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SYNOPSIS

I

NOTFOR P C DISCLOSURE WTHOU PROVAL OF 

FIELD OFFICE DIRE OF INVESTIG ONS, REGION II 

Case No. 2-1998-01417

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations, initiated this 

investi ation on April 29, 1998, to determine whether 0 ". -
anager at the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant threatened to fire individuals who 

brought safety concerns to the NRC, and if these actions caused a chilling effect and a hostile 

working environment within 

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegations that the manager's 

actions caused a hostile working environment were unsubstantiated.  
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations 

Allegation: Alleged Harassment and Intimidation for Raising Safety Concerns 

10 CFR § 50.5: Deliberate misconduct 

10 CFR § 50.7: Employee protection 

Purpose of Investigation 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Region H.l(RI), Office of Investigations (01), 

initiated this investigation on Apri 29,"1998, to determine whethee , I ,, 
anager ht the Carolina Power and Light 

Company's ( L) Brunswick Steam E lectrifP1 t (Brunswick), threatened to fire individuals 

who brought safety concerns to the NRC, and im ctions created a chilling effect and a hostile 

working environment in the lx.hlE).  

Background 

On April 7, 19 98 ?ftB-u s Brunswick, provided inform .ation to 

NRC Resident InspectorEva A. BROWN. •iege d ~ad made 

comments that individuals who brought safety concerns to the NPIC would be fired, if identified/\./ 

1"m• I 1 o"rted personnel-actions had been taken against severa1 nlomefes'for--.  

ing sety concerns to the NRC and a hostile working environment existed within the 

O®nA 16, 1998, the RII Allegation Review Board met and reviewed the 

"#legations agai•, 

Interview of Alleger 

as interviewed by 01 on June 9, 1998 (Exhibit 2).mp *,reported 

ployee, had told iad other employees he had heard 

tat ould fire anyone ound goihg to the NRC with safety concerns.  "The statemen _s legedyqaedrt&ýnqigmqn attended • 

•-•1:-,S ;.,,.io,• edl w been 

moved or disciplinedfor providing information to the NRC.  
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Review of Documentation

11, 1998, Rose KENYON, CP&L Attorney, agreen to proviae ouui ,,, 
- . ggrdin A review oi 

n--its disclos edIeceived a on 

as o an-ual' 4grmance appraisal dated t-arch 23, 1999 
In Communications and Human Resource Management. In 

jeTfllowin z lating tere received and

,I c

i

Copies of the above% h&C provided as Exhibits 3-10.
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Evidence 

j followiindividuals were interviewed regardin I~llegations that 
created a chilling effect within ranch by making statement* 

would fire individuals found to be reporting safety concerns to the NRC, had taken adverse 

action against employees that had provided information to the NRC, and had created a hostile
working environment:" 

Interview 11) 

On June , 199 was interviewed. al. m late.1997, 

statin jiad mae a statene~ t irin& ~~n who provided 
information'to the t4RC (Exhibit 11, pp. 4-5) aidaimed he heard 

Iaake the statment a •attnde bee nded 
rovided information th a/mployee, was present w.en 

W ibnade the statement.

Interview o EExhibit 12)

'- ''OniJun'e9, 
early 19984 
According tc 
"reportingeco

ititerviewedA"lWalled that during late 1997 or 
Umety ofitk t a concern reported to the NRC.  

1 aimetatI e would- fire the person 
hitUbit 12 74)l.. ...... ..... .. . . .

