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SYNOPSIS

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

investigation on April 29, 1998, to determine whether ' :
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 th”A B o a—t

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 Raisin 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 I (RID), Ofﬁce of Investigations (OI),

initiated this investigation on April 29, 1998, to determine whethe : C/
, Wamger nt the Carolina Power and Light 4
Company’s ( L) Brunswick Steam Electri€ Plant (Brunswick), threatened to fire individuals

- who brought safety concerns to the NRC, and iéctions created a chilling effect and a hostile
xhibit 1).

working environment in th

_—

Background

On April 7, 1998 | .
NRC Resident Inspector Eva A. BROWN. alleged ad made

comments that individuals who brought safety concerns to the NRC would be fired, if identiﬁed/\C/
”%“p‘dtted personnel-actions had been taken against seve niployees-for— V- -

reporting safety concerns to the NRC and a hostile working environment existed within the .
# On April 16, 1998, the RII Allegation Review Board met and reviewed the -

legations against

¢ “Brunswick, provided informationto -

4+

Interview of Alleger

as interviewed by OI on June 9, 1998 (Exhibit 2). reported /\U
tmployee, had tol d other erfiployees he had heard

ould fire anyone ound going to the NRC with safety concerns.
made during a morning meeting attended b -

BRI 2 MTTAR AT AT A

| ipl I . i vicuals who
moved or disciplined.for providing information to the NRC.

Ao

APPROVAL OF

NOT FORRUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITH

FIELD OFFICE D TOR, OFFICE OF INVESTI ONS, REGION II
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Review of Documentation

On August 11, 1998, Rose KENYON, CP&L Attofney, agreed to provide personnel records and
egardin A review of

ese documents discloses eceived a ({0 on all /'l C

but two areas 9 annual performance appraisal dated March 23, 199
n Communications and Human Resource Management. In

received
addition, the followin N lating tw\'erc rcceivecl and

[ 4

" Copies of the abové“abe provided as Exhibits 3-10. '
B . . r ‘ ;:
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. BRIy WAS
Iy At /l
Wb’c’i—‘\'ﬁ’; VA e ' o B e ol i psa

‘was interviewed. eported being told :
approximately three separate occasions tha ad said g
provided information to the NRC.‘would ire the individual (Exkibit 13, p. 5).

Evidence
e following individuals were interviewed regarding] legations that* .~
ad created a chilling effect within ranch by making statementq /l C/
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:’
: R

On June 9, 1998, was interviewed. in late 1997,

statin ad made a stateme; t firing the person who provided C/
information to the NRC (Exhibit 11, pp. 4-5) ai Jaimed he heard A

ake the statement at a morning meeting attended bw
rovided information th mployee was present when

ade the statement.

Interview o”' Exhibit 121

fucalled that during late 1997 or - < /\(‘/
talking about a concern reported to the NRC.
ould fire the person

On June 9, 1998

vided details of an incident which occurred durin According tc‘
rcpancd a CR and provided a copy of the report to NRC ‘?rﬂsxdent Inspe: tor 3
RO WN Subscquentl . RES 3

(

TN B

"‘Bifi‘ig'-f: 11). laimed Y fihe er of CRs
had dectin ¥ R ame thofpmanager. ‘ LA tathe__
..stopped .w.ntmg..CRs;.on;sxgmﬁs:ant-.problems. 1 i e

NOT FOR JIC DISCLOSURE W OUT APPROVAL OF
FIELD OFFICE DIRE®OR, OFFICIjZ OF IN IGATIONS, REGION II
' e,
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1¢

eported he had bee

of reﬁmng safety concerns, but did not wish ;p_claxm adverse action (Exhibit 13, p. 19).

xplaified he has not received aj rformance evaluation and when-he asked why he
was being moved, his direct supervisor _ )
. advised the move was not based on’performance._

a result

1~

A

Interview o\ BEchibit 14) o

On June 10, 1998, i ' as interviewed.

