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Mik. DRISKILL: 3or tae record, tais is an
interview ol Rorald Tolscn, spelles T-c-l-5-0-a, wWHO 13
exyployeu oy Texas U;ili;y Generating Company at Comancne
Feax Stean Zlectric Station. 1

The location =f tnis interview i3 the \Nuclear

cperatien

“H

Suppert Facility at Cemancne Peail Steam
Ziectric sStation located near 3Jlen Rose, Texas.

Present at this intecview are Mr. Brooxs
Sriffin, Investigator, W“RC, ané Mr. McNeill watkians, II,
¢f Debevoise and Liberman, washington, L. C.
whersupon, .

RONALD G. TCLSON

naving deen first duly sworn oy Investigator Drisxill, was
examinec and testified as £folliows:
EXAMINATION

8Y MR. ORISKILL:

(4
[ &
[ o
©
"

for the record, is Mz. watkians asting asz
/Sur personal attorney?

A That 1s correct.

2 D:id you cheoose Mr. asatkins as your zersonal
attorney?

A I chose the £irm, Mr. wWatkins was selecteu ang
1 nave-no provlem wizn tne selection.

2 I believe tnat we hava already inforunally
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Ciscussed tioe matter of wnether i: is TU3CO's policy to

have Suuasel sresent and

'<

cu stated that 1% wag not a
rejuirenent that you have counsel present, but censidering
the circuwstances here, wnicn are i1nsomich as we nave a
Sourt reporter present, you prelerr2d tc nave an attorney;
is tnat correct?

L Tnat 1s corract.

2 ®on, Etasicaily one of the aresas I wantea %o
discuss with you was the August 26tn, 1963 termination c:
william Dunnam as a protective coatings yualisy contrecil

lead 1nsgector. 1 understand, cased on conversations 1

nave hac with ‘others that your involvement 17 this met*er

w&3 somewhat limitea, but I would like to discuss that
with you.

First of all, I would lixke t2 fingd cut wnen or
orn wnat occasion did you first learn or near abcut
Dunhaa's corduct i1n a meeting which 1 celieve was nelu
with coatings inspectors con akbout August =he 24th, 19837

A i ©i¢

o

Cussec this with k. Rice anad tclé him it
w&s f1toer wednescay afternoon er Thursday merning. I
nave since Cnecked the gate logs and it rnad o b Thursaay
morning pecause I wasn't nere on aednesday.

2 And would you describe how this informaticn

came to you?

A Mr. Branat apprised me O. some input ne had
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received irom people in tne meeting, that Mr. Duniham was
aisruptive and tnac is basically how I Zound out acout

wiat traasgired in the meeting3.

1 This w~as on abcut tne merniang of August 25ta?
A That is correct.
Q what was the setting in whicn he told this to

you? were you having a meeting with several people?

A I was in my office.

Q Cié ne call ycu cn the phcne cr dia he come to
see you?

A He cane to my office.

Q Anu €id Mr. Brandt tell you that he hac a

concern with regard to Dunhain's conduct at the meeting?

A I Gen't recall exactiy what we discussed, lIwas
lett with the impression that Mr. Sranat was se2king my
oziaicn or advice on what, if anything, he siiouléd do
relative to Mr, Dunnam’'s conduct in the meeting.

Cid at that time Mr, Brandt progose any sort

L

Sf cisciplinary action to yeu?

A l ¢c not recall. The only tning I rscall of
tnat session 13 how we jointly ended up aeciding on a
course ©f action that morning. 1 can't remember whether 13
wa3 sjometnhing ne racommended or sumetning that I thought
was apbropriate. That is the reascn I an pgnrazing it the

way I am,
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2 Dc you recall discussing this topic at all in
tne rcresence of Tom Brandt and some of tine otner people

wWhO attencgec the meeting?

A we. I think i1t was strictly betwsen me ana Mr.
Brandt, :
2 would you mind tellinc me what then you ana

“r. dranat zeciced you would recommneny?

A pasically a formal counseling sessicn anu

taree cays off without pay.

2 That was a recommendation you decided on on

the wmorning of Thursday?

A Yes, sir.

Q Did you have any more discussions with Mr.

Branat or witn anyone else rezlating to this decision?

- Mr. Branat was cif site Fricay attendin3z to

personal business and I contacted with Mr. Xrisher Friday

moruing and askec h.m what the status was., I was tald that

notning had transpired at wnicn time I changed the
recoumengation,
G New prior to this discussion or talg wisn Mr.,

risher, have you previously talced witn Mr., Purdv?

A I may have, 11 don't rememoer.
Q Yocu naa not related tc him =--
A 1 may have, or Mr. Purdy may have come and

asked me did I xknow what was going on, 1 just den's
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- AanNG would ycu explain tc me again the reason?
) IZ you need tc taxe action, such as ihree cays
oii wituout pay, then you need to do that =-- that shousd
have hapgpernea Thursday. It didn't nappen Thurscay, anc
Taus cnanged 1%t to just telling hiwm that we adidn't
agpreciate nis at:i:pue.
& Lig Mr. Purcay later tnhat Jay explaia what
hagpenec alier tae counseling session with Dunnam L2 you?
“ de cane to my office al:ter tiae counselins
5€s8s10n, yes, |
Q knd wnat dic ne tell you?
A In sssence he reiterated that Mr., Dunham, ani
1 won't use vulgar teras, but had tolé nim to do something
with nis counseling repcrt and a few cther things, ang
Goruon nad attempted to calm him éown, did achieve that
geal anc escocrted Mr. Dunham out the gate, which I t90x as
a resivaation on the part of Mr, Dunkam,
> Dia Mr. Purdy cocmmunicate witn you auring tnhe
meating regaraing the terwinaticn of Dunhai or his
gecision to terminate Dunnam?
A NO.,
MR. waTXIns: you mean curing the counselin:
sesszion?
WR. DRISKILL: VYes. I am sorry, T meant curiag

the counseling session,
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BY MR. DRISKILL:

G Going back to the previous day, auriag your
Giicussion wita Mr. Tolson or with anyone else regarding
the progeseu aiscigclinary action, «~hich was both tne
counseling session and the propesed tnree days off witheout

cay, di¢ you discuss what ¥Mr. Dunnam's reaction might ce
2y Y

to that?
- re, Sir.
2 Tners was no discussicn then that ne amignt not

acCept that cr what his attitude might be with respect tc
taree days off or the counseling session and any other
disciplinary acticn that mignt be taken if nis attizude
weIe wnat 1t was?

A Let me try to answer tie guesticon this way,
ana tihe record needs to Le corrected when you referrad ts

Mr. Tolscn, because I cdon't talx to myself.

Q [ am sorry. 1 think I was referring to Nr.
3raadt,.
- An action ¢i three cays off without gay or

with pay, rezgariless of which, 1s designed to give the
itndivicual an copportunity to tnimk asout what was said at

tne counse.ling session and come cack in wisth a fresih min3

after tne tnree-day period so we can sit and talk aovout

tnings caimly anu raticnally., That is really toe best

answer 1 can give to what [ perceive your question to ce.
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(>, Ckay. #ith respect to Mr, Dunham, were you
previously acguainted with ham?

A That 13 correct.

Q In wnat way?

A Sometime, and the dates escapewe, 1 am
tainking June or July, something in that time frame, wr.
rurdy auvised me tnat one Of the paint 1nspecisrs, anc it
was s3peciliicaily Mr. Dunham, had some cuincerns, anc
conceruns in tle area as I perceived it from ir. Purdy of
things that I neecded to hear persconally, at which tine 1
reJuestad a meeting between Mr. Purdy, Mr. Dunham, Mmr.
Zrandt anu my;elf. MZ. Purcy, since he is the senicr
rapresentative for B8row and Root and Mr, Brandt because
ne 1s tecnnically responsitle for the particular area ani
myself 30 1 could hear rfirsthand what Mr, Dunnanm's
concerns were,

e Q And what were taese concerus?

4 Tne bottom line appeared¢ to be that ne Gicén't
lice Harry williams, ané 1 nave read his lawor comglaint.
I frankly don't recall nim stating all <ne tnings that he

claims to have statea in tihat particular sessien, ani

specifically intimidatien and narassment, et cetera. He

.was emctionally Zi:turied, or at least appearec to be,

upset, anc ] asxed, you Kiucw, specifically en a numver 3¢
¥

occasions,

Just, you Anow, trying to come t> grips wiin
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just what ne was tryinj to say. But the only thing I cane
out cf that session witn was, and I recall asking him
Foint mlanx, tnat the bottom line appeared to ve that ae
aid not like Harry williams, at which time ne, as I
racaii, saiag, yes, that 1i1s part of =y prsclem.

I éia not reccri this session nor d1d I ta.e
A3tes on what ne saia., I déid promise him, as I w~oulc any
insprectocr, to conduct a follow-up prefzrably when the
emotions nad settled uouwa su tnat communication coulad ce
cetter, and that [ollow up with him was conducted by
anotner individual on my staff, The individual's regort to
me vercally, wnich has subseguently been lormalized, was
essentially tne same conclusion I came of tne initial
session with, which was ne didn't have a whole lot of
respect [or Mr. williams.

-

7 1 see. To regress just a moment, what 314 Mr.
Purauy tell you Dunibam's concerns were based ¢n nis, that
1 Mr. PurJyy's conversation with Dunnam?

A I asn't rememdar, except it wag the type cf
thing that I typically don't want te near about. It very
likely includea a pnrase sometining to the extent of that
i ~e can't g0 something he woulag 30 to the NRC and all
this RKind ol stufl, whicn 1t is my job to take care of
that type of thina.

P ¥r. Purdy then didn't nention to you tnat
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Sunhdm nac saié tney were peing harassed or intianidates?

