).

In a letter dated January 27, 1993, from WILLIAMS to DOUGHERTY, WILLIAMS
outlined the events of December 3, 1992, to DOUGHERTY. WILLIAMS also

advised DOUGHERTY of the memorandum to REITER from VONDRA, where VONDRA
threatened to withdraw site access for CRAIG and himself. In the letter
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to DOUGHERTY, WILLIAMS requested that VONDRA withdraw the memorandum to
REITER; a written agglogy from VONDRA and POLIZZI for their actions on
December 3, 1992; the IR, which led to the events, shculd be processed
and resolved in accordance with NAP-6; and the reaffirmation that safety
is PSE&G's number one concern (Exhibit 36, p. 2).

148. In a memorandum dated February 3, 1993, from MILTENBERGER to WILLIAMS
concerning Quality/Safety Concern No. 3606, MILTENBERGER advised
WILLIAMS that there was an "all-out” effort underway to investigate and
resolve all safety issues that WILLIAMS had raised in his Quality/Safety
Concern (Exhibit 42, p. 1)

149. MILTENBERGER also advised WILLIAMS that a special Task Force had been
established to examine the allegations that were contained in his letter
(Exhibit 42, p. 1).

150. MILTENBERGER further advised WILLIAMS that there was no need for his
concern that his site access, or the site access of CRAIG, would be
withdrawn as a result of WILLIAMS raising any safety concern to the
attention of the company (Exhibit 42, p. 1).

i51. In a memorandum dated February 8, 1993, to REITER from VONDRA, VONDRA
requested that REITER return to him a December 4th memo, which REITER
subsequently did return (Exhibit 28 and Exhibit 29, p. 1)

152. In a memorandum dated February 12, 1993, from DOUGHERTY to WILLIAMS,
DOUGHERTY responded to wWilLIAMS' letter dated January 27, 1993.
DOUGHERTY advised WILLIAMS that VONDRA's memorandum of December 4, 1992,
had been withdrawn: VONDRA and POLIZZI have apologized in writing: and
the §echn1cal issues have been evaluated and resolved (Exhibit 43,
P27,

153. MILTENBERGER advised that he believed that the behavior of his
mana nt team was not what he expected from his organization.
MILTENBERGER considered the issue to be very serious. MILTENBERGER
believed the issue had the potential of being a 50.7 and MILTENBERGER
felt that the issued needed to be resolved internally with his line
organization (Exhibit 26, p. 27).

Conclusion 1A and 18

The OI investigation substantiated that the Senior Staff Engineer and the
Safety Review Engineer were harassed and intimidated by both the SGS
Operations Manager and the SGS General Manager on December 3, 1992, when
attempting to process an IR relating to the CFCUs, and during the following
weeks by the managers’ attempt to have them removed from the site. In
addition, the investigation disclosed that the Senior Staff Engineer was also
harassed and intimidated by the General Manager, Quality Assurance/Nuclear
Safety Review (QA/NSR), who attempted to reprimand the engineer for the
handl1ng of the CFCU concern, while the issue of the Senior Staff Engineer's
site access was still unreso’ived.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

VONDRA and POLIZZI apologized to WILLIAMS and CRAIG for their unprofessional
behavior on December 3, 1992. No apology was given concerning the December 4,
1992, memorandum.

On April 22, 1993, John R. WHITE, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 2A,
documented a telephone discussion he had that day with MILTENBERGER. During
the telephone conversation, MILTENBERGER indicated that POLIZZI was being
reassigned from his position as SGS Operations Manager, to being a member of
the Westinghouse Advanced Reactor Committee (ARC) in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
POLIZZT was 2xpected to be offsite in two weeks. WHITE wrote that during an
earlier discussion with MILTENBERGER on April 20, 1993, it was revealed that
POLIZZI had ?revioUSIy applied for the ARC ﬁosition. and that POLIZZI was
being actively sought by Westinghouse for the ARC. POLIZZI had already sold
his ?o;;e ﬁggawas prepared to move on before POLIZZI met with MILTENBERGER on
Apri X 1

Ouring his interview with 0, POLIZZI disagreed with WHITE's statement and
commented that the statement was inaccurate. POLIZZI admitted that he had
placed his name on a 1ist to be considered for the position prior to the
December 3. 1992, incident: however. that was not a decision to go. POLIZZI
acknowledged that he perceived the position that he is in as punitive.

Ouring the April 22, 1993, conversation with WHITE, MILTENBERGER indicated
that VONDRA would continue in the position of SGS General Manager, but he was
1ssued a "Final Written Warning, " which required VONDRA to take specific
action to correct his performance, or otherwise be terminated from employment
with PSE&G. VONDRA is now the Regional Manager - South, Foss1l Production
Oepartment, PSE&G, a position that is comparable to his former position of SGS
General Manager.