reported he had provided information to the in the past and subscquen'tly' givn A
n his performance evaluation and moved (Exhibit 14,

and he did not want to claim adverse action.
votilaeiticize and 4~C/ =

pefv&aled' he was'not writing CRs beécaus ’
miliate the authors of CRs (Exhibit 14, pp. 29-30). her claimed the seventy
levcl of CRs were bemg changed after subrmssmn (Exh1b1t 14, pp. 34~35)

PIUES S a2 o0 r R-ae T SRR RIS T YT 3 il of Y PR T ST PPSTEERRT TS SRR Y

laimed he was returning to tns office
ew who provided info to the NRC
rted being told by that he had heard
ndicated he was willing to take a

statement.

Interview offil Exhibit 15
On June 10, 1998 ”ﬂployee was interviewed. ~

" -~ — conducted an.inspectiongaDesemperd 997 and.al ﬁ&lhcinspe@mn‘._g_, . ‘.

Case No. 2-1998-014 :
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several othe
he was later interviewed by

‘mployees, but never claimed to have heard it first hand.qmimed '
] | bout the statement during.a /](/
called reporting he did not hear- T

make the statement and no further explanation was requested or offered.

Interview of xhibit 16

e 10, ,‘1'993' as interviewe laimed he never heard ﬁ_
Mhiake a statement about firing anyone and he neyer told
se he had heard such a statement (Exhibit 16, p. 5). o

Interview o xhibit 17
O‘n June 22, l998.~was interviewed.

NR Resident Inspector BROWN’s dsk b

5t anyoie - /} ¢

officer over the{§§
later transferred i§

WU -5 te had never hemdMé*a?smemém o fsing anyori for ] (-
reporting safety concerns (Exhibit I7, p. 8).

R A I N Sy e Y ] Lt Ty o T P R R e 2

SRir18Y o

On June 25,19 as interviewed. tated he had

never heard i a.ke a statement concermii ﬁnni mdmduals.rcﬁrtipi safeti /l LA

concerns, but had heard it second hand (Exhibit 18, p. 4) lat
had never taken adverse action against him for writing CRs, but did admonish him for suggesting

poor corrective action on a CR (Exhibit 18, p. 5). -

rovided details of an incident that occurred in November 1997 where a CR was not -
written and someone reported the fact to the NRC. Afterwards, the NRC investiga B
_mc1dcnt and fmed CP&L. S xplamed CRs were not written because —_—
" would zellsiah oy o .

etéfore the reason behmd notre orting sall ncems had

bu fear of repercussxons fromy anger
g s .aStafement ...

NOT FOR PUB DISCLOSURE WITHOYT APPROVAL OF
‘ , OFFICE OF INVESTYGATIONS, REGION II
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of action would be taken (Exhibit 18, pp. 14-15). However, after referring to his notes, he \
testifie tatement was that the issue brought to the NRC was a malicious /] C/
and personal attack against vas full of liars, and the incident was an attempt to get rid
of‘Exhibit 18, p. 17);

*‘dﬁiséd he quit CP&L on his own accord and was not claiming adverse action 7 (.
(Exhibit'18, P: 14). - —

e had a co

ati nggith /'C/

ing{@ilchoi sition. According to
lated ho i 'r&g ization did not trust Wwere going
to the NRC with information anted held thhin‘rganizati’on (Exhibit 19, p. 7).
. T as the first two individuals

atxon to the felt should not B ¢ i .
saxd betwee ey would fin another
job (Exhibit 19, pp. 8-9). '
ade an additional stafcment about an unide_ntiﬁcd

ﬁmpone
individual whom he assumed w vised an investigation to determine ifa -

hostile working cnvu'onmcnt existed for mdmduals providing safety concem&to ths:NRC had = -
rccentlyeed andiill - an i dual wi__t__‘hl__ I f [/