Interview of• M Exhibit 13) 

On June 9, 1998,4 as interviewed. ing told by on 

approximately three separate occasions thal lhad said lkne, who had 

provided information to the NRC4would ire the individual (Exblbib !3 1 p. 5).

i details of an incident which occurred dunn According t l, 
repared a CR and provided a copy of the report to NRC_ Resident Insp r, 
auently,

providingf id•t 
had decl " l-ncc 

- . ... ...st~opp~ed wvriting C
tated he

NOT FOR ICDISCLOSURE OUT APPROVAL OF 
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eported he had a result 

f ng safety concerns, but did not wish to claim adverse action (Exhibit 13, p. 19).  

xCplaiffed he has not ieciveld a i rformance evaluation and when'he asked why he 

was being moved, his direct supervisor,4" 
advised the move was not based or kerformance-

Interview oxh'bit 14)

On June 10, 1998, 9 8"as interviewed.= 
reported he had pro iiiform n to the NR the padt and subsequently given 

U•n his performance evaluation and moved (E xhibit 14, p. 9 1 
ex was s to be moved from 

as in ut it, was not a Howeverfo und
cause, sition in

-fie did not want to claim

revealed li w riags ~ 
n 

"nmiiate the authors of CRs (Exhibit 14, pp. 29-3 rther claimed the severity 

level of CRs were being changed after submission (Exhibit 14, pp. 34-35).  

a�mIi-umshed details of a statement allegedly made b involving firing 
individuaT reporting safety concerns to the NRC (Exhib 14 a. -40)the 

--- NRC had•dnnd-titred An"i ii•dfi ing, late rl 
tip ins ctor to ook at s ific . laimed he was-returning to his office 

di I ai ew wh provided inforqu tW the NRC 
dditionallyj ing told by at he hdheard 

ia-nake similar staements. ndicated he was willing to take a 

polygraph examination to prove his truthfulness in aving made the above 

statement.

N

On June 10, 1998, 8 M N 

"meeting wi A 
claimed I'er heard 

. . .. . infomationo•t'o NlRC: told 

comment was made (Exhibit 15, p. 6)

Case No.

NRC 

reporting.  

nn with
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several othe0Imployees, but never claimed to have heard it first hand.1 laimed 
botthe..statemen u.  he was later interviewed by kbo•l• theltatmln " "ri 

alled reporting he did not hear,.  
make the statement and no further explanation was requested or offered.

Interview ofll xhibit 16) 

O 10,1'998, as interviewed• jz laimed he never heard y 
Skea statement about firing anyone and he never told anyone 

se he had heard such a statement (Exhibit .16, p. 5).  

Interview oExhibit 17)

Ic",

-nbtibed-he had never heardl) •7i 'abit firifig anyrine for ..'] C, 
reporting safety concerns (Exhibit Ip.8).

Interview AL••m t bit' 18)

On June 
never hear ake a statement conc 
concerns, butad heard it second hq-nd (Exhibit 18, p., 
had never taken adverse action against him for writing 
poor corrective action on a CR (Exhibit 18, p. 5).

I1C'.

rovided details of an incident that occurred in November 1997 where a CR was not 
written and someone repo fact to the NRC. Afterwards, the NRC investi 
incident and fined CP&L.- xplained " Rs were not written 
would AeUA" tbe!=

•A•statearnt 

went to the NRC some type

NOT FOR P1 DISCLOSURE WITHO~ APPROVAL OF 
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of action would be taken (Exhibit 18, pp. 14-15). However, after referring to his notes, he 

testifie ta e ent was that the issue brought to the NRC was a malicious 

and rsonal attack against as full of liars, and the incident was an attempt to get rid 

" d'vised he quit CP&L on his own accord and was not claiming adverse action 
((xiit-18, p; 14).

w
Interview ' 'xhbit 19)

0rwas interviewed concerning 
rted he-had applied for a position 

kige had a Wn with 
sition. According to T• 

ýrg *zation did not tusiand were going 
ýinw9rganization (Exhibit 19, p. 7).

