
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Performance Measure 2.1.2 - 80% of employees at FCC Tucson have
been made aware of their work strengths and weaknesses.

Progress Update:

In an effort to ensure all staff are made aware ¢f their work
strengths and weaknesses, a message was sent to all supervisory
staff by the Employee Services department detailing the
instructions on the requirements of work strenghs and weaknesses.

Performance Measure 2.1.3 - B0% of employees at FCC Tucson have
identified at least one training course or class to improve their
performance or ready for advancement.

Progress Update:

All FCC Tucson supervisory staff have been instructed to ensure
that at least two training courses or classes are identified.
This has also been covered during department head meetings.

2.2 - Meet Human Capital scorecard objectives identified in the
President’s Management Agenda. (Subordinate Managaers: Associate
Warden(s), Executive Assistant, Department Heads, Employee
Services Manager, EEO Counselors)

Performance Measure 2.2.1 - At least 52% of all staff at FCC
Tucson participate in program assessment activities consistent
with the GPRA, PMA, AG Goals, DOJ Strategic Plan and BOP Strategic
Plan. '

Progress Update:

As in the previocus year, annual training for FCC Tucson has
incorporated staff participation in training and has ensured an
appropriate feedback session.

Upon completion of the SPC and the USP, in November, 2006, FCC
Tucson conducted specific hands~on training for all staff to
ensure that all USP issues were properly discussed and thorough
training was conducted. As a result, 90% of staff attended the
USP training. Additionally, 178 staff have attended formal Bureau
of Prisons Training, which encompasses Institutional
Familiarization and job development training.

During the last 6 months, there have been a total of 5 staff that
have participated in program reviews at other institutions, 2
Associate Wardens have served as Review in Charge of operational
reviews for 3 operatiocnal reviews. A total of 12 staff have been
involved in the aforementioned reviews.



2.3 ~ Ensure effective utilization of workforce through
established diversity goals, recruitment and training strategies
that identify skill gaps and shortages and efforts linked to
Justice Virtual University. (Subordinate Managers: Assciate
Warden (s), Employee Services Manager, Diversity Manager)

Performance Measure 2.3.1 -~ By the end of FY 07, revised FCC
Tucson’s training activities will address a minimum of 50% of the
targeted skill gaps in the eight (8) identified core job series
which will assist in the retention of a mission-essential and
well-qualified workforce.

Progress Update:
In an effort to close the skills gaps, FCC Tucson has initiated
the following training and programs:

1. The Mentor/Protege Program;

2. Annual Refesher training that covers pat searching/strip
searching and area searches;

3. FCC Tucson utilizes an "acting" program that reqguires all

executive staff, department heads and supervisory staff to
have an "acting"” in thier absences; and

4. Continuing Medical Education for Midlevel Practitioners,
Nurses and Physicians.

Additionally, FCC Tucson has made great progress in ensuring that
job training is conducted. To date, 43 staff have been sent for
formal job training during this rating periocod. Also, during this
rating period, there have been 9 Institutional Familiarization
classes conducted that total 135 staff trained.

Currently, FCC Tucson has completed 38% of the required training
to close the skills gap. A plan to ensure that FCC Tucson reaches
50% is being devised by the Employee Services Manager and the
Assoclate Warden.

2.4 - Establish and implement succession plans that link to
workforce analyses and out year staffing projections, ensure
efficient transitions and maintenance of effective leadership.
(Subordinate Managers: Associate Warden(s), Employee Services
Manager)

Performance Measure 2.4.1 - 5% of staff at FCC Tucson participate
in leadership development/skills building programs preparing them
to assume leadership peositions at all levels of the agency in
accord with workforce analysis, succession planning and vacancy
and talent projections.



Progress Update:

During this month, an Introduction to Supervision class will take
place for staff requiring the class. Participants have been
identified and will attend. Also, during the last few months, all
FCC Tucson executive staff and department heads have completed the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA} courses as required.
Additionally, executive staff are involved in REDMAP and the
Forward Thinking group.
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Leroy Smith - Emailing: PWP Attachment for Chavez

From: Leroy Smith
To: Chavez, Ricardo
Subject: Emailing: PWP Attachment for Chavez

1 spoke to Warden Winn about the triple bunk cells at the FCI, which is mentioned in the attachment below
(Highlighted in Red.) I believed initially the performance work plan (PWP) affected Warden Winn. After
Warden Winn reviewed the PWP with me, it was determined the performance work plan belonged to you. He
asked that I speek with you about the triple bunk cells noted in your performance measure 1.3.1.

Note: The yearly performance measure mentions the following - In addition to the removal, all triple bunk cells
were converted to double bunk cells. The triple bunk cells have not been reduced to double bunk cells.

I hope my review helps, Thanks Leroy.

about:blank 8/29/2007

M—I—:Laclxpmen‘ﬁ' L /e ‘/
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HOO! MaAIL
h @ Classic
Info Friday, April 17, 2009 2:30 PM

From: "Kent wells" -
To: leroy2741@yahoo.com

Leroy,

Per your request, | have reviewed my files to determine the events that transpired prior to my site visit to
conduct sampling of the Saguaro and Cholla Housing Units.

| was contacted by Mike Moriarty in early July 2007 who indicated that some changes had been made to the
units and they were not similar to the Saguaro, Mesquite, and Yucca Housing Units. Also, he indicated that
there was a certified test/adjustment and balance report that had been provided to Facilities (CMS). He read
me the contents of the report and | indicated that the document did not satisfy ACA standards because it did
not relate the amount of CFM per inmate in representative cells. More specifically, the report did not indicate
compliance with the 10 CFM per inmate requirement. The test reports were simply documentation of a test
regarding the mechanical performance of the system as compared to the design specifications. Furthermore,
the reports did not include any sampling methodology or the specific areas tested.

As an aside, | also recall getting a phone call from Mike the day before | arrived (voice mail) asking if | could
cancel the trip. | was already travelling to FCC Tucson when the call was made and | indicated to Mike that |
did not receive his message until | landed in Tucson. When | arrived at FCC Tucson, | was denied entry to
perform the surveys, so we went ahead and accomplished the Confined Space Entry Survey.

