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SYNOPSIS

i A"

This investigation was initiated on September 28, 1999, by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), _Office of Investigations,

' IV, togdetermine if amnm 7(
at AmerenUE's Callaway Nuclear Plant (Callaway)
was discriminated against by management for reporting safety

concerns. “t
Rased on the evidence developed during this investiga i -
testimony, and document review, the allegation that a

in.was discriminated against by management for reporting wAS
safety concerns was not substantiated.
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Region IV (RIV), to determine if J
' at Amere

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Allegation

Disp;imin ion Against

Aoplicéble Requlations

10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection (1999 Edition) R

purpose of Investigation

i by Management for Reporting Concerns

This investigation was initiated on September 28, 1999, by the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

plant (Callaway) was discriminated
reporting safety concerns (Exhibit

Badkground

On September 22, 1999, John HANNA,
Callawiy; was contacted by
harassed and intimidated by senior .

safety concerns. According to HANNA,

r

Office of Investigations (OI),

/éudgliéﬁéy Nuclear. 176;
against by manadgement for
1).

NRC:RIV Resident Inspector at

WHe reported that he was being

ement for reporting
alleged that there

mana

was “an-inakélity to classify and/or a signiflcantJdelayginmﬁh%ﬂﬁU;m

classification of emergencies using.g

written..

as they are current iy

attempted to dissﬁéde'h'q:,
the NRC. In addition, (s

b'etwii himself andl

Inter_view of Alleqer“ (Exhibit 2)

was interviewed by OI:RIV onf B
d for Union Electric, now AmerenUE, at Callaway since

1 ecalataedally the same job 2N

His current supervisor if

fA{EKga

ergency Action Leyels (EALsr7t;”Tﬂ

.and stated

L.

A
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,,,,,,,

said EALs were indicators used to determine if the plant
's degree or level. M .4

!a! an emergency and the emergency. s

said a couple of years ago,g : L B v
said he considered the EALs to be vague and ambiguous. 7L

C ay.,
said the old bases for radiological portions of the EALs
ere inadequate, did not exist, or relied on incorrect
information, assumptions, or miscalculations. P)said, with
roval, he revised all calculations for radiogogical.
n ers in EALs, came up with new values, and incorporatetl them
in a draft revision of EALs which he sent for cross-disciplinary

review about 18 months ago.

“‘said some calculations could be construed as a decrease in
effectiveness to the EALs, because they were less conservative.
Some were also in the Radiological

itted to the NRC for prior

_ Emergency Response Plan, and
d to be submi

changes to this plan ha
they had a_special m eting of the off-site
to discuss the EALSs.

approval. said
committee in approximately §§
dures were adopted if
but the on-site

- re W

#said some of his EAL changes to proce

ey were considered conservative in direction,

review committee did. not approve the changes that were considered

nservative, even though some old values were incorrect. 7C_
a disagreement and *some friction”

nonco

“said that

between him a o Shortly after this, EALs were assigned

t “ho did not work on them because~he be. i-eved ‘there—was- *-
they still

nothing wrong with them. ?said he tol
the EAL changes, but he got little or

needed to make the rest o©

. 3 reer e
Aiter e U i ey

“feo-¥esponse.
-said he never had any problems with and they had “a
ood working relationship...” until he met with him on
aid he wanted to get

led foryg _
as not pursuing the EALS

about EALs.

d before th
aid he tol a

issue, but it should be pursued, and “It got kind of nasty at

attitude was if the numbers w in 7(_

that point....”

a conservative direction, “it . is no big deal,” but he

believed if the numbers were wrong, needed to be changed.
& responses,, told

[l s&id when he got irate about 4
gag.he had a bad attitude and a problem dealing with pecple.

B 2q@xced that. he had c’ér’iffront'ations with people 1{5&@ I
were trying to resolve nflicts.

department, but only when they , e
This was first tim told him he thought he had problems
admitted he was stressed out and

dealing with coworkers.
_ OF FIELD OFFICE
. REGION IV
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became upset with~~‘said'did not threaten him 7C
in any way, only mentioned his bad attitude.

]said he subsequently wroteu in which he said
the FALs needed to be changed, and it had been over a year since
he drafted a copy of the EALs. He did not talk toﬂprior to
writing the S0S, which he was equired to do. After he wrote
X aid he talked to about it. Accordinggto
Y 25 “very cold and indifferent,” and then #e “blew
» and mentioned his ?inadequate job performgnce.
said “ii got really nasty,” and they got into as#eated

argument. told him the SOS was unprofessional, and
admitted “the SOS was not real nice ho wrote it,” and it “shed
a negative light on my supervisor.” &Jsaidmtold him
he was keeping a file on him and making a case against

him, and if he wasn’'t ha “here, * maybe he should seek 7L
employment elsew}ﬁre. did not give him_s ifics as to
1

what part of his erformance he thought was
inadequate, nor ask for them.’

left, and the meeting “was very bad it was not doné
i i said after

asked him to read an e-mail
Tes & t:el.l»“ﬁtﬁ ‘himselfu:. 42 _.v._’d’;.‘ o .l;aimedhe
wrote this e-mail on Friday, but they ha ot talked about some
of the items mentioned until qay . &said e-mail
was correct when it said he ioned!

"attitude possibly being tainted having éone to
the NRC years ago. said e-mail talked about 7C
problems he had with the rest of the group, but

‘he aid he had no problems with the rest of the group,
and he had no knowledge of anyone saying they could not.work with

him or he was hard to get along with. Accordin o’
and training,

e-mail mentioned a confrontation between
t=aid he was an advocate for training. ______

. butd

he was upset tha Bjwas making him look incompetent,
was not doing his job-and did not get along with anyone.

APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE

Case No. 4-19994054
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Sarny

said that was untrue, and he _had a good work record a ood :
performance appraisals. ”toldﬁ he wanted t
give him specifics if he was no ing his job, so he .:;27(;
told he wanted to move forward

told hi

~could correct it.
onsidered the

with and regain trust.
SOS unprofessional because of the way he te it.
#said after he received a memo prepared b about
heir me&ting, he believed things would be resolved, ang; they
would implement some od._s_uggestions. -_i‘
- x_

| said he su ently discussed some
sent by B and notification e would be
unable o take action on the EALs until April. explained

that the SOS had been assigned to him for action. told him 9
e EALs were important (

he was ergasted” because he thou
to him said he told with the outage and
vacation, he had little ime for EALs, adding “it was not a

positive discussion.”

