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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated on December 3, 2010, by the U.S. Nuclear Regutatory
Commission, Office of Investigations, Region IV, to determine if a fabricator at Southern
California Edison’s San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS), San Clemente, California,
was the subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns.

Based on the evidence developed during this investigation, the allegation that a fabricator at
SONGS was the subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns was not substantiated.
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TESTIMONIAL EVIDENCE
Exhibit
®X7(C) San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Station (SONGS), San Clemente, California.........ccccvninirviinincin s e A4

(b)7)(C)
SONGS s s s s et et n e st aaraes 3

{7)(C)
! SONGS ... 8

b)(7)(C

OX7XE) SONGS ..., 18

(bY7XC)
SONGS ...ttt e e st 17

(bX7)(C)
SONGS ...ttt s 6
R SONGS oo seee e 7
(bX7TXC) SONGS ... e eseseeseeeeseeseeensessses o 5
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DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE
Exhibit
Email from (bX7XC) subject ONC) dated January 5, 2010......cccooerriiiiiicciinee 9
Email from|(©) subject 12/11/09]7©) |dated December 15, 2010......... 10
SONGS SAP E-Recruiting, Job Posting 60225462, undated ........cccccccceveieniriienicn e, 11
BY7)(C
Emall from| 10 to| ®X7NC) subject NB60224900 — SUP2,
dated DeCemMBEr T, 20000 ... et ie s e s et s bbb an e s eaeeaseeeare e vrnnanes 12
. (BX7)C)
interview Consensus Form UNAAIEA .ottt 13
. (O)7)C)
interview Consensus Form, W] 7o [= 11T TR RO U ORRURRRRRRRRTTE 14
bY(7)(C
Interview Consensus Form, (bX7)C) dated December 7, 2009 .......ccomvreirvreererienenns 15
. bY7)(C (L)7XC) )
- Email from ) to subject NB60691810 — SUP2,
Ated MArCR 12, 2070 . ov ittt eoes e s oo ee et eereeseaaaas e e s aa s e e s e e aaaarassaenssssemenenresenesaannn 16
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Requlations
10 CFR 50.5; Deliberate misconduct (2008 Edition) (Allegation 1)

10 CFR 50.7: Employee protection (2008 Edition) (Allegation 1)

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated on December 3, 2010, by the U.S. Nuclear Reguia
(b)(;n)(ci sion (NRC), Office of investigations (Ol), Region IV (RIV), to determine if{(®)(7)C)
)
ation

Fabricator, Southern California Edison’s San Onofre Nuclear Generating
SONGS), San Ciemente, California, was the subject of discrimination for raising safety
concemns [Allegation No. RIV-2010-A-0044] (Exhibit 1).

Background

On March 3, 2010 (b)7C) reported t (bIn(C) RIV,
SONGS that he believed he was th ?b)(?)(C) of employment discrimination for raising safety

concerns at SONGS. According to| since September 2008, he had raised issues
regarding work on spent fuel canisters such as noncompliance with procedures and engineering
drawings, clarifications regarding vague guidance and enaqi i i i ifvi

equipment and tools out of tolerance. to his supervisors/®)7)(C)
®XNC) | SONGS, and®7)C) [SONGS]®C) Tsaid he
raised the following specific issues: 1) in the Fall of 2008, he questioned the clarity of the

guidance and drawings regarding the assembly for welding plugs into the siphon and vent block
of the spent fuel canisters; 2) in the spring 2009, he questioned the location of engraving part
numbers related to the siphon and vent block of the spent fuel canister (parts traceability) that
were contrary to the associated procedure; and 3) in the spring 2009, he provided information
regarding workers nerfarming work outside the welding procedure guidelines, in particular the
welding speed. ®XTXC) Isaid that in the spring 2010, he also discussed his concerns regarding
the interpretation on where the marks for welds should be on a particular spent fuel canister
drawing with SONGS Nuclear Oversight [NFI].

b)(7)(C
®IN© alleged that as a result of raising these concerns to management, he was not selected

as an upgrade supervisor, he was denied training that was afforded to most individuals in the dry
storage container fabrication shop, he received lower quality or lower profile jobs (hot and dirty

jobs) in comparison to his coworkers, and on February 8, as denied a Supervisor ||
position (the position was canceled). dded that|®)(7)(C) also failed to present him

with his one year service plaque until he specifically asked for it.