Kent Wells, industrial Hygieniest (1080)

Y / .
A (ﬁ/ﬂﬁ’ﬂ/ﬁfﬁ (-
http://us.mc384.mail.yahoo.com/mc/showMessage?pSize=25& sMid=8&fid=Inbox&sort=... 4/21/2009



U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prison

Office of the Safely Department Federal Correctional Complex
Tueson, Arizona 85607

July 31, 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR AUDREY GILL, DUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR

/S/
FROM: Leroy A. Smith, FCC Safety Manager
SUBJECT: Chief Executive Officer Misconduct

Ms. Gill, I want thank you very much for allowing me the
opportunity to address my current situation at FCC Tucson. I
want to especially thank you for providing some good
recommendations in resolving this matter on July 27, 2007. I
don’t believe any employee should have to come to work in fear of
losing their job or let alone have one of their pears tell them
that they have been directed by Warden Winn to tell them they
will be written up for not doing their job, which is unjust and
abuse of authority.

I did speak with Mr. Roy about setting up a meeting with Warden
Winn as per our conversation. Mr. Roy stated, “Warden Winn has
declined to have a meeting with you.” I asked, did you mention
to Warden Winn that the Deputy Regional Director recommended that
we have a meeting to attempt to resolve any potential
misunderstandings? Mr. Roy replied, “Yes, I did tell Warden Winn
that.” I then asked, was there anything else Warden Winn had to
say? Mr. Roy replied, “Yes, Warden Winn wants you to address
your concerns in writing for his review, which he will then
determine if he will have a meeting with you to discuss your
concerns.” I also asked, if Warden Winn has nothing to hide,
why wouldn’t he have this meeting, instead he gives the
appearance he did make the threat of writing me up for not doing
my job. Mr. Roy replied, “I don’t have an answer for you.” I
then mentioned, that Warden Winn’s actions relate back to the
ongoing reprisal, intimidation, coercion, for my whistleblower
disclosure to the Office of Special Counsel and the ongoing

(1)
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Office of Inspector General Investigation, which Warden Winn has
been involved with both cases. Mr. Roy replied, “I don’t know
what to tell you.” I then asked, if Warden Winn won’t talk to
me, then what should I do? Mr. Roy replied, “I don’t know, it’s
Warden Winn’s choice to speak with you or not.”

I believe no other action then to properly report these
allegations to you, which should be acceptable according to Law,
Rule, Regulation, and Bureau Policy. If you have any other
questions or need any additional information, please advise.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prisons

Federal Correctional Institution

Office of The Safety Department Tucson, Arizona 85706

December 14, 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR LEROY SMITH, FCC SAFETY MANAGER

ﬁé%%%ii;; Safety Specialist

SUBJECT: Hot Work Permit

FROM:

In the time frame of July 27 - 31, 2007, I was asked to come to the AW’'s
Office at the U.S.P. Associate Warden Roy asked me, “Can you sign a Hot
Work Permit?” I said, “sure, as long as I review it first to make sure
the safety-related items are in check.” I knew that you had refused to
sign this Hot Work Permit for certain reasons and wondered why the
Associate Warden was asking me to do it. At that point, I felt that I
was being pressured into undermining my supervisor by signing the Hot
Work Permit. After overhearing the conversation that you had with Mrs.
Rucker, I felt I was helping you avoid any disciplinary action from the
Warden by signing this Hot Work Permit. With these best intentions in
mind, I signed the Hot Work Permit.

b hime b $7)



U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prisons

Federal Correctiocnal Institution

Office of The Safety Department "rlucson, Arizona 85706

December 14, 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR LEROY SMITH, FCC SAFETY MANAGER

FROM: . Safety Specialist

SUBJECT: Telephone Conversation

Oon July 27, 2007, I overheard a telephone conversation that took place in
my office at the U.S.P. From what I can remember, you were speaking with
Unit Manager Rucker. I was working on the computer and you touched the
back of my shoulder to get my attention and then you began to ask Mrs.
Rucker a few questions. I remember you asking her, “so you’re telling me
if I don't sign the hot work permit, Warden Winn will write me up for not
performing my job?” Then you asked her, “are you sure Warden Winn told
you to tell me that?” I also remember you saying, “you know Warden Winn

will deny everything and he used you to get to me.” You then tcold her,
“I had already told Mr. Roy I would sign the Hot Work Permit and add my
comments to the form.” The last part of the call I remember is you

telling her you would not use her name to protect her from any backlash.



U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prisons

Office of the Safety Department Federal Correctional Complex
Tucson, Arizona 85706

July 31, 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR LEROY SMITH, FCC SAFETY MANAGER
FROM: Ramon Cuestes, Safety Manager

SUBJECT: Warden Winn

This memo is to inform you that on this day at approximately 9:45
am, Paul Cobb, Acting Facility Manager, called me to ask me
questions about the ventilation testing at the FCI. We talked
about the sampling and calculation(s) or lack of. Mr. Cobb
advised me that he had a conversation with Warden Winn and he was
told by him that we had a conversation in April about the
ventilation at the FCI, and I specifically told him the
ventilation system at the FCI was meeting the requirements. I
have only talked to Mr. Winn one time at a meeting that took
place on 4-11-2007, and the issue was about my work performance
which you were present. As you remember, not once was the
ventilation mention by myself or anyone because this was not a
work performance issue. Nor, have we had or held a conversation
for more that thirty seconds since then. I have been in this
business since 1982, and I have always stood by my integrity.

Mr. Winn on the other hand made a false statement to Mr. Cobb
because we have never had a meeting or even talked to each other
since April.

If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to let me
know.