_]said he e-mailed n g asking that
human resources (HR).get involved in his case, and tha :hg was
oing to the Department of Labor ( and NRC. said

and slammed

slammed a chair into hi des

is da lanner on his desk during
caid “it was getting pretty belligerent. It

discussions.
‘was kind of upsetting me.” Subsequently, he met with Karen - 7%:
L HR, but she seemed to be investigating»

s

’ _ who w Callaway t
into his allegations. He
said he told e went to the NRC because he believed :

Ccallaway was trying to make him look bad, and he wanted to be

sure no addit al disciplina action was taken against him. -
said told him as upset by the S0S because iE7<;

said that he, jve or negligent in Failing to

as. unresponsi
respond to the EALs, and

Shortly thereafter,

“the whole plant could access ‘SOSs.

=

SCLOSURE WITHOUT APRROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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Seewy

wsaid Callaway has a program where psychologists evaluate
an employee’s performance and provide feedbaci to the employee

about how better to get along h people. said many
ople, including ' had gone through that program. 7(
told him he ad that option, but he]
believed suggesting that was, inappropriate because 1t seemed like
mpany was saying he was the only one with a problem.
'satd.that was what he was talking about in his e-=gail to
here he mentioned psychologists. !

[

y | s
msaié about this time, AmerenUE implemeﬁiid marketebased

compensation for "all management employees. kept a board in
his office showing all employees and their evaluation,

including education, performance, number of experience,
etc. sai had pencilled in his guess as to names of
individuals on& white board list, and he believed ,
he ranked at the bottom. aid he believed"
was-geing to use this compensation package to pay him less than

everyone else in the department. M=2id he ended up being
' f kY-~ id he discussed “7C

m and§ t0ld him it meant he no longer met
standards and his performance was unsa isfactory. P
was rared nder .
at was 'eﬁected because“""'"'

il :the week “of - ..
ction

this wit
minimum

until he had feviéwed
said he had spoken wit

previous supervj bout N1 s<E
wasn’'t good.” Wsaid he toldq fihe would like the

opportunity to compare his performance with anyone’s. dn the
-

department, but “that kind of fall on deaf ears.”
stated he believed it was unfair to use the number of SO0Ss
written as a criteria of performance. He said he seldom wrote
SOSs- because he usually fixed things, worked on projects, and did -
not evaluate or critigue thi or perform surveillances.

- sadd-he -wps. shocked at inaction because he had
believed ‘to-befair, honest, and up-front. He_said he
expected more from i and the system. 2

\’,l

(

{
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said BOULANGER recently told him her interviews indicated
advocated writing S0Ss, so she had concluded his

concerns were n lid. He said he told her his concein had -7 C
never been that did not advocate writing S0Ss; his concern
was that got upset if an SOS was written about him.
i sai ever told him or implied that he _should not go
to the NR®=with his concerns. said he told he was
going to the NRC, im that was well within:-his
right to do so. aid had never told him lzlegpuld v C_
not talk with the "“nor had anyone at or associated with

callaway said anything like that. [ 'saia'they were always

above board in talking to the NRC.

qsai %I can see some further retaliation.” Howeyer, thus
far, what considered to be retaliation was that“had
gotten con :onal with him, slammed a_chair, made threats

about his performance, and his market-based
compensation was below average. said

he had not received
a recent evaluation despite asking for one. 7¢.

and
He said no one ever ga him _anythin in writing criticizing his
performance. ¥ idh"’boss ,
" ' A had never talked t

TN ML T L
) performance.

T , o.him.about » i
including his AU *sam%

and er empléyee whom he re ed to name also had
problems withﬂin the past. :

<aid he had not filed a DOL complaint, although he had

filed a DOL complaint in the past. At that time, the company
determined his complaints were legitimate and transferred a
supervisor to another departmept. said that NRC:RIII
investigated hig complaint in or and the investigator 7C_
concluded he was discriminated against, but the NRC

regional office apparently changed that conclusion and did

nothing. said he viewed that as “a negative experience.”

Coordination_ with NRC Staff

On November 17, 1999, OI:RIV provided the transcript o _7(.
- eie-—.interview to NRC:RIV staff for review and determination~of any
violations of NRC regulations. ' e

NOT FOR PUBLIC SCLOSURE WITHOUT APPRO OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, ICE OF INVESTIGATIONI§ REGION IV
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By memorandum dated November 30, 1999, Paul ELKMAN,

NRC:RIV, stated he had reviewed M8 transcript "and concluded
that failure to resolve EAL problems and maintain accurate EALS 7€
was a potential violation of 10 CFR 50.54(qg) {(Exhibit 3). ELKMAN
recommended that Callaway’s EALs be reviewed during an NRC:RIV
inspection. ELKMAN subsequently conducted anﬁ'.hinspection on
January 10-14, 2000, at.Callaway, including the EAL issue and the
1icensee ®response to NN gr

%

In a memorandum dated January 27, 2000, ELKMAN stated he gz
substantiafed the allegation that the EALs contained knawn
inaccuracies (ExHibit 4). Licensee management stated they did
not correct an inaccurate EAL because they believed it would be a
decrease in effectiveness in the emergency plan. ELKMAN
concluded that Callaway management made a deliberate decision not
to implement an EAL change to correct an EAL they knew to be in
error, in violation of 10 CFR 50.54(q). Licensee management
stated they believed not correcting the error was a conservative
action that would avoid a future violation. This issue was
discussed by the NRC:RIV Allegation Review Board (ARB) on
January 31,.2000. The ARB concluded that the licensee made a
mistake in judgment regarding the EALs, and appropriate
enforcement action would be developed following issuance of the
RIV:0I report.

On February 10, 2000, the NRC:RIV issued Inspection

Report 50-483/2000-04 regarding the inspection at Callaway and
left the EANWissue an unresolved item (Exhibit 5).

Testimony[Evidence

Interview of William O. JESSOP (Exhibit. 6)

JESSOP, Superintendent of Business Planning and Developmenf at
Callaway, was interviewed by OI:RIV on October 27, 1999, and
stated he has been employed at Callaway since 1980.