B ¥ ety MEREN
HRRIE. S TIUUNCRLVRE B L IR

mformatxon _the NRC coufd dois get another Job (Ex‘h:B‘t‘t%p 11)

corpte L e e T R PR . e
JR IV TIPS IS o R bk PRI ARSI USSR S UmRE vy ¢ U515 SR NIPT S e S PRI ALY St SESIORCIR-SE F0 O ORI S SLR S URE RO R TRRS LS £ s
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)reported he had been contacted by an attorney for CP&L during July 1998fand ‘ /] C/
explained he had reported the above information to NRC Ol . :

rnished documents detaﬂmg conversations he had with
' " - onceming his move, along with job action auﬁ:lzanons
- from-GP&L Human Resources{HR) T » 4

10

- —

hy he was being moved and was not given an answer.

xplained he had a later discussion wi

from HR was irovided. Howevc:rI he was still not ‘guaranteed
\.
Interview oM} Exhibit 21)

O Sipmete oos Mz Qe A
. ' d the results given to the plant general manager. Afterwards, the

manager with responsibility over the area of concern has to respond to the recommendation /} C// .
st oz oo idantified by thie ‘planit général manager or employee concern. Ported some €mployees - b

may have perceived the ECP was not working because corrective measures to concerns involving .
id not include termination.

Several concerns relatmg td

here a new job action authorization

/\

SR S gL b T

NOT FO LIC DISCLOSURE WIT _ APPROVAL OF
FIELD OFFICE D R, OFFICE OF INVES TIONS, REGION II
o V'H‘&J‘am: s
Case No. 2-1998-014 11
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ol proposedm&_adan hing {odow1

- . moved

I

Interview owExhibit 22)

On September 16, 1998 as.interviewed g orted he became
n August 1997. isclosed the(ifJ P

orgamzatlon “had been through several managers within the nast several years and one of the

ot performers within the organization priog to - . COmm manager /l C/
D rov1ded information he had written § '
b BB xplained he had give [ _
Y ‘HeTecatied answering an aleg Jme issize deah"' .

ade comments poleqtia ]y inflammaton/dl
‘ ) SRy fel
hvas willing to address thie issues. Thejil

tated he did not feel

_,-Wed to stop safety concerns from being
information was accurate before reporting it

brought to the NRC, but o make sure
(Exhibit 22, pp. 14-15). described the corrective action program hich begins C/
with the CR, but also provides a root cause analysis and corrective action tated /)

7anted 16 makeSijge thié' 1ast two'elerients’ ‘properly addressed before -
issuing the CR. Iii“addition, some o sertiveness towards&ubordmates involved the

quahty of thc CR’: root causes and corrective actions (Exhlbxt 22, p. 15)

-

NSNS L (AL AN D

h! ask fof A

the employee b learni g new skxlls and was a reward for the eguplo’ ec q,_,.,,g
According to he whole process was to bc handled by
, vas nct moved hecause the G asa rew a :,-.,,. .
did tvxew1ta33uch(Exh1bxt42 D 23) " rtedbeforehes  JONNNE

ndicated he did 2% oy
recalled there being concern oves§ “ rformance in late 1997, bu J«l-998 he -
.. aadla Euaby wied 1t i)

1122 DP. 24-25)

qc/

-

was getting positive feedback on " I roms
- .—-would have been to meet a requestd

(Exhibit 22, p. 30). move was also dlSCllS ed: 1 I pwas

P I e T Hte i s b At gy AR s EI e
. .