ﬁp&ﬂﬁgﬂwﬂéwp'ﬁil(~7>?§
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U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prisons

Office of The Safety Department Federal Correctional Complex
Tucson, Arizona 85706

November 16, 2007

MEMORANDUM TO THE HONORABLE SCOTT J. BLOCH,
SPECIAL COUNSEL

S. RANDALL HUMM,
INVESTIGATION COUNSEL OVERSIGHT

JOHN DIGNAM, CHIEF,
OFFICE OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS

FROM: Leroy A. Smith, Complex Safety Manager

SUBJECT: Violation of Law, Rule, Regulation
Abuse of Authority, Executive Staff
Misconduct

I Leroy A. Smith Jr., Safety Manager, at Federal Correctional
Complex, Tucson, Arizona, do hereby make the following v
declaration requesting an investigation, congressional hearing,
and criminal hearing for continued reprisal for participating in
protected activities, disclosure to the Office of Special Counsel
and the ongoing investigation by the Office of Inspector General:

On July 27, 2007, I received a phone call in Mr. Michael
Moriarty, Safety Specialists office from Ms. Jacqueline Rucker,
Unit Manager. Ms. Rucker stated, “I was speaking with Warden
Winn about the repairs to the third bunk in the inmate cells,
which he told me that there was some type of problem.” I asked,
what type of problem? Ms. Rucker replied, “Warden Winn said
there is something wrong about you signing a hot work permit.” I
then asked, what problem are you talking about? Ms. Rucker
replied, “Warden Winn said that you were not going to sign the
hot work permit because of air ventilation concerns.” I replied,

(1)
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Yes, I have some concerns. I then mentioned, I am earring on the
caution side, because if I sign the hot work permit to allow

the work to be completed, I am afraid that an inmate will be
assigned to the bunk immediately, which I am not sure that there
is enough air flow coming through the vent for each inmate
assigned to the cell. Ms. Rucker then stated, “You know Warden
Winn seems to be very upset with you, because we have inmates
needing to be assigned to these cells.” I replied, I recommended
to Warden Winn and Mr. Roy, that we should look at temporarily
re-opening the bay rooms for inmate over crowding.” Ms. Rucker
then stated, “I even suggested the same thing to Warden Winn

and Mr. Roy.”

I then mentioned, Mr. Roy asked me to go ahead and sign the hot
work permit, then write in the comment area, it is my strong
recommendation that no inmate be assigned to the three inmate
cells until an air ventilation flow test can be conducted. I
also mentioned, that Mr. Roy stated, “this way the work can
continue, which Warden Winn can accept your recommendation or
not.” Ms. Rucker then stated, “Your concern doesn’t seem to be
the hot work permit, you seem more concerned about the inmates
getting enough air into their cells.” I replied, Yes, when the
cell is secured at night each inmate competes for the air flowing
into the cell, which if we assign an inmate with respiratory or
heart problems with not enough air being circulated into the
cell, it could cause the inmates lungs and heart to work harder,
which could cause an inmate to fall out or even die.” Ms. Rucker
then stated, “Now I can see why you are concerned.” I then
asked, do you understand that if something goes wrong, you and I
will be held accountable, which the Warden Winn will forget about
everything his told you? Ms. Rucker replied, “Yes, your probably
right about that.”

Ms. Rucker then stated. “I don’t like being put in the middle.”
I asked, who’s putting you in the middle of what? Ms. Rucker
replied, “Warden Winn told me to tell you something.” I asked,
what did Warden Winn direct you to tell me? Ms. Rucker again
stated, “I don’t like being put in the middle, Leroy.” I then
mentioned, it’s too late, you called me, I didn’t call you.

Ms. Rucker then stated, “Warden Winn direct me to tell you, that
if you don’t sign the hot work permit, he will right you up for
not doing your job.” I then asked, will you please repeat what
Warden Winn direct you to tell me? Ms. Rucker then stated,
“Warden Winn said he will right you up for not doing your job if
you don’t sign the hot work permit.”

I touched Mr. Moriarty on the back to get his attention to lesson
to my question to Ms. Rucker. I then asked, you’re telling me
that if I don’t sign the hot work permit, Warden Winn will right
me up for not doing my job? Ms. Rucker replied, “Yes.” I then
asked, are you sure Warden Winn direct you to tell me that?

Ms. Rucker again replied, “Yes, that’s what Warden Winn told me.”

(2)



I then asked, you are aware that these comments to me are
threatening, intimidating, and demeaning? Ms. Rucker replied,
“I am only telling you what Warden Winn told me to say.” I
also asked, you are aware Warden Winn will deny everything?

Ms. Rucker replied, “Yes, that’s why I didn’t want to tell you
anything I then mentioned, Warden Winn used you to get to me,
which is very unprofessional.

I then mentioned, I already told Mr. Roy that I would sign the
hot work permit, which I will add my recommendations as well. I
also mentioned, it seems that Mr. Roy and Warden Winn are not
talking to each other or both Wardens’ are continuing to cause a
hostile work environment for me to work in. Ms. Rucker stated,
“I don’t know what to tell you.” I then mentioned, that I will
call Mr. Roy and tell him what you have brought to my attention,
I will not mention your name to protect you from any back lash or
intimidation tactics from Warden Winn. Ms. Rucker replied,
“Thank you.” I then asked, I want to make sure that I am clear
about what you told me before I speak with Mr. Roy, Warden Winn
directed you to tell me that if I don’t sign the hot work permit,
he will right me up for not doing my job? Ms. Rucker replied,
“Yes, that’s what Warden Winn told me to tell you.”

I immediately called Mr. Roy in his office. I asked, are you
aware that Warden Winn wants to write me up for not d01ng my job°
Mr. Roy replied, “I am not sure what you are talking about.” I
then mentioned, I received a phone call from another department
head telling me that Warden Winn directed this person to tell me
that if I don’t sign the hot work permit he will write me up for
not doing my job. Mr. Roy then stated, “Warden Winn has not told
me anything like that.” Mr. Roy then asked, “Who told you this?”
I replied, “I am not going to tell you who told me to ensure

this person won’t be retaliated or intimidated by Warden Winn,
before I speak with the Regional Director. Mr. Roy asked, “Did
you ask Warden Winn if he made the comment or not?” I replied,
No, I called you first. Mr. Roy then stated, “You might want to
talk to Warden Winn and find out for yourself.” I replied, you
know Warden Winn will deny he ever made the threatening,
intimidating and demeaning comments and he will especially deny
that he directed the department head to tell me (Ms. Rucker).

Mr. Roy then asked, “Do you want me to talk to Warden Winn?” I
replied, No, I will call to speak with the Regional Director
about this. Mr. Roy replied, “You have the right to call the
Regional Director.” I then asked, why does the threats of
reprisal and intimidation needs to continue by Warden Winn and
doesn’t the Executive staff do anything about? Mr. Roy replied,
“I don’t have an answer for you.”

I called to speak with the Regional Director, which I was
informed that he was busy and I could speak with Ms. Gill.

I took Ms. Gill’s advise to have Mr. Roy set up a meeting with
Warden Winn to discuss my concerns, before taking any further
action. (See Attachment #1)

(3)



I called Ms. Rucker shortly after speaking with Ms. Gill. I
mentioned, that I had called to speak with the Regional Director
about Warden Winn’s threatening and intimidating comments.