14 rorme as stewea 

,oerjob t 19, pit

rganization by going fhind 
shared w" In 

wv: ld find *another

4indivi d!ual 
hostile wo 
recentlyej

infn•aenti 
S ififormiff(

reporte adea additional statement about an unidentified 

whom he assumed wvvised an investigation to determine if a 

rking environment existe or tndiyiduals providing s•ty concerns-to the-NRC had 
eed anLe t an individual withinm rgahizatiO ed the 

~tettemebnQ, ý,x=theý 
cnever get over it. Therefore, .hebest thing the individual g the 

in NRC could do is get another job (Ex-hiTirt- 11).
. -. .
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*Uj ')eported he had been contacted by an attorney for CP&L during July 1998(and C 
explained he had reported the above information to NRC 01) 

Interview of" M ýExhibit 20) 

August 13,4998, additional information identifying his move fro"'ý 
to rn, mished documents detailing conversations hIrad with 

.onceming his move, along with job action auizations 
fronieP&L-I-uman Resources-(HR).'-' 

fflaifnied he askedhy hewas being moved and was not given en answer.  
added he tolc4 hthought it was retaliatio 

He .Istated he was asked b o wait until 
l ouldbe tedp uestioned about move. Sg nfly, • I "

Interview oExhibit 21) 

wnElfteri he d 
wa -d the results given to e plant general mranager. Afterwards, the 

manager with responsibility over the area of concern has to re to the recommendation 
.identitledb~t-ih'plaxlt generial :m-ager borempldyee concern. iPd--o"ie l'm- p1oyees...  
m a rceived the ECP was not working because corrective measures to concerns involving 

id not include termination.

Several concerns relating t ee 
d~ ll~ ere dim] none of te investigations 

However, he noted investigatio 
empoyees we d other 

sources were being utilized. ntified the number of CRs had dropped, ut potential 
o~s m e: d died 

th 

1a Offs in the organization were a ptime factor for employees being fearful to-wri R 

frill ~ ~ia-esult o1•. yee cocen : an •''• d other prbems wi 

NOT FOR LIC DISCLOSURE WIT APPROVAL OF 
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-Interview p , Exh xibit 22)

On September 16, 1998 as.inter•iewed.q 
0"d August 19S 

organization had been through several managers witl 
r rformers within the organization prio to 

rovided information he had written 
xplained he had given• |'- Fanswerinfl an aeg

ý ýeprtedhe became 
i.111M~icosdth J 

in the past several years and one of the

stated he did not feel._ied to stop safety concerns from being 

brought to the NRC, but tomake sure thlinformation was accurate before-reporting it 

(Exhibit 22, pp. 14-15).tm described the corrective action programs wich begins 

with the CR, but also provides a root cause analysis and corrective action . tated 

g• [minK~h te d id m~�~ ~tle, last two eleme-ts y• properly addressed'before 

iSsu e CR. I addition, some ow ssertiveness towards subordiates involved the 

quality of the CR'.: Coot causes and corrective actions (Exhibit 22, p. 15).  

m repor• v no idver'e action taken agai 

h ask for'

the emloyeerg new sk Accori t whole 

claima not moved 
d vtew t ai such (Exhibit 2 

ndicated he did a• 
recalled there being concern ovei 
was getting positive feedbacl. on 

- .. would have. been to meetareqw 

proposo.ed bM* ad .yth 4 
(Exhibit 22, p. 30)_ 
moved

~ xplained thea 
ills and was a reward* for the 
process was to be handled b 
I'ecause 

p. I 23).{re

NOT FOR ISCLOSURE WITHXT APPROVAL OF 
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the move would not have been a demotion. Jpointed out th w ent through 

a reorganization and downsizing in December 1997 at that ti ad an 
opportunity to terminate anyonew anted to. However, bported he was involved in ,.  

the %York sho dete *ning who wo re n the reorganization and he did not 

see •lI Ur yi ng to pre• M lý r 4 " ut of the organization (Exhibit 22, 
. :.... . ,-P p . 4 -4 4 ).'.'

iisaussed a quality concern rep( 
talk with JIWas discl 
not wanting *vidals to talk with was 
determine ad his own agenda 
vendetta (Ex•ibit 22, p. 60).

ad dii

54'55). Xrm ga~o 

eas~afraid-he.wassettling a

e p•rted he saw a positive differen e in attitude after IMý 
received positive feedback o n e2om the staff (Exhi it 22, pp. 63-64).  

itionally, management had put i I a eries of employee interviews i the 

corrective measures were effective. ,isclosed after the handlin o d 
reassignment and interviews with ot r employees it was decidedi ...