On March 30, 2010, the Allegation Review Board (ARB), RIV, convened to discuss(b)m (©)
allegation that he had been subjected to employment discrimination for raising safety concerns.
The ARB members requested that a prima facie worksheet be developed for review at a future
ARB,
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On July 26, 2010, the ARB reconvened to discuss the prima facie worksheet. The ARB
determined that|®X7)C) presented a prima facie case that he was subjected to an adverse
= u - - ment action as a resuit of his participation in protected activity. The ARB determined
should be offered an opportunity to participate in the NRC's Alternative Dispute
Resoluhon (ADR) process in an attempt to resolve his dispute with the licensee.

On December 3, 201 O.|(b rxe IAIIegation

Coordination/Enforcement Staff, RIV, notified OI:R at ADR had failed and requested that
Ol:RIV initiate an investigation to determine if{®X7)C) \was subjected to employment
discrimination for engaging in a protected activity (Exhibit 2).

Interview of Allege (PX7XC) (Exhibit 3)

P |was interviewed by ORIV on Ja 011, in Carisbad, California|®("©) |stated
he began his employment with SO n in (b)m(c) and had held the position of fabricator
[BX7X Jat SONGS. [PN7X®) Tstated that in the fall of 2008 [NFI], he raised a
concern questioning the clarity of guidance and drawings re e assembly for weiding

plugs into the siphon and vent block of spent fuel canisters®7XC)  |stated the concern
centered around plugs that were welded into the cross-drilied holes. OA7HC)  stated he was told

that maki ge on that par’ticular concern would be costly to the company, so it was not
changed. ®NNC)  |stated during rview however, *I don't really believe it's a safety
n that particular case.”|®X7)XC) |also added, “they are still doing dye penetrant (sic) and

concern i
all the testing afterward to make sure it worked. So, that one wasn't a big issue” (Exhibit 3, pp. 5

and 6).|D7XC) Istated he initiall as a concern because of the questioning
attitud grade is0d®(N(C) hen he{®X)  \wanted to discuss that
issue. {P7C) stated|P)7NC) made the comment that SONGS had been building the

siphon and vent blocks for years, and wanted to know why (bX7XC) Mould suggest changing
things (Exhibit 3, p. 6).

BY7)C
AGENT'S NOTE: In the aforementioned paragraph( Aie) referred to|®/(©)

an upgrade supervisor. An upgrade supervisor is a craft employee

as

(same as|®C)  Ithat fills-in during the supervisor's absence.

(bXTXE) stated he raised a second concern in the Spring of 2009 [NF]], when he questioned the
locatlon of the engraved part numbers related to the siphen and vent block of the spent fuel
cani hat were con € associ ure.[PXDC) stated he raised the concern

EX7IC) to which|®(7 (E)m(%l)aumed( )7XC) tated he would pass the information on to

According to approached him and asked him what the

prcblem was. (BXTHC)  5aig] )7 XC) approached him with anp attitude, saying “we were
making these before you got here "|(PXN(C) _Isajd|®)7XC) used constant verbal berating

towards him (Exhibit 3, pp. 10-14) (eX7XC)  Istated that when he made suggestions to make
e drawings, he was always met with resistance frowww
(B)(7XC) ___Istated he eventually went to higher management, and received support
o his manager; @) XC) | SONGS (Exhibit 3, pp. 16-18).
stated, “I'm making safety suggestions fo change prints that | believe are relative to

safety, If you're not following the blueprint, you're not following the procedures, if you're not
doing what you're saying you're going to do with the NRC, then you're violating everything. So, |

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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would bring that up and | would get a lot >|t|on and we did it before you were here all
that kind of stuff.”(®X7)(C) |added, “Once|®X7)C) go -- ved, we started getting — m
changes an pro and stuff” (Exhibit 3, p. 19).[®7C) Istated that once he got|®I7)C)
involved, {®(7)(C) began making derogatory comments towards him and using fou
language (Exhibit 3, pp. 21 and 22).