Ms. Rucker stated, “I know you spoke with the Regional Director
and you gave my name to the Regional Director.” I replied, I
don’t understand what you are talking about. Ms. Rucker stated,
“Warden Winn called me, he told me that he just got of the phone
with the Regional Director, which the Regional Director told
Warden Winn about your conversation with him and that you
mentioned my name during the conversation.” I then mentioned,
that Warden Winn is not telling you the truth, I did not speak
with the Regional Director because he was to busy, I spoke with
Ms. Gill, Assistant Deputy Regional Director. I also mentioned,
that I never discussed your name with Ms. Gill or Mr. Roy.

Ms. Rucker then stated, “Warden Winn asked, what did you tell

Mr. Smith and you better think about how you’re going to
respond.” I mentioned, this is why I promised not to mention
your name to anyone, because I didn’t want you to be subjected to
threats or intimidation by Warden Winn or any of the Executive
staff. Ms. Rucker then stated, “I told Warden Winn his
conversation with me about the hot work permit, inmate bunking,
and that he said he was going to write you up for not doing your
job.” I mentioned, I guess the truth hurts, truth sets the soul
free. Ms. Rucker then stated, “Maybe Warden Winn was just
venting.” I replied, it doesn’t matter if Warden Winn was venting
or not, his comment to you or any other employee is
inappropriate, unprofessional, threatening, intimidating, and
demeaning towards me. Ms. Rucker then stated, “I hope everything
just works out for everyone’s sake.” '

I called Mr. Roy and mentioned that I did talk to Ms. Gill. I
then mentioned, that Ms. Gill recommended that I ask you to

set up a meeting with Warden Winn, which would include you and
myself. I also mentioned, Ms. Gill also felt that I could have a
representative of my own pear to be present during the meeting.
Mr. Roy replied, “I will speak with Warden Winn and get back with
you.” I replied, thank you, because I would like to resolve this
at the institution level.

I then went to speak to Warden Chavez in his office. I
mentioned, that Warden Winn had made threatening, intimidating,
and demeaning comments towards me through another Department
Head. Warden Chavez asked, “What did the Department Head tell
you?” I replied, that I received a phone call by another
Department Head, which this person told me that Warden Winn
directed this person to tell me if I don’t sign the hot work
permit, which will allow the work to continue on the three bunk
inmate cells, that Warden Winn will write me up for not doing my
job. Warden Chavez asked, “Who told you this?” I replied, that
I will not mention the department heads name at this time, until
after Mr. Roy, Warden Winn and I have a meeting to discuss the
his threat of disciplinary action. Warden Chavez again asked,
“Who told you this?” I again mentioned, that I have not given
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the department heads name to Ms. Gill, Mr. Roy, nor will I give
it to him, until I speak with the Office of Special Counsel,
Office of Inspector General or the Office of Internal Affairs
only.

I then mentioned, We (Warden Chavez) have had this conversation
about Warden Winn before, which he uses staff against each other
to do his dirty work, then he claims plausible deny-ability if
things go wrong. Warden Chavez then stated, “I do recall our
conversation.” I then mentioned, Warden Winn has began to
intimidate this person as well. Warden Chavez then asked, “How
do you know this?” I replied, the department head told me, which
I informed Mr. Roy as well. Warden Chavez then asked, “How do
you know the department head is telling you the truth?” I
replied, I believe the employee because the department head has
a lot to loose, which the Executive staff at this institution
continues to make false allegations or statements all the time.
Warden Chavez then stated, “Your not telling me why you believe
the employee telling you the truth.”

I replied, that Ms. Gill and Mr. Roy was the only two that knew I
tried to speak with the Regional Director, which the Regional
Director was busy and they didn’t have enough time to inform
Warden Winn before I again spoke with the department head. I
then replied, that Warden Winn told this department head that he
(Warden Winn) just got off the phone with the Regional Director,
which they discussed my conversation with the Regional Director
and that I gave the department heads name to the Regional
Director during our conversation, per the department head

(Ms. Rucker). Warden Chavez then asked, “Your telling me

that you do believe the conversation did take place between
Warden Winn and the department head? I replied, Yes. I then
mentioned, as I said before there was not enough time between my
conversation with Mr. Roy and Ms. Gill, before I spoke with the
department head again. I also replied, that the conversation
between Warden Winn and the department head to place during my
conversation with Mr. Roy and Ms. Gill, which Warden Winn had
already began to threaten and intimidate the department head. I
finally replied, that you (Warden Chavez) need to remember, I
never spoke with the Regional Director, which Warden Winn’s
statements to the department head never took place.

After the Executive closeout meeting I spoke with Mr. Roy about
the meeting. Mr. Roy stated, “Warden Winn declined to have a
meeting with you.” I asked, did you mention to Warden Winn that
the Deputy Regional Director recommended that we have a meeting
to attempt to resolve any potential misunderstandings at the
institution level? Mr. Roy replied, “Yes, I did tell Warden Winn
that.” I then asked, was there anything else Warden Winn had to
say? Mr. Roy replied, “Yes, Warden Winn wants you to address
your concerns in writing, which he will review your memorandum
and determine if he will have a meeting with you to discuss your
concerns.” I then mentioned, that Warden Winn already knows what
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I want to speak with him about, which his request is a stall
tactic to allow him time gather information and gather himself
enough to get his statements or answers correct. Mr. Roy
replied, “I can’t speak for Warden Winn, but I am surprised he
won’t speak with you.” I then asked, if Warden Winn has nothing
to hide, then why wouldn’t Warden Winn have this meeting, instead
Warden Winn gives the appearance he did make the threat of
disciplining me for not doing my job, which again is not the
truth. Mr. Roy replied, “I don’t have an answer for you.” I
then mentioned, that Warden Winn’s actions relate back to the
ongoing reprisal, intimidation, coercion, for my whistleblower
disclosure to the Office of Special Counsel and the ongoing
Office of Inspector General Investigation, which Warden Winn has
been involved with both cases. Mr. Roy replied, “I don’'t know
what to tell you.” I then asked, if Warden Winn won’t talk to
me, then what should I do? Mr. Roy replied, “I don’t know, it’s
Warden Winn’s choice to speak with you or not.” I then asked,
should I put my allegations in writing to the Director, Regional
Director, or Warden Chavez? Mr. Roy replied, “The choice is
yours, I can’t make the decision for you.” I then mentioned,
that I will take my time and think everything through before I
make my final decision to go forward or not. Mr. Roy again
stated, “Like I said, I can’t make the decision for you.”