P According tolf

NOT FOR P ISCLOSURE WITHONT APPROVAL OF
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR’ E OF INVESTISQTIONS, REGION I

-
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the move would not have been a demotion.@pointed out th ent through
a reorganization and downsizing in December 1997, at that time adan .

opportunity to terminate anyone anted to. However ported he was involved in C
the work shops determining who wo s in the reorganization and he did not
Wmng to pre Wm of the orgamzatlon (Exhibit 22,
-44)
ulseussed a quality concern reportin d |

- talk with (uURENRIRMMGNP 1¢ was disclo
not wanting jodividyals to talk with w
determine@ad his own agenda an
vendetta (Ex ibit 22, p. 60).

ported he saw a positive dlfferenie in attitude after

' asa&mdhe.wassettlmg a

d received positive feedback o om the staff (Exhibit 22, pp. 63-64)
ditionally, management had put i a Series of employee interviews tp acce
corrective measures were effective. wlsclosed,after the handling of§l

reassignment and interviews with otfier employees it was decided
Interview H Exhibit 23) - ‘
On September 16, 1998 is interviewed: (NI Epotted he had workedin his ~~ -
resent position since wn{ bince 1983-84. .
Meported he never heard the{ ell employees they could not have /’ (/

R e **~~°**~’di”r‘éi:f*bomactwnhtheNRC e

evealed he suggested

Subsequently, an opening in
npened and. hedectded' d o

NOT FOR PUBL CLOSURE YUT APPROVAL OF
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTO R &CE OF 61 ‘._,AATIONS, REGION II
Case No. 2-1998-014 13
p S N 7.,. r i



1C

had expertise in the grea.s dvxsedmeut into the transfer was that
an opening ex1sted ad the experience and wanted a transfer. so the move would help

ut the

reported the move did not occur because{Jiidid not feel FMPi/as enthusiastic about the
opportunity.

wlained he also was the reason behind(lINNfrarsTer 4l P nished
moved fon T T— Rl e (/
xhibit 23, pp. 16-17). @ v ;aborazedo . skllls 7
and need to direct them i an area best for the employee and the organizatio

xplained he found a positign jnf . p-but mthemtenm

ncnthe e “’l
descnbed how after 2

o " - . dvxsed
Dwere moved as a result of raising safety concems. h

Pro identify problem areas and to write CRs.

xplained he felWlmpact on people led them not to report safety /
concerns, not the fact @did- oMt coricerns reported (Exhibit 23, pp. 20-21) N /‘ ;-
described how the standard in writing Crs prior towas to say a problem ‘
existed and then fail at writing the root cause and corrective action analysis. However,

e in anid-began reviewing the CRs'for foot causes and voxcmb“ e

displeasure in a communication style upsetting to some people.

gt -- awsm WO t6 o Wittt proposet trioves oo
an xhibit 23, p. 22). Additionally, he was not aware of any quality concerns /I (/
written about safety problems by individuals dxs_.cussed above (Exhibit 23, p. 30).

Interview o”Exhibit 24)

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

~—

NOT FOR PUBLIC D&gCLOSURE WIT AQUT APPROVAL OF
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR, CE OF INVERGATIONS, REGION II
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after speaking with<4fij|§ n " B an AR learned the assignment was in
response to a request for a e T BVE xhibit 25, 1. 5). oted

CP&L does not guarantee ones prevmus status upon complenon of but 7 C/
ill make every effort to return an individual to their previous statys (Exhibit 25 -8).

@ecaﬂcd hearing the transfer did not go through becausealt“did not

ant the job (Exhibit 25, p. 11)."

Interview o | Exhibit 26

November 4, 199 as interviewed. The orted the
had gone through a series of managers over the past five years. The previous /[ C/
i i d Were not very involved-in the closure

xpected to see the work produgt and discuss the
involvement.

%&.
o
o~ .
e

stated the information
ation with the
hen refernng to

4-37). The

- ‘ JExhibit 26;pp.:
DO hcy on provxdmg mformauon to the NRC

pror prov1dmg information to the NRC
dentified how staff was reluctant to report safety

problems begatise of the subscquentreq red interface wi xhibit 26, pp. 42-47).
, Hescribed a statement{llmade after a December 1997 exipbriefing by an
NRC inspector (Exhibit 26, pp. 53-60). @ ‘ T
M as upset and embarrassed and made a statemeptdg the effeq
o ' xf:Tamed,f ,
would fire nplovees ovezthe matter.