—

(bX7XC) further stated that subsequent to raising the aforementioned concerns, t

conducted interviews with individuals in the fabrication shop in which he worked. [®X7XC)  stated
the interviews were regarding the nuclear safety culture at SONGS, and whether workers were
afraid to raise safety concerns.|®X7)XC)  kaid he told the NRC at that interview, in front of
co-workers, “ have raised concerns, and I'm getting flack from the lower level supervisors”
(Exhibit 3, pp. 20 and 21).

EXNE) stated that after he raised the above-mentioned safety concerns, and after he made the

comments to th out raising safety concerns, he applied for a Supervisor Il position
within SONGS |P((C) Istated he went througah the application process for the position, and
was granted an interview. According t (BX7NC) after the interviews ompleted, he was
told that non were quallfledWstated he
approached|®X7)C) SONGS, and told b that's not
correct. | am qualified, and something else is going on” (Exhibit 3, p ( )(7) C) stated
SONGS management subsequently pulled that job announcement.|® ) stated that after
pulling the job a | | 9 ent, SONGS reposted the vacancy for Supervisor |1, and he reapplied
for the position. ¢ stated he was not granted a v when he applied for the position
the second time. Regardlng the Supervisor |l position ®)N7XC)  |added, “the reason | know | was
treated unfairly is because | know | am qualified for that job, and | didn't get that job. | work with
people all day long in San Onofre that have started their career as a tool room attendant..

From there, they go to a B&C mechanic, from there they go to machinist, and they become

supervisor. Well, my background is in|(®(7)C)
®TAC)  Jorior to coming back out to San Onofre and applying for a job like that. So for them to
telt me 'm not qualified, it's just ridiculous” (Exhibit 3, p. 56).

—

{(bX7XC)

also stated that as a result of raising safety concerns, he was denied training. (bX7)CE)

staled that. althouoh he repeatedily applied for training courses, he was continually turned down
by|(PX7XC) stated, “...the welding supervisor training, and the forklift training, and
the rigging training, every single person that was in the office, or in the shop where | was
working, including the new hire, not Fabricator I's, they were helpers were geftting to

all these classes, and | didn't go through one of them” ( Xoibit 3.0 ). Additionally|{(®X7)(C)

said he was never selected as the upgr: isor in absence, although he ha
n many occasions.[®7XC) ated That he was told bvi®X(7)(C)
N7HC) SONGS, that heT(StJ?(7)(C) heard say he|®X7)C) felt

(b)(7)(C) as untrustworthy (Exhibit 3, p. 28).

®)7TXC) |als0 stated he did not recejve his o year anniversary certificate from (L)7)C) as he

--. ofhe employees receive. XD |stated, “That is the single worst thing” (Exhibit 3,
p. 78) ©)  \wenton to say, "The reason that is the number one thing that bothers me is, one

of the most powerful thl ompany can do is show their employees that they appreciate
them" (Exhibit 3, p. 80) stated he phserved other employees receive their anniversary
certificates during morning meetings, wherg ®)7XC)

would present them with their

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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(B)TXC) ||(b)(7)(C) |

certificates in front of the ot S,
(bX7)C) ®(7XC)  [[e)7HC) |
®BY7)C) PINC)  stated that

Tc

Tc

e

sincg ®)X(7X(C) : he s ached™ " ™7 to ask him about it.
i WRTRCT Twhen he asked™ nniversary certificate,
L BT BXNIC) ry ool
pulled open a desk drawer. bulled ou and handed it to him.

ted®XC)  [B)7)C)