Finally, I went back later to speak with Mr. Roy and Warden
Chavez about the incident. I asked Mr. Roy, did you tell Warden
Winn that I was going to speak with the Regional Director?

Mr. Roy replied, “Yes, I told Warden-Winn that you where going to
contact the Regional Director.” I then asked, did you tell
Warden Winn why I was going to speak with the Regional Director?
Mr. Roy replied, “Yes, I did, Why.” I also asked, why would

you tell Warden Winn of our conversation, especially when my
allegation of Executive staff misconduct was against him?

Mr. Roy replied, “Warden Winn is my immediate supervisor, I am
obligated to tell him.” I then asked, did you inform Warden
Chavez or any other Executive staff that you deemed appropriate
as well? Mr. Roy replied, “No, I didn't.” I then asked, so you
only reported my allegation of threats, intimidation, and
demeaning comments to Warden Winn, which the allegations of
Executive staff misconduct was against him? Mr. Roy replied,
“Yes, like I said Warden Winn is my immediate supervisor.” I
then asked, You did not think that by informing Warden Winn and
nobody else that he would not take any action to interfere,
threaten, intimidate, or demean me or especially the department
head that Warden Winn directed to threaten me with disciplinary
action? Mr. Roy replied, “No, I would expect Warden Winn to
conduct himself professionally.” I replied, that’s like telling
a thief that two families on your block will be on wvacation for
two weeks and expect him not to burglarize the homes. Mr. Roy
again replied, “Like is said, I would expect Warden Winn to
conduct himself professionally.” I then mentioned, You don’t
seem to care about the confidentiality of an employees right to
report and you don’t seem to care for the safety and welfare of
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the department head nor myself by not reporting my allegation to
Warden Chavez, Regional Director, or Director. Mr. Roy replied,
“That’s you opinion.” I then mentioned, that maybe my opinion,
but Warden Winn has already began to threaten and intimidate the
department head I spoke with you about. Mr. Roy replied, “Again,
that’s your opinion.”

I then spoke with Warden Chavez. I asked, did Mr. Roy tell you
about my allegation against Warden Winn? Warden Chavez replied,
“No, I have not spoken with Mr. Roy or Warden Winn, since our
conversation.” I then mentioned, Mr. Roy admitted that he told
Warden Winn that I was going to speak with the Regional Director
about his inappropriate actions. Warden Chavez asked, “Mr. Roy
told you that he spoke with Warden Winn about your conversation
with him (Mr. Roy)?” I replied, “yes.” I then asked, why would
Mr. Roy not tell you about Warden Winn’s inappropriate action
towards me? Warden Chavez replied, “I can’t speak for Mr. Roy,
but I will speak with him.” I then asked, why does the Executive
staff have such a problem in reporting official allegations of
executive staff misconduct? Warden Chavez replied, “I don’t
understand what you mean.” I then asked, do you want me to put
my allegation of Executive staff misconduct against Warden Winn
in writing to you? Warden Chavez didn’t reply. Warden Chavez
then stated, “I need to use the restroom, he then mentioned I
need to head home, my family and I are going to New Mexico this
weekend. I then asked, Warden Chavez, I guess our conversation
is over with? Warden Chavez replied, “I do need to get on the
road with my family, they have been waiting on me.” I replied,
you where the one who called to see me in your office at 3:55
p.m, which it is 4:35 p.m., now. I then mentioned, you and your
family have a safe trip. Warden Chavez replied, “Thank you.”

If there are any questions pertaining to this matter, please do
not hesitate let me know.

cc: Harley Lappin, Director Bureau of Prisons
Robert McFadden, Regional Director
Mary Dryovage, Attorney
Jeff Ruch, PEER

SBU ~ Sensitive But Unclassified
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April 4, 2007

Mr. Leroy Smith, Safety Manager
Federal Bureau of Prisons

Federal Correctional Complex - Tucson
8901 S. Wilmot Road

Tucson, AZ 85706

Subject: Noise, Light, and Ventilation Survey
Federal Correctional Complex - Tucson

Dear Mr. Smith:

Science Applications International' Corporation (SAIC) is pleased to submit the Noise,
Light, and Ventilation Survey Report for the Federal Correctional Complex (FCC) located in
Tucson, Arizona. The survey was conducted on March 8, 2007.

BACKGROUND

SAIC conducted the subject survey at FCC Tucson and assessed American Correctional
Association (ACA) Standards for light, noise, and ventilation were assessed in housing units,
food service dining areas, and officer’s stations as applicable. All readings collected during the
March 2007 site visit were within the ACA standards.

METHODOLOGY

Levels of illumination were measured using a Sper Scientific Light Meter, Model 840020
(Serial Number 027887). Noise levels were determined using a Casella-CEL Model CEL-254
Sound Level Meter (Serial Number 2/11225138).% Ventilation data was collected using a
TSI Incorporated, AccuBalance Ajr Capture Hood, Model 8371 (Serial Number 01050464). K

The ACA Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions, 4* Edition, requires the following:

» Lighting in inmate rooms/cells is at least 20 footcandles at desk level (i.e., reading)
and in personal grooming areas.

e Noise levels in inmate housing units do not exceed 70 dBA (decibels, A-Weighted)
in daytime and 45 dBA at night (collected durmg the evening shift between the
hours of 4:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m.).

3{’0 Air circulation is at least 15 cubic feet of outside or recirculated filtered air per

minute per occupant for cells/rooms, officer’s stations, and dining areas with a
minimum of 5 cubic feet per minute (cfm) of outside air per person.,

Science Applications interational
4242 East Piedras Drive, Suite 200, San Antonio, Texas 78228-1253 e (210} 731-2200 ¢ (210} 731-2299
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Representative sampling was conducted in each housing unit located at FCC Tucson.
Housing units consists of an A & B side comprised of two levels and three sides. The Special
Housing Units consist of two levels and two sides for all ranges. All cells are designed for two
inmates, excluding handicapped cells which are designed for one inmate.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Light, Noise, and Ventilation

Light levels at desks and personal grooming areas meet the ACA requirement of
20 footcandles. However, it should be noted that light fixture covers in most of the cells visited
during the survey restrict lighting to below the 20 footcandle requirement. When the covers are
removed, lighting adequately meets the ACA requirement. FCC Tucson staff indicated that the
light covers will be removed. Measurements reflected in this survey are representative of this
practice. It is further recommended that the fluorescent tubes be placed inside clear protective
plastic sleeves to protect staff and inmates from injury associated with breakage of the glass
bulb.