A 1 will be frans with you. I am not sure I xnow
what narassment and intimidation means. I really den':,
Thnose are words which it is'nara icr me Lo Eistinguisn or
asscciate wiln any conversation because i:.°nas oeen a
t0p1c>of ﬁis:ussxon over tne last year coming cuet of tae
entire greug., I aon't recall at this time whether those
woras weére used. They cculé nave been.

b Wnen X¥r. Dunham came to your oifice G4id you
raxe tne statement whicn 15 guoted here, "Boy, what 1is
tnis bull shit about harassment and intimidation?”

A Aésolutely nct, The word "boy" is rnot in ny
vocapulary. I was raised in South Texas and we were taught
not to use tnat, I probably orened the conwversation wish
tine word “"Eill,"™ but I delinitely never used the term
*boy."

Q During the course of this meeting did mr.
3randt and yoursell use an interrocation lixe manner in
guestioniag Mr. Dunham regariing nis concerns?

A I don't think we @id, but again Mr. Dunran was
I guess .a cur pnrase bouncing ©if the wall, very

emotional. Most Of tne talxing was done by hiimn. ae asxed a

- few guestions, anu I will ask juestions any time anyuwcuy

Gives me a generic statement. I aia coing to have ¢ get it

e

gown tO sometning specitic tnat I can come to grips wizh,
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sut as I recall, tne seszsion was as ca.m as you can bpe
uncer the circumstances.

I taink he during the course of the
ccnversation made a s3tatement whici I personally
censigerad to ce cut of line to scae extent of runnisg to
the WRC or scmetning lice that, mis Juote in thers about
Te s3ayinyg tnat now you ar? intimidating me is correct
cecause tnat 1s the way I =o0x his remarx.

Keep ia mind that all I am doiag is sitting
thers and giving tne genctleman an opportunity to tell me
firsthand just wnat it is his problem was, because unless
he telilis me I can't come to grips with it.

Q he says that he told you and Mr. Brandt and
presumably Mr. Purdy that you aidn't have to *take nis word
£or it with respect to what he was trying tc ceil you, but
other inspectors wouls basically corroborate wiiat he was
saying., Did he maxe that statement?

- He probably 3i1d.

¢ ang 1 uncerstand from talking te Mg, Branat
that Mr, Brandt Jid conuuct interviews of all of the
personnel wocrxing in the coatings QC group subsequent to
that meeting to determine wnetner in fact thers were any
prooclems in that arza,

A That 13 corract.

Q Dig Mr. 8randt relay t2 you any inicrmation or

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
1625 | STREET, NW. = SUITE 1004
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006
(202) 293.2950




s

L4
part of tne year, Part of my Jdilemma i3 tnat same scenacio
was played in the hearings, it seems lice they was last

year, last summer,

2 Did that have to do with the protective
coatings? '
A yes, the nit-picking chraseology. I am not

persoualiy familiar with a meeting of any <ind in Jangary

wherz 1 came back ana relate to the nit-picking.

Q May 1 asxk whose testimony thnat was in the
hearings?

A Procaply Hamilton.

o And to whom d4id he attridute tnesé typ

statements?

A Mr. williams,

Q Did Mr. Brandt relate to you sv¢- quent tdo his
interviewiny tnhe protective ccatings 2C i ‘s that
Harry williams or another supervisor subor: .4 to Harry

williams hac instructed cvatings QC inspectors not to go
o Mr., Branit's ocffice or take auvantage of ur, Brandt's
OPeN~-300r puLily?

A I don't remember tiat Jdiscussion,

R You don't recall nim telling you that he nag
ootained any such intormation?

A No.

Q You said previously tnat yosu had another
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SuScrainate supervisor reinterview Duniam at a later dase
tO weterinine exactly what his concerns were whea ne
previously cane to your ofirice and 1 suppcse fina out what
the status of those concerns might ce at that time?

i well, to put it in my worus, Mr. Dunhanm
appeared to oe envtionally up:et and we arpeared to nave
reached the end ¢ me being acle to get specitic input
frow him at wnicn time 1 terninatec tne s2ssion ana told
Aim tFat we woula follow up and dic so but in a calmer
way.

Q May 1 ask who the supervisor was who
raxntorvicwod.hxm at a later date?

A That was Mr. Boc Scott,

Q And would you again tell me what Mr., Scotti's
repgort back to you cons'sted of?

A Essentially Mr. Dunaar didn't lie Mr,
williams, as I recall.

Q To your knowledge, haa Mr. Cunham explained
why ne didn't lice Mr, ailliams to Bob Scott?

A 1 don't remember Mr, Scott and I discusaing

that, bHut he may well have,

o) Dia Mr, Scott give you any sort of written
report?
" Not at the time, 1 had since asked nim a

couple of months later to sit down and previde me a remo
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on his recullection of discussion with Dunham,

P! Did Mr. Dunham or Mr. Scott as a resuls of ais
«ater interview of Mr. Dunham celay to you that he fei:
Harry williaws was not allowing tae inspectars to jroperly
teport decicient or non-canferming conditions?

A ahat is proper?

) Anat e thougnt was the proger way. I1f you
will aliow me td> rephrase is, what Dunham thnought was a
proper way. I don't want to mijcharacterize what is rignht
ana what is wrong.

A Thne intent ol the protective coating QC
Progran has been and renains that items which can be
hanaled tnrough standard repairs are to be rrcordew on an
inspection report., Now my delinltion of proper is
lecllewing the procedure, That is what %he procecurs
requices,

[ we had a discussion earlier during Mr,
Gricfin's i1nterview where we talied anout tne use of
ilndpection reports and tne use of non-cou‘crmance reperts,
I don't wan:i to get iante that in & lot of detail, out
based on a limited review of protective ccatings
inspection procedurss wuring the last several yoars, 1
celiove that Mr. GriJfuin i(dentified a date somewhers (o
*ae late fall or early winter of 1981 as & tiue in waich

the protoct.ive coAatings uepartment began using an
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inspection report rather than tne previously useé check

lists as a means of dJocuwenting their inspections; is thnat

correct?

A That 1s what 1 recall from our 2arlier
discussion, yes, sir. » E

2 Did the use of tne inspection repcrt intend to

cery tne ingpecctors the right to use the non-conicrmance

teport?
A NO.
2 1{ you could briefly, would you explaia or

diiferentiate between the purpose of tie two documents
subseguent to the late fall er early winter of 19¢1 for
toe protective coatings QC pecple?

A l woula prefer to repnrase it without time
restrasats cf any time, bDecause witn tne excapticn ci wnat
I call tne pa_er, 1t all accomglishes tne same tiainc. To
illustratcte, the pre-'ol check list, as we have used that
term, contained essentially all of the information that 1s
currently reported on an inspection report, éry film
thickna2ss measursments, surface pregaration, temperature
and humigity r2adings andé things that are importan:z, QC
Characteristics to check during the incpection grocess.

I need his guestion back because 1 just lost
my train oi thought,

MR, GRIFFIN: He asked vou the diirerence
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between tne WRC program and eur program.

MR. DRISKILL: Kot the porogram, cut the

explanation

"

ourposes of those documents. Just Jive a brie
of what tine purpose of those documents were 1n the
coatings CC setting.

ThE WITKESS: They are botn tailcred go fit
Craterion 16 or 17 of Appencdix B whicn reguires tne
icentification anu documentation of Jdiscra2pant items. The
inspection report is used fcor those things that can ke
resolved routinely tnrough the QC aepartment and tne
cratt.

MR. DRISKILL: BRBetween?

THE WITNESS: It only requirss those two levels

to communicate ané resolve

ol

iscrepant conditions. In tne

area of protective coatincs I perscnally cannot ccnceive

(%)

of the situation that can't be handled on an inspectior
repcrt. Wwe have a situation where you are doing an
inspecti1on tec a prepared set of requirsments and it is a
gc/no=-go situaticn., It either meets tne reyuirements oOr it
coesn't, I it doesn't meet the rsguirsments, most of the
time the r=2so0iuticn 1s to regair ic, if not all cf the
time.

The ouly time that it wen't get into a repair
cycie is 1€ lor one reason or another the discrepant

conditicn 13 now in accessible, at which time the only
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vehiicle [or resolving the discrepant conditicn 13 a
ncn-conlormance regcert. .

SO0, as we discussed with Mr. Griffin eariiar

this mcrning, one of the two or tiaree ways of clo

U

10 an

u

inspection report is to couvert it to> Aan nzn-coniormance
report.
BY “X. DRISKILL:

< ANJ wiltn respect toO the inaccessiole areas,
tnhat requices an engineeriang evaluaticn ana disgosizion;
18 that correct?

A Tyrat is correct, anu we prefer to use a
non-congcrman;e report te accomplish that.

Q well, Ron, I con't think 1t is any surprise o
me anc probakbly not yourseli that some of tine inspectors
believe tnat other arsas raqguire an engineering
disposition for evaluation and disposition.

A sucn as?

%
-

-

[

Q well, believe that you have propably seen
examples ol iaspectors wino believe that. At leas: tney
have writiten MCK's wnicn would indicate that where some of
them Delieve that tney are gualifiec to determine what
perhaps is a generic type problem that neeus to be

evaluatea with respect to the various technical aspects ¢

",

coatings.

A I am 3ure that there are scme of taem thas
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tancy themselves as protective coating 2n3Jineer: Lasec on
the aicunt oL tihe ingut that I have received over the past
few montns, but that is nct what they are employed to ao0.
They are emgioyea to 1nspect to a prascrioed program &and
that is whoo I expect them to do.

The nNCR's tnat I =ee are cenerally thcse. that
either my superviscrs cr craft cannot comprenend why they
are escalated to that level vecause I do not rcutianely 20
cack and just look at every NCR ty peogle. Obviously, 1
con't have tne time for that,.