JESSOP stated that approximately one year ago, AmerenUE decided
to gé to a market-based compensation for all utility managers,
supervisors, and other non-Union employees, both nucleafyand
nonnuclear. JESSOP sal AmerenUE Hired  Téwer s-Peryin;=ar ~ i =
consulting company, to compare the utility industry’'s salaries
nationwide with AmerenUE’s salaries. JESSOP said Amer@nUE first
sent job surveys to -affeeted employees requesting them to

NOT FOR PUBLIC TSCLOSURE WITHOUT APPR OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, FICE OF INVESTIGATIONSgg REGION IV

Case No. 4-1999-054
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describe their job duties. These completed forms were provided
to Towers-Perrin through AmerenUE's HR Department. Towers-Perrin
then attempted to match each specific job with its equivalent
within the utility industry and returned these matches to HR.
According to JESSOP, HR validated the majority of these matches,
modified -some of them, and returned all of them to Towers-Perrin.
Towers-Perrin then placed a salary on each job, which was the
midpoint &t. the salary range determined by using a utility
database of position.salaries. ‘

[

\

JESSOP stated that AmerenUE used a market rate of 60%--ofsTowers-
Perrin’s salary ridpoint as their [AmerenUE’s] median salary for
calculating employee salaries. JESSOP said employees were then
grouped by jobs, and each superintendent evaluated each job
category under his/her supervision. JESSOP said each supervisor
was then asked to evaluate and place their employees somewhere
within a market range of plus or minus 20% of the median market
rate. JESSOP said AmerenUE'’'s Nuclear Division had devised a list
of criteria for supervisors to use to rate their employees,
including experience, performance, and leadership. JESSOP said
the supervisors were told to evaluate each employee’s present
performance ahd not to use the employee’s past performance in
their evaluation. :

JESSOP explained that superintendents were responsible for— -
determining supervisors’ salaries; manager esponsible for
determining superintendents’ salaries; an was '
x sibte for determining managers'’ salaries+w-in addition,
and the managers reviewed and approved each lower level 7 L
employee’s salary. JESSOP said, at the conclusion of this
process, each superintendent or manager met with his/her
employees and provided them written notification of their
market-based salary. JESSOP said AmerenUE decided no employee’s
salary would be reduced. JESSOP said Callaway evaluated
371 employees, and of these, approximately 40% retained their

current salary and 60% received a raise.

- s ——

' e ab.Callaway. sin . was. ifferviewed 7 C
by OI:RIV on . | dnd said he ha,hbggnlgégﬁoyed at
callaway -since : '

Interview of mehibit 7)

NOT FOR PUBLIC CLOSURE WITHOUT APPRO OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, CE OF INVESTIGATIONSQBEGION IV
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P

.  .effective team player.

reestablish-trust and improve his
‘ said he offered

Sy
Hsai he was Mmanager in ?for 5 years and had
found (M to have strengths and weaknesses. He believed

i vas a difficult employee whose main problem was
Tnteracting with people, but “he adds value in his technic
aspects.” Uijii§said he and phad counseled

al

B about
his inability to get along with others in the department. He
believed there were comments made on performance
appraisal®about his need to improve his working relatiopships
and to be less disruptive during meetings. kA
ii an example, “said AmerenUE’s purchasing departmagit said

was “very antagonistic” when he was pr
equipment. There was no formal discipline of

with his interaction with purchasing,
vas ir (RN oo ]

was selected to act as RIS
ice because hmhad pro

others. hsaid about 5 months later,
his behavior and perfo

ocuring some
associated
Another example, according

occame upset because
' B instead of

Jealing with
pologized for
e and that he had not been an

- ‘said AmerenUE had offered
additional training, management development classes, an

opportunities to work on his interpersonal skills, but
not avail himself of them. ’

her
did

said he met with n
j \relationship with

nd discussed

said he wanted to
usiness relationship with

a ma ent development
program avallable at Callaway which he &had used himself.
He said psychologists interview the employee, peers, and '7(‘

supervisor, give the employee personality type tests,
an action plan on improving the employee's skills.

this was a voluntary program, and told him he would
consider using the program but not at the present-time.

and _provide
said

said a day or_two before he met with{§

;e-mail to him

B to investigate its allegations. W said v
A j&sked him to look into jrelationship wi#th and 7C
‘concerns about |and not goncerns about the- EALS.
believed wanted to obtain an objective aséggsment of

his performance. However, in the past,

ad been unwilling
to accept others’

perceptions of his performance and modify his

NOT FOR PUBLIMWDISCLOSURE WITHOUT APP ] OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTO FFICE OF INVESTIGATIONSYRREGION IV

e

Case No.-4—1999—054
15

wau



e i e e AT

P

behavior. According t Jadmitted he was paranoid 7(
and distrustful of most managers, not just

. said he did not believe“vas always forthright with
"him on all issues. As an example, in an e-mail, R - o
he (N8 N told him to see a psychologist, which was untrue.
R -G & B 2c referring to his suggestion that
- he IS/ use the behavioral analyst group, whom he admitted 7(

were psychologists. ‘said he believed was pafapoid
or distrustful. As an example, he said ,____el_—i_ev;ef’#had

backdated-an e-mail about a counseling session to_show %
occurred prior tém writing i% -said he

- spoke with Rick BROCKMEIER who is responsible for the e-mail
system. BROCKMEIER told him it would be beyond the capability of

anyone on-site to go into the system and change the date and time
on an e-mail. :

said he interviewediifiji§ and they talked aboum
providing an assess o ’
improvement plan.
performance appraisal fox Yl
because ad been _
their peer, AmerenUE did not wan
appraisals. jjjiedritted that
a written assessment of his performance.
had three counseling sessions with in ‘
One was about mﬂalking out of a drill critique meeting; one
was about his-interactioas’ 'wi-thw&nd”i-t«raiﬁingf;s,:.and one--was
about his performance regarding some computer systems.
said id have a “B file” onm but he had one on all
the staff. That was a file supervisors put both good and bad
things in to use when preparing an employee’s performance
appraisal. said at the conclusion of his interview with
he was satisfied was not treating any
differently from other employees. believed, as a result of
his discussion withﬁ__that was going to meet with
and develop performance standards” and a personal action

plan to address performance issues. Psaid he ‘continued to
and were

observe the situation” and believed

addressing the issues. lng

Upon receipt of | e-mail from“

said he recommended to tthat they conduct an HR
investigation and an investigation by TR
NOT FOR PUBLI ISCLOSURE WITHOUT AP VAL OF FIELD OFFICE

DIRECTOR, FICE OF INVESTIGATI , REGION IV
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wolf Creek, into L
) callaway’s Wil
assigned to evaluate the tec

said he was not present during HR or
and had no part in drafting reports or coming to conclusions.

hnical aspects of the EALS anc
interviews

interviewe and

' said both HR and :

ther members of and neither nor substantiated
ﬁc@ncerns . sa[‘nﬁﬁ generated a report, but HR 7C
‘did not isste a report. "BOU GER made no recommendatiohs, but

recommended team building within to address thé
e said NN £od no

distrust between i
problems with ‘employees, but did fin& problems

between and i )
| &

admittedﬂ ' bl

and belng involved in

As a result of that issue, everyone in was
counseled about the company’s. zero tolerance for that kind of
activity. &Jelievedrm ook offense at this gounseling,
saying he had nothing to do withw

‘ ythe .day he =

said(lliR visited him o
~eceived his market-based salary review fro He was not
ﬁleased and said he was going to “take this 1s the wall.”

said he had no input or invol 'n_.&rating for
. - sa snd told him about . (.
concerns. i on

| request, but B said he was not present. However,
M some documentation about the meeting for the
ECP file. tated performance was in the lower

one-third of all supervisors, and his raise reflected that.

said he never issued a report regarding his involvement in

this matter. However, he concluded that none of concerns

or allegations had been substantiated, an was using this ‘7(
to divert attention away from his [poor] performance.

said, during his discussions with said
perhaps he had been d too long, was suffering from burnout and
needed a change. psaid Callaway sent surveys yearly to all
management personnel asking if they were interested in ¥ rotation
to another part of the organization. Therefore, lad the
opportunity to change his position, but had never done so.