Intervie ••o n xhibit 23)

On September 1.6, 1199i8nots it 
tsison ince..-dA 

%WNW eported hkwc ver he~ard h 

" d tmtaet w1ith the NRC:."•''" 

rovided the details ofN 

an a previous expo` ence -i 
pD11 the posit (Ehbt23, 1F 

~d he did not fully undertan 
in e scribe the =12!nent to

it was not in an aref he wante

hii had wirkedin his 
ince 1983-84.  

they could not have

Subsequently, an opening in 
xiened and hedecded to

i-pom oacx atrer• M 
rg which needed filling,.it d other 

xpamg(Ed e eee 10) iltpto d he 

Kplalned he neded to fill the position a d
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had expertise in the 
an opening existedA
everyone (Exlbit 23, p. 1

)nce by sending-hi•i 
sition was not ou 

reported the move diy.not occur becausi 
,opportunity.

it into the transfer was that 
so t•.,.move would help p 
ati(M id not want to 

,lojDfgdc~lut the

uzation.  
is enthusiastid about the

erermi moved asarslCf asn aet ocrs 

1-a.��7 hAeboneed o tl safety c e not 23, ppo .16-1.......ls 
nde scred how the stanaard iw sti or t o1,eo yratio b m 

exiasned d then f nd in a ret a na heve 
re-fisnt safety 

2 2eithe3, p2Are moved as a result saofaty one rns.  
described hwatrI-__ 

wobidentify problem areas and to write CRs. .  

tire felt on people led them not to4report safety 
concerns not the fact~l id-W&4t`tttc6fic'tms rell• !•I"e(Exlijt-2 p. 20-21).;•(•__ v...  

decrbe hw hestndr in writing Crs prior tlm ll U.vas to say a probe 
" existed and then fail at writing the root cause and corrective action analysis. However. • 

• i • • •"I~~n-9 Utt~kaflga rediewing~th•CTs'fOricibr~caius'e§,•d voeindi•"...•.......  

displeasure in a communication style upsetting to some people.  

anxt-ll 23, p. 22). .. Additionally, he. was not aware..of any qualityo cconcerns "s 

written about safety problems by individuals discussed above (Exhibit 23, p. 30).  

Interview' Exhibit 24)

as interviewed to clarify information previously offered,

* ) However, he expressed a concern to 
the move was a demotion and he didn't want the position (Exhibit 24).

Interv~wi~wi-wit'

=was interviewed coiicerning-th 
ady.oiced an

hibit 25, p. 4). However,

NOT FOR PUBLC CLOSURE W1T' UT APPROVAL OF 
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after speaking wit'.. 'learned the as! 

response to a request for a xhibit 25, p. 5).1 

CP&L does not guarantee ones previous status upon completion of 
illmake every effort to return an individual to their previous sta s bit 2 

ecalled hearing the transfer did not go through because •elt 
"Want the job (Exhibit25; p. 11).  

Interview oIE Exhibit 26)

November ,1998WOL M .as interviewed. The AL orted the 

had gone through a series of mana efrs over the past five years. The previous " 

managers lacked ex .rience in th d -ere not very involved-in the closure 

of work reports. tated xpected to see the work product and discuss the 

quality of the wopxhbit 26, p. 14-17). erefore, the personnel resentedo involvement.  

equently, frustrated with the employees' failure to conform to 

• eant ed xhibi . 18 and 25-28).  
e anexplanation for why...a d 

S i a Exhibit 26, pp 29-34) stated the information 

was n keep information from the NRC, but to providelinfnoation with the 

correct context. dedn1may have used the word w hen-referring to 
ut it was over frustration with the peployes providing information late 

and without context rpo0r t ed 1u C_

~_ A sl __ _ _

cffspealin'- to anyone abo 
ýExhibif 26, pp. 61-67). Likewiseý 
ing personis found-W~e providing it