My evaluation ¢of those tnat are brought to my
actention 15 the 3ame as the pecpie's that brougnt them to
me. I cannot ccimprenend why the ceople feel compelied to
gut themm on NCR's. A classic examgle. During concrete
preparation we used what 1s referred to as a ravar chair
wnich 1s a plastic device, a smalLl plactic device. we knew

an

LT

geing in that tne protective coating, particularly i
abrasive substance such as overalls or what-havz-ycu comes

into contac: w~itn taat plastic that tihhere w~as a gocd

h

ibility

-

O

mn
L
ot

hat the coatiny would flake or peal ©

%)

[

ittie swall zhaiz.

or

xeceogniziang that, bu:it iato the constcuction

procedure 1S a standarg repair procedure rfovr these
31tuations. As I said earlier this morning, as we ccwe

down frow tne top or tne resactor btuilding to 2levation
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3¢, any ana all of those situations wilil be 1dentitiea
ans resclved tnrougn stancara repair procedures. Wwhy
certain individuals tee. compelled to wanuer tu Bl0
iocoking tor flaxkea paint on rebar chairs is deyorc me, bdut
they nave done 1t. .

After a few exampies like tnis, I 21t the
neecz tO bring a selectuive group of pecgle in and talz o
tnem avout 1t, wnich I did very calmly, very ogenly anJd in
essence pleaded witn them to let me nelp them uncerstand
the progyrain because it seemed to me that pernaps they
didn't understané tne program,

There were a few exarmples thrcwn cut alcng the
same lines of wnat we have talked about here tcéay because
1 really £ind it hard to conceive of a situation out there
outsige of the inaccessible ccndition that I cannot
croperly document and resclve on an inspecticn report.

After our exchange I asked tnem as a group cia

" " ; rnotning 2
anyoocy now nave any problems and I got nmmesay but smiles
anu. what ] perceiveu tC Le understanding at whicn time
they lelit and the following day I got anotner retar chair
NCK. I zon't xXacw what they are Qoing. It is not a
complicat2d thing for me. VYou map an area out on a wall
that you need to inspect and repair to make the coatings
cn the wall meet the reguirswents, ycu do that tasx and

you go away and ycu get on to something else.
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occurred I think it was the 7tin cf Octcber 19383
reincorrorated 49.0 anc the NCR references loss of
ache:ion as deing an NCR conditiorn. Otherwise, the
insgect:on report is the venicle.

THE WITNESS: Let me digress just a listie pit
and 1t might help the conversation. You are correct on
what ycu are saying here and I <now what nappened tners,

Again, it comes bacx, even in tae casze of loss
of aanesion, I perzcrnally cculé nandle it on an inspection
revort, obut I could see where some of the inspectsrs coula
not. So we decided to reinsert tiat condition.

-

. Xeep in mind what I am trying to do, anu that
1s wny I nave got 15 vrevisions, is as we ccmmunicate with
the people anc bpegia to understand what is buggins tnem or
bothering them from a technical standpoint, then tnat
gives us a clue as to> how to phrase the inspection
instructions so that they don't nave any concerns
wnatscever acout what their job resgensisilities are. Wwe
need to c¢o that for tnem.

Between the one you ra2ferred tc ana the
previous reavisicn, there must have been some guestions
raised well, how 4o I nancle tnis condition. 1= nad not
been procedurally descridbea. S0 we wen: pacs and adces
that specific condition. But agjairn I coulé hancle that

with an inspection report also.
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MR. GRIFFIN: well, tae gizt of our Juestioning

ralates te, and if you will accegt f{or the moment tnat

=
Q

16.U was excluzed from Rev. 4 through Rev. 13, which is a
pericd cf two years, in the particular one 1 lookgé at

walcn was 4.1, 1 you will acceot that as ceing accurate,
tne gist of our yueitioning is ﬁuring tnat period between

rom

re.

i and 13 were JC inspectors Jdiscouraged or prevenced

Jsiag the NCR in that it didn't exist at least 1in mne of

(]
O

the proceuures or iq some of tne guality instructions?

The WITNESS: I have a harc time conceiving on
how tnat could possiocly sccur Lecause there is somethiag
else I co as a matter of routine. Even thouga it may not
have been ia that instructicn, I will accegt tnat for the
time beinj, but I will reserve final decision until I
actually lcok myseli. =Zvery one of the inspectors as part
of taeir initial indoctriniation gets expgesea te P 16.U.
There 1s a note that I wrote fersonally on 16.0, waich
agpears rignt on the front pace, that in esserce savs that

ln the event of lack of guicance wisnin inaividual

(r

lnspection lactructions the preovision of this grocecurs
snall go.

NOw there has been a few extarna

’-..l
‘)
"
-
o
e
0
n
t
b 4
w
o

& I Cvwove 3 -
triea to get me to rewmote tnat note wnich 1 ra2fusea o 40

oecause I put 1t 1n thers for an awfully goou reason. I am

A0t trying to discourage the icentification o=
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aiscrepancies. I am trying to direct the effert to the
most efficient methou for documenting tihcse ciscrepancies
wnich is certainly consistent with the raguirements ina
Appenuilx B and chat is all we arz trying to co.

MR. GRIFFIN: Well, i somevody makes a

statemernt to tie parties involved say in tne hearings, and

thnat statement 1s we are not allcwed o write NCR's, and
then you start exploring that fact and 12 exploring 1% cne

ol the tnings you go int> is the guality inspections. Then
you fina that for a period of time 16.0 has been dele:ed
trom some of tne instructions and you combine tna: «i=n
the testimony "of Jdisccuragement of writing HCR's or
instructions not to write NCKR's, it raises this Juest.on
and tnat is the reason we are asking these guestions to
you.

TnE WITNESS: I am beginning to understana your
dilemma, but again I think it Jdeserves repeating. Ycu got
back ana pull tnat individual's training file that made
tiat statement to ycu and raview the otner Jocuments that
he has oeen exposed to as part of his indoctrinacion from
the QA viewpoiat, ana then I want you t> go back to cuy

that mage tne thing and asx him what his real motivation

i3. That 1s the thing I am having trouble coming to grigs

with, what 1s he motivated by.

MR. GRIFFIN: Th2 NRC's concern o0f courze from
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start to finish is are they allowed to report the
deficiencies.

ThE WITNESS: Certainly.

MR. GRIFFIN: Regardless of tne {orwmat or the
form tnat you choose, if the allegation is that tﬁexr
revorting of deficiencies is Jiscourageda, it 1is oht
concern and we explore the 1ssues to the satisfaction of
tne Commnlssion.

THE WITNESS: I uncerstand that, but there has
been no ciscouragemen: in their teporting cf
discrepancies. I will reacily aamit tnat the instructiocon
procecures, or instructions 1s a better phrase, do lean
towards the use of an inspection report for accompiishing
tnat, but 1f an indivicual feels strongly about whatever
1t 15, he has bobeen given tbe procedural avtonomy to use
a non-couiforawance report i; he sc cnooses. All ne nas to
@o 15 pick up a pnone and get a number. NO one can stop
hiim frowm doing that.

NOow 1I ne continues to i1dentifv tnings, like
the repar cnairs that yocu have got a standarad fix for, 1
am geing to call him in ana ask him to use the inspecticn
report and I am going to do tnat every time.

MR. GRIFFIN: I understand.

THE WITNESS: All I am @éoing is managing tie

people.
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BEY MR. DRISKILL:
2 Let me Asi you one qguesticn. we .giscussed a
few minutes ago an indeterminate condition. 1 believe we
used trnat pnrase; is tnat correct?

That 1s correct.

b o ]

o} WOould you uecine what in your mina tioat 157
b Missiag records is a good examplec. Suspected

internal damage that you can't see is indeterminate.
Virtually any Part 21 that 1 receive i3 indeterminate
because 1 never kncw what they ares talking auLout for two
Oor tiiree mcntns until they g3et arcuna to writing all the
reports, A lot of 5U.53(e's) are indeterminatea,
particularly since we use the term potential which really
isn't in tne law, put we have learneé to use it because it
maxes the conuwiunication Letween us ana the Comiission
better. There are probacly some move, out I can't thiank of

them off the top of my head.

QO

»: Foer the average inspectsr, ana we will use tne
pretenctive coatincs inspectsr since that is the area that
we are talxking about, if ne comes across a condision whicn
ior some reason or another he feels unable to evaluate
basec on what he has before him or something ¢! that
nature, cculd he iaentii{y that area as an indeterminate
condition?

A He can and I think that they have.
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(¥1)

< nave you ever instructed perscnnel td use the
lnspecticn report to report indeterminate conditions?

A %o, sir.

Q YCu nave iastructed them to use NCA's to
refort indeterminate conditions?

& I honestly can't recall ever dlscussiﬁg ene
wa, 2r the cther w~i1tn any of the inspection fcrce which
Flece cf paper you use, except for that group that I
mentioned e2ariier.

2 well, f{or instance, in tne ccntext orf that
particular meeting witn that group, dGid yocu discuss that?

A Yes, we discuSsed the recar chair issue, and
the way I left tnat ~ith them, you know, tnat resar chair
1s not goi1ng anywhere and when we get to that level we
will pick 1t up on an inspection report.

Q Did you discuss the 1ssue of inieterminate

conaitions?

rh

A I don't recall tnat., If vcu confine and think
in terms ©iL tae 1nspection function, they deon't run onto
many indeterminate conuitions. It is when they decide to
30 cutside tae scupe of the inspection function that in
their mina 1: mignt be indetaraminate. To give you an
example, DsA tasting on tine coatings themselves. Fron
their viewpolint that is irnjeterminate. Frow ny viewgociat

that is outside the scope of tneir job and don't worry
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abcut 1t. That has come up.

2 Sc in most situations you would ccnsiaer

inycterminate condition sometning that eitner you cr

subordinate supervisors would encounter with resgect

testing or the adequacy of documentation amé tnings

that nature, rather than an actual inspecticn findin

A In the area of cocatings that 1s deiinite

true.