NOT FOR PUBL DISCLOSURE WITHOUT AP AL, OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTO 'ICE OF INVESTIGATIO GION IV
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. ~was interviewed (.
.and stated he has been employed

, d he knew from the beginning “the department

¢ "Ty dysfunctional .a lot of personallty conflicts

‘ was
) *created a lot of the havoc. He said only
.re.trymg ogram. aid in
R > of his problems because he “got to
+ out one of, who I ¢ jder one of the troublemakers.”
said he had knowuﬁ in the past, but elw/’ L“J
e h e

. Even in the past, n aware t
rect and confrontational. said in
ich “was a disaster.”

N 1ikéd to argue, did not like to assume
responsibility, and did not get work done.

§O lmprove
He was
did not return to
in
e.needed ta.calm

7

returned to

could see some friction, ‘and he told
down and work with people.

?fcharacter ed his relationshi Wlth_i&@?ﬁw.-“,.
“fine. In* he ‘toldﬁ to be more careful -in his

interfaces with people and to listen to their concerns. _On
during a meeting about

A3

7C

got ang said o
e counsele about this meeting and his behavior,

it the EALs were not mentioned during that counseling seggion.

: gumitted the session got pretty heated, and he tol&
\ did not have tjme to deal wit hls?j
personnel type issues. ﬁtold he nteded to change his

- a de and how he dealt with people. dmitted he told
that. 1f he was unhappy at Callaway, he should look for
another - ]Ob
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" and determine if there was a problem.

said when he came to work on Monday

reviewed all plant SOSs, as was typical, and noticed
about EALs. He said he did not understand the but

instead of “doing something stupid, ” he thought about it before
talking to& éSaid, while there was no plant peolicy
that SOSs must be discussed with supervision before being

written, he believed it was "common courtesy” to discu

SS
with the affected parties, in this case himself, which[ﬂdid‘
not -do. o ' -~ : A ) =

) e . il
‘said .he-had attended an on-site review committee ﬁeé,ting in

7C

the i t which some EAL revisions were su ed and
some were not. admitted had expressed concerns

about EALs in the past and said they needed to be revised. ”
said he told that was not high on his jority list 7
because he had reviewed the revisions with who did not see
value to making revisions. said he and had not
discussed EALs since about October 1338, so he considered it a

“dead issue.” said even though he was aware was

unhappy about the EALs, he was surprised by the SOS. '

m.savi'd onm , ' told him one of
them < NPI] Had received an e-mail from {datedh e

aid that e-mail was inaccurate because it
referenced the EALs and things he and had not discussed
the -previmss=Friday: h.asked. him. to,..pyrsue the . .

him he R ;\ would available to meet with
'e-mail, he stated was Keeping a file 7(
admitted.he.may have told he was keeping a

file on him, but he meant a "B filé” he kept on all employees, in
which he noted their interaction with others, their assignme .
etc., to use when completing their performance appraisals.
admitted the majority of items in his employees’ B files were

negative, including problems with interactio or job assignments

or counseling sessions. He said he wanted go know his

performance was unacceptable and he was ocumenting it.
said he met with on

continued to deny he had a problem dealing with people.
said he suggested they bring in psychologi

AN .time,; Jbut .saidihe -:might.--:'vcons iderudit. 1ater - . &Ld: _* R LAET L. o -
~ beginning of his meeting with jwvas coptroversial g3 -
confrontational, -an told him he was .to  _ —

bring him down by going to HR or someone else. By the ‘end of the

OVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
; “REGION IV
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meeting, u“pretty much” admitt e needed to im e and
said he would work on the problem. &said he tolg‘b he
work with him, but they did not agree to any speciii lan.
wsaid he had never written a performance appraisal onb 7¢
T an¥one in because he had just gotten to iv’:hen they were

He gave everyone 2% raises, the average raise

for that year.
Consequently,
erformance-before hi

about: hi

S when ;
said he believed he had adequately conveye _ )
1s performance in dealing with others needed -to improver

was asked to counsel all hls supervisors that 1f they received or

say improper e-mail to notify their supervisor and take action.
said he sent an e-mail about this issue with attached

- individually with all his employees. 7
' btook offense at this meeting, saying

. : ) aid at
but he discovered

» 4 ’ fsaid.he.then. ... ... .
apologized to but told him he was telling all employees to
‘be aware of the policy and -their responsibilities.

il said a woman from HR [NFI] interviewed him aboutPj A
. . - _ B @ found 6n a cofiputer,” an
i ver

plaints about him§

o o
Sl

~ecelved any feedback from HR about this
someone from Wolf Creek also investigated
allegations against him and intervi

employees. said he never read the
B told him there were no concerns in the report he needed to
address. ‘

said in summer 1999 AmerenUE instituted a market-based
compensation program to compare salaries with gimilar jobs.
Supervisory personnel, including everyone in had to complete
‘and return a questionnaire about their job positions by&i
B3¢ person completed the form and forwarded -itzko their
supervisor who-added comments in caps-and forwarded..it to the.
organizational development group. In cases where emplgyjees spent
a great déal of time doing something other than theip’%ﬁlar job, —

e
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they were evaluated against both
case, he was evaluated forii N
and market-based salaries were obtalned

said he rated his nine employees and provided them with an
assessment of their standing in He said he rated employees
on experience, education, budget, program and procedure
improvements, completion of assigned tasks, quality of response,
SOS ‘use, adaptability,- communications, human resources;gggmwork,
job knowledge, planning and organizing, problem-solvind, "."
motivation, and attitude. {8 J83id on his matrix, .
repizsented by thelilill said he ranked

e e e Lt L\-f«-{‘*-'-‘

and . _ ) first. !