According to®((©)  *The worst thing about it is that he[PX7)(C) Hidn't go looking forit. He
didn’t get out of his chair. He didn't go, “Oh man, what happened wiih it. Call the office and
ask.” He just reached down in the drawer,(®X7)() He knew it was
there, he knew it was there from day one” (Exhibit 3, pp. 80-85).
ON© felt strongly that he suffer abo i verse actions because of the
safety concerns he raised tg®(MC)  and[PN7)C) l

Agent's Analysis

Protected Activity

®X7C) |laimed he raised concerns tJ(b)m(C) |andl(b)(7)(c) |regarding the clarity of the
guidance and drawings regarding the assembly for welding plugs info the siphon and vent
blocks of the spent fuel canisters. Although during an interview of®X7)XC)  he stated he did not
feel that w fety concern (Exhibit 3, pp. 5 and 6). (B)7XC) T3lso claimed he raised a
concern to®X7)C) iregarding the location of the engraved part numbers related to the siphon
and vent block on the spent fuel canisters that were contrary to the associated procedures
(Exhibit 3).

Management Knowledge

(b)(7)(C)
S, stated he was employed at SQN and
®)7)C) [stated () iNorked for him for approximately®X")(®)

(b)7)(C) |said|(b)(7)(0) was, “Outstanding. | mean he

was very straightforward, very articulate, he sp He was definite welder

without a doubt” (Exhibit 4, p. 6). According to[®("XC) i ) g the time|®X7)C) FNorked in
i could not recall any specific safety concerns may have raised.

BYTXC) recalled having co¥1versations witt)Iqa ouf som zf the drawing
used for his projects, d he could not recall anything specific,|®(7)XC) added that
some of the changes‘(b)m(c) Lsuggesled_wemmng and were instituled, but nothing rose to the
level of a safety concern in his view. [PX7)(©) Iso stated none of the supervisors in his
group ever brought any concerns to him raised by|®)(C)  (Exhibit 4, pp. 7-12).

(OX7)C) stated he became|(b)(7)(c) in approximate ana_n -d
(b)(7)(C) [wherq(b)m(c) orked /PN Tstated|®C) |never
worked._di for him ed he had weekly contact with him when he visited the fabrication
shop. (BY7XC) ®XNC) \hever raised any safety conce im, and said he was never
notified by|(®X7)(C) or any other supervisory employee tha{®"*®) |had ever raised concerns

(Exhibit 5, pp. 8-10).

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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*had

stated he was not aware
drawings regarding the assembly Tor welding plugs into the siphon and vent block of spent fuel

canisters and the location of the engraved part numbers related to the siphon and vent
the spent fuel canisters that were contrary to the associated procedure (BYTNC) " |stat
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considered|(PX7)C) [a

nployee ed he was the indivi B)7)C)  [BNT)C) 52))(7)1_ .
stated |®)X7)C) lvorked directly for®X1(©)  [guring that fime frame. [©XN(C)  ktated

no problems coming forward with things that he felt were safety or needed to be

had raised the issues of the clarity of guidance and

as far as personnel safe(b af o rtunities to improve things and make them safer.”

ed®NC) ]

never raised those issues to him, nor did®¥"XC) lever bring those issues to his attention
(Exhibit 6, pp. 8-13).

(bY7XC) tated he anlv sunervised (b)(7)(C) (BY7XC)
However, hie was never ©(")(©) supervisor. (o)7XC) stated| 1 (©) never brought any

issue

stated‘(b)m(C)

concerns to him while he was|()(7)(C)
did bring up issues such as how to make parts faster, and suggested different

tooling designs, but he reiterated)7XC)  never raised any safety concerns to him (Exhibit 7, pp.