MR. DRISKILL: Let's take a creax for a

minutes.,

(Brief recess.)

Mx. DRISKILL: wWe can go back on the rec

Ron, I have yot one otner area tnat I wo

Like to discuss and that has to do with the memd gen

oy J. 8. Lipinsry of O. B. Cannon and Sons, Philadel

Pennsylvania.
The ficrst thing I would lise to oo is 1

like to asx vou to =---

MRk, WATXIns: Can we identiiy the memc?

nave a copy witn you?

“R. DRISKILL: o, unfortunately, I con'

MR. GRIFFIXN: Maybe we could i1dentify iz

internal O. B. Canncn wmemc allegedly generated by Mr

Lipinsxy Iollowiny a twec cor three-day site visit ner

related to coatings. 1Is that descriptive enougn?
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MR. DRISKILL: It was a memo writtenm to R. B.
Rotn wno was the Pra2siident of 0. 8, Canncn, zand Mr.
Lipinsky cnaracterized that document to me as a Eria
regort to nis boss and a dqcument which was 1ntenced for

internal 0. 8. Cannon use. Somehow thne document got iato

the public <omain and I rsceived a copy of it.

(en

I understand tnat ycu, Mr. Tolscn, nave had
the opportunity to review it anad talk with Mr. Lipiasky
about some of the statements ane made in that internal
memo .

TrhE WITNESS: That is correct,

BY MR. DRISKILL:

Q2 First of all, I would like you, if you woula,
L2 characterize that memc with respect to its accuracy and
impact tnat it may have nad on your coatings progran,

A Okay. Reiative to accuracy, it is my
considered oginion based on some nine vears of experience
on Ccmancne Peak that 1t is totally inaccurate. I zhiak it
13 NOT LOC mMucn unlii<e what we hava racently experienced
witnh the NRC CAT inspection where a snapshot of oreceived
conditions 3Jets committed in writing without benefi: of a
full A4iscussion and evaluation. In my judgment, that 13

wiat has essentially nappenec¢ wizh the "Lipinsky mewun."

3,

14 3iscuss 1t and we went over and

DI

e

correcced many of the errors that were in ther2 regarding
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who wor<eu for who, we discussed prossicle reasons at leas:
at .y level Ior why Mr. Lipinsky concluiec what he dic
relative tO me personally in tne pretective coating
progranm,

I met with him the seconé day he was here {or,
as 1 recall, nc more than five minutes., I rememter iistle,
1Z anytning, of tne uiscussion. I serceived tne purpgose of
nim coming to my office was td 1ntroauce nimseli. My
purpose was to get him lashed up witn Tca Brandt because I
think at tne time I wa: late for a meeting. So I was a
iittle bit short witn him,

0gr next exposure was at a discussion the

L}

following day wnere the statement was made of something to
the efilect tnat ne didn't think we met all of the ANSI
reyuirements. I asked for a speciiic exampie or examples
of what he was talking adbout at wnich time I think he saiaq
sometining to tne eftect of well, I can't answer taat

without a detaile

(o5

audit, anad I grocactly said somethiang to
tne extent that 1 am not i1nterssted in an audi:z, that
wasn't the gurpcte of O. B, Cannce coming in, wnich he
took, as »nest as 1 can perceive, as a negative attitude on
the part of QA wanagement.

What I did not discuss with him at taat
session, but have since, 1s there 13 an awfully good

reason fcr me not encouraging an auwait. I nhave had bectn
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tachnical and 0&l investigaticns on protective coatings
since tne lst of January virtually continuous. I am at
tihiz time unaware of any technical probiems. I h2ve had at
leas: six cocperate QA audits of Erotective ceatings in
tne last year anu I am unaware cf any technical problems

ana I just Zon't need another audit.

Q To regress just a moment, what was the puriose
©f Ar. Lipinskyv's visit?

A I don't xnow, because he was not ratainea by
the CA side of the house. Cannon was Srought in by Mr.
Merritt who 15 the Assistant General Project General
Manager to provige an_ove:view of the protective coating
prouuction worx, and how Nr. Lipinsky came docwa here, I
naven't got the foggiest idea because he was not retained
to provide QA services.

Q How long was Mr., Lipinsky her=z?

Y His trip recort indicates three days and I
can only accouat for one of tne taree cays, or two of the
taree gay:, I gon't know what he was coing the firsc day.
I met orieily with nim on tae second gay and again
sligatly lenger 2a tne thiri day when we 30t togetner i1n a
confarence dissussion.

Q There were a couple cf things in that memo
that I wanted toc asi You apout, one of whica was Mr.

Lipinsxy's statement that he had learneu fram interviews
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witn Erown anu root, TUGCO or scmeone 2i3e that

approximately 30 of like 45U perscnnel doing coatings wcrk
were actually gualified te ALSI standards.

5 Speakiny in an order of magnitude type of
ciscussion, tnat is not too far from the tgath, but you

have got to be careful with, and I think he used the term

"painters,"™ and that 1s an anfair or an untrutin. Thers is

,.)l

& iot cl worx iorce iavolveu 1n masking anc sancing an
things of that nature wiaich do not reguire gainters., It is
a labor torce, if you will.

There 1s a heavy number =of latorers as cgpeccea
to the number ‘of "qualified applicators™ that At tanes o
perfor:n tne painting anu they are ascsigned to the paint
Gepartiaent, but they ars laborers.

Q A€ tneres painters who are not gualified o
ANSI scandards?

A Nc. That 15 not what e is trying to say
there. The way he phrased 1t, you arzs left wi=h the
impressicn that cut of the 434 paintere we have only ot
3+ that havz veen gualified and that is totallv incorrect.
That 1s not what nhe intended te say.

Q Another statement that he magse ia the meamo
related to the ANSI requirements and how a possible

failure t> meet those rsguirements at Ccmanche Peak might

lmpact on the licensing proceeding.
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with resspect to that statement, he indicatea
that you in rasponse to him made a statemen: t> the effect
that ycu hau no interest in the licensing proceeding or
sometning to tnat effect.

A Let me digress just a wminute, The only
opportunity we had for tnat type of a discussion was the
|Sraing ¢i tue secunu day that he claims tc have peen
nere. If you will simply look at his trig report and what
ne accowplishea the first day, whién basically boils down
to getting badgeu in and talxing to a few folks, he has
hardly haa time at that point in tiane to either come to
preliminary conclusions or final conclusions ci any kind.

Now 1t is very likely in our brief ciscussion
that secona morning that he got around, and he thiaks ae
talked about the stuft he put in his report, I don'c
remeiaoer it, Wwe probably used the pnrase "licensing." The
intent of my guote tnat got in tne memo is that I aa not
cresponsitle for iicensing the plant, whicn is true, I am
responsicle ror Juality countrcl of the plant,” but taers is

anotaer wanager that is responsicle for licensiaz. That is

[

not me. I waanted him to understand that 50 that we aid

o

get into a lengthy discussicn of licensing proceedings. I
aid't even «now why he was there and I certainly dian't
want tO spend the entire day discussing how to lizense i

nuclear power plant and that was what 1 was afraid we
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~

) As I velive we have alrzacy establisned, you
nad the oppostunity to sit down with Joeo Lioinsky &t a
iater date and discuss tne contents of nis interna. meso.

A That is correct.

()

I Qould like to asx you were the twe of you
atle to resolve some of ais apoarant concerns wi=a respecs
Lo tne protective coatings program?

A In iny judgmeat, yes. I tnink i1f you were to
asi tne same guestion of Mr. Lipinsky, nis statement wouls
be something to tne effect that if we are in fact doing
wnat I tola him we were doing, then he has nc problems. He
is a fairly conservative indivicual and conservative
people will selcom make positive statements unless they
are afforded the cpportunity to perfurm, in nis woras, a
detaileu audit, wnicn again I think I have already
explained. 1 cannot justify another cne at this point in
tine.

Q SC you relt that as a result of your neeting
with him that he was satisfied that some of tne areas in
which he hac concerns were proovably less a concern than ne
hac criginally nelieved ii ia fact your explanaticns
r2garding those specific things were true?

Pt I woula like to be a little more pusitive than

that. I woula think that all of his concerns had been
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s2scived and nct ju=t some of them.

MR. DRISKILL: I don't nave auy other

MR. WATKINS: Can we take just & short recess?

(Brief r2cess while Counsel Watkins and Mr.
Iclson confer outsice tne conference room.) ‘

MR. DRISKILL: Mr. Tolson or Mr. watxins, co
eitner 2f you have anything to ada before we close?

Tal WITNESS: No, sir.

MR. WATKINS: i don's,

MrR. DRISKILL: Mr. Tolson, have I or any otaner
NRC representative here tnreatened you in any manner or

olifered you any rewards in return for tnisz stacement?

THE WITNESS: No, sir.

ct
—~
ot
(7]
i

MR. DRISKILL: Have you given tatement
freely ang voluntarily?
THE WITNESS: I was reguested tc be nere and I

am he

L2}
w

MR. DRISKILL: Thank you.

Is there anythiag further you cars to add for
the recora?
THE WITJAESS: nNoO, sir.
(wher=zupon, at 2:25 p.m., tne INTERVIEW OF

RONALy G. TOLSON concluded.)
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In accorcence with our agreement, enclosed please find a copy of
the report of our investigation into allegations mace by W. A.
Dunham and concerns expressed related to protective coatings.
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cc: NWRC Region IV (0 + 1 copy)
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. TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY

OFFICE MEMORANDUM
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To D.N. Chaomar Dallas, Texar Qctober 25, 1993
Subject INVESTIGATION INTO ALLEGATIONS MADE BY W.A, DUNKAM
ANC CONCERNS EXPRESSED RELAVED TU PRUVELTIVZ CURTINGS

In accordance with B.R. Clements' memo dated Septemder 19, 1983, to D.N.
“hapman, 2n investigation was conducted into allegations made by William (Bill)
indv Dunham, Bill Dunham, in filing Form B-3 (1282), Initial Claim for
genefits, with the Texas Employment Commission, indicated in part, "] wes firec
for identifying quality prodblems ,..°

The investigation was basically a two part investication, The €irst part
included cdiscussions with Bill Dunham, with other inspectors he suggested ]
talk to, with persons attending a meeting between the Corrosion Engineers and
QC Coatings Inspectors on August 24, 1983; and persons present at the
counseling session on August 26, 1983. The purpose of these discussions was to
determine if Bill Dunham had been dismissed for iden ifying quality problems.
The details of the first part nf the investigation are included in Attachment
A. The 2llegation that Bill Dunham was terminated for identifying quality
problems was refuted. :

The second part of the investigation followed up on matters initially brought
up during the first part of the investigation.