not *give anyone a low 1 in any category. He ranked g
completion of assigned tasks and in communications, hi
employee he rated a 2 in those categories. He said
not perform well in }& and he did not keep him
informed on the status of the new noti ication process. &
saidy stypically” took offense whenever anyone tried to

tell him what to do. Also “did not communicate well witi

" others and “got th all upset and worked up for nothing.”
o ‘'said he also 'gavh 2 in attitude, as well as* shown

on the matrix as <

QU ek Rt T 02
) and A
met and discussed all rad/ciem supervisors. They placed all
v “Mﬁrad#ahemﬁsuperviaarsﬁénﬁowtepfﬁmiddle,-and bottom third, based on
‘their value and performance. aid education, experience,
and other things had already beep_taken into consideration when
he prepared a matrix evaluating i

ersonnel. said he was _
familiar with all the rad/chem supervisors since had worked in 7C
ears. said he, an

v reached a
Zonsensus as to where to place 24 rad/chem supervisors. Then
they discussed where the lower third performers should be placed
in the market rate. They decided the lower performers should be
listed at minus 5 from the market range. s 2.6 A

of performers. -
1sagreed with his assessment of

-~~ NOT FOR -PUBL¥ DISCLOSURE WITHOUT VAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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said they talked specifically abou#
was already making less than other rad/cChem

supervisors, anc believed should not have his
pay .xeduced. 1 e wanted to giv a $2,000 raise, 7C,
but and amted to give him no raise. After
discussion, they agreed to give the v

- qw: least $1,000, but to give $2,000 since he
started out with a lower salary than the otherp“’* o

“said he placed his employees on a protective serx?%és

market rate graph, around ‘market—based compensation. After he
put that togetlief, he, Mmet again; - one

agreed with the ratings, and he gave them to -JESSOP. said,

s far as he was aware, mdid not review the rankings.
ue never discussed the rankings with f
He said when he handed the diskette to JESSOP, hi

role was finished, and he had no further involvement in the

matter. However, he was aware that AmerenUE had decided to make 7(/

he deciding official. said AmerenUE did not have-

enough funds to cover all the recommended raises, so AR+

to reduce raises. All proposed raises less than $3,000 or $5,000
could not recall which] were reduced by a certain

ercentage said-this process was explained in a memo by

stating there was a flat percentage reduction of

proposed salary increases. -

o LA i e

saidmname was last on the ranking list because
sorted them on salary. He said he did-not know why 7C.

e it o salary was lower. th other rad/chem supervisors, but he
’ b Avpéfmea‘.nd"e . ‘“M“‘h“": s "’””‘«*V'H RS

suspected” it was due to pas
denied that his rating o as impacted in any way by
having reported safety comncerns.

“said he met with ‘the secon

e _ discuss his market-based compensation. said he had typed
' up some information he -wanted to review with but he never 7(/
got to that point because ‘became upset and left his
office. :

1 to

said during a staff meeting o
‘ Eopursue the EAL chan
——w | TT&“Yotatidnal survey because

interested in a. rotation. 'said _he has had severaks ' .
discussions withyiiiil about h1m~ finishing 1¥E college  —
R NOT FOR PUBLWG DISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROV‘ OF FIELD OFFICE
' DIRECTO OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, GION IV
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degree. ‘”said he explained to Mhat he needgg to 1 .
com te his college degree if “he wanted to move out,” but
‘had taken no steps in that direction.

gsaid he believed he was highly regarded by his other
molovees and got along well with them. said he believed
M has a problem communicating with others and working for
anyone, and id not consider this an isolated case between C
himself and said he felt threatened byl
believed he was trying to end his career in nuclear poweE,- T
said he did not believe he had done anything wrong and was “taken
aback by all this.” BT

Reinterview withiﬂv i (Exhibit 9) T
was reinterviewed by OI:RIV onw and

=tated that the poor treatment, including discrimination and
harassment b he reported to HANNA on February 7, 2000,
was a continuation of the same issue previously discussed with C
the Reporting Agent. aid there was “nothing new,” and /?
this was part o pattern of treating him vindictively and
in “an intimidating and harassing” manner. said no new
- FEETeR T HEA BREn” faken against him. He had not-yet received a
performance appraisal, and he had received no additional
disciplinary action, including counseling.

psaid mrefused to assign him jobs he wanted, such as

epartment web. page ment.a said“'told- him he -

#ﬂee.ded- him, working gn Health Physics items. In “1
ddition, tC ' R

he said 5 §iWay

him and asked Callaway's ) ; , Saying he -
wanted a new approach. admitted he was not a ﬁ

and it mi "have been a good idea to obtain input from
' : . further admitted that '
[NFI] recently leftﬁ which left_

short-handed.

R

said he was disappointed that Callaway had_not transferred

or rotated him to another job within the plant. “aid
approximately one week ago he ‘submitted a bid for a transfer to

~ ‘another department, which would jnvolve working in programming on
the simula¥or. He said he gave“a copy-of his wr:%ten “7C.

" -request~for .a transfer-to-this—job;-as:regd ired by AmerehUE -

policy, but they did not discuss it. said this g the -

only trarnsfer he had formally requested in writing. —-—c - -

ISCLOSURE WITHOUT APPRO OF FIELD OFFICE
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said his reference in ' e-mailg

to reopening an old OI investigation from the m1d-1990s
meant that he believed some of the things he reported at that (_
time had not changed. TheffjffjDepartment’ still had a lot of
problems, particularly with management, which AmerenUE refused to
. address. said he believed an effective ECP at Callaway
would help employee morale and solve some of the issues.

Reintervi with Exhibit 10 e

wwas_- reinterviewed by OL:RIV onj ‘, e N - d, said
e met with SR O SNSRI g his

alleged hdrassment b

talking” during the meeting, andi@l ook

only one or two comments about his N per formance when

he worked for him, but “they weren't really negative.”
said i R told him “they” had looked at his m

request for a job rotation within Callaway last fall and could

not support his request because of his poor job performance.
According to msaid iob rotations were used as a
reward for good job performance. “aid that was untrue, 7¢
and-he was-»--rawaremefmsever-—ai-—':ins-tanees.-»where.in_, employees were. __ .
rotated to other jobs or departments because of poor job

performance or bécause they did not get along with their

- SUpeFvisor. -

%.saidm told him he would
D ST AR AT G R wﬁl«b@ﬁgre the end Of

e receiving a performance .
and his performance

would be reviewed more fréguently than normal: »
that nhone of his ? allegations had been substantiated by 7C '
two {'nternal-Callaway investigations, but \“efused

his request for a copy of these investigation reports.

) said entioned the possibility of him
leaving AmerenUE and discugsed severance pay, benefits, and
outplacement services. aid he believed that was in 7C
response to his statement in an earlier e-mail that he

would like eave Callaway, but could not financially afford to
do so. (W said he had spoken with an attorney and intended
to fileax=ection 211 Complaint with DOL. - TR

DIRECTO OFFICE OF INVESTI NS, REGION IV
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DOCUMENTATION REVIEW : o

pDuring the course of this inve

stigation, numerous documents were

reviewed by OI:RIV. Those deemed pertinent to this investigation
are delineated in this section.

m Personnel file

An analysis of Mperfomance appraisals revealed the ¢

L ek e e oY S,

"~ more respamrsibilities.” : L TR

following: T
For . five ratings could be utilized = 'Exc¥ional, 7¢_

Highly Competent, Competent, Marginal, and UnsatisfactoPy.