7-9).

b)(7)(C
B0 atated he wad®OCT [OXTIC) [RX7(C) s as one of the
individuais| (7)) ]at SONGS. |PX7)(C) tated P XC) S a very

competent employee, a good

safety concer

processes. Regarding the issuel

eqarding the

BINC) e

machinist. [(e)7XC) stated |(®7)(C) |never raised
ade suggestions for streamlining some of their

raised conceming the clarity of guidance and drawings
assen or welding plugs into the siphon and vent block of spent fuel canisters,
called®X7")XC) |asked him about two plates that were put on the sides of the siphon

ns to him, but he

(bX7XC)

vent block, and suggested a change in the design.[(P)(7)(C) stated that was a good
suggestion, and had since requested that change through engineering.|(°PX7XC) stated that
request was “still on the books” (Exhibit 8, pp. 9 and 10)./(}7XC) refterated he thought that

was a good suggestion and did not ider that to be any kind of safety concern. |(X7XC)

stated, however, he was not aware

(©)N7)C)  had raised a concern regarding the location of the

engraved part numbers related to the siphon and vent block of the spent fuel canisters that were
contrary to the associated procedure (Exhibit 8, p. 11).

Adverse Act

(bX7XC) claim

ed that as a result of raising concerns, he was denied training afforded to other

employees rication shop, and not allowed the opportunity to serve as upgrade
. isor.|®X7XC) lalso claimed he was denied a Supervisor Il promotion. Additionally
(0)(7)(C) imed®7)C) (b)(7)C) Eg))m
By DNC)  J)XN(O) | According tg™""™/ " leveryone in his fabrication shop
received their

NOT

certificate in a timely manner, during office wide presentations (Exhibit 3).

FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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~ had asked to serve supervisor, but hg®(7)(C) never ajlawed|® ") lto act as
upgrade supervisor. (eX7)C) said he observed some "behaviprs” in veren't
conducive” to the way conducts business. According to| (")) did not

allow directions, he took shortcuts, and was not honest e conducted his job.
(B)7XC) arovided hwo examples of his assessment of P(7XC)  First, during a rigging
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®X7XC) Discriminated Against as a Result of Engaging in a Protected Activity?

BXTXC)  stated he was currently thel®X7XC) | Regarding

Nexus: Was

e selection of upgrade supervisors,|(?X7XC) ladvised the process used in the past was
pretty loose|P)7)(C) said he knew his employees and each of their work ethic, so he made
his selection based on wh ht would represent him well in his absence.{®}7)C)
stated, however, that sincel®"(©)  became thel®7)(C) they have changed
their approach to selecting upgrade supervisors. once they narrow down

candidates for the upgrade supervisor position, they must be interviewed bv the superintendent

and the general foreman (Exhibit 8, pp. 16 and 17), Reagarding|{®/(")(©) _

operatio
supervisor,

aid|(®)X7)C) Jrefused tq follow direclions being given by the rigging
(b)(7)(C) stated|(b)X7)(C) |who was given clear direction, conducted

peration in an unsafe manner, and did not follow directions (Exhibit 8, pp. 18-22).

ne 0
EX7AC) prepared an email regarding the details of the incident (Exhibit 9).

bY7)C l—‘|
Secondly OATXS) stated that on December 11, 200 (bX7XC) s given a job assignment

to clean guide sleeves in preparation for an installation,|®7X€) said there was an
estapli leaning process. fad ®©) o follow. [EXC)  Istated he w rocess
with|® who ensured®1)(©) hat he was familiar with the process. (b)(7)g:) stated

®)7NC) |\surposefully not perform the cleaning procedure correctly|®X7)(C)
nrenared an email, which was sent to|®X7)C)  pytlining the incident (Exhibit 10):
(B)X7)C) stated those two incide is|®X7XC)  |credibility with him_and he

considered untrustworthy|®®"(© sarmose experiences with ™) lied to him
not asking XN o be upgrade supervisor (Exhibit 8, pp. 23-26).
(b)(TXC) stated he was on e(b)(7)(C)

at SONGS; for whichpplied. ®X(C)  Istated he only served as a|(®)(7)(C)

and other management officials/©)(7)(C) Istated he was there as the
technical representative because he was familiar with the.i ings of the fabrication shop,
the location where the new supervisor would be working (b)7)C) nvided 3

sheet, as did the other members of the pane!, subsequent tg /)
stated he did not recall exactly how®X7)(C) Kid, but added,|®X7)C)
op. 26 and 27).