The rest of the coatings QC inspectors, both day and night shifts, were also
interviewed, In addition, Mr. Harry Williams, the former Coatings QC
Sunervisor, was also contacted at his present job. In addition, TUSI
Engineering personnel were interviewed and engineering documentation which
supports engineering decisions was examined,

Basically, six technical concerns were voiced during the investigation. These
jtams are detailed in Attachment B, Part 1. The technical concerns were
discussed with TUS! Engineering and with the Principal Correosion Engineer for
gEbasco. The Gibbs & Hill Specification AS-31, "Protective Coatings,” wa2s
reviewed. [ndustiy standards referenced in the G&H spacification, and site
procedures for coatings appiication and inspections wire also reviewed.

The validity of each of the technical concerns w2s evaluated in light of
specification requirements and requirements in referenced stancards.
Engineering positions were evaluated in light of menufacturer's recommencziions
and where deemed necessary, Design Basis Accident (2BA) testing reports wzre
examined to further acssess the validity of engineering conclusions,

he jreszctars

ot

On the tasis of the above, the technical concerns erpressed by
w2re found to be unwarranted.
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The allegations of harassment, intimidation, and threats were investigated.
The results of this investigation are detailed in Attachment.B, Part 2. These
phrases had varied meaning to different inspectors. Also, the related aztions
were scen differently among the inspectors, and perceptions varied from norma)
pccurrances to improper actions. These discussions were highly subjective.

In sumtary, inspectors working under the previous coating QU Suparvisor, M-,
karry Williams, perceived less than total support from him, Mr, Williams,
contacted at his present assignment, stated that he would provide suppori when
inspectors were right but could not support an inspector when wrong. He stated
that these disagreements came about primarily because of inspector beliefs that
procedures refiect unacceptadle technical practices. However, better
supervisory practices at times of disagreements would have helped to minimize
the adverse morale effect. Morale problems are worsened by 2 small, but very
vocal and articulate, group of inspectors who appear technically knowledgeable,
and who have a disproportionate amount of influence within the Protective
Coatings QC force. The incidents related were relatively few and none of these
incidents resulted in inspection omissions which constitute a safety concern.

t is recommended that a procedure be estadlished on site, by which craft can
appeal an inspector's decision, that prevents the atmosphere of confrontation
that arises when craft and QC supervisors become involved. This procedure
should be consistent with good supervisory practices when there is disagreement
between the inspectors and their supervision.

Managament actions relevant to previous allegations were reviewed. These are
detailed in Attachment B, Part 3. I have concluded that these investigations
pronerly covered the scope of the allegations made 2t that time and that
management actions taken as a result of those investigations were appropriate
in addressing the problems icdentified at thet time.

Inspzitors' concerns related to the Protective Coatings Program at CPSES were
evaluated and detailed in Attachment B, Part 4, The investigation concluded
that the use of the IR UNSAT instead of the NIR for activities that can be
raworked to meet engineering requirements is consistent with 10CFRSD Appendix
B. Howzver, there appears to be a need for additional training on the use of
the IR to eddress missed hold points.

In addivion, inspectors expressed a programmatic concern that there are no
provisions by which inspectors can express technical concerns and obtain
fea?Sack., The TuGlo "hotline”™ could be used to address this concern, although
a mlicy decision must be made to define the extent to which {nspzctor
tecnnical guestions are to be answered, especially if other disciolines are
irvolved,
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Ancther concern related to the program is that there are no provisions for
recertification of coatings application personnel. The engineering
s>ecification and referenced industry standards do not specifically require
recertification, However, this area will be audited during the week of Octoder
31, 1982, Any areas found deficient will be handled in accordance with
épproved procedures.

during the fnvestigation, two management ftems that are significantly affecting
inspectors were noted. These are detailed in Attachment B, Part 5. The
inspectors state that they have been working six 10 hour days per week. They
state they have been on this schedule since May of 1983, Inspectors state
their proficiency, objectivity, alertness, and tempers are suffering. There
appears to be an urgent need for additional Protective Coatings QC Inspectors.
This item was brought to the immediate attention of site and Dallas QA
management,

The second item is one of a perceived compensation disparity between Fbasco and
B&R inspection personnel. BAR inspectors note that all Ccating QC Supervisors
are tbasco personn ', They state the client does not want B&R Coatings QC
Supervisors, In addition, they state thas fbasco personnel get sick leave,
paid holidays, per diem, and regular salary, while they do not. They state
that this is the most significant item affecting morale. They state it has
surfaced in Coatings but is festering in other areas, including Electrical and
Mechanical disciplines. This item was brought to the immediate attention of
TUSCo site and Dallas QA management.

I have two additional observations which are of concern, First, some
inspectors interviewed appear so hostile that 1 believe they are adversely
affecting the Protective Coatings QC Group in pzrforming its assigament,
Secondly, the refusal on the part of some inspactors to recognize tngineering
decisions on technical metters, and their refusal to accept Q& Manzzement
cecisions such as the usz of the IR in liey of the NCR, constitutes
insudsrdination and creates an unmanageable situation..

Coddms 7t
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TRILS:

In accordance with management direttives. an investigation wes ir'*iated on
Seztemer 19, 1983 to {nvestigate William A, Dunham's allegation that he hag
been “fired for identifying quality problems.”

Prior tc any discussions, Bill Dunham's parsonnel file was reviewed to odtain a
basis for further investigation.

DISCUSSION wWITH W.A. DUNHAM: .

On September 20, 198. Mr. Dunham was contacted and adv.sed of the purpose of
the investigation. Mr, Dunham's initial statement was that he wanted me to
know thet he had previously reported his supervisor, Harry Williams, to the
NRC; and to Tom Brandt, Gordon Purdy, and Ron Tolson, for intimidating,
harassing and threatening his inspectors. He suggested that ] interview
certain inspectrrs to obtain details.

He stated that when he initially reported his ~oncerns to Mr. Purdy, he was
promised confidentiality. Mr. Dunham stated that his objective in going to %r.
Purdy was to request a transfer out of Protective Coatings QC. He stated he
was called to Mr, Tolscn's office the same afternoon he talked to Mr. Purdy and
therefore feels Mr. Purdv did not keep his promise of confidentiality.

Mr. Dunham stated that on Tuesday (August 23, 1983) he was advised that he
could not have Friday (Aucust 26, 1983) as his day off. He came to work on
Friday, and at 4:00 p.m. went to Gordon Purdy's office. Dunham stated Evert
Mauser, "Curley® (Krisher) and Purdy were there, He stiated none of these
persons were in his supervisory chain of command. He stated the meeting lasted
two minutes and that it was a "set up."

He stated that Harry Williams, his supervisor, was not present; that Williams
had missed that day because Williams knew that he (Dunham) was being fired. He
further stated that he did not consider Purdy his supervisor,

I asked him zbout the meeting with the Corrosion Ingineers. He statnd that he
hed raised his hand before sp2aking and that he had spoken the truth, ] asked
him what he had said in this meeting that was considered disruptive. He
replied, "1'11 tell you in court.” He stated that he considered me an
adversary. He suggested ! contact several inspectors.for details of “safety
prodiems.”

DISCUSSIONS wWiTH CPSES SITE PERSONNEL:

In rezard to this phase of the investigcation, Mzssr
“*Curley” Krisher, C.T. Brandt, R.G, Tolson and the
interviewsd, In addition, Thos. Kelly, Principal
E2ASCO, w2s interviowed.

. Svert Mauser, V.G,
vgsested QC Inspectors were

S
$
corrasion Enginzer for
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The sudstence of several key events was establishec 1ows:

1. On s2dnesc2y, August 24, 1983, a2 meeting was arrange tween the
Corrosion Engineers and the QC Inspectors for the pur, of discussing
chanzes made tc the procedures, their technical basis, o L0 answer any
technical guestions that the QC Inspectors might have. During this
meeting, Mr. Dunham persisted in bringing up for discussion, non-technic !
supervisory protlems. In additfon, Mr, Dunham w2s repcried to have made
gest:res of hopelessness with his hands and verba2l comments, following
statenents from the engineers, that were consicered rude and guestioned
the competence and integrity of the engineers.