2 Highly Competents, 11 Competents, &nd 3. Marginals in
Coordination of Activities with Others, Attitude, and Human
Relations. responded by stating, “I totally disagree with 7(,
#61 T have developed many useful contacts outside the
department. I compromise as frequently as necessary. I believe

sees me in this respect because of our many differences.”

..g'axva‘?,&-‘.;-:’: o

Initiative. responded “I have spent 1l yrs. in this
industxry. Until.the.dast.li yr., my. job appraisals have never
been less than excellent. and I do not get along.
Unfortunately, 'this evaluation is a good example of that.”

13 Competents iﬁi 3 Marginals in attitude, Human Relations, and 7(/

Appraisals dated
categories “Far exceeds requirements,
Does not meet all requirements.”

L SR B Cave MQ Meets all
requirements, and 3 Does not meet all requirements, in
Communication, Managing Through People, and Problem
Solving/Decision Making, with overall rating of Meets all f)c-

requirements. Qnoted, must improve in the area of
communications. He must learn to work with supervision and

coordinate activities with others. He must be able to handle

Ll 4T -
ity Byt e B G T A e e e 1 e . F S SO : " F v N
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_wgaveml Far e_?eds
7 Meets all reguirehents, ana 4 Does

not meet all requirements, in Revising the Dose Assessment

Program, Managing Through People, planning/Organization, and 1C
Problem Solving/Decision Making, i an overall rating of Meets

all reguirements. noted, ﬁseems to be making a real
effort to improve communications. T is effort must continue to
igprove to a satisfactory level.”

st

requirements in Attendance,

- ave 11 Meets
exceeds requirements 1n Atﬁéﬁgance.

RN gavolR 211 veeggfall e
requirements with a Far exceeds reguirements -in Attendawt
noted, “Communications with continues to improve.”

SR - -1 veets a1l

Far exceeds requirements in Attendance.
needs to focus on assigned task to ensure 2
He needs to concentrate more on working with

all requirements.With a Far

r irements wi
noted,
timely completion.
people.”

gav 8 Meets all
' 'régﬁérementsmandHSMDoesmnet:meetxallmrequirements, in Maintenance
of Medical Emergency Response Program, Emergency Response
ivation of Others, and 7¢,

Procedures, Human Relations/Teamwork, Mot
,a&Pneb&emﬁsg;ying/Decigion_Making, with an overall rating of Does

not meet all requirements.
k- ”g'ave‘ 11 Meets all
ts and 2 Does not meet all reguirements, in Motivation

of Others and Problem Solving/Decision Making. noted, ¢
has  communicated the desire to improve performance and has

actively sought guidance. Although there have been improvements,

more is needed.”

ve . Meets all

requirements in all 12 categories. noted, “Personal

communication wit ed considerably.... _] 1¢

has improwv
performance continues to improve.”

requiramenee - 13 catego
has particularly improved....
employee- the past few moriths.”

NOT FOR IBBREC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT WEPROVAL OF W[ELD OFFICE
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Appraisals dated frow used the categoriesgiFar ,IC/
exceeds requirements, Meets or exceeds requirements, and Does not

meet all requirements.’

[ ey qwd
requirements in all 13 cate rles tated is has been 4(,

a good productive year for

ave (R =ceeds

ST
. -

requirements in all 13 categories'.

ies and 4C\

Exceeds requlrements -in '7 catege:

Far exceeds requlrements in 5 categories, with an overall rating
of Exceeds requirements.

- gaveql Meets
Yequirements in Human Relations/Teamwork, 8 Excee S requirements,
with an overall rating of Exceeds 4(./

and 3 Far exceeds irements,

requirements. ﬁnoted *hould try to be more
sensitive to tfie perceptions of others and ensure coworkers are
receptive to his critique before he offers it.... The direct

- approach is not effective- w1th everyone.
ave“ Meets

Exceeds requirements in

requirements in 4 categories,
3 categories, and Far exceeds requirements in 5 categories.

oted, “From a techpical standpoint, is an 1(/
“exceptional employee.". does not seem to have the same
appreciation for the extent to which effective implementation of

the plan also relies on interpersonal relationships and effective
teamwork.” '

Memo from ' NFI] t S [ NrI 10
with Attachment (Exhibit 27)

) for

insubordination. | stated | B eS sutpended for -
v“insubordination, unw:Llllngness R 1e) prov1de requested 1nformatlon
on an assigned project, and failing to respond to superv1sory 1(;.

direction.- This follows a history of marglnal perﬁoasmaﬂce in
conmmlcatleﬁs .ané-respense—to .supervision.” . . -

Case No. 4-1999-054



REVIEW OF OTHER DOCUMENTATION S

E-mail from{

“stated, wIt’s very frustrating and demoralizing to keep /I(/
getting what I would consider nitpicky comments from you that
inhibit forward progress. Nobody likes to be told that their
work is inadequate and they need to redo it. 1I've got lots of
work to do-and it seems I‘m hung.up on minutia.” _;

.""7—‘;4-

These e-mails reference the problem had-with tﬁe;
Purcthartment. [NFI] stated in an e-mail /)(/
that does not have his facts straight nor were his

siind_erous comments appropriate....” In an e-mail fromy to
.o stated, “I think you have some coachin do.” In
an e-mail fromMStated, *he

has a
long way to go with ‘his people skills.”

Series of E-mails, dated

Exhibit 30

E-mail fro

-gted he‘idi“scuss'ed-q-wdemeanorv and feedback received
appeared to be unwi ing to work with others. 1

tated he told‘ he needed to work with his peers and ¢
. eo—s-mot--walk . out.of.meetings. 1

dated

Exhibit 32

E-mail fro

gstate spoke wit} about his attitude and lack of
teamwork. aid as not opted to become a member of
- the team” and wag i “outright confrontational.” “j ’)[/

stated he asked d not leave [Callaway] if things
were so_bad. ! i

actions and building a case. [NOTE: _the “TOTAL
FABRICATION! | * written on this e-mail was done by

TIONS,
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»,'s*got receptive to revigd he, E and
”een%ﬁqqnfrontationar.' ~ saidy /]C/
5 aewheérg for a job and that he was keeping a

said he did not like being
imidated for bringing up regulatory issues.

g he and Lfﬁ )
. said the begifinig
onfrontational, an threatened to bring him

said he told he was a marginal employee from a
‘indicated he would try

teamwork and attitude I ective.. !
to resolve this, but said he had doubts about that.