Noise levels in housing units did not exceed 70 dBA during the day or 45dBA at night. The
purpose of the noise standard is to assure that housing areas do not have uncontrollable,
excessive noise sources in close proximity such as turbulent air vents/grills, noisy pipes, fans, or
mechanical rooms.

Ventilation rates exceeded the ACA minimum of 15 cfm of air and 5 cfm of outside air per
person in all assessed areas. Measured airflows in inmate areas ranged from 130.0 to 290.0 cfm.
ACA Standards require that “in no case should the outdoor air quality be less than 5 cubic feet
per minute per person.” Assuming the ACA minimum airflow is supplied (15 cfin per person),
the outside air mixture would have to be 33.3% to achieve the standard requirement. For
airflows measured during the survey, outside air mixtures would range would have to from 1.7%
to 3.8% to supply the ACA reqmrcd outdoor air. Facilities staff at FCC Tucson reported the
minimum outside air mixture is set at 20%.

Summary tables providing data collected during the light, noise, and Qentilation survey are
presented in Tables I through 3 at the end of this report.

LIMITATIONS

This report was prepared by SAIC for the exclusive use of FCC Tucson in evaluating the
lighting, noise, and ventilation levels and may not be distributed to or relied upon by any other
party without SAIC’s prior written consent. SAIC performed this assessment at FCC Tucson’s
direction and within the defined budget for this effort; therefore, the results may not adequately
characterize exposures or conditions differing from those present at the time of the assessment.
The results are valid only for the conditions that existed at the specific sampling locations at the
time the samples were collected and do not represent the exposures in unsampled locations or
operations at the facility. Given these limitations, SAIC may not have identified adverse
conditions that potentially impact employee health and safety. Sample results, conclusions, and
opinions were formed based on conditions at the time of the assessment which may not be
representative of the manner in which current or past business practices arc/were conducted, and
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Tabie 1 - Noise, Light, Ventilation Survey Results
Federal Correctional Institution .
Noise Lighting
Location (dBA) Venff:;ﬁon (footcandies)
Day Night (cfm) Grooming  Reading
Saguaro Housing Unit
Cell 101 64.4 44.1 201.0 34.3 30.1
:i(; Cell 112 58.7 404 186.0 212 254
Cell 209 63.9 39.5 140.0 2L.9 233
Cell 223 60.2 2.6 180.0 323 274
Officer’s Station - - 147.0 - -
Special Housing Unit
Cell A-5 558 41.0 217.0 21T 247
Cell B-2 584 4.2 246.0 259" 219
* Celi C-1 57.1 429 290.0 26.8' 252
Cell D-3 67.2 . 432 2240 324! 21.2
Officer’s Station - - 318.0 - -
, FCI
K _Food Service Dining Area - - 259 - .
“” No measurement taken
*Measured in shower

? Dining area capacity is 264 inmates (18 diffusers measured at 380 ¢fm)
“*<* No measurement taken

Table 2 - Noise, Light, Ventilation Survey Results

United States Penitentiary
Noise Lighting
Location (dBA) Vel(:;ll:;lon (footcandles)
Day Night Grooming Reading
Unit 1B, Cell 104 56.4 43.8 130.0 322 46.2
Unit 1B, Cell 116 55.9 41.3 147.0 349 51.8
g Unit 1B, Cell 125 56.2 409 158.0 307 78.4
Unit 1B, Cell 132 59.2 39.2 142.0 421 85.5
Unit 1B, Cell 201 67.3 437 138.0 454 44.0
Unit IB, Cell 208 ) 66.3 44.2 155.0 293 57.2
Unit 1B, Cell 216 55.4 39.7 162.0 34.7 376
Unit 1B, Cell 232 62.1 402 174.0 49.2 539
Food Service Dining Area - - 75.8 - -
Officer’s Station - - 180.0 - -

“.” No measurement taken
! Dining area capacity is 76 inmates (12 diffusers measured at 480 cfm)
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Table 3 — Nolse, Light, Ventllation Survey Results
Satellite Prison Camp
Noise Lighting
Location (dBA) Ven‘;ﬁflation (footcandles)
Day Night ©fm) T Grooming  Reading
House A
Southeast desk 59.4 40.2 290.0 - 494
Southeast corner 60.7 43.1 - - 21.1
Northeast corner 62.4 38.7 - - 234
North center - - - - 21.7
Northwest comer - - - - 354
West center - - - - 30.9
Center - - - 254
East center - - - 233
South center - - - - 20,9
Center - - - 25.2
Southeast corner - - - - 304
Restroom - - - 212 -
Food Service Dining Area - - 234.0 - -
Officer’s Station - - 344.0 - -

“.” No measurement taken

may not reflect conditions which may have changed since the time of the assessment. Any
attempt by FCC Tucson to apply the results of the assessment to conditions other than to those
that specifically existed at the time of the assessment shall be at FCC Tucson’s sole risk.

SAIC warrants only that project activities under this contract were performed within the
scope of the assignment that SAIC and FCC Tucson have mutually agreed on and that SAIC has
been tasked by FCC Tucson to analyze, with that degree of skill and judgment normally
exercised by recognized professional firms performing services of a similar nature. SAIC
specifically disclaims and client hereby waives any express or implied standards, guarantees, or
warranties, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular
purpose, custom or usage, or otherwise as to any goods or services that are the subject of this
contract.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist the Federal Bureau of Prisons and FCC Tucson on
this project. Please call if you have any questions regarding this submittal. You may reach me at
(210) 731-2217.

Sincerely,
SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

h/“/r Wl

Kent R. Wells
Project Manager



February 21, 2008

Mr. Leroy Smith, Safety Manager
Federal Bureau of Prisons

Federal Correctional Complex - Tucson
9300 South Wilmot Road

Tucson, AZ 85706

Subject: Light and Ventilation Survey
Federal Correctional Institution — Tucson

Dear Mr. Smith:

Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) is pleased to submit the Light and
Ventilation Survey Report for the Federal Correctional Institution (FCI) located at Federal
Correctional Complex (FCC), Tucson, Arizona. The survey was conducted on February 19 and
20, 2008.