2. Following this meeting, Curley Krisher, representing Tom Erandt at the
mesting, diszussed with Mr, Dunham his dehavior 2t the meeting. In
adiition, Mr, Kelly visited Mr., Brandt at his office to express his
aszverse feelings about Mr. Dunham's conduct at the meeting., Mr, Brandt
met with Mr, Tolson and Mr, Purdy. Mr. Tolson decided that Mr. Dunham
shoul¢ be formelly counseled and given a three-d2y furlough without pay.
Mr. Tolson directed that this be done as soon as possible. Mr, Krisher
was 2ssigned the responsibility to prepare the counseling report,

On Friday, August 26, .1883, Mr. Tolson inguired 2s to the results of the
counseling session. Mr. Tolson was advised that the counseling session
w2s scheduled for 4:00 p.m. that day. Mr. Tolson advised Mr. Brandt and
Mr. Purdy that their failure to conduct the counseling session sooner
woulc render the three-day furlough ineffective. Mr. Tolson directed that
the three-day furlough be eliminated and that Mr. Purdy limit his action
to a counseling session. Mr, Purdy acknowledgecd Mr. Tolson's directive
and concurred. The counseling form was prepared on Friday, August 26,
1983. During the day on Friday, Mr. Brandt's secretary called Mr, Dunham
to obtain his badge number, since it is required to be shown on the form,

—

7220

’

3. The counseling session took place in Mr., Purdy's office. Recause Mr,
Purdy is the top B&R QA/QC representative on site, Mr. Purdy personally
conducts disciplinery meetings involving BAR em;loyees. Mr, Mauser was
repsresenting Mr, Williams who had telephoned in sick with back p-oblems,
Mr. Krisher was representing Mr. Brandt, Mr, Purdy started the session by
handing to Mr. Dunham, a2 copy of the counseling report, Mr, Dunham
reviewed it briefly, apparently not reading 1t 211, and threw it beck to
Mr. Purdy, s2ying either: -

"(Zxpletive deleted) it -- you might 25 well w2lk me %o the gate

bazause 1'm not going to change,® or,

*{Expletive deleted) vou Quys -- you might 2s well wilk ne to the
gete. 1'm not going to change the way | am -« just w2lk ™2 to the
cate.” or,

"No, camn way, 1've had it. You might as well get my time 2n? w2lk
me to the gate.® (Saying later, "ho (erpletive deletad) wiy -« this
ain't gonna (expletive deleted) work -- ] don't have to tike this
shit.”)
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Mr, Syrdy made two more efforts at asking Mr, Dunham to settle down and to
diszuss what was parceived as an attityde prodlem. These efforts were
arswered with similar comments by Mr., Dunham, Mr, Purdy 2sked Mr, Dunham
1f he was sure that "this 1s what you want." After Mr, Dunham's response,
Mr. Pyrdy said, "Fine, let's go." Mr, Pyrdy then entered a handwritlen
sunmary of what transpired in the counseling session on the counseling
report, & copy of which 1s attached as Attachment 1.

Mr. Mauser accompanied Mr. Dunham to the QC trailer to collect his
personal delongings. Mr. Krisher later joined Mr, Mauser and Mr, Dunham
at the QC trailer. Mr, Krisher accompanied Mr, Dunham to the time office
where M-, Dunhan's brass and badge wa- picked up. Mr, Dunham signed the
temination form, “(expletive deleted) Lie." This termination form is
attached a5 Attachment 2.

On the basis of the above, ] have concluded thet Mr. Dunhan was not terminated
for identifying quality problems. Mr. Dunham's conduct and statements at the
counseling session, in substance, constitute a request for voluntary
termination. Mr, Purdy prepared and signed 2 termination form which wes
rejected by Mr. Dunham,
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DEYAILS:

1.

Technical Concerns . .

During the course of the investigation, inspectors collectively brought up
the following technical concerns:

a. Zinc primer is being applied. The primer is then water curec¢ for twd
(2) hours, and a top coat is applied immediately thereafier.
According to some inspectors, this is toc soon. .

B. The "nickel” test (where a coin is used to test the curingc status of
the primer) shouid be used in conjunction with curing tatles, taking
azcount for humidity and termperatures. At CPSES the “nickel™ test is
uysed exclusively to test primer curing.

¢ The substrate profile on hangers is too slick for proper adherence
between it and the orimer.

d. Instances have been identified where zinc primer is being applied
cver Phenoline 305 topcoat and questions whether this has been DBA
(Design Basis Accident) tested.

e. Successive ~oats of zinc primer are being.applied. Inspectors state
that primer will adhere to substrate and to topcbat, but not to
itself. They cite this as a reason for delamination within the
primer thickness between successive applications.

f. Storage provisions, including compatibility among primer and topcoat
batches manufactured during different time frames; and pot life
restrictions on zinc primer.

Interviews with engineering personnel were conducted to essess the
validity of these concerns. The resuylts are as follows:

a. In regcard to water curing time of Carboline CZ-11 zinc primer, prior
to topcoating, the following documents were reviewed:

1s Gibbs & Hil) Sp;cafxrctxon 2323-A5-31, Rev, 1, March 15, 1978,
"Protective Cocatings” )

2. ANSI N101.2, "frotective Coatings (Paints) for Light witer
Nuclear Reactor Containment Facilities”

3. ANS! N3.12, "Frotective Coatings {Zeints) for the Nucle:r
industry”

ity Assurznze for Protective Cocatings

&, AN gl
P acilities”

S1 N101.4-1972, "Qua}
piied to Nuzlear F

£, TuUGCo Procedure Q1-QP-11.4-5, "Inspection of Steel Substrate
Frimer Repair and Seal and Finish Coat Application znd Repair”

6. BLR Procadure CCP-30, "Coating Steel Substrates Insicde Reactor
Building and Radiation Areas.”
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Tne first four dozuments do not impose any QA requiraments on testing ‘or
prime coat curing. The document that addresses curing is BAR Procedure
CCP-3D, which is referenced by TUGCo Inspection Procedure Q1-0P-11.8.8, -
This prozedure bears the approval signature of a2 TUS! ingineering
rep-esentative. This dotument, on page 8 par2 4.4,1,1 permits the use of
either curing time tadles or the following:

"Carbo Zinc 11 is sufficiently cured for top coat when the coatings
ma2y be burnished rather than removed when rubbed with the flas
portion of a smooth edged coin such as a nizkel.* This same
peragraph further states, in part, "Application of water spray for
curing purpeses may be 2s often 2as necessary to obtain proper cure.”

This acceptance criteria is endorsed by the manufacturer, Carboline
Company, in 2 Telex dated 1/23/80 which states, in part, "Carbo Zins 1] is
cufficiently cured to topcoat when the film is adle to burnish when
scraped with a coin, rather than removed.” In regard to force curing with
water spray, 2 Telex from Carboline states, in part, “Force during of
Carbo Zinc 11 by fine water spray or low pressure steam is acceptable
prior to topcoating Carbo Zinc 11.°

The documentation supports the following conclusion:

1. Forced water cur1n§ is an acceptable process that may be used as
often as necessary to obtain proper cure.

2. Topcoat may be applied after proper primer coat cure has been
obtained. The determination of cure can be based on curing
tables which require time, temperature and humidity
measuraments, OR physical testing of the coat for & burnish.

b. In regard to the use of the "nickel® test exclusively without
concurrent use of the curing tables, item a. above adequately
addresses this concern. There {s adequate justification for
exclusive use of the "nickel™ test as a physical confirmztion that
proper curing has been obtained.

Cs In regard to the concern that the profile on hangers is too slick for
proper acherence between it and the primer, the following documents
were reviewed: :

1. G&H Spzcification 2323-AS-2], Rev. 1, March 15, 1978. 1In
paragraph 4.2.2, it reguires that the surface precaration of
substrates conform to the applicable requiraments of ANS] 101.2
and lists som exceptions.

2. ANSI N101.2 uncder Section 6.3.1, Carbon Steel, states, in part,
"The surface shall be cleened in accordance with SSoC-PS-10,
"Near white Blast Cleaning' ..."
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3. EB&R Procedure CCP-30, Rev. 11, cated 8/16/83 in para &.1,
Preparation of Substrates and Coating Materials, states, in
part, "The surface shall then be cleaned by blast, hand, or o
power tool operation to achieve a surface cleanliness equa’l to
SSPC-SP-10 'near white' blast cleaning." It further descrides
what constitutes compliance with this requirement, It states,
*Typically, power tooling utilizing, but not 1imited to, 3-¥
Clean-N-Strip, 80 grit or coaster Flapper wheels or sanding
discs, roto-peans, etc., may be used to achieve surface
cleanliness equal to SSPC-SP-10." “

&. TUGCo Inspection Instruction QI-QP-11.4-1, Rev. 14, dated
§/23/83, page &4, Section 3.2.2.¢C requires the inspection of
anchor pattern depth at random locations using a Keans-Tator
Surface Profile Comparator, Model 373 or equivalent, It
regquries a minimum of 1.0 mils anchor pattern depth. It further
states, "Surfaces that have been power tooled with 3M
Clear-N-Strip, B0 grit and coaster “flapper wheels,” sanding
discs, "roto peans® or equivalent, provide acceptable surface
profile.”

The above documents demcnstrate that substrate profile requiraments,
as specified by G&H Specification 2323-AS-3]1 and the referenced ANSI
N101.2 document, are accurately reflected fn site applicatien
procedures and inspection procedures. In addition, DBA testing
documents indicate that panels tested and primed with Carbo Zinc 11
have a surface preparation in accordance with SSPC-SP-10 with a 1
mil. (minimun) blast profile. Accordingly, this concern is deemed to
be without merit.

Instances have been identified (NCRs which have besn dispositioned)
where zinc primer {s bein; applied over Phenoline 30C topcoat. Has
this system been DBA tested? 1In discussing this concern, Engineering
indicates that this procedure was used on "spot® touchups only,
“Spot" or minor defects are defined as an arez, either circular or
linear, in which a2 1/2" diameter circle could not be completely
inscrided at any point along the entire length.

A “Special Inginzering Instruction" 35-1195-CE1-9, dated Novemder 11,
1876, stetes, in part, "Area will be repaired with appropriate
coatings, Y.e., Phengline 305 if damage does not extend to the
primer; Cardo Zinc 11 and Phenoline 305 if primer is damaged.”
Subsezuent Cardoline documentation as recent as 9/30/83, reconfirms
the acceptzbility of using Cardo Zinc 11 as a touchup of Phenaline
305. The letest Telex ;tates, "Should an excessive overlap exist, is
can te r=v2,22 5y hand s2anding. Though we have no hard, fast rules
for overlis zre2s, 2 one to two inch overlap is not unrealistic.”

be coating ranuyfacturer's expressed approvals of the repair
s od and 1ts 2pplication to minor repairs, the conrzern and

d nzed for DSA testing is cdezned to be without merit.
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in regard to successive coats of zinc primer being applied, the
following documents were. reviewed: .