-of this meeting with

and ’ dated

Meetihg Notes with

(Exhibit 35)

\stated he met wit fwho.told him.his. main.concern was
his relationship with He wanted to re-establish trust ']Cn
with and a positive work environment in asked -
for an-objective assessment of his performance from and
team-building. said they discussed using Behavior
Analysts [to evaluate his performance and relationship with

.. ~coworkers] which

,éignhe_wpql@_legvelgpen_ﬁg_an‘option.

— up with good work,” in response to
__ an e-mail sent to him by eferencing positive comments - /1C,
I 2.4 made about work.

.may - need toéhetused

) . R : s - . ISR, U OO RSTTE P SN S
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enied there was gghostile
stated he wanted to rebuild

skills and group interaction.”
environment j for

trust with should have consulted him before 1(}
writing the SOS uggested developing.and di cu551ng

software/systems performance standards fo
developing an action plan to address performance issues; and

pursuing the Behavior Analysts process.

jes of -E-mails between
_ Exhibit 38
These e-mails reference”concerns about EALs a@he SOS ..

1C

- ‘s,‘-

out
into

poor teamwork skills _“f~ ’ ’IC»'

request for a rotational assignmen

alone - However, . ,;q.w'acked approximatel )
' ’ ’ ) so that mlght not be an

e

- copied to stated
R by - Jack of action regarding the EALs.
’tated response to the 'S0S was “less than

appropriate. usive, threatening and intimidating.”
sal,cbtold him a case was being made against him,
ked th verify the

and his

employme as threatened.
date of e-mail of ald he had asked.flc/
o intercede and counse - on r get

HR involyed since this-involved employee harassment.

statedh continued to bring up the SOS, which

characterized as unprofe551onal and to “badger” him to agree the

concerns were insignificant.’ tated that since the SOS,
had been violent and intimidating. .

- PR

responded to N" )
efore

couy ed . wrote the SOS
concern about EALS was “low on the list” of igmues . —
'NOT FOR pWosﬁm WITHOUT APPROVMR,OF FIELD OFFICE
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) admitred g had an

hEMneeded to address. Althoug
“aggressive” management style, he denied.being abusive, 1
threatening, or intimidating towards He admitted talking

to t the SOS but only to attempt to resolve the

issues. admitted he may have hit his day planner on the

shelf but denied slamming any chairs.

E-mail from

(Exhibit 41) -

-

wrofg ‘this e-mail-in response to_an e-mail fro R .
stating he Mhad verjified tha ad not recejged the
voffensivé” e-mail fror“ but that he had Feviewed
the policy on use of company computers and e-mail Wwith aff 7(,
personnel. responded by stating he doubted tha

voluntarily followed up on is issue; he was prob Lrec
to do so. EiNc1ained again brought u -
which was “typical of your intimidating actions.” stated

d used their meeting to “further abuse your authority and
punish me for bringing up nuclear and public safety concerns.”

EAL changes made over a year ago on several occasions wit

This“ written b m stated that he had discussed drglit (/‘
- 7

. but- these were never incorporated.

Job "Analysis Questionnaire fom” K for Market-Based
tion Program Exhibit 43 '

List of Unnamed EP Emplovees, numbered 1 to 10 (Exhibit 44)
This was prepar to rat

DY S e, hi mployees 1-5 ip.n
categories. L testimony, is listed as?
r

received no 1s § B gave no one any 1s], 6 twos, 4 rees, 1(—
3 fours, and 1 in experience. '

O R R R

This Questionnaire was completed by
were made in capital letters.

ive,

Markét—Bé—iéed--eompensation Program Implementation, dateds
Septiembess3; - 1999 (Exhibit 45) - f

-

This document states that market targets and ranges hﬁﬁeen =
established._for all jobs and individuals in Nuclear. Al ]
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Market Range Graph (Exhibit 46 : : '7::3

~ the fqllowing:

supervisors were to verify information on salary spread!ﬁéets for
employees in their group. The supervisor was to use the +/-20%
band around market target to set salaries that reflected an
employee’s experience, competence, and performance. Employees
who were rated lower than or no more than $1,000 over their
current salary would retain their current salary. No employee’s
salary was to be reduced. :

-

 testimony, this document rated”allirﬂd(chem

as —S% of‘ﬁgrket Target for posi '

Nuclear Market Rates; MSE Organization - Protective Services

(Exhibit 47)

Accgpding to . testimony ear Market Rates was a
consensus between himself) as to where to
place all rad/chem supervisors and recommended or proposed /7C/

‘salary. The second document 1istsrall employees in Protective

Services, including ‘i'sted on the first— — -
document and their final proposed salary. These documents reveal

RAD/CHEM SUP - - INITIAL PROPOSED FINAE‘PROPOSED
SALARY SALARY

1C

Market-Based Compensation Communication Process, dated October 3,
1999 (Exhibit 48) :

ThisdeCEmeﬁt«explained to supervisors how to commurieate the
market. salary-information to employees and included indigridual
salary information sheets for each employee. : =

-
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Nuclear Business Line Market-Based Compensation Informgiféon
Sheets (Exhibit 49

These sheets were prepared for each of the 10 employees in (“\
Protective Services. Changes in the employee’s salary ranged ”7 &

from 0.0% (4 employees) to 28. 72%W
- ecelved a salary increase of 1.05%

- This stated thatwould receive a base salary incigase of
$700. He had been rated in the lower third of all radéé;?
supervisors in the Nuclear. Division based on-his performance for 17C/
the past 15 months. stated eeded to improve in
adaptability, communlcatlons, and teamwork.

1ni
. erformance : y
might be burned out and need a ,76’

against him and im
said he . told} that... C .

was ranked in the lower third, based on performance,

former supegvisor [NFI] had the s
-formance . hﬁg;d he told. he
assessment and decisions. i SEEREEREEE

E-mail from BOULANGER to

.- (Exhibit 52) '
e - BOULANGER stated she investi ate<~ concerns; interviewed 76
i and concluded no harassment
occurred under AmerenUE’s EEO policy. _
qglllllllllll!liii"

was excellent,.
rotation; and
-.differently than others.

he
" and
opinion of
supported

Wolf Creek Investigation Report, dated

'(Exhibit_§3}
The report imdicate mewemﬁqy\"M?L, o
Ev ator at C laway, prevxous 'supervisor, rs of

and’ and reviewed various e-mails. tated

he did not substani&a&e
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Mt a!onglI"well

retaliated against b for writi
stated his investigation indicated

but he was very exp ienced ’)(/
recommended that ork

with others, was not a team pla
in# and highly intelligent.