BACKGROUND

SAIC conducted the subject survey at FCI Tucson and assessed American Correctional
Association (ACA) Standards for light, noise, and ventilation were assessed in housing units,
food service dining areas, and officer’s stations as applicable. All readings collected during the
February 2008 site visit were within the ACA standards.

METHODOLOGY

Levels of illumination were measured using a Sper Scientific Light Meter, Model 840020
(Serial Number 027887). Ventilation data was collected using a TSI Incorporated, AccuBalance
Air Capture Hood, Model 8371 (Serial Number 01050857).

The ACA Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions, 4* Edition, requires the following:

e Lighting in inmate rooms/cells is at least 20 footcandles at desk level (i.e., reading)
and in personal grooming areas.

e Air circulation is at least 15 cubic feet of outside or recirculated filtered air per
minute per occupant for cells/rooms, officer’s stations, and dining areas with a
minimum of 5 cubic feet per minute (cfm) of outside air per person.

In addition, task lighting was measured in work areas throughout FCI Tucson to determine if
lighting was adequate for the various tasks being performed. Specifically:

o Task lighting was measured at several work stations located throughout the
institution. Illumination levels were compared against the minimum requirements
presented in American National Standards Institute, Industrial Engineering Society,
‘RP7, IHlumination, 1991.

Science Applications International Corporation
4242 East Piedras Drive, Suite 200, San Antonio, Texas 78228-1253 « (210) 731-2200 « (210) 731-2299
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Light and Ventilation

Light levels at desks and personal grooming areas meet the ACA requirement of
20 footcandles for the areas depicted in Tables 1 and 2. In addition, all task lighting was
adequate for the tasks being performed.

Ventilation rates exceeded the ACA minimum of 15 cfm of air and 5 cfim of outside air per
person in all assessed areas. Measured airflows in inmate areas ranged from 112.5 to 510.0 cfm.
ACA Standards require that “in no case should the outdoor air quality be less than 5 cubic feet
per minute per person.” Assuming the ACA minimum airflow is supplied (15 cfim per person),
the outside air mixture would have to be 33.3% to achieve the standard requirement. For
airflows measured during the survey, outside air mixtures would have to range from 1.0% to
4.4% to supply the ACA required outdoor air. Facilities staff at FCI Tucson reported the
minimum outside air mixture is set at 20%.

Summary tables providing data collected during the light and ventilation survey are
presented in Tables 1 and 2 at the end of this report.

It is important to note that areas in the Special Housing Unit, specific to light levels for both
grooming and reading were below the ACA requirement of 20 footcandles. Specifically, Cell
015 was measured at 13 footcandles for grooming and 11 footcandles in reading areas. Also,
Cell 025 was measured at 8 footcandles for grooming and 7 footcandles in reading areas. Also,
in Yucca South, several housing units did not comply with the ACA requirement due to dim
bulbs, or no reading lights in reading areas.

LIMITATIONS

This report was prepared by SAIC for the exclusive use of FCI Tucson in evaluating the
noise, light, and ventilation levels and may not be distributed to or relied upon by any other party
without SAIC’s prior written consent. SAIC performed this assessment at FCI Tucson’s
direction and within the defined budget for this effort; therefore, the results may not adequately
characterize exposures or conditions differing from those present at the time of the assessment.
The results are valid only for the conditions that existed at the specific sampling locations at the
time the samples were collected and do not represent the exposures in unsampled locations or
operations at the facility. Given these limitations, SAIC may not have identified adverse
conditions that potentially impact employee health and safety. Sample results, conclusions, and
opinions were formed based on conditions at the time of the assessment which may not be
representative of the manner in which current or past business practices are/were conducted, and
may not reflect conditions which may have changed since the time of the assessment. Any
attempt by FCI Tucson to apply the results of the assessment to conditions other than to those
that specifically existed at the time of the assessment shall be at FCI Tucson’s sole risk.
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Table 1 - Light and Ventilation Survey Results

Federal Correctional Institution

Location Ventilation

Lighting
(footcandles)

Gruoming Reading_

Yucca Housing Unit (North}
Cell 101 435.0 24.7 216
Cell 108 4200 304 208
Cell 121 440.0 28 2.6
Cell 215 470.0 32 214
Cell 224 4100 21 28
Officer’s Station 4330 - -
Yucca Housing Unit {South)

Cell 103 3100 217 -
Cell 113 3800 206 -
Cell 121 4700 22 -
Cell 201 4250 233 -
Cell 212 3830 29.0 -
Cell 220 4150 219

Reading Area - - 30.5
Officer’s Station 305.0 - -

Palo Verde Housing Unit
Cell 108 1849 - 37.0
Cell 111 1849 - 338
Cell 114 11235 - 360
Cell 123 1125 - 385
Restroom - 418 -
Officer’s Station 3250 - -
Mesquite Housing Unit (North)

Cell 105 390.0 328 338
Cell 110 5000 252 218
Cell 116 460.0 21 242
Cell 202 3600 256 227
Cell 207 3800 251 271
Cell 212 4700 257 272
Officer’s Station 640.0 - -

“.” No measurement taken
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Thank you for the opportunity to assist the Federal Bureau of Prisons and FCC Tucson on
this project. Please call if you have any questions regarding this submittal. You may reach me at
(210) 731-2217.

Sincerely,

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

KM’ Wkl

Kent R. Wells
Project Manager



U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prisons

Federal Correctional Institution

Office of The Safety Department Tucson, Arizona 85706

May 17, 2006
MEMORANDUM FOR KEITH ROY, fCTING ASSOCIATE WARDEN OF UNICOR

FROM:

SUBJECT : Notification of Monitoring

It has been brought to the Safety Departments attention, that
staff who received personal air sampling and wipe sampling during
the OSHA Inspectors periodic inspection have not been notified of
their results verbally or in writing. Also, the inmate workers
at the UNICOR Factory and UNICOR Warehouse have not been notified
verbally or in writing of the air sampling nor wipe sampling
results conducted in their affected areas. I recommend UNICOR
provide to each staff and inmate workers writing the test results
to comply with Executive Order 12196, OSHA 29 CFR 1910.1025, Lead
and 29 CFR 1910.1025, Cadmium Standards, and Bureau Policy.