1. Cardoline Telex, dated 11/15/78, states, “"Theoretically, Carde
Zinc 11 mey be recoated with itself an unlimited numdar of
times. ... We prefer that the origina) Carbo Zinc 1) prime coat
not be recoated with itself more than twice, and only i¢
absolutely necessary ..." ]

2. "Report on Irradiation, Decontamination and DSA Testing,* dated
8/16/78, prepared by the Analytical Chemistry Division of Oak
Ridge National Laboratory, tests acceptability per both ANS]
N101.2 and N3.12. The test documentation reflects that two
successive coats of Carbo Zinc 11 were tested under D22
contitions. Two separate samples were used. The coatings
remained intact without defects.

Accordingly, this concern was found to be without merit.

In regard to the storage concern related to compatibility of paint
system component (primer and topcoat) batches menufactured during
different time periods, the engineer was interviewed. He most
vigorously rejected the .statement that there wes any restriction on
use of component batches manufactured during different time pzriods.
He stated that in his experience, with three different nuclear plants
and over seventeen (17) years of additional experience with these
particular materials, the vendor has gone to great efforts to assure
that both their customers and their inventory provides consistency
among stock interchange.

In addition, ANS] N101.2, "Protective Coatings (Paints) for Light
water Nuclear Reactor Containment Facilities,” supports the
Engineer's position. It states, "The coatings manufacturer shall
meintain a quality assurance progras and provide adequate
documentation to show thet the quality of a given coating svstem is
reasoriably identical to that of the coating system qualified under
this system. The coating system shall be requalifie. if there are
changes in formulation or manufacturing proceiure which will alter
the performance obtained from a previous test.® Accordingly this
concern 1s desmad to be without merit. ’

In regard to the storage concern related to mt life, the Ingincer
states pot life expiration is defined by th: ._nufacturer as wien the ..
material can no longer be applied successfully by noral methods.

‘The Engineer states the actual pot life is & funztion of temperature,

pressure, agitation, and thinning. The sane 2pplies to shelf )ife,
The Engineer states the charts are provided 2s guides only,

The manufacturer concurs with this. In 2 letter cates Nz:aber 27,
1981, Carboline states: “The true pot life ends when the procuct is
no longer sprayable.

In conclusion, the inspectors' concerns relevant to storage are
without merit.



In conclusion, technical concerns expressed by the inspectors were
discussed with engineering, investigated, and were found to be unwarranted
in Tight of the desfgn specification, referenced standards, manufacturer's
recommendations and DBA test documentation,

Harassment, Intimidation and Threats

The entire subject of "harassment, intimidation and threats" 2s stated by
Mr. Dunham, was dicussed with site QA/QC personnel including the
protective coatings inspectors.

The distussions were particularly difficult because what pecole perceive
2s Seing harassment, intimidation or threats varied very sicnificantlv
among inspectors. In addition, the three phrases were at .imes used
interchangeadly to varying degrees.

In conducting the investigation, questions were formulated so as to attach
the broadest interpretation to “"harassment, intimidation and threats." In
addition, the phrases "undue pressure" and "coercion" were introduced into
the investigation questions to solicit aven a broader range of input from
the inspectors.

-

The results aré sunmarized a£ follows: .
. psTh P
a. One recurring-general complaint was voiced involving the previous

Toatings QC Supervisor (Mr. Harry Williams) and one "Lead” Coatings
Inspector, Mr. Bob Wallace. Neither person is employed at CPSES as
the present. Several specific instances of this general complaint
were provided.
prsTreR ) S S,
b. 4 Une instance was mentioned by _several inspectors where they were

admonished on the subject of "nitpicking™ during a meeting called by
Mr., Williams,

One inspector stated he had been directed to accept primer Cure on
the Dasis of a "nickel test" performed on material still wet from
water curing., He stated this had occurred 10 to 12 times during the
Tast 18 months that he worked for Mr. Will{ams.

The details of the above items are discussaed below.

3. The most prevalent complaint was that in several {nstances, when an
inspecior rejected an item, the craft foraman would go to the crafe
general foreman, «No at times would also invlieve the craft
svperintenient, They would collectively get Mr. wWilli:~s, the
Coatings Q7 Supervisor, and converge at the point of § nection with
the inzpector. Different inspectors viewad this ¢i¢fe :ntly., Soms
frspectors stated they saw this as part of their job :d something
that 1s erp2ctled and experiencad on any construction iob, OJthers saw
this <ither as harassment, intimidation, undue pressure or coercion
to varying Cegrees. Only one inspector was adversely influenced on
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one occasion. 1n this fnstance, the inspector was inspecting the
tcxoat on the polar crane. The inspector noted two areas_of weld
go2tter over the toproat thet the inspector felt needed %0 be knockecd
off prior to final acceptance. The craft called for Mr. Williams wno
w2s Off site. Mr, Willizns agreed that one arez needed to be clzaned
off and retouched and this was done. However, he disagreed that the
sezond are2 wes weld spatter., This arez was not cleaned off ang the
inspector signed off the inspection. The arez where weld remained
wes described by the inspector as "the size of 2 quarter.” From 2
safety standpoint, the remaining spatter bears no significance,

Mr, Harry O, Willians was contacted at his current place of
ensloyment. Mr. Williams stated that some inspectors felt that
wzs being overrun by the craft because engineering was approving
chenges. He stated that some inspectors insisted on evaluating
procedures and changes, which is not their job. Accordingly, some
inspectors did not consistently adhere to acceptance criteria in
their procedures. Mr, Williams stated that if the inspector wes
correct, he would support the inspector. However, 1f he was not
correct he would not support him.

The "nitpicking” -meeting resulted from an inspection of the skimmer
pump room-floor and the -ad jacent heat exchanger room $loor (Elevation
808' R.B. #1). The inspectors identified Gverspray, ‘em' =dded
particles and pinholes. The craft foreman and the general foreman
contacted Bob Wallace, Coating QC Lead at that time, who called Harry
Wwilliams. WMr, Wallace, who wes also a certified inspector, Mr.
Williams, and later Mr, Brandt, the Coating Level I]I, disagreed with
the validity of the overspray, and embedded particles deficiency.
Messrs, Wallace, Williams and Brandt attributed the appearance of
overspray and embedded particles to the 115 surfacer used below the
coating. However, they noted some pinholes that constituted an
unacceptable condition which had not been identified by the
inspectors even though they had spent approximately 12 manhours (2
persons working 6 hours) to inspect 2 10 ft. x 12 ft. room. Mr,
Williams stated that on the following day he assemled the inspectors
and that the rooms in question were examined physically. WMr.
williams stated that he and Mr, W2llace used the examples of apparent
cverspray and particle embadnent as exaaples of "nitpicking,” and -
pointad out that while doing do, some rejectadble pinholes had been
accerted, He stated that if the "nitpicking” recurred, that he woulc
examine these same areas for valid rejectable conditions, such as
pinholes, and 1f he found 2ny, he would pull their certifications.

~Trnis is the only incident that could be construed to be a threst,

Althouzh there appears L0 be some justification for the supervisory
action, it would have be2n eppropriate to have discussed these
matters with only the inspzciars involved in the inspection. The
reénnzr in «hich this matter w25 handled is indicztive of poor
suervisory practice,

Citeraise, the incident §s 2 m>ot point, in Lhatl sinCe then the
flocrs =ere sanded, reccated end reinspected.



One fnsdector stated he had been directed to conduct “nickel tests®
or material that was still wet from water curimg., He stated that §
this occyrred 10 to 12 times during the last 16 to 18 m:nths that Mr.
Aarry Williams was his suparvisor. The inspector stated that he
initiaily tried to document this on the IR an¢ by attaching 2 3-part
mamo that stated that an item was acceptable “per Hw." He statec wr,
Williams would destroy the 3-part meme and bring the IR and ask thas
it be radone. The inspector emphasized this was primer work done in
the shop and that he could provide no specifics on the IRs involved.
Mr. williams was questioned on this matter. 1

Mr. williams stated that on one occasion only, the craft had besn
drying off panels used for painter cortifications. Some arezs were
wet, but nickel tests were not run on these. He 2sked the inspector
to run a nickel test on dried areas. ™r, Williams stated that he
asked the inspector to enter his (Harry Williams') initials on the
inspection certifications because they were only for painter certs,
not anything that would be used at the site. Mr. Williams strongly
denies he ever ordered the inspector to run a "nickel test” on wet
material, He stated that this would be a direct violation of
procedure and the test would fail. The inspector indicated there was
no third party involvement, and so it is difficult to resolve
conclusively such contradicting statements.

B&R Procedure CCP-30, "Coating Steel Substrates Inside Reactor
Building and Radiation Areas,” and TUGCo Inspection Procedure
QI-QP-11.4-5, which address application, curing and inspection of
primer, do not requirz the primer surface to be dried after water
cure prior to testing for burnish. In addition, Engineering and the
Coating Level II] state that performing the nickel test on 2 surface
wet from water cure does not detract from the test. The water does
not prevent a horizontal force to be applied on the coating to test
its adhesion to the substrate.

Although this itam could not be proven conclusively either wiy, there
is no technical basis for safety concern. No further action is
deemed necessary.

in sunmery, the allegations of harassment, intimidation and threats were
thoroushly investigated. Several conclusions can be drawn.