Behavior Analysts to build trust and teamwork and lmprove
group dynamics.

with

E-mail from
(Exhibit .54) N T
oo QI since writing MINNEENE he had
continually harassed oVl which was having a pe ati

saia 10

is health, work, and personal relationships.
ad been intimidating, hostile, and vindictive towards him.

aid he could not afford to quit his job, and he was
isappointed that his request for a transfer [to another
department] had not been granted.

"E-mail from

the meeting he had with earlier that
harassment of -himq Jfor-writing. 0
] said he was disappointed thatg ‘ /I
repeatedly brought up the need for disciplinary action against

-for-poor-performance. :#ﬂlﬁg«ml&e@@bm&.
leaving AmerenUE and discussed severance, outplacement,
etc. Jls2id he considered 3 ‘ actions to be more
evidence of continued harassment.

Summa of Emplovee concerns meeting on b

Exhibit 56

.~

1L

notes he made

)said he prepared this document from t
during his ’ meeting wit
According to Rtold him none of his
allegations bad been substantiated; as an excellent
manager;& performance needed improvement; anm

request for a job rotation would not be granted.

- -

NOT FOR PUBLIBRDISCLOSURE WI APPROVAL OF
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Response fronf . .x1 ﬂ

1C

4”resp that he did

NN o 1: 0 i mecting vich ERMNERER -
not a disciplina meeting, and he believe as not
harassing him but was holding him responsible for his

performance. ald despite repeated requests, he had
received no ev1dence fro to support his allegations.

not bring harassment and sﬁety L
had not acted on e issues ’l

onc because.

&)had dlready brought to him? “aid” ‘Hegad “no
mlsg1v1ngs" about his job pe ance, and was maklng a
*Big Mistake” in supportinmin this matter.

Agent's Analysis

An analysis of evldence was performed to determine if MWas 7C
the subject of employment discrimination by AmerenUE management
for reporting safety concerns.

1. Protected Activit

has worked at Callaway for approximately
he re orted safety concerns regardlng

Beginning in

w4 -wjnpaccurateEALs to 1nclud1ng writing /I ¢
‘on In the fal he
reported his concerns to the NRC. [NOTE: fvas the:

- subject-of a previous OI:RIII investigation into alleged

harassment and discrimination for reporting concerns about
EALs.]) Clearly,“has engaged in protected activity.

2. Management Knowledge of Protected Activity
“admitte d reported concerns to him about the
EALs and that he had decided the EALs were not a

pressing issue of immediate concern.dfurt admitted /’
he had read nd discussed it with on-

several occasions.

- . P ) . e o
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3. Adverse Action o ‘ : f,

“alleged that poor treatment‘byw such as kicking
a chair, sl i a daytimer on the desk, and refusing to

allow him to work on preferred assignments

constituted harassment and intimidation. However, in fact,
there has been no change inw working conditions. He

has not been terminated, suspended, reassigned to a less
desirable job, received a poor performance appraissal, or

denied a raise. During AmerenUE’s recent change 8.2 ’l(,
market-based pay system, received a raise of,.$700 a

year; approximately. 40% of plant personnel receivqgd no

raise. Although is lower paid than other rad/chem

supervisors in this was the case befor  became the
a'ndhad no involvement in that.

Although there has been no overt adverse _action taken
against~ it is clear that he an have a very

poor supervisor/employee relationship. They appear to 1(’
distrust and harbor hostilities against each other. The
working environment appears to have been negatively affected

by their relationship.

Conclusions

_Based on the evidence developed during this investiggids

testimony, and document review, the allegation that was " C
discriminated against by ma_magement for reporting safety concerns

was not substantiated. .. |

NOT FOR P IC DISCLOSURE WITHO APPROVAL FIELD OFFICE
DIRE OFFICE OF INVEST W IONS, RE Iv

Case No . 4-1999-054

36 | \&yf



Exhibit

No.

1

10
11
12

13

14
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LIST-OF EXHIBITS - . é

Description

Investigation Status Record, dated September 28,
1999. :

Tanscript of Interview withw datﬁ_‘ /](,
' '.:- R "'_",.‘ ' ;.‘ e ’ g .

Memo from ELKMAN to WISE, dated Novembe'fgo, 1999.
Memo from ELKMAN to WISE, dated January 27, 2000.

NRC:RIV Inspection Report 50-483/2000-04, dated
February 10, 2000.

Interview Report with JESSOP, dated October 27,
1999.

Transcript of Interview withmx::m,m# /I(,

Transcript .of Interview with

J "I N |II |' R ok A RS o £ 4 8 e s 4 v
h

Re1nterv1ew Report with il il

Reinterview Report witW 4(/

”Performance Appraisal, datedm
'erformance Appralsalm

Performance Appraisal, dated \

-
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15

*Performance Appraisal,

16 QNN Performance Appraisal,

t Performance Appraisal,
18 . ‘ performance Appraisal,

17

19 wPerformance Appraisal,

20 rPerformance Appraisal,

21 rerformance Appraisal,

22 r Performance Appraisal,

23 _ Performance Appraisal, dated q ‘

24 erformance Appraisal, date‘w

25 ‘ggg"fqrmance Appraisal, datecm 76
26 mPerformance Appraisal, datedm

27 emo_£ron IERR—E] <-:- G
28 E-mail frémwdatem

29 E-mails, dated November 1998.
30 E-mail fron MGG datew
3 1 -mal l fromw@u ‘,-&-'d~-;‘---;'ﬁ~9a~f~1»/»~>m.‘
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i P S—— SR
34 ' E-mail fronatedm

35 Meeting Notes, dated July 1, 1999.

36 ] fmmmdated“
_ -ﬂ TS

38 . i 1c betweeniiilll RN dated,'-_;'-z

38

1

=~ - it g/ dated
ke 1e
10 rﬁi'in“‘i“ £rom M o=

41 w frOmM datedm

42 e datea DRGNS
43 mbb .Analysis Questionnaire.

44 List of Unnamed EP Employees.

9

45 Market-Based Compensation Program Implementation,
dated September 3, 1999.

46 Market Range Graph.
47 Nuclear Market Rates; MSE Organization.
48 Market-Based Compensation Communication Process,

dated October 3, 1999.

49, - = --Nuclear Business Line Market- Based Compe gsatlon
Information Sheets.

-

50 . .. E-mail frOM datem /Ig/
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51 Memo to File bym date
52 —nail from Bourancir to R datedm

53 f Creek Investigation Report, datedm 7C/
S0 i cronENMMERSMRRN osc oA
eron MNRORS <o ted

56 Summary of Employee Concerns Meeting by

E-mail frow date
and Response fro dated

!;

t

55

‘li
-\)?
h

El

57
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