NOT FOR PUBLIC DIS> SURE WITHOUT VAL OF 
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•••lffmished informationIemay have made a statement to the effects did 
not want suggvisors in the organization who would pick up the phone and report a proble.t 
the NRC. W !elt a good supervisor would find a probl and document it. The forme i

stated*did not have knowledge that any olpstaff was re ortin safe c ncems to 

ii~Ne (Exhibit 26, pp. 62-63). In regards to the adverse action isciosed

deselted any of t-he ingthei-9F--•ani-zatio n .(Exhibit 2, .66

-had-eor U16Ste an assignimet not reae 
there was an opening i 26, pp. 72-76): p xpI 

i scomx unicated the offer t" ithout res arching the move with HR.  
Subsequently, the e never took place. advise e re to take a 
polygraph to show, ever made statements about firing individuals ould pass the 
examination.

Agent's Analysis

Investigative efforts including interviews with branch personnel, branch management, and plant 
management were carried out. In addition, document reviews pertaining to ECP investigations, 
personnel files, and NRC allegations were conducted. Areas of concern addressed were possible 
hostile working environment, chilling effect, and adverse action in th4Il• 

" le nof ahostile-working-environzientinvolved the use of inflammatory name calling by 
•i~towowards employees.I

ie allegations annd 
i an effort to c,:ý-' the potential impact of such statemei

Allegations of adverse actiog 
action agansoft 
drlI elnc, -,, nnliiI

found other jobs within CP&.  
determined to be a resulto 
fill a vacancy.I 
unfamiliar with CP&L policy

Case No.

ie n1The alleger c 
•or providing safety concernis to the NRC 
__•ay have .been potentially adversely effect 
action. The other employees eith'erdeft.tl

_••req~uest for 
L hehand. hejob offer poorly, but statei 

0 ..... CP&L HR disclosed the

laimed adverse 
. Interviews
%d, bu 
.eomi 

dhe w 
initial
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ias wr 
pol j. In addition, it was no 

in•i~had the opportu 
Interviews suggest neithed

ongly escribed t but the subsequent offer met CP&L 
ted ifa"ad wanted to cause adverse action against 

nityto ý jhiemoved during a reorganization in 1 9I 
aother CP&L m kne 

- as moved fro r

u prior to reportingq 
inported he had received 

Statements made b 
alleged statements about finding other jobs fo: 
independently subsi-antiated.

Coordination with Regional Counsel

Carolyn F. EVANS, Regional Counsel, was provided a copy of 
9transcrit for review and comment. On November 23, 1998, EVANS

5

j

Conclusion

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegation that the manager's 

actions caused a hostile working environment was unsubstantiated.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

The chilling effect issue involved statements allegedly made bythate 
wo fre individuals for reportin safe concerns to the NRC. he allegationsr•wee discussed 

* "Itervi ws o ý taff-could 
not substana hl-egation. Additionally, enie such a 
statement. P•pheorized a statement ade after th ai 
correct a known pro em, and CP&L received a fine rom the NRC, may have been-' 
misunderstood. The statement was to the effect that if a similar event occurred in other 
companies, people would lose their jobs. Although the statement related to a failqre to correct 
safety concerns and not to reporting safety concerns, the statement was a resented to 
other employees in the opposite light. Subsequently, rumors began that(ad 

to fire people providing information to the NRC. Interviews with d 
o additional instances whei legeI hreats of 

firing individuals. iexplaine may have commented to that 
wanted problems documented, bu i not want superv ors in the organization that called the .t 
NRC after finding a problem. Althoug t c ould not recall a discussion 
regarding finding employees other jobs, following the em r 19 t 
meeting, combined with the statement to reden--- nt.  
The combination of the three in created a chillin effect within th 
Furthermore, although not intentionalname calling and intimidating 
management style created an atmosphere whre emp oyees were reluctant to report safety 
problems.  
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Investigation Status Record, dated April 29, 1998.  

Transcript of Interview with@ fNI dated June 9, 1998.

Transcript of Interview wit iI dated June 9, 1998 

Transcript ol-',trv-ew wi)dated June 9,1998.  
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