1.

irspectors working under Mr, Williams perceived less than tota)
support from him,  Som2 inspectors’ stated balief that procedures
reflect unacceptztie technical practices have brought about
occasional confrontetions where at times QC suparvision disegreed
with the inspactor. These sftuations had a greater morale effect
bacause @ small, but very vocal and articulate group of inspectors
who 2p2zar knowledzzable on the technical aspects of protective
coatings, heve had a disproportionate emount of adverse influence
within the Protective Coatings QC force.
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2. None of the incfdents identified resulted in any {nspection omission
that constitutes 2 safety concern, R

3. The inspectors spoke favorably of their present supervision.
However, there is 2 small numder of inspectors that essentially
refuses to recognize anc support the fact that Ingineering, not Q
inspectors, is respooasible for de.enm1n1ng what applicatiion practice
meet design requirements and what acceptance criteria are to be usea
by the inspectors. __ . — - :

.
- w 4 . - St | - — -

Previous Managemznt Investigations

As 2 result of Mr, Dunham's previous discussion with Q7 suds=vision and
management, twt previous investigations were conduc'ed. 3 L e
Orie of the investigations was conducted by_@E?sﬁgﬁndt. This investigation
was conducted during the first week in July 83, Mr. Brandt interviewed
eleven (11) coatings inspectors, incluing two that Mr., Dunham stated

could substantiate his allegations. Mr. Dunham mide two allegations. The
first allegation, that Mr, Williams had pudblicly reprimanded Mr. Dunham,

wa$s not substantiated.

The second ailegation, that Mr. Williams, who was not a cértified
inspector, had instructed Mr. Dunham on how to perform a “nickel™ test,
was substantiatec, No direct changes were made as a result of the
investigation. Mr. Brandt conducted a general meeting with Coatings QC
personnel to discuss the NCR/IR program. The inspectors raised only one
question and that wes answered. Mr, Brandt also invited inspectors to
came in any time to discuss any directive issued. by him or represented to
have originated with him, ~ - “.as" /, 4 " 4. _,i:_ﬂﬁ,;-
Mr. Brandt stated he and Mr. R.G. Tolson, TUGCo Site QA Supervisor, had
previously tried to remove Mr, Williams from a supervisory role but were
restrained by QA Mznagement in Dallas. _ _ .
Mr. R.G. Tolson, as a result of his visit with Mr, Dunham, after Mr.
Dunham's visit with Mr, Purdy, directed Mr. B.C. Scott, the Non-ASME QA
Supervisor, to c~w4uct 1n erviews to &scertain prob1ems and arrive at
corrective actions. « Scott interviewzd Mr, Williams and Mr, Dunham.
Mr., Scott concluZag t“:re were twd maior issues. The first issus was that
Mr. Williams siced with Construction and did not provide adequete feeddack
to his people. The second issue was that inspsctors wanted %o issue NoRs
\ns’ead of “Unsat IRs.”

Mr. Scott stasad :rs’ Mr. ODunham did not have any other prvb1a*s. Mr.,
Dunhiam stated the biggest problem wzs #ith Harry and Harry's w2y of doing
5h1r@s.
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Mr. Scott was aware of the plans for a general meeting with inspectors to
discuss the NCR/IR program and curtailed the interviews and reporied hig
conclusions to Mr. Tolson. Subsequently, Mr., Tolson visited informally -
with Mr, Dunham at a barbegue held to bring the craft and inspectors
closer together, Mr Tolson stated that Mr, Dunham never mentioned
"harassment” or intimidation, but Mr, Dunham did mention that he cidn't
care for Mr, Williams.

Mr. Tolson stated that during the last 1-1/2 to 2 years he wes under 2
restraint from QA Managemens.in Dallas in regard to Mr. Williams., Mr,
Tcison stated that at that“time he wanted to reassign Mr., Williams out of .
@ supervisory role but was restrained. - . - _ -i..4

{
Mr. D.N. Chapmzn, TUSCo Manager, QA wes interviewed., Mr, Chapman stated
that approximately a year ago, Mr. Tolson reported to him that Mr,
williams had shortcomings as a suparvisor, Mr, Chepman stated Mr. Tolson
described the weaknesses as comnunication difficulties and a general lack
of supervisory strengths., Mr. Tolson reported that he had looked into —
statemenis made at the licensing hearings regarding suppression of NCRs Y
and that it was his conclusion that Mr, Williams was not harassing his
people; that Mr. Williams was trying to do an earnest day's work as a
supervisor. Mr. Chapman stated there was a general agreement between him
and Mr, Tolson, that since Mr. Williams primary strengths were in
civil/structural areas which were winding down,“Mr. Tolsoh shoutd contact
Mr. Williams' employer, DUCI, and arrange for an orderly transition to
another project. Mr, Chapman stated the plan was to phase out Mr.
Williams over a perfod of time. Mr., Chapman stated that Mr. Tolson
subsequently advised him that he had contacted DUCI and advisec them to
start lTooking for a new assignment for Mr, Williams.

It is the conclusion of this investigation that Mr. Brandt and Mr. Tolson
conductec their own investigation to address matters as they perceived
them at that time. In addition, Mr. Chapman, similarily addressed the
matter of Mr, Williams' reassignment consistent with the facts presented
to him, The inststence for an orderly phasing out of a p:rson's service,
in light of decreasing activities in his orimary area of expsrtise, is

- consistent with good management practice. At the time this decision was

made, the present situation had not materfalized, since Mr. Tolson, Scot:
and Brandt's invastigations had not vet occurred.

Programmatic Concerns

Inspectors expressed the folliowing prograamatic concerns in the area of
protective ccatings:

¢. Some inspzciors expressed conzerns over the vse of the IR UNSAT
instead of an NCR. [Inspsctors state an IR UNSAT can be resolved
without Engineering review and input.
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This concern wes investigated. It was determined that an NCR is
rezuirec when 2 deficiency 1s such that it cannot De reworked to .-
bring it into compliance with Engineering requiranents. In this
case, tngineering resolution to either use-as-is or alter the
requirement, is necessary. However, 1f the deficient condition can
de brought up to Engineering requirement by rework, the use cf the Ip
UNSAT is entirely consistent with 10CFRS0 Appendix B. This concern
is deemed to be without merit. It should be noted that on Septemder
29, 1983, QC management on site had a neneral meeting with coatings
inspectors to discuss this philosophy and answer questions. “here is
@ resistance on the part of some inspectors tco accept this perfectly
acceptable practice.

Some inspectors stated that the program does not define how %o
resolve instances where surface preparation hold points are not
cbserved,

This concern was investigated., TUGCo Inspection Procedure
Ql-QP-11.4-1, "Inspection of Steel Substrate Surface Preparation and
Primer Application,” Section 3.5 states that inspections required by
Section 3.1 through 3.4 shall be documented on an IR, (Section 3.1
through 3.4 include surface preparation.) Section 3.5 further
requires that a reject tag be applied to an UNSAT area together with
the inspection report. Section 3.7, "Nonconformances,” states that
non-conforming conditions shall be reported on an IR in accorcance
with CP-QP-18.0. Accordingly, an inspector who is asked to perform
an inspection subsequent to Item 7 (inspection of surface
preparation) on the Inspection Report in Attachment 2 of the subject
procecure, and notices a lack of QC signoff on the previous steps,
should identify this on the IR itself. However, since there is
confusion on this item, there appears to be 2 need for further
indoctrination and training of inspectors on this subject.

Inspectors state that there is no method by which inspectors can
express technical concerns and have them reviewed by approp-iate
p2rsons or organizations.

This iten was discussed at the several levels of QC supervision. 0Q
supervisors stzted a willingness to accompany inspectors to visits

with Engineering or higher levels of QA/QC management, Evidence of
this w2s seen, in particular the meeting that wes set up between the
Coatings QC Inspectors and the Corrosion Engineers, That mezeting,
hiw2ver, was apparently not productive in that non-technical subiects

wzre persistently bSroyght up by Mr, Dunhan for discussion.

There appears t0 be 2 nead for manzgement irvolvenznt in daciding to
what extent inspectors’ questions should be answered, especially if
electrical, mechanical, and structural disciplines are to be handled
accordingly. The TUGZo "hotline” might be considered 25 a means Sv
whiich inspsctors can voice their questions,
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Inspectors state that there are no provisions for recertification of
coatings application personnel. As a result of this concern, the
tngineering specification and referenced industry standards were 3
reviewsd, Thesa require that all application personnel be qualified
in accordance with the coating applicators' qualification procedures.
Recertificasion, however, is not specifically reguired. It is
Construction Management's position that a recertification program is
not required. Construction Management states that IRs are reviewed
on an ongoing basis and trended by foramen. Trends are brought to
the applicadle foreman who then uses this information to assess the
performance of his people.

This area will be audited by TUCo QA. Any deficiencies observec
will be reported for resolution in accordance with estadiished
procedures.

Manacemnent ltems

>

|

During the course of the fnvestigation, several items of management
significance were voiced.

The Coatings QC Inspectors state they have been working 10 hours 2
day, six days a week for months., while paint crews have been added
inside contaimments, the number of inspectors has not increased
accordingly. Inspectors state the work schedule {s having an adverse
effect on proficiency, alertness, and objectivity. Inspectors state
that schedule pressures affect craft tempers. This creates a feeling
of hostility that gives rise to a feeling of harassment or
intimidation.

Some B&R inspectors complained of a2 compensation disparity. Severel
incpectors stated that Ebasco perscnnel hold the QC supervisory jobs,
get sick leave, get paid holidays, per diem, and a regular salary.
They state it 1s apparent that the client does not wish to have BAR
supervisors. They state they do not get sick leave, paid holidays,
ser diem, and are paid on an hourly hasis. Some inspectors stated
that the compensation discrepancy is the most significant item
affezting morale among 38R QC ingpectors. They state that the
results are evidant in coatings but that the same prodiem is
*festering” in other disciplines, including electrical 2nd machanical
disciplines.

Some {nrspectors complained that they ¢id not have adzguate facilities
to do thair QC paparwork., They stated that it would de helpful i€
facilisies that are wl)-lighted 212 a2y from unnacessary
interruptions, are provided to pzrform (heir Jaderwork,