(OX7TXC) stated he ma e decisjon as to which of his employees would attend different
Types of training classes. [(PX7)(C) recalied®("C) Jrequested several training classes and
stated he could not recall every one he 3 WE-’ obably requested

every possible thing that he hat|P)7NC) did request to go to
welding supervisor's schoo!.

because other employees were already identified for that class. Bk
not like that answer, b said three other employees senior to( O Fere selected
to go for that training. |(©©X7X©) said that at the time(PX7)(©) lwas the junior person in the
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fabrication shop. ©XN7C) stated he preferred to see employees h years on

before he sent them to the welding supervisor's training. Additionally! b)TXC) said it
Te. k apprommately 2 years to get an employee fully qualified in the fabrication shop.
isions to send employees to training were based on business needs.
lack of seniority prevented him from getting some of the training he

—

. (b b)( BY7)(C) -
a y st n he
i he thought D)“ XCT Jwag OH7HC) ‘and (LXNIC)

he really dvd not recall Whathe did with the[®X1(C)  |®X7XC) s ised of what|©7(©)
Te arding the way his|(®)(")XC) o him by 7© where, accord:ng to

BXNC) |he asked @I ®X7XC) Jand|®C)  |pulled it from a desk drawer

and gave it to hj said he could not recall the incident. statina. “if | did that. that was

inappropriate.” |{°X7)(C) said he enjoyed B and

reiterated that he could not recall what happened regarding[®(XC)  [(®)X7XC)  IExhibit 8,

pp. 40-44).

(b)7XC)

advised the upgrade supervisor recommendations from each denartment came from
the first line supervisors.|®(7(C)  |said that since he became®((©) when

upgrade supervisor candidates were selected bv the first line supervisors, the candidates went
through an interview process with him ®I7TXC)__Istated the interview was good for 6 weeks for
T journeymen, and 6 months for management, ©NTXC) |stated that all nployees wishing to act
as upgrade supe rvisors had to keep their interviews current BXTHC) Il conducting

n inte ®OX)C)  Jat anytime for an upgrade superviSor position. GiEe could not
recalt if{PX7)(C)

first line supervisor ever mentioned anything about him wanting to be an
upgrade supervisor.

(B)7HC) stated he was thel(b)m(c)

in the fabrication shop
which was re internal candidates, the supe rwso su ion for whchapplled
(Exhibit 11)|®7(C)  lstated ©@N7NC) and|(®)(7)(C SONGS employee,

ied for the position. According to]PX7)(C)  [none of the candldates qualified for the position.
(BX7XC)  |explained that Southern California Edison’s {SCE) Huma
reviews

R . rces (HR) Department
the applications that are submitted for all jobs at SONGS.|( sald HR then ranks

T he applicants according to the experience each one has in correlanon to the job requirements.
said, according to the rankings conducted by HR,|®X7)(C)

alled to meet the minimum gqualifications to be granted interviews (Exhibit 12).

espite the recommendation from ided to inte

deci rview all of them any .
stateddld fairly well, but{PXNC) |and/®X?XC)  |did not do too well. [PI7)C)
stated score she

ept during the interviews o record how the interviewees
(Exhibits 13-15). X7)C)

stated that in the end, no one was hired to fill the Supervisor ||
position on the initial job announcement (Exhibit 5, pp. 16-23).

—
(=2

AGENT'S NOTE: The score sheets mentioned above were calculated by adding the two
total scores together, dividing by two, and matching that ansm er

To against the Consens s Rating scale/®)X7)C)  and]|®X7) scored
low, whllescored medium (Exhibits 13- 15)
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for the Supervisor |l position in the fabrication shop, and|( applied for the position again.