'»'ot:ecallspcakmgto anyone abou(§ .. . ... . -
KExhibit 26 pp- 61-67). kaewxse "d recall

NRC (Exhibit 26, pp. 68-71).

NOT FOR PUBLIC DIS .
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR, O Ry REGION II

Case No. 2-1998-014
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wmxshed mformatlon‘may have made a statement to the effect‘ did

not want supervisors in the organization who would pick up the phone and report a probleﬁ

the NRC. elt a good supervisor would find a problem and document it. The forme
tated@®did not have knowledge that any o taff was reporting safety concems to
the NRC (Exhibit 26, pp. 62-63). In regards to the adverse action SRS disclosed d/ ’

U RTINS 4 B I

.‘- o1 Becided to ke . D _
o dmon 1§ Ioointed out@iicould have
deselected any of the ] /_,n nlavees' dunng the-1997 reorgamzauon (Exhibit 2G| Dp. 66-68).
] eportecfi tiart re uested an‘assigninent not related t0 . and
ere was an opening i i N(Exhibit 26, pp. 72-76). B xplained
iscommunicated the offer td P ithout researching the move with HR.
Subsequently, the mgve never took place. (NG dviscd jfilPwere to take a
polygraph to showuever rhade statements about firing individual ould pass the
examination. '

e s
b

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 th
Alleg twns*of a hosnle working-environg ent mvolved the use of mflammatory name callmg by

S v wards employees

b a . i B . . . -

(%

| e . wis aetermied the -
temmed from @ o8 WP coming upset with members of @iitaff for
ailing to contribute toW=flerts in ra'sing the quality level of thogm n addition,

ppa— o —— L e e ems ,;'.-b o g D
i : . P CP&I management

was made aware of the allegations and 4 ‘ i '
*n an effort to corrzuc the potential unpact of such statements.

The alleger claimed adverse

- .;.',?

may have been potentially adversely effected, but neither  ~
S¢ ,actxon The other emplo ees either left the company.or -

determined to be a result ol
fill a vacancyi

Case No. 2-1998-014



Was wrongly described t but the subsequent offer met CP&L
olicy. In addition, it was noted if ad wanted to cause adverse action against
“had the opportunity to have him gemoved during a reorganization in 1297
Interviews suggest neithesf§ . e

alleged statements 'about findmg other jobs forl§
independently substantiated.

Coordination with Regional Counsel

Conclusion

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegation that the manager’s
actions caused a hostile working environment was unsubstantiated.

VAL OF
REGION II

NOT FOR PUBLMWRISCLOSURE WITHOUT
FIELD OFFICE DIRECT DFFICE OF INVESTIGATIZNG,.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION -
The chilling effect issue involved statements allegédly made by Mthato
1ld fire individuals for r p ere discussed
not substantjate the original allegation. A R i makio: such : N C
statement. ; i - - i
correct a known problem, and CP&L received a fine from the NRC, , may have been-"

misunderstood. The statement was to the effect that if a similar event occurred in other
compames, people would lose their jobs. Although the statement felated to a failyre to correct
safety concerns and not to reporting safety concerns, the statement was a tly presented to

other employees in the opposite light. Subsequently, rumors began that ad
ened to fire people providing information to the NRC. Interviews wi d
identified two additional instances whe legedly made threats of

firing individuals. |
wanted problems documented, bu

explame thay have commented to that -
id not want supervigors in the organization that called thé C
NRC after finding a problem. Althoug ould not recall a discussion -
regarding finding employees other jobs, v ember 1997 exit

meeting, combined with the statement to i « ent. -

The combination of the three incidents creafed a chilling effect within th i
Furthermore, although not intentional“name calling and intimidating

management style created an atmosphcre where employees were reluctant to report safety
problems.

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION II
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