During the April 22, 1993, conversation with WHITE, MILTENBERGER indicated
that REITER, the former General Manager, QA/NSR, SGS, would be reprimanded for
failing to bring the issue to the attention of higher management when it was
obvious that he had been unsuccessful in his attemgts to resolve the
situation. This matter was also a factor in REITER's transfer from his former
position as General Manager of QA/NSR to a lesser position of Director,
Process Improvement, SGS. REITER is no Tonger an employee of PSEAG.

On July 15, 1993, WILLIAMS filed a complaint with the U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL). WILLIAMS' alleged that PSE&G had denied him compensation and promotion
to the level of others who performed the same function. WILLIAMS claimed that
he was denied promotion because of his practice of 'speakin?-up' on matters
that were judged to adversely affect nuclear safety. In a letter dated
October 19, 1993, to MILTENBERGER, the DOL District Director advised that DOL
had found in favor of WILLIAMS. This issue will be addressed in OI report
1-93-021S.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Rescription

HPES Report #SCVR-92-22, Received by HPES 11/18/92, with
Attached Handwritten Note from A. C. TAYLOR.

OI Request for Investigation to Hayes from Letts. dated
June 29, 1993.

?SESG Document Titled, "Investigation of the Submission of a
QuaHtg/Safety Concern and Incident Report on December 3 and
4, 1992, and Related Activities at the Salem Generating
Station, Task Force Regort of Investigation, Executive
Summary, " dated April 1993.

SERT Report 92-01, dated May 2, 1992.

Nuclear Department Incident Report, p. 1, dated April 26,
1992, prepared by CRAIG.

Testimony of WILLIAMS, dated September 29, 1993,
Testimony of WILLIAMS, dated June 13, 1994.
Testimony of CRAIG, dated November 1, 1993.
Testimony of CRAIG, dated June 24, 1994.

Nuclear Department Incident Report, pp. 1 and 4, prepared by
WILLIARS, Undated.

Memorandum to REITER from VONDRA, dated December 4, 1992, -
Testimony of KAFANTARIS, dated November 30, 1992.
Testimony of MORRONI, dated July 7, 1994,

Nuclear Department Incident Report, Incident Report No.
92-796. p. 1. prepared by MORRONI. dated December 3, 1992.

Testimony of POLIZZI. dated February 16, 1994,

Letter to Monroe from BRIGGS, dated February 22, 1994, with
Attachment of POLIZZI's February 3, 1993, Testimony to
Winston and Strawn.

Testimony of BAILEY, Jated December 14, 1993.

Testimony of VONDRA, dated December 15. 1993.

Testimony of BUDZIK, dated June 14, 1994.
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17 Testimony of SHEDLOCK, dated July 7, 1994,

18 Testimony of CELLMER, dated August 9, 1994.

16 Testimony of MOORE, dated June 29, 1994, and August 9, 1994,

20 Testimony of LIDEN, given on February 2, 1993 to Winston
and Strawn,

21 Testimony of REITER, dated December 20, 1993

e Mark J. VETTERMAN. Counsel Tor Foekd,"giroe from

22 Egggmgtgrfterv1eu with HADDEN, dated August 9. 1994, with

23 dandwritten Memorandum to SEM [MILTENBERGER] from LAR
[REITER]. dated December 23, 1992.

24 Testimony of LaBRUNA, dated July 21, 1994.

25 Memorandum to REITER from VONDRA, with Handwritten Notation,
dated December 4, 1992.

26 Testimony of MILTENBERGER, dated July 22, 1994.

27 Testimony of HAGAN, dated July 22, 1994,

28 Memorandum to REITER from VONDRA, dated February 8, 1993.

29 Handwritten Note to CAV [VONDRA] from LAR [REITER], undated.

30 Report of Interview with WANG, dated June 1, 1994,

31 igﬁzmgnterw« with LEPOW, dated August 4, 1994 with

32 Testimony of CIANFRANI, dated December 8, 1993,

33 g:cggg:;::og.i’ggsg?ﬂ Log of CIANFRANI, signed by CIANFRANI

34 Conversation Log with CIANFRANI, dated August 9, 1994,

35 Quality/Safety Concern No. 3606. from WILLIAMS, dated
December 4, 1992,

36 Letter to DOUGHERTY from WILLIAMS, dated January 27, 1993,

37 T”ec’grandm to MILTENBERGER from POLIZZI, dated April 29,

38 Memorandum to VONDRA from THOMSON, dated February 18, 1993,
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39
40
41
42

43

Memorandum to REITER from WILLIAMS, dated December 15, 1992.
Memorandum to REITER from WILLIAMS, dated January 6, 1993,
Memorandum to REITER from WILLIAMS, dated February 1, 1993,

Hemgrandun to WILLIAMS from MILTENBERGER, dated February 3,
1993,

Hgggrandum to WILLIAMS from DOUGHERTY, dated February 12,
1993.

Document Titled, "Nuclear Department Action Tracking System
Response Approval Form," dated January 28, 1993.
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