Wstated he received another certification listing from HR, with a recommendation that he
Interview the top four candidates. According to|®)(7)C) \was number six on the list,
ftffff' he was not granted an interview for the second job announcement (Exhibit 16).
(BX7IC) Edvised the Supervisor Il position was ultimately filled by an external candidate
(Exhibit 5, pp. 23-26). :

(O)7XC) stated a second job announcement was relea%b?)(i(g;ternal and external candidates
)

stated he was not aware of any safety concerns raised by{®")C) | put stated he

d)7)C)  |did recommend chanaes to some of the procedures in attempts to make things easier.
According t(b)(7)(cgb)(7(()b’(7)(c) felt management tried to implement some of|®X7)(C)

recommendations as aware of an incident where|(®)(7)(C) efused to send|®)I7)XC)

o trainina. specifically the weldina sunervisor training coursd®(")©)  Istated he heard
BXTC)  state he did not feel (")) as trustworthy because of jobs|{®X7(C) lhad

conducted in the past.[®X7XC) [siated he irect knowledge of whatl®(C)  \wag
eferring to, but stated that was the reason{®X7X€)  |qave for not providing the traming to
®XNC)  YExhibit 17, pp. 8-29).

mo)ﬂ)(c) ONGS, was intervi garding the
he did not know®(7XC)  land was
(OX7HC) could offer no direct

allegations raised by ®*")€)  [According td®7(©)
In summary, although (OX7XC) claimed he suffered adverse a“ b')7(C) a result of raising safety

unaware of any concerns raised by [(D)7)C) | Therefore,
testimony regarding|®X7)(©)  |aliegations (Exhibit 18).
concerns, there was no direct evidence to support his claims. ( not being offered training
and not being offered the upgrade supervisor position as he claimed was based, in part, on his
lack of seniority in the fabrication_shob. along with a lack of trust felt byue to past
performance issues exhibited by Additionally,as not selected for the
Supervisor |l position based on not meeting the standards set fort 's HR Department,
not as a result of actions by his management chain as he alleged.|®"X) |was granted an
interview for the Supervisor !l position b){(b)m(c) even after HR suggested he|®X7)(C)  |not be
(b)7)C) '

interviewed for the ioh had ng recollection of the circumstances surrounding
®ITC) BITIC) ®XTNO)  linitially thauaht®XC |EX7)XC)
BXC) [arrived after PN 7 [was aiready|(®)(7)(C) After hearing™

account of the issue, [PI7)(C) still claimed to have no recollection of receiving or providifig
i(b)(?)(cn ®NC) o him.
Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during this investigation, the allegation (BX7)C) was the
subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns was not substantiated.
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Description

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Investigation Status Record, dated December 3, 2010 (2 pages).

RIV ARB Summary and related documents, dated July 10, 2010 (4 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

(OX7)C)

dated January 5, 2011 (91 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

(b)(7XC)

dated August 23, 2011 (30 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

(0)(7X)C)

dated August 24, 2011 (53 pages).

Transcript of Interview with ®©X7C) | dated September 7, 2011 (39 pages).
Transcript of Interview with|(®X(7)C) dated August 24, 2011 (29 pages).
bY(7)(C)

Transcript of Interview with(

dated August 24, 2011 (46 pages).

Email from(b)m(c)

subject ®XTNC) | dated January 5, 2010 (1 page).

Email from{>((®)

(2 pages).

subject 12/11/09

PATNC) | dated December 15, 2010

SONGS SAP E-Recruiting, Job Posting 60225462, undated (2 pages).

Email from|(b)(

Interview Consensus Form

interview Consensus Form

7)(C) fto] XN subject NB60224900 — SUP2,
dated December 1, 2009 (2 pages).
interview Consensus Form, (©)7XC) undated (2 pages).
ON© undated (2 pages).
(X7 dated December 7, 2010 (2 pages).
b)(7)(C) to|®XTNC) subject NB60691810 — SUP2,

Email from|(

dated March 12, 2010 (2 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

(bX7XC)

dated August 24, 2011 (48 pages).

Transcript of Interview witr(

b)(7XC)

dated August 24, 2011 (12 pages).
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