If I can provide any further assmstance, please do not hesitate
to let me know.

cc: Ricado E. Chavez, Warden
Carolyn A. Sabol, Warden
Joe Salazar, Executive Assistant
Daryl Clifton, Production Controller
Ramon Cuestes, Safety Manager



U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Prisons

Office of The Safety Department ) Federal Comrectional Complex
Tucson, Arizona 85706

July 28, 2009

MEMORANDUM TO UIS W. WINN JR., WARDEN

¥

FROM: SeXoyfA. ‘Smith ., Complex Safety Manager
SUBJECT: Mold Update #2

In addition to the mold update provided on July 27, 2009, the
Safety Department has reviewed the Mold Plan of Action ~ Follow-
up dated May 6, 2009. It was requested that we loock at all
documentation, including corrective measures. After reviewing
this document, I am providing you the following additional
information for review:

The July 30, 2008, report identified the following mold béing
present:

1. Safety office one air vent (Safety Manager) - wipe sample
11, 000 spores and air sample 417 spores.

A. Cleaning was conducted six (6) months later with some
of the highest mold counts that had been previously
tested.

B. Wipe sampling was again conducted on March 5, 2008,
which still identified continued mold growth.

C. Air sampling was not conducted on March 5, 2009, to

determine the level of airborne mold spores since the
last testing.

D. The roof began to be replaced in June 2008, which has
been completed.
E. Additional cleaning needs to be conducted. Also, the

cleaning will determine if the role type duct work can
be properly cleaned.



2.

F. Additional ambient (outside) and indoor air sampling
needs to be conducted to determine the effectiveness of
the vent cleaning and airborne mold concentrations.

G. Additional wipe sampling needs to be conducted to
determine the effectiveness of the vent cleaning and to
stay consistent with previous testing.

H. Cleaning was conducted seven months after initial
notification, testing and recommendations by AES on
July 30, 2008.

I. This project has been delayed for over one {(1l) vyear,
which allows further mold exposure that should be
eventually abated.

The March 5, 2009, report showed the initial cleaning was
not effective.

The September 27, 2006, thru March 31, 2009, reports identified
following mold being present:

1.

None of the reports identify any air or wipe sampling being

conducted in the Yucca Unit Laundry area, which conflicts
with the information on the Mold Plan of Action - Follow-up
report dated May 6, 2009.

A. Wipe sampling has not been conducted since initial
notification and cleaning for eight (8) months to
determine the effectiveness.

B. This project has been delayed for over one (8) months,
which allows further mold exposure that should be
eventually abated.

The October 6, 2008, report identified the following mold being
present:

1.

Carpentry Shop - the wipe sample taken showed a very high
level at 80,000 spores of Pennicillium/Aspergillums and the
alr sample taken showed a very high level at 4,700 spores of
Cladosporium.

A. The March 31, 2009, report again identified the
following mold being present: The test results have
not been correctly annotated on the Mold Plan of Action
- Follow-up report dated May 6, 2009:

1. Penicillium/Aspergillus group {(Mold Growth).

2. Other comments - A few bacteria-like organisms
detected (Bacteria Growth).
3. Cleaning was conducted four (4) months after the

initial notification, testing and recommendation
provided by AES.

4. Ailr sampling has not been conducted to determine
the concentration of airborne mold spores after the



cleaning to stay consistent with the initial
testing.

5. Additional cleaning needs to be conducted.

6. Additional ambient air and indoor sampling will
need to conducted to determined the effectiveness
of the cleaning and to stay consistent with
previous testing.

7. Additional wipe sampling will need to be conducted
to determine the effectiveness of the cleaning and
to stay consistent with previous testing.

8. This project has been delayed for over one (1)
year, which allows further mold exposure that
should be eventually abated.

The March 31, 2009, report identified the following mold being
present:

1. Maintenance Office vent - Cladosporium species (Mold
Growth), which this is not currently identified on the Mold
Plan of Action - Follow-up report dated May 6, 2009.

A. Additional cleaning will need to be conducted.

B. Additional air and wipe sampling will need to be
conducted to determine the effectiveness of the
cleaning and to stay consistent with previous testing.

This is additional information needing to be added to the Mold
Plan of Action - Follow-up report. If there are any questions or
concerns, please do not hesitate to let me know.

cc: McClintock, AW
Hollembeak, AW
Marchetti, Facilities Manager
Cobb, General Foreman
Schickel, General Foreman
Local Union



1. The two wipe samples showed that some Basidiospores (in
Warden Office carpet) and Penicillium Aspergillus (in the
Business Office Storage Room) spores are present, but in
relatively low concentrations. The mold levels in the
storage room are still concerning us.

2. However, presence of Penicillium Aspergillus in the Business
Office Storage Room walls and carpet were still our concern.
We recommend more samples should be taken from the air
registers and walls in the related 14 Business Office areas,
before us being able to conclude the presence or absence of
the molds.

A. The latest report dated May 18, 2009, identified that
wipes samples were conducted for the USP Safety Offices
and the Administrative Controller’s office area.

B. To date there are no reports to review that identifies
any additional sampling had been conducted for the
following areas - 1. Warden’s carpet, 2. Business
Office storage area and 3. Fourteen (14) Business
Office walls (inner walls).

The March 05, 2009, report identified the following areas with
mold:

1. Safety Tech, Safety Manager and CMS Office vents -
Cladosporium species (Mold Growth), which would require the
vent ducts to be cleaned and retested.

The March 31, 2009, report identified the following areas with
mold:

1. Maintenance Office vent - Cladosporium species (Mold
Growth), which would require the vent ducts to be cleaned
and retested. This is not reflected on the Mold Plan of
Action follow-up report dated May 6, 2009.

2. Carpentry Shop vent -~ Penicillium/Aspergillus group
(Mold and Bacteria Growth) Other comments - A few bacteria-
like organisms detected, which would reguire the vents to be
cleaned. This is not reflected on the Mold Plan of Action
follow-up report dated May 6, 2009.

This is additional information needing to be added to the Mold
Plan of Action. If there are any gquestions or concerns, please
do not hesitate to let me know. :

cc: McClintock, AW
Hollembeak, AW
Marchetti, Facilities Manager
Cobb, General